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MR. CHAIRMAN: So the motion is
adopted by a majority of the total
membership of the House and by a majority
of not less than two-thirds of the Members
present and voting.

The motion was adopted.

THE UNTOUCHABILITY (OF-
FENCES) BILL, 1954—continued

THE MINISTER rForR HOME AFFAIRS
AND STATES (Dr. K. N. KATIU): MR.
Chairman, three days ago, I presented this
motion before the House and I had spoken for
a few minutes when the House 'adjourned for
the day.

[MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN in the Chair.]

The point that I had mentioned in the few
minutes for which I spoke on that day was
emphasising the difference between what I
called the private sector of a man's life and his
public sector. There are fundamental rights,
human rights and preservation of complete
liberty for a man in regard to what he may do
or may not like to do in his own private life;
he may mix with anyone and he may *"fuse to
do with another; he may dress in one way
and he may dress
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[Dr. K. N. Katju.J in another way; he may
eat one kind of food or another kind of food,
with somebody or with nobody. The law
cannot provide as to whether he should take to
a liberal way of living or a most orthodox,
rigid, self-contained mode of living. That is
for him to decide and if one wants to make
hirn change his outlook on life, his mode of
thought, then the only way in which that could
be done is by persuading him to change his
ways. Coercive methods are of no value.

So far as the Bill before this House is
concerned, I said then—and I repeat it now—it
is, in a way, of very limited scope, the limited
scope being that the Constitution has abolished
untouchability. The Constitution declares that
any disability caused by untouchability shall
be made punishable and this Bill proposes to
do that, and putting it very shortly, it makes it
a criminal offence for anyone to prevent,
restrain or prohibit any member of the
scheduled castes or, to use the words, any
member of the communities which are
subjected to these disabilities, from exercising
his rights. I said then and I repeat it now again
that as I understand the problem, it is not a
question of providing members of these
communities with drinking water facilities,
with worshipping facilities, allowing them to
enter public hotels, restaurants and all that.
What they want is to be recognised as free and
equal members of the Hindu community. If
anyone were to say to the members of these
communities that all their difficulties in the
matter of drinking water facilities will be
removed, that somebody will supply them
with facilities for digging two, three or four
wells and that they should not go to a public
well, they will take it very ill. What they want
is that every public well every public temple,
every place of public resort, everything public
should be open to them and that they should
be able to go there just as all residents
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of India go and travel in the third class or
second class compartments of the railways.
When I enter a compartment, I do not ask my
fellow passenger to what caste he belongs.
Whether he belongs to a high caste or a low-
caste, it does not matter because there is equal
right for all. Similarly, in the exercise of these
rights, what these people require is a change
of heart and the right, if I may say so, and
opportunity of rubbing shoulders with all
members of the Hindu community. That is
what they desire.

Now, the Government does its duty by passing
these coercive laws and it is proper, essential
and desirable that whenever these laws are
broken the offenders should be properly
punished. I say so because some doubt was
expressed that this law, though enacted, may
remain a dead letter. Someone said that these
laws are not enforced. I suggest to the House
that even for the enforcement of these laws, it
is necessary that there should be a substantial
volume of opinion in favour of enforcement. If
the law appeals to the conscience, let us say,
of 95 per cent, of the population or 80 per
cent, of the population and if those 80 per
cent, of the population desire that people
should obey the laws, then enforcement
becomes easy. If you enact a law of this de-it
ion which does not command widespread
support then enforcement becomes difficult. 1
have heard it said often by members of these
communities, "Well, Sir, if you punish a Kshe-
triya or a Brahmin or anyone of the so-called
high caste people who commits a breach of
these laws what would be the result? The
result would be that he will go to jail for six
months or three months and when he comes
out, his heart will not be overflowing with
affection for the members of these
communities. His heart will be full of
bitterness and the result will be that, while the
letter of the law may be obeyed, living
conditions may become so difficult
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that we may even have to migrate and leave
the village." That would be, in my opinion, a
bad consequence, and most undesirable. I
would hate it. Therefore, I respectfully suggest
that in this big campaign we .should always
have before us the great example of Gandhiji
and speak softly, not adopt bitter language and
further, have resort to the persuasive
campaign on the largest scale possible. If we
are to speak with bitterness, in harsh language,
then I say that we do not promote the cause
which we have before us. We retard it. Of
course, | am talking platitudes; bitterness does
not create affection: bitterness creates
disaffection and if you do want to create
disaffection then you are welcome to use the
language of bitterness and say, "Look at us:
for five thousand years we have suffered those
handicaps but we are not prepared to suffer
them any longer." I agree but if you want to
remove those sufferings today these laws will
not enable you to gain your objective.

Untouchability

I am only making this suggestion because I
sometimes read some speeches and listen to
speeches and from that it seems to me that the
speakers think that it is a case of using the
rod—use the rod and punish and then you will
bring the opponents to their senses. My
feeling is that that is extremely wrong advice.
I am speaking generally—I do not say that
Brahmins should do this and not do this.
Gandhiji used to tell us—that is the lesson that
we have learnt—that ali. so called high cast
people have to perform prayaschit for the sins
that they have committed for the last ten usand
years. | stick to that. But if you think, if
anybody thinks in India that he can persuade
and bring about a change of heart by using
strong language, I submit he is very much
mistaken in doing that, that recourse to that
language will not serve the purpose.
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inter-marriage and inter dining, remove all
untouchability. Is it not a fact?

Dr. K. N. KATJU: Very well. Plea
se give me one opportunity for what
I have to say. I do not see the relevan
ce of this, Sir, I cannot make a law
uere that people must dine with my
hon. friend nor can I make a law that
my hon. friend should be compelled
to have all his wards in the family
largely married to A, B, C. That is
| all a question of preference of volun
tary action. Gandhiji wrote to me per
sonally .........

DRr. P. C. MITRA: He spoke to me also.

Dr. K. N. KATJU: Gandhiji wrote to me
personally that he has decided, as a general
rule, not to give his ashirbads to marriages
between the same caste, but he gave his
ashirbads to marriages where the people
belonged to different castes.

DRr. P. C. MITRA: He did not take meals
from his wife till she used Khaddar.

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: You can have
your say later, Dr. Mitra.

DRr. K. N. KATJU: Now I suggest this is all in
what I have been calling the private sector. It
cannot be coerced by any coercive legislation.
No one can be compelled to dine with A, B or
C. I know of many Hindus, my mother and
father, they would not dine with anybody.
Sometimes I also have a sort of feeling not to
dine with anybody from the point of view of
public health; you escape all infection, all
virus. All this comes in. Most of the ases are
carried because you drink water from the
same glass; you eat anything from the same
plate. So it
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[Dr. K. N. Katju.] may be from that point of
view—I ao not know about it but we cannot
compel anybody in the private sector. I heard
someone saying—I was astonished that there
were some such speeches—"If you want to
remove untouchability you must compel the
Brahmins to marry their daughters to
Harijans." I was astonished and astounded; no
sane man could have that; only lunatics could
say so.

SHRI RAGHAVENDRA RAO (Hy-
derabad): He is a Minister today in the State
jf Hyderabad.

Dr. K. N. KATJU: I do not know about it.
It is something grossly impractical; I cannot
understand this. Very well, Sir.

As I said in another place and also here the
o.ther day during the three-day general debate
on the Report of the Commissioner for
Scheduled Castes and Scheduled Tribes, the
question was now to improve the conditions
of our brothers of these communities and on
that enough was said and I imagine that that
ground will not be covered over again I
entirely agree, the one great thing is to
improve their economic condition, to improve
their standards of life, to give them highest
possible education. The State

juld consider it their duty to remove their
difficulties and to take the utmost steps to
bring them up, to raise them to completely
equal standards with others and that will also
have a repercussion because people will begin
to treat them with honour and respect. The
prestige of high office alone carries this all but
that is bad. Of course, we cannot force all that
with this Bill, remove all their difficulties with
an Untouchability Bill. My submission is that
we have done what could be done or what can
be done by this kind of legislation and I do
hope that the Joint Select Committee will go
through this Bill very thoroughly, as I have
said else-where and I say it again. There is no
provi-

[RAJYA SABHAJ

(Offences) Bill, 1954 2416

sion in this Bill to which I am wedded in the
sense that I propose to stick to it, no matter
what the House might think. The Joint Select
Committee will have the most ample
opportunity of going through every clause of
the Bill and they can depend upon Gov-
ernment co-operation to the fullest extent.
When this Bill emerges from Parliament I
hope that it will embody and it will represent
the united expression of all parties in Parlia-
ment. Sir, I move.

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Motion
moved:

"That this House concurs in the
recommendation of the Lok Sabha that the
Rajya Sabha da join in the Joint Committee
of the Houses on the Bill to prescribe
punishment for the practice of un-
touchability or the enforcement of any
disability arising therefrom and resolves
that the following Members of the Rajya
Sabha be nominated to serve on the said
Joint Committee:—

1. Shrimati Lilavati Munshi,

2. Shrimati Bedavati Buragohain,
3. Shri Alluri Satyanarayana Raju,
. Dr. N, 8. Hardiker,

.'Shri Surendra Ram,

. Shri Kishort Ram,

7. Shri Ram Prasad Tamta,

8. Thakur Bhanu Pratap Singh.

o n B

9, 8hri T, D. Pustake,

10. Shri Jagannath Das,

11. Shri Nanabhai Bhatt,

12, Dr. B. R. Ambedkar,

13, Shr¥# M. Satyanarayana,

14, Shri Surendranath Dwivedy,

15, Shri N. C. Sekhar, and

18, Shri Rarsingrao B, Deshmukh.”
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Dr. B. R. AMBEDKAR (Bombay). Mr.
Denuty Chairman, I propose to speak on the
Bill. T think it is impossible for me to remain
silent during the discussion on this Bill, but I
find that my hon. friend, the Minister-in-char-
ge, has condescended to put me on the Select
Committee on this Bill. There is a convention
that a Member wno is on a Select Committee
shall not speak or take part in the debate on
the motion for reference to a Select
Committee. I do not know to what extent the
rule has been observed in all its strictness.

Untouchability

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: It has not
been violated.

Dr. B. R. AMBEDKAR: I think in the
other House it is not strictly observed and I
understand' that a Member in such a position
could speak. However, if the convention is a
rigid one here I beg permission to withdraw
my name, and I hope the hon. Minister will
concede.

PROF. G. RANGA (Andhra): It is not a
rigid one.

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Yes, it is a

rigid one; we have been observing it.

PrROF. G. RANGA:
the time.........

If either within

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: It will be
setting a bad precedent.

PROF. G. RANGA: There is no ques
tion of any bad precedent. What I
understood  always was that when
other Members who are not Members
of the Select Committee are anxious
to speak, then the Members who are
placed on the Select Committee are
expected to give way, but it does not
debar any Member of the Select Com
mittee  from exercising his  privilege
of speaking. Only if.............

MRr. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: We have
been observing the convention that the
Members of the Select Committee...................
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PROF. G. RANGA: We have not observed it
that way. It is not rule;s a convention.

MrR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: The
convention should be interpreted in that
manner because it has been observed that
way.

PROF. G. RANGA: There is no definite rule
on this point but the convention we have been
following is that generally Members who are
Members of the Select Committee do not
speak.

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: On two or
three previous occasions I have refused the
Members.

SHRI BISWANATH DAS (Orissa):
Because they have got the ch ance to
place their views before the Select
Committee it is felt not desirable to>
give them the necessary..............

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: It wilt be
setting a bad precedent.

SHRI BISWANATH DAS: Therefore the
non-Members in the Select Committee are
given the chance to-place their views so that
the Select Committee may have the advantage
of considering those views as well. There is, I
submit, no rule and we should not have any
rigid convention to make it binding on the
Members of the Select Committee not to
speak. I would therefore appeal to my hon.
friend Dr. Ambedkar not to consider it in that
light and think of withdrawing his name from
the Select Committee which I consider will
be-most useful and helpful.

MRr. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: But the
convention we hf ve observed in this House is
that Members of the Select Committee are not
to sneak on such a motion. On o-ie or two
previous occasions permission has been
refused..
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PANDIT S. S. N. TANKHA (Uttar Pradesh);
So far as I remember certain Members of the
Select Committee have spoken in the past. If
you will please look wup the earlier
proceedings, you will find that they have
spoken ii this House on one or two occasions.

Untouchability

{Interruptions.)

SHrr H. N. KUNZRU (Uttar Pra
desh) : 1 believe, Sir, I myself, al
though 1 was a Member of a Select
Committee, spoke on the Bill. How
ever, I am not sure. Even if that be
not correct, I think there have been
occasions when a departure from this
convention has been made for good

reasons and [ hope that you will con

sider the desirability of allowing Dr.
Ambedkar to speak on this motion.
He is perfectly correct in saying that
he cannot remain silent on this Bill

and I do not think that anything will
be lost if............

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: We will
look up the debates and............

SHRI H. N. KUNZRU: Even if there is no
precedent let us make a precedent now.

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: But that will
be setting up a bad precedent. If every
Member claims that right it will be bad.

SHrRl H. N. KUNZRU: Every Member
cannot, in relation to a Bill, be in the same
position that Dr. Ambedkar is in regard to this
Bill. I think that special position ought to be
recognised and it will be very undesirable to
place Dr. Ambedkar in the difficult position
that he will be in if his membership cf the
Select Committee is held to debar him from
expressing his opinion on this question.

SHRI H. P. SAKSENA (Uttar Pradesh) : I
beg to differ from the views expressed by
my hon. friend, Dr.
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Kunzru. In this way we will be per
petuating  the  differentiation  between
the caste Hindu and the untouchable.

I do not look upon Dr. Ambedkar, as
I have said on various occasions, as
the representative of the untouchables
alone and I think ...............

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: 1 will
look up the proceedings and I will
give a ruling in the afternoon. The

House .......

(Interruptions.)

PrROF. G. RANGA: It does not require a
ruling, Sir. It is only a convention.

MRr. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: I will give
the ruling in the afternoon. The House stands
adjourned till 2-30 P.M.

The House adjourned for lunch at
four minutes past one of the clock.

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

SHRI BISWANATH DAS: Sir, may I make
a submission in this, namely, the question
raised by Dr. Ambedkar. There is no rule on
this question and, therefore, the question of a
ruling from the Chair does not arise. It is all a
question of precedent and I claim that the
House has a right to change or modify
precedents. Therefore, I believe you have
been looking into the wishes of the House. As
such no question of any ruling, I take it, will
arise or be given.

SHRI V. K. DHAGE (Hyderabad): I might
also add that in this House on another
occasion, if I remember well, on the Special
Marriage Bill, Dr. Kunzru spoke while he was
also a Member of the Select Committee.

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: No.

SHRI V. K. DHAGE: And Dr.
Parmanand.

Seeta
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MRr. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN:
give her permission to speak.

I did Jiot

SHRI V. K. DHAGE: But I think, Sir, there
must be some sort of enquiry made to see
whether what 1 have said is correct or not.
Apart from that, if the House is desirous of
listening to the speech of a Member, I think
the Member is entitled to .speak and I submit
that Dr. Ambed-kar be allowed to speak and
at the same time he should also remain in the
Select Committee.

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: -Well, I am
afraid there is no point of order. It is a healthy
convention that Members of the Select
Committee are not .allowed to speak, are not
generally allowed to speak. 1 have gone
through the proceedings of the House and we
have been strictly following this convention
and that is also the convention, I am told, in
the other House. I had a talk with the Speaker
also eabout it. A convention if departed from
will cease to be a convention. So it is for Dr.
Ambedkar to choose whether he will speak on
the floor of the House or be a Member of the
Sel-etc Committee, If he is a Member of the
Select Committee, he can certainly put
forward his arguments and bring all his weight
to bear on the Members of the Select
Committee and shape the Bill; but if he wants
to choose to speak on the floor of the House
he is welcome to do so. It is not a question of
allowing this Member or that Member to
speak. It is better that we follow healthy
conventions and I see no reason to depart from
that convention.

PrOF. G. RANGA: Sir, I wish to
give notice of my intention that I do
not wish to respect this convention,
it is felt that this convention should
be broken and I think.................

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Order, order.
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PrROF. G. RANGA: I have every right to make
a statement, because, as interpreted, in the
manner in which it has been interpreted, this
is a convention which ought not to be
accepted at all by the House.

SHRI V. K. DHAGE: Further, I would like
to submit that it is the House which makes the
convention and if it wants to break it, it can
do so.

MRr. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Please see
the proceedngs of the House, Mr. Ranga; you
should not make such remarks.

PROF. G. RANGA: I have not made any
remarks which are unparliamentary or which
should be expunged.

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: I see that
there is no such precedent and even if we
have set up a bad precedent, it is not right that
we should perpetuate it.

SHRI S. MAHANTY (Orissa): But the
whole sense of the House is quite contrary.

SHRI V. K. DHAGE: The House creates a
convention and if the House is desirous of
cancelling that and establishing another one, |
think it is the right of the House to do it.

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: I am afraid it
is not. There is no question of any ruling. You
may raise it by a resolution. There is the Rules
Committee. You may raise it there.

SHRI H. C. MATHUR (Rajasthan): There is
no point of order raised, that is true, Sir. But
what can stand between the wishes of the
House and a convention? Have you
determined what is the wish of the House?

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: It is not a
question of the wishes of the House.
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[Mr. Deputy Chairman.] It is a question
of following the convention that is being
followed. (Interruption). Iam sorry, Prof.
Ranga, I cannot agree.

Untouchability

PROF. G. RANGE: Who has established
this convention?

MRr. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: The House
has already established it.

PrOF. G. RANGA: Excuse me, Sir. You
happen to be the Chairman of the Rules
Committee. We cannot discuss it there. How
has this convention come into existence?

MRr. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: 1 have
already said that there is no rule. I find that
from 1952 onwards we have been following
this convention.

SHRI S. N. MAZUMDAR (West P>engal):
Sir. I am not speaking about the healthiness or
otherwise of this convention, but on an
enquirv. it was explained that this convention
arose from an assumption that Members who
were on a Joint Select Committee should give
precedence to other Members.

MRr. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: It is not a
question of precedence, Mr. Mazumdar. The
speeches are meant for the Members of the
Select Committee. All the suggestions made
by the other Members will be considered by
the Members of the Select Committee in the
Select Committee. If the members of the
Select Committee themselves take up the time
of the House, I am afraid the other Members
may not have any chance to speak.

SHRI S. N. MAZUMDAR: The Members
are restrained from speaking because of that
consideration.

SHRIMATI MONA HENSMAN (Madras) :
Sir, I do not want to dispute what you have
said. You are above convention and I accept
whatever you decide. But the point is, when a
Select Committee has not begun to function,
when it is not sitting yet—it has
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only been nominated—is it not within the
power of the Chair to be above-convention
and permit the person to.

speak?

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: I am, here to
follow conventions.

SHRI V. K. DHAGE: I beg to submit that
we are not satisfied with the ruling and
therefore we shall not continue.

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: I have-given
no ruling at all. I am only following the
convention that we have followed so far.

SHr1 V. K. DHAGE: Nevertheless. | think
the wishes of the House are not beins given
any regard to and therefore we feel that we
will not be able-to sit in the House now.

SHRI S. N. MAZUMDAR: Mr. Deputy
Chairman, I respectfully submit tha. I a:n ai JOo
unable to take part in, the discussion in the
circumstances,, because this question is
overweigh-uig other considerations. But 1
want to make it fully clear that I have no
auarrel with the Untouchability Bill,. rather I
welcome it. but it is very unfortunate that
before the discussion could be taken up, the
whole question of procedure came up and.
unfortunately in this procedural question we
have not been able to agree with what you
have said. So it is very difficult for me to take
part properly in the discussion and I am
abstaining, from the discussion.

(At this stage some  hon. Members left the
Chamber.)

Dr. B. R. AMBEDKAR: Mr. Deputy
Chairman, before I actually deal with the
provisions of this Bill, I think it is desirable
that I should draw the attention of the House
to the responsibility- created by certain articles
in-the Constitution and the responsibility
placed upon the Government to. give effect to
those provisions.
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I would first like to refer to article 13 of the
Constitution. Article 13 says that all laws
inconsistent with the Fundamental Rights are
void from the date on which the Constitution
comes into existence. That is a general
provision which is laid down in article 13. It
is, as a mat. ter of fact, a general notice given
to the public as well as to the Judges of the
Court that if any question was raised before
them which involved the adjudication of the
Fundamental Rights, the court shall not give
effect to any existing law that was in conflict
with the Fundamental Rights. But the makers
of the Constitution were not satisfied with the
general declaration because they felt that it
was too much to expect a common citizen to
go to a court of law in order to get relief from
the court for the invasion of his fundamental
rights. That was too much of a burden on the
common citizen. And, therefore, the
Constitution enacted another article, which is
article 372, sub-clause (2), which gives power
to the Government to make modification and
adaptation in existing laws in order that the
laws may be brought in conformity with the
fundamental rights.

If my hon. friend will allow me to make a
personal reference, I would say that when 1
was in charge of law, I immediately took up
this  question about adaptation and
modification of the existing law in order to
bring it in conformity with the Fundamental
Rights. And I did succeed in getting repealed
one of the most important pieces of legislation
in the Punjab, called the Punjab Land
Alienation  Act, wunder which certain
communities, or as the law speaks of them,
certain tribes, were declared to be the only
tribes which could hold property or acquire
property in the Punjab. The law, in my
judgment, was so iniquitous that a man who
was actually an aericulturist, but whose
community or tribe was not declared by the
Government to be an agricultural tribe, was
not entitled to get any land. But
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a person who was a barrister all his life, and
never hoped to grow even two blades in a fieid,
became entitled to acquire property, because
the Government had chosen to declare his tribe
to be an agricultural tribe. I succeeded in
having the whole Act cancelled under the
provisions of article 3/2, clause (2). There
remained another law or a custom which went
along with the Punjab Land Alienation Act, ..i-
i wnich referred to what is called the shamilat
land, that is to say, the and held in common by
the villagers. Under the customary Punjab law,
the snamilat land could be shared only by those
communities which were called zamindars,
hereditary land-owning communities. The
others were non-zamindars. They were called
Lamina,!,. that is to say, they belonged to a low
class, and they were not entitled to share in the
land. Consequently, they could not build their
houses in a pucca form on the land on which
they stayed. They \Jn-e always afraid lest the
zamindars of Punjab may, at any time, turn
them out. And the people did not venture to
build permanently. I left a note in the Law
Ministry, when I left, that this matter should be
taken up and dealt with by the Government un-
der the provisions of article 372, subclause (2).
I have no idea what the Law Ministry has done
or what the Home Ministry has done. I believe,
no action has been taken on that account so far.
I had, for my own guidance, made a list of
certain laws, which. I felt it was absolutely
essential to modify in order to brinn them in
conformity with the Constitution. The first that
1 would like to mention is Madras Regulation
XI of 1816. This is a criminal law enacted by
the East India Company. In that, there is a pro-
vision. I think, section 10. which says that if
the offender belongs to the lower classes, then
the punishment to be inflicted on him is to put
him in the stocks. This punishment is not to b°
inflicted if the offender belongs to the higher
classes. There can be no luestion. Sir. that this
Regulation is
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Regulation, and should be repealed. Then the
next item that I would refer to is the Bombay
Municipal Servants Act. V eof 1890. Under
that Act, it is provided—I think it is section
3—that if a municipal servant, whose duties
fall within the Schedule attached to the Act,
absents himself from work without permission,
or resigns his office without at least giving
three months' notice in writing, he shall be
sentenced to imprisonment. It is a well-estab-
lished principle now that a contract of
employment is only a civil contract for which,
if there is to be any punishment that
punishment must be only damages and not im-
prisonment. But this Municipal law still
remains on the Statute Book. The result has
been that under this Act—if my hon. friend
v/ill refer to the Schedule, he will find that the
Schedule practically mentions, although in
terms of duty, people who are doing
scavenging work or street-cleaning work, and
things of that sort, and who are mostly
Scheduled Castes or the untouchables—it has
become quite impossible for them even to go
on strike, because the term of resignation must
be three months' notice. Nothing has been done
so far as that Act is concerned. I will take now
another item, the U. P. Municipalities Act. II
of 1916. I think it is section 85. Yes. There
again, the provisions of that section are more
or less similar to the provisions of the Bombay
Municipal Servants Act. There again it is said
that a sweeper employed by a Board who,
except in accordance with the terms of a
written contract of service, or without a
reasonable cause, of which notice has been
given, resigns or abandons his employment,
shall be liable, upon conviction, to imprison-
ment which may extend to two months. I think
these laws, if I may say so, are absolutely
uncivilised laws. No country in the world
today regards breach of contract of service as
an offence punishable with imprisonment OT
with fine. It is just damaging, out nothing has
been done here.
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Then, I will refer to three other Acts, one is
the Bombay Hereditary Village Officers Act of
1874. Those who work or officiate under this
Act are divided into two classes. My friend,
Mr. Dhage, must be quite familiar with it,
although the Home Minister himself may not
be. I do not know what the system is in his
province, but there the servants are divided in-
to two classes, one class are called officers and
the other w5eb called village servants,
although both are paid in the ancient form of
payment, Viz., land assigned for service out of
which they have to eke out their income. The
land that has been assigned to them was in
ancient times, probably during the time of
Shivaji or during the time of the Peswas. No
addition has been made to the land then
assigned. They have been cutting up and
sharing their land into bits and bits, and
probably no one individual owns more than
one-hundredth of an acre of land. Yet these
poor people are sticking to that land. Now,
when the British came in, they started a
scheme of what is called commutation: that is
to say, releasing a person from the obligation
of hereditary service andtfctlowing him to
retain the land provided he was prepared to
pay what is called 'Judi' or land revenue, as the
Government thought fit. That process has been
going on for ever and many, many hereditary
officers have been liquidated so far. Recently
the Bombay Government took upon itself the
responsibility of further commuting these
village hereditary officers, but notwithstanding
the incessant demand ol the scheduled castes
in the Bombay State that their workers and
their hereditary officers should also be * com-
muted so that they may be free from the
obligation of serivce and be allowed to retain
the land on payment of land revenue—they
were very liberal and wanted to pay the full
land revenue and did not want any conces-
sions—the Bombay Government refused their
requests. They confine their law to the
commutation of offl-
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cers other than the scheduled castes. This—I
speak from experience—is one of the most
cruellest pieces of legislation, because it is
quite possible for the village patel who is an
officer under this Act to require the whole
body of the scheduled caste people to go and
serve under him not merely for Government
purposes but also for his private purposes. Any
village patel, for instance, if there is a death in
the family, would not send a postcard to his
relatives informing them of the death in the
family, because it is a derogatory method. He
must insist upon one of his village servants, as
they are called, to walk miles and miles to
convey the message that a death has occurred
in the house of the patel. If a married girl
comes to the house of the patel and wishes to
go back, he must insist upon one or two of the
village servants to go along with her,
accompany her, chaperon her, and to see that
she has safely arrived at her father-in-law's
house. If a marriage takes place, he must insist
on the whole body of people to go and break
wood and do all services without paying them
anything. If they refuse, he is competent to re-
port to the Collector that his village servants
are not doing their duty, and the Collector
under the Act is able to fine them or to take
away their land and dispossess them. I wonder
whether this is not a piece of legislation which
is fundamentally opposed to the Fundamental
Rights in the Constitution, and whether such a
piece of legislation does not require
modification at the hands of the Law
Department or the Home Department.

There are two other Acts which are, so to
say, correlative to this Bombay Hereditary
Village Officers Act. One is the Bombay
Revenue Jurisdiction Act, and the other is the
Pensions Act. (Seeing the Home Minister
rising from his seat) My hon. friend finds it
too hot perhaps.

Dr. K. N. KATJU: I find it too cool on the
other hand.
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Dr. B. R. AMBEDKAR:
as I go on.

It will be-hotter

Both these Acts prevent access to. the
judiciary for any wrong that may have been
done by the officers, the Collector, or the
Commissioner or the Minister. No relief can be
had from' the courts, because the Revenue
Jurisdiction Act says that the courts shall not
have any jurisdiction either to alter or to
modify or to revise the-decision of the
Collector, who is an executive officer. The
Pensions Act says that no one who has any
kind of mam shall be entitled to go to court
and the court shall not exercise any jurisdiction
unless it obtains a certificate from< the
Collector that the case may be tried by the
court. It is quite impossible, therefore, for
these poor people to have any kind of remedy
against the many injustices which are being
practised under tbe name of this Darti-cular
Act. If T had remained as Law Minister, it was
my intention to carry out these reforms, but I
think it is the duty of any Law Minister and
particularly of the Home Minister to-look into
our laws and to find out to what extent the
laws are in conflict with the Fundamental
Rights. I am sorry to say, Sir, that both these
Departments are the most laziest Departments
that I have ever seen. They have neither the
zeal nor the urge nor the conscience to move in
this. matter. They have no idealism either. |
hope that, after what I have said, they will be
spurred to some kind of action in this matter
and to see that relief is given where relief
seems necessary. Well, Sir, this is what I
wanted to say by way of preliminary
observations. I will now turn to the Bill itself.

I would like to say a word about the title of
the Bill. It is not a-very important point, but I
think the name does matter. Shakespeare has;
said that rose smells as sweet whe—
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ther it is called rose or by some
other name. [ disagree with that state

ment of Shakespeare. I think that name
is a very important matter, and I think
that a good law ought to have a good
and succinct name. What is the name of
this Bill? 'A bill to provide punishment
for the practice of untouchability or
the enforcement of any  disability
arising therefrom'. I personally think
that it is a very clumsy name and
very mouthful. What really should be
the name of the Bill may be a matter
of dispute but I personally think that
it ought to have been called, 'The Civil

Rights  (Untouchables) Protection Act.'
After all. what you are doing is no
thing more than protecting their civil
rights. The emphasis
_ ought to have been there-
fore on civil rights.
I venture to tell my friend in

charge of the Bill that if he had referred to the

case of the Negroes in the United States
or to the Civil War, he would have
found that the Bill that he is now

proposing to be passed by Parliament has had
its predecessor in the United States and that
Bill, if he will refer to it he will find, is simply
styled Civil Rights  Protection Bill. Even the
word 'negro' is not mentioned in it. 1 don't
know why he should keep on repeating
untouchability and  untouchables all
the time. In the body of the Bill he is
often speaking of scheduled castes. The
Constitution  speaks  of  the scheduled
castes and I don't know why he should fight
shy of using the word scheduled castes
in the title of the Bill itself.
Personally for myself. I would  be
quite happy with the  name
Untouchables Civil Rights Protection Bill
or Scheduled Castes Civil Rights
Protection  Bill. I  hope my friend will
take this into consideration.

Now, Sir, I find there are certain very grave
omissions in the Bill and it is to these
omissions that I propose to draw the attention
of the House. There in really, as a matter
of fact,
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no provision for the removal of any bar
against the exercise of civil and constitutional
rights. No doubt the ultimate result of the Bill
would be freedom to exercise civil and con-
stitutional rights but I personally think thai it
would have been much better if my friend had
expressly stated that the Bill was intended to
remove any kind of a bar against the exercise
of any civil and constitutional rights. I would
just like to read to him a provision from the
Civil Rights Bill as they call it in the United
States. This is how the provision reads. Don't
read the title page of the book—it will hurt
you. It is the United States Constitution
Amendment XIV taken from Government of
Ireland Act 1920 and also Professor Keith's
Command Paper. This is how that provision
reads. I have of course converted it to make it
applicable to the untouchables but the original
is taken from the text of the Civil Rights Bill:

"All subjects of the State are equal
before the law and possess equal civil
rights. Any existing enactment, regulation,
order, custom or interpretation of law by
which any penalty, disadvantage, disability
is imposed upon or any discrimination is
made against any subject of the State on
account of untouchability, shall, as from the
day on which this Constitution comes into
operation, cease to have any effect".

I think such a positive statement was
necessary. It is no doubt contained in article
13 but there can be no harm in repeating the
whole of that article 13 with such amendments
as are necessary in this Bill. I don't know why
the Bill is silent. The Bill seems to give the
appearance that it is a Bill of a very minor
character, just a dhoby not washing the cloth,
just a barber not shaving or just a mithaiwala
not selling laddus and things of that sort.
People would think that these are trifles and
piffles and why has Parliament



2433 Untouchability

bothered and wasted its time in dealing with
dhobies and barbers and laddu-walas. It is not
a Bill of that sort. It is a  Bill which is
intended to give protection  with regard
to civil and fundamental rights and
therefore, a positive clause, 1 submit,
ought to  have been introduced in this
Bill, which the Bill does not have now in
its present form. That is one omission which
I think requires to be enade good. Th- other
omission, which, I find, is of a very grave
character, is that there is no provision against
social boycott. Now I feel from my experience
that one of the greatest and the heinous means
which the village community applies” in
order to prevent the scheduled castes from
exercising these rights is social  boycott.
They boycott them completely. It is a kind of
non-co-operation.  This is not merely my

opinion but it is the opinion of a Committee
that was  appointed by the Bombay
Government in order to investigate
into the conditions of  the scheduled
csstes and also of the depressed classes ~ and
aboriginal tribes. I might mention
to the House ' that the late
Thakkar Bapa jwas a member of

this Com- j mittee and he had signed
this re- iport. I will just read only one para,
from the report of that ~ Committee | which
relates to the  question of social
boycott. It is paragraph 102. This is what
the Committee said:

"Although we have recommended
various remedies to secure to the depressed
classes their rights to all oublic utilities, we
fear that there will be difficulties in the way
of their exercising them for a long time to
come. The first difficulty is the fear of open
violence against them by the orthodox
classes. It must be noted that the scheduled
castes form a small minority in every
village opposed to which is a great majority
of the orthodox who are bent on protecting
their interests and dignity from any
supposed invasion of the depressed classes
atany cost. The
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danger of prosecution by the police has put a
limitation upon the  use of violence by
the orthod'ox  classes and consequently
such cases are rare. The second
difficulty arises from the economic
position in which the depressed classes are
found today. The Depressed Classes have
no economic independence in most parts of
the presidency. Some  cultivate the land of
the orthodox classes as their tenants at will.
Others live on their earnings as farm
labourers employed by the orthodox classes,
and the rest subsist on the food or grain
given to them by the orthodox classes in
lieu of service rendered to them as village
servants. We have heard of numerous
instances  where the orthodox classes have
used their economic power as a weapon
against those depressed classes in the villag-
es when the latter have dared to exercise
these rights and have evicted them from
their land and stopped their employment
and discontinued their = remuneration as
village ser-'ants. This boycott is often
planned on such an extensive scale as to in-
clude the prevention of the depressed classes
from using the commonly used paths and the
stoppage of the sale of the necessaries of life
by the village bonia. According to the evi-
dence, sometimes small causes suffice for
the proclamation of a  social boycott
against the depressed classes. Frequently it
follows on the exercise by the depressed
classes of their right to the use of the com-
mon well; but cases have been by no means
rare where stringent boycott has  been
proclaimed  simply because a depressed
class man has put on the sacred
thread, has bought a piece of land, has put
on good clothes or ornaments, or has
carried a  marriage procession with the
bridegroom on the horse through the public
street. We do not  know of any weapon
more effective than this social boycott which
could have been invented for suppression of
the depressed classes. The method of
open violence pales away before it, for it
has the most far-reaching and
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is more dangerous because it passes as a
lawful method consistent with the theory of
freedom of contract. We agree that this
tyranny of the majority must be put down
with a firm hand if we are to guarantee the
depressed classes the freedom of speech
and action necessary for their uplift."

Untouchability

This is the conclusion of a committee
which was specially appointed to consider the
condition of the scheduled castes. I do not
find any provision to deal with this point of
social boycott.

I may draw the attention of the hon.
Member to the Burma Anti-boy-cott Act of
1922, if he thinks that it is difficult to put the
matter in express words which can be legally
of use to the courts. I say he can copy the pro-
visions contained in this Burma Anti-boycott
Act of 1922. It gives us the most valuable
definition of a difficult matter, namely, social
boycott. That will be found in section 2 of that
Act. This Burma Act not only creates social
boycott an offence, but it also creates the
instigating of social boycott an offence. It also
creates the threatening of social boycott an
offence, in phraseology as precise as any
meticulous lawyer would want to have. My
hon. friend has tried, I think, in sub-section (2)
of section 8, to have some kind of a garbled
version of it for defending a Hindu who does
not wish to practise untouchability but whose
caste-fellows compel him to do so. I believe
they can only do that in two ways, either by
committing violence against him or by or-
ganising social boycott. As the Committee -
has said, the village communities most often
prefer the social boycott because it is an act
behind the curtain and appears to be perfectly
in consonance with the terms of the law of
contracts, to violence which, as I have said,
becomes an offence under the Indian Penal
Code. Therefore, instead of going  round
about and bringing
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about a haphazard result, why not proceed
directly and recognise social boycott as an
unlawful means of compelling the scheduled
castes not to exercise their rights? After all,
what can be the objection to social boycott? I
say, in legal terms, social boycott is nothing
else than a conspiracy, which is an offence
recognised by the Indian Penal Code. If two
people engage themselves in doing a wrong to
a third person, well, that is conspiracy. This
social boycott is brought about by the
concurrence of the majority of the people and
is also a conspiracy and could be recognised
as an offence. I do not know why my hon.
friend forgot that very important fact in this
matter.

The third omission—I do not know whether
it is an omission or not, I speak subject to
correction. I wish the Law Minister was here
because it is purely a legal matter. But there is
no doubt about it that our Home Minister was
a Law Minister in the beginning and certainly
has been a practising, lawyer and he could not
be unfamiliar with what I am saying. Now the
question that I ask myself is, are these
offences mentioned in this Bill com-
poundable or non-compoundable? The Bill
says nothing about it. It is completely silent.
The other day when we were discussing the
Report of the Commissioner for the Scheduled
Castes and Scheduled Tribes, hon. Members
will recall that the Commissioner drew
pointed attention to the fact that the
untouchables were not 'able to prosecute their
persecutors because of want of economic and
financial means and consequently they were
ever ready to compromise with the offenders
whenever the offenders wanted that the
offence should be compromised. The fact was
that the law remained a dead letter and those
in whose favour it was enacted are unable to
put it in action and those against whom it is to
be put in action are able to silence the victim.
That has been the conclusion of the Com-
missioner for Scheduled Castes and
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Scheduled Tribes. Such a situation is not to be
tolerated. The offences must not be made
compoundable if the offence is to be brought
home to the guilty party. If the guilty parties
by compounding the offence either by
payment of a small sum or something like that
are able to get away they can continue their
career of harassment of the untouchables until
the moon and the sun are there and
untouchability would never end.

Therefore, compounding of the offence is a
grave matter and a grave issue and it must
have been expressly dealt with. I do not know
what the intention of my hon. friend is but in
order that we may be able to judge by
reference to other provisions in other laws, I
shall refer to section 345 of the Criminal
Procedure Code which defines what offences
are compoundable and what offences are non-
compoundable. My hon. friend will remember
that there are altogether 511 sections in the In-
dian Penal Gode. Of them, 106 are taken up
with purely declaratory matters, punishments,
where the law would apply, general
exceptions to the law. costs and so on and so
forth. SD, we shall cancel or deduct 106 out of
511. The sections which actually define
offences are grossly about 400. Four hundred
offences, acts and omissions are made
offences by the Indian Penal Code. Out of this
400, how many are compoundable? That is a
matter which we must consider because under
that lies the principle which is of importance.
As 1 said, the only provision which defines
what offences are compoundable or not is
section 345 of the Criminal Procedure Code. I
have made a little calculation—I am rather
weak in mathematics but I believe I cannot be
very far wrong in saying—that only 44
offences are compoundable out of the 400.
The rest are non-compoundable. From this
position, 1 deduce the conclusion that the
principle of the criminal law is that an offence
shall ordinarily not be compoundable

SO R.SD.
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and that these 44 are merely exceptions to the
general rule. Out of the 44, 24 are
compoundable without the permission of the
magistrate and 20 are compoundable with the
permission of the magistrate. So, really
speaking, only 24 are compoundable offences.
Now, are these offences indicated in this Bill
compoundable or not? The Bill itself does not
say so. T think there ought to be an express
provision to this effect that any offence under
this Bill, shall be non-compoundable. If my
hon. friend does not propose to accept this
suggestion, what would be the result? The
result would be this, that most of these-offen-
ces will be offences in which hurt or grievous
hurt would be caused. They could not be mere
offences of show of force or anything less
than that; they would be offences involving
hurt, grievous hurt, violence and things of .it
sort. Now, if a magistrate were to apply sub-
sections (1) or (2) of section 345—I do not
want to weary my hon. friend by reading the
two sub-sections of section 345 which define
offences of this sort—he will find that the
offences involve hurt. He will also see that a
large majority of them which are made
compoundable either with the permission of
the magistrate or without the permission of
the magistrate are offences which involve
hurt, grievous hurt, confinement of a Derson
or kidnapping his relation or something like
that. All of them are compoundable,
absolutely, every one of them. Therefore, it
follows that unless you make a specific and
express provision in this Bill all the offences
if they involve social boycott—this is not
mentioned in the Penal Code at all and it is
not an offence except conspiracy—and such
other acts which involve hurt or violence, so
far as section 345 is concerned, will become
compoundable and the Bill will be reduced to
a complete nullity. It would be a farce.
Therefore, my hon. friend will look into this
matter and see—he would be entitled, of
course, to take the advice of the Law
Ministry—whether within the terms
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of section 345 of the Criminal Procedure
Code these offences would be
compoundable, and if so, whether it is
not necessary to make an express
provision in this Bill to say that offences
involving untouchability shall not be
regarded as compoundable.

Now, Sir, I come to the question of
certain defective provisions. I have said
about omissions and I want to say
something about the defective provisions.
The first such provision to which I shall
refer is the clause relating to punishment,
which is clause 8. The punishment
prescribed in the Bill is six months'
imprisonment or fine which may extend
to Rs. 500 or both. My hon. friend was
very eloquent on the question of
punishment. He said that the punishment
ought to be very very light and I was
wondering whether he was pleading for a
lighter punishment because he himself
wanted to commit these offences. He said,
"Let the punishment be very light so that
no grievance shall be left in the heart of
the offender". I suppose his primary
premise is that the offenders who offend
the untouchables are really very kindly
people, overwhelming with love and
kindness and that this is merely an errant
act which really ought to be forgiven. It is
a matter of great solace to me that he has
not prescribed the punishment of being
warned and then discharged. That 1 think
would be the best section 561 of the
Criminal Procedure Code. Yes, that
would be the best; if our object is to make
the offender a loving person; well, let him
be warned and discharged. He will
continue to love and no soreness will
remain in his heart. Why should he have
that? Unfortunately, my hon. friend has
thought that that could not be and
therefore, he has suggested this
punishment.

Now, Sir, having had a little practice
in criminal law, I think the rules
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on which punishment is based are two
mainly. One is to deter the offender from
repeating his offence. That, I think, is the
primary rule of criminal jurisprudence.
Punishment is necessary; otherwise the
offender may go on repeating his offence.
It is to prevent him that there must be a
punishment The second object of
punishment is to prevent a man from
adopting a criminal career. If a man once
begins a criminal career then he may con-
tinue to do so unless there is ;ome
deterrent punishment to prevent him from
adopting that career.

Now, Sir, if you accept these two
principles, is the punishment proposed by
my hon. friend adequate ior the purpose
of the Bill? In Ihe first place the six
months' imprisonment is really the
maximum and a magistrate may “nly
inflict one day's imprisonment and let the
man be off. There is no minimum fixed
that the imprisonment shall not be less
than six months or three months or what-
ever it is. The whole matter is left in the
hands of the magistrate. What sort of a
magistrate he may be, it may be quite
possible and I can quite imagine that he
may be a Pandit from Kashi sitting in
judgment in the magistrate's chair. What
conscience would he have in the matter
of administering this law?

SHRI BASAPPA SHETTY (Mysore):
Xashi or Kashmir?

DRr. B. R. AMBEDKAR: Oh, Kashmir
Brahmins are not true Brahmins, 1
understand. They are meat khao, machli
khao, as they say. Therefore they are not
Brahmins.

Now, as I said, in this case if you
vant to see that the law .is observed,
there ought to have been a miniiQuni
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punishment below which the magistrate could
not go. Secondly the punishment is
alternative, imprisonment or fine. The
magistrate may very well inflict the alternative
punishment of fine and there might be an
offender who might be prepared even to pay
the five hundred rupees in order to escape the
clutches of the law. What good can such
punishment do? The Indian Penal Code
prescribes a variety of punishments, a variety
of them in section 53: death, transportation
imprisonment, forfeiture of property, fine,
whipping, detention in reformatory. There are
seven offences for which the Penal Code fixes
death penalty; for 50 offences the punishment
is transportation; for 21 offences— simpdt-
imprisonment; for 12 offences— fine. In all
other cases the imprisonment is rigorous. Why
my friend has thought so little of this Bill as
not to prescribe adeauate punishment, it ia
very difficult for me to understand, I mean,
the least that one can expect from him is to
prescribe a minimum, may be three months, it
does not matter, a minimum of tkree months'
imprisonment and fine if he wants to fix
fine—I am not for inflicting a fine because
that only benefits the treasury, but if you say
that the fine will go to the victim, I am for fine
also. Otherwise 1 do not want fine.

Untouchability

SHrRI B. B. SHARMA (Uttar Pradesh) :
Why not the maximum penalty of death?

DRr. B. R. AMBEDKAR: Well, if you like it
have it—I am not so cruel as that, and I do not
think you are sincere in suggesting it, and, as |
said, there are not cases in the Indian Penal
Code where minimum punishment has not
been prescribed or rigorous imprisonment has
not been prescribed. There are three sections
here which prescribe rigorous imprisonment,
sections 194, 226 and 449. Then the Penal
Code has prescribed the minimum period of
imprisonment in sections 397 and 398. I do
not see why, when there
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is the precedent, the precedent should

DRr. K. N. KATJU: Whatis 397?

Dr. B. R. AMBEDKAR: Dacoity. This is
worse than dacoity. I think, to starve a man
and not to allow him to take water, I think, it
is almost causing death. That is, I think, one
drawback in the Bill. Then, Sir, the second
drawback in the Bill is that there is no
provision for taking security for good
behaviour. The Criminal Procedure Code has
got four sections, sections 107, 108, 109 and
110, and they all enable the magistrate to
demand security for good behaviour. I don't
un-lerstand why this Bill should not contain a
provision to that effect. When for instance we
find in Raj-putana and other States the caste
Hindus are agitating to harass the un-
touchables because they exercise civil and
constitutional rights, why should you not take
security for good behaviour?

SHR1 J. S. BISHT (Uttar Pradesh): These
are all the provisions in the Criminal
Procedure Code.

Dr. B. R. AMBEDKAR: That is what
exactly I am saying, that there is a precedent
in the Criminal Procedure Code for taking
security from persons who do not keep peace,
for good behaviour, from persons dissemi-
nating seditious matter, from vagrants and
from habitual offenders, for good behaviour. 1
am not certain that these provisions could be
invoked for the purpose of taking security
from persons offending against this law. It
may be that specific provision dealing with
the cases dealt with in this Bill has to be
made, and that can only be made by a specific
provision in this Bill.

Then, Sir, there is another provision which
finds a place in the In-
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dian Police Act, section 15 of the Act,
under which when some people in the
village or the villagers as a whole disturb
the peace, the Government can quarter
upon them additional police and recover
the cost of the additional police from the
inhabitants of that village. That is a
general provision. I am not sure again
whether that provision could be invoked
by the Government for the purpose of
enforcing this Act. That Act is a general
Act, disturbance of peace and so on and
so forth. This is quite a different case and
I should have thought that a specific
clause on the lines of section 15 of the
Police Act should have found a place in
this Bill if outlawing of untouchability is
intended to be an effective thing. But that
again is not there.

Now, Sir, I come to another question
about which I certainly feel a certain
amount of douWt. Who is to administer
this law, the Centre or the States? And if
the Centre is to administer the law, is it
not better that this Bill should contain a
clause to that effect, that it shall be
administered by the Central Government?
I make this suggestion because I feel that
the States might raise an objection that
this is a concurrent piece of legislation
and being a concurrent piece of
legislation the States have the right
ordinarily to administer these Acts. I do
not think that this is a concurrent piece of
legislation in which the States can claim
to have a right to administer.

I claim that this is a Central law al-
though it does not fall in List I of the
Seventh  Schedule. The provisions
contained in article 35 are quite clear. It
has been stated in article 35 that any law
to be made for inflicting punishment for
any infringement of a law made in
pursuance of article 17 shall be by
Parliament and not by the State. Those
are the very express words. Therefore
there can be no doubt in my mind that
this law will have

[ RAJYA SABHA ]

(Offences) Bill, 1954 2444

to be by virtue of the Constitution ad-
ministered by the Centre and not by the
States. I say this because my hon. friend
might be saying that since we have made
the offences under this Act cognisable it
does not matter if the law is administered
by the States but that argument cannot
stand at all in virtue of article 35 and I
would suggest to him that he should
introduce an express provision in the Bill
that the Law shall be administered by the
Centre. If my friend's contention or the
contention of the States is that this is also
a concurrent piece of legislation, I would
like to draw his attention to the proviso to
article 73 which is a very important one
and which relates to the administration of
laws in the concurrent field. My hon.
friend will remember that in the scheme
of things in the Government of India Act
of 1935 we had the same kind of classi-
fication of subjects—List [—Central
subject, List II—State subject, and List
III—Concurrent  subject, but the
Government of India Act contained an
express provision that the power of the
Centre to make law in the concurrent field
was confined merely to law-making. It
could not encroach upon the field of
administration. The reasons why such a
provision was made in the Government of
India Act, 1935, are quite irrelevant to the
times in which we find ourselves now,
but when we made the Constitution we
refused to accept such a provision. We
said that although generally the Centre
may leave a law in this concurrent field
for administration to the States the choice
must be given to the Centre to determine
whether any particular law in the
concurrent field made by it shall be
administered by it and not by the States.
That intention has been carried out in the
proviso to article 73. We said that if the
Centre so determines that the law made in
the concurrent field shall be administered
by the Centre then the States cannot
interfere in the matter at all. Therefore, I
am strongly of the opinion that this
contention is invalid
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in view of article 35 of the Constitution. This
law is a Central law by Constitution. It is
really part of List I; although it does not occur
as an entry in List I, all the same it is part of
List. I and therefore the administration must
be by the Centre. Whatever expenses are
necessary would be a matter which would be
quite outside the field of discussion. The
burden of expenditure, the burden of
administration must be taken by the Centre
upon itself which I think is only right in this
matter. This is all that [ wanted to submit.

Untouchability

SHRIMATI K. BHARATHI (Travan-core-
Cochin): Mr. Deputy Chairman,
untouchability has been the worst curse of
Hinduism. It is very strange how a religion
which regards not only every living being but
everything in the world as the manifestation of
'brahm' could accept and perpetuate this
monstrosity. The land of Sri Sankara, that is,
Kerala, my land, was the worst sinner in this.
Swami Vivekananda in his sojourn in Kerala,
denouncing the extremity of untouchability
practised in Kerala, had remarked that it was a
lunatic" asylum. There was not only
untouchability but unapproachability and even
un-seeability. Think of the immensity of the
superstition when [ say that there was a class
of human beings whom you cannot set your
eyes on  without getting  polluted.
Unapproachability was rather interesting; for
each community the distances to be kept bet-
ween were meticulously put down so much so
that even distances were referred to as
distance to be kept by a particular community.
Even in courts they used to refer to distances
as 'parapad' and 'pulapad' etc. that is, distance
to be kept by a pariah and a pulaya. I am only
referring to this to show how bad it was in our
areas, but now I think we are far ahead of
other States in this matter. Mostly the
achievement was due to non-Governmental
action. The Government in fact refused
admission for untouchables in Government
schools and public roads even. In the
education and
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uplift of the depressed classes  the Christian
missionaries had rendered great service. But
it must be said to their credit that the vast
numbers who got their education, especially
higher education, through the Christian mis-
sionary institutions did not go over to
Christianity. Only a very few embraced
Christianity. Those who in spite of the
Government  received higher education
were kept out of Government jobs. They
had to seek refuge in the then British India and
other States. But the Government yielded
slowly and steadily to the pressure of the
reformist movement in which the caste
Hindus played a leading role. The Vaikam
Satyagraha was the first direct action, it
seems, organised with the Government's
blessings on a nonviolent basis, against
untouchability. I produly claim that the
Vaikam Satyagraha which was the first
organised attempt to fight untouchability was
led by my own uncle, the late Mr. T. K.
Madhavan. Before this event there used to be
communal riots between caste Hindus and
non-caste Hindus when the latter defied the
restrictions. Even the wearing  of upper
garments and ornaments was denied to
those depressed classes. It is
interesting to recall that there was a big riot
when women of a particular community
refused to go out bare-breasted and when
they took to upper garments. But by peaceful
approach, persuasion and propaganda we
have steadily advanced and today we can
claim  that we  have the  least
untouchability in our area. The temples were
first flung open to untouchables in our
State and the progress was rapid. So I must
say that more than law what is required is an
urge on the part of the people, a
voluntary movement for reformation.

19541  (Offences) Bill, 1954

I think we had one advantage in our area.
We had very little political struggle in those
days and so the energy of public-spirited men
found one single steady channel of activity
and that was social reform. But now-a-days
politics created certain difficulties. There have
arisen leaders who bave a vested interest in
maintaining
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[Shrimati K. Bharathi] untouchability
because then only they can command tribal
loyalties and work up primitive passions.
These leaders bar the doors of their people
against others, that is, Caste Hindus who in
our State played a very significant part in
fighting untouchability. It is just like the
Communists having a vested interest in
poverty and misery and any peaceful attempt
to eliminate them is opposed by them.

In our State there is a law to penalise
discrimination on the basis of caste. It was
enacted some seven years back. Only in a few
places we came across some such cases of
discrimination. Of course, we moved the
Police, but mainly we dealt with them in a
popular way. I may reveal another point. In
our State the fight against untouchability was
a fight against religion itself. So you find that
the religious climate has changed a good deal
during the last generation.

Sir, 1 welcome this Bill to punish
the practice of untouchability. That
may give us some satisfaction of hav
ing done something. The canker of
untouchability must be fought cut en
a different level. In our area there
is the segregated 'cheri' for Harijans.
Maybe because ws do not live in vil
lages—we live >n spacious compounds
—and the Harijans are supposed to be
as clean as Brahmins. [ think this se
gregation into  'cheri' and ‘agrahar’
must go. There must be steady
and deliberate efforts in break
ing up these barriers. There
must 1>e  beffriendjntg and infix
ing up. Harijjans are no inferior staff.
When education is given, they throw
up most brilliant men like Dr.
Ambedkar whom I find very few
to  surpass. Why not there be
common hostels, instead of Harijan

hostels; why not in schools
there be uniform dress, the State
subsidising  the  poor sections;

why not there be common meals ct schools? 1
ask. With law alone, you cannot stamp out
untouchability from the hearts of the people.
We have io wage a war in our own hearts.

o7 Ao go AfmwYa (Hey waW):
sTewafy wERw, T A e §
fae & wearat gw fafreet =m0
FES F1 qwax § & IR ag
9o Ty fear | @ saw g EfF
¥ wgar ar f& 9w & aga 983
v gw fae & fey swgam B,
ooy 3@ § & =i w1 &
a7 T UEATS X @I g | Rl
Few 4g & fo wa gara fem
e gt a9 swd ag fafgw #%
fear war ar f& s &, fomr oo
¥, widRguT we § sngar, g
fer & faaw o | sndom, W
far & gt R A wedfad
(sreqsgan) w1 @M 1 sw faw &
ik & w wfigaa g F s
awe T & fou aw v Bae ¥
¥ 2 % Ay 2 Pl F Ard
T wiven gfem fefres dmr @
aram, i oF dofaw S S ag
qE W@ TE BT T T IT T
4 @ AT T W TER TR A
&1 !
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FUEl oF S W fyaw ow@ F
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@, ¥ Tt s 0w 7 W g fE
N T F AW 9T T IF gTE &
fou, 7 d @@ & fou afesr gan-
fog aw 2o WeT FT ITARM 3T WX
THY FIW TIE @ | A g w0
TG AT | W a1 a8 dgar § O
o fa (a4 «g fear fF ereg-
qar W & g w@ar, sdr faw &
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serrar fire of g A WA Awr
g arr wifs seqew oft o= faw
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1954” & 1 “ayPdy” mex IWITGH
§ o he idTE ¥ oow @
7g fegdz a1 yeTacas awd TETE "
Nt AT FeF F oAt At £
Jew AYE waww G fAT g 1 |
#rr WOWE F3 § fau g6y 1
v 37¢ 18 fas "The Untouch-
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I TG F ¢

"The enactments specified in the
Schedule are hereby repealed to the
extent to wh.'c'i they or any of the
provisions contained therein
correspond or are repugnant to this

Act or to any of the provisions
contained herein."

e AT A fF g W gt
g fm fafwes ag #d A
frar & w3 & ) fay gamt 2w
¥ gzt Sfawdwg &, IwWF N
T A 5t § e gy fofle
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TR AR 1T F faww s AW
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W ENZITRE@RTF =
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% 31 B a1 7t 7% 33 AT SR
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T g § fr amesifre o afs 1§
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person will be punished if he does not
touch an untouch-
able. #1% W Wm fF 5w FEEr
am & wweAfyw &, g A &
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An untouchable must
be allowed to enter a hotel. An
untouehable should be allowed to enter a
temple. When he is an untouchable
even in name, why do you compel
other people to touch him or to allow
him into a temple and so on and

SO
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¥ W a4 TR g

STAT
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feg wom wdm fr sea & owg
g o weEr www AT TEM W
@l g for | gafer @ wEA
§ awrogAFT gar A& smwooar
“yqedfas’ wer o fawe e |
qr &1 A9 Ay o wv fRmr o garr
amw “gfesm” wfed @ wr wfed
fr foraq oft owestfasy & 3 @9
feg wnfa & fa%s gu &1 oy gam
i 7l ¥Ry & o1 #1 W fag
faedt forg #1 &7 @ waT FOW I
T aar & st | # a3 W ag

ot feg a & W ¥ www i m
fod 8 TR W T BT wr g ?
o wfer ® gfesra @& smoawg )
9« #f/ae § WAT & AT T S
aqa &1 ferg 7 W ) s AT
aifqal § 9 ¥w T & AW
g1 % od ag g fF oA g foer
d@fad fr ot forw ad w1 g
XA ATET § ITH IX AW & SN
ar gw q% % "fE S A8 WAT LA
at SAEI §ur A o | Ay
ara &4 9 Ig 470 00 TRy A
& wifer “gwesfas’ wew w1 owAr
TN F AT T WL F wHAAT E,
fFor smfae T &1 gafem
fedar wdz & 97 1@ Wb 2
fF gw wez =t fremw faare faam
W | Y AT AT T WER &I aES
Yz &Y swesfafed &t
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FATRAEE F BT OF FA T
T LA AT AT A A AR
i v s1% wwedfe @ E,
Fwedfa® gaar a4 @ | They
want to create a separate class and a
separate nation.

FgT ITHT AE T & FATTIAWIT &
ot 7% wAMEfT § SHw gu fadwror
q@T, 918 7@ vt e o redfaw
g7 %1 g1, fFg fasreara ® g@rar
fadt o %7 g | qv wAe dER
f& ag sweT 9@ T Sy oF
snfy & ©w W 3 & am SOl
# @ FT @S K| ww g
aga ot g wf g, g & @wr
gaet d@q § Wt g o §
fo gw @ diw g, gl wwrr
wie gefa®m & 7 w1 gw gfam &
fo sqra Wit & A €W A9 &
wreAt & A freen s W &7
o gfem & @ gw qwEd w1
AT A & ar e s g orfa
e oo & wgal F Ag faeer
Al ¥ § ! g T A w1
A T A v AT 8w

29 faed OF w10 TG 99 9F @

#r oA & | ar AT g A® @
fr serr & fraror & fen gw
ot off waer 7 3 § @ mw Y
oex & oo fow v § @9 g

AR d ¥ I W 3T @r § &/
T g o oaed § B owlw s
TR E W SN s araw )
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T T 3@ Q0 § 0 g fou
fF &% sast ot F wff g o
frds waag 1 wx Wow & 1 gabT
§ THEY AFETET WX gW UF &
fegg= | a7 ag ok sa fo@e
& srw gfewdl 37 36 & 3¢ Wl
%o 5 § T oA ] § 9Ew
T &F F AT FAA §T & qWY
g 0 3% Tq S M
at @ ag fwdt sqfeara AT
v § 5 IR agw wea
R g, M AT F, wwer § W
T § aY qw IgT g q@T § 0
frfr oft onfa, i o1 =fE ) O
safeaTa AT § F97 48 TIg TTET
¥ AR gF A ST wTOqU
afypR § sk <@ qfed 1 7 adl
guRaT fF s i qmr g7 NET AT
qU €, WWIF TWET ATATHC G
gz W dmr @ e W@ W | av
oAl F AT X o 8§ gL
i F 3T@ dmr g Wa g
et & g A St oFreT g
g a8 B PN @ S AT
W g & ) A 39 fawe s W

AU T qT i€ @A |rigd )

AT T Ay AER WA R HiR
ATl THegg * RIT g8 W@
q w8 wnw gy gfe A= 4
qTY A0 FTT AT AT AR IO
N g FC A|T T WE AL AT
uT | gET 9Y8 X BN WA W
T F1 TS T §, IH H T FI
& £, suFr fawgan sTam &, &t
saeEaT a3 2 fw 2w afuw § sty
TH g &7, faT% g1 FT, qyAy Grefi wix
T I AET AT § % w39

FT FT AT T4 AT W oET
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forar aY Jeyaar W AERT AR AT
9, ot fF g9 w7y AR AW &
g W Az am@v & qm emeR
TR F TIER W T AT
TR THIST FQTE |

Uﬂ'mé’h i (m
wTT) @ grewngfa Wiy, 1w s
F @I A @9 WY 4 @I
g1 Fifgd ar faeg snw fardt o
% AT fvmr gy fas e e €
awg q3gfera § 1 47 T |IFAR
g

dr €5 TRmd 7 WP MW
33 gu 39 @ 7y o) femr fR
TE AR T oA § A @A
geil & & AW Agf § M fr s
® § g wifgd | m v ot fF
oA g B Aff @, wmi R
fedsmrs A T FX mArTEY AR
wETeHT - I sufE dar ga faredi e
¥yTR gIES § T qum amiaE
grEal #t gL F & foq
frar =T o9 @17 W Ew FTOOF
fram g £ T wfy § sy
3 fou ghaat & anaml &9
TIM F I FW, 37%  AAw
§ sl @ wftr & @ W g
afz g7 & & IF aueAr AT W
7 FC qF, qUTT A F IH AW
A W OTTE WA OFEAT D FRT
sy s aw s@ a1 @ T,
ag g2 fou S wo8 TrREE
T §owr F A wWEdar o 3w
F OAYT I AL XIS § IR,
ST fF £3 awdi @ FaL qrafew
guIT F FW F FAT T F

__ﬁa‘rasa‘r-ﬁ I §qwl B
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[ F=arers o d]
wqaeqr w¢ % faft avnlas gare
® w1 &1 @ afseHtam &
F FT ed, Gmr F qdf qvT |
@ UF q% F1F A AL § WIC
ghom awen o1 et W F
qeae Srifaeqaedr § @ onfasgaedr
T UF @rET 97 HT § | qg wnfa-
giw &1 w47 ferg nfa &1 oF A
¥ g2 wrgr § 1 o9 afedt w@y &
ol @, feqet & gmnel Y
afex dwet uat ofeat § v f
O 3T & qww §, uH @ ¥
T IAFT WA AE F, TE AHC
% 0F wraifod WaAT IAH SE]

e

-

ot wriveTe de d9 W
qITF AR A OTHIE qYE & AT
g S TF ;T AV A 3H
&%, UF FWi & W9 # @ AgY
wid | ¢y wAfwar Wit 23 wed
%1 FRiEd oo feRgEmw #  wyefew
£ 1 av gu i afoi fegew
ez § foawr fF oo 3@t |
Adl Zl Atk 3w & wET MR
QF qgT AT U § AR z@ AW
¥ frarr o7 9F & FAw & &
WO AT ST AW TH gEIT &
frarema wg § & omga afuw
wES W) WIEqT IW FEA A W
&3 § @wrr gar . g1 a0, WA
#F Tl WA | oW 9w §  Har
§ FE o AT R gATE WKW
TR A YD awar 2

i
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TE 9 97 AWAT REA o
FY UF HAT IAT AGAT | IAET UF
gfm anfea fawmr W0 &
F@T £ | I AUH WU § Rl
e graelr gaedl § 9 wyar Fe fF
7 anfam =) #7 & ¥ % oW faw
AP AG A FE | TEM @E
ewr frar e af st ot fos@
gu 9l F7 anfaw g gy & fomry
fF gard a7 oA § W
foad faux & aga w3 Fow
Tifed, zafen ga faw o aEfam
Fd §U W gET 9T qfaE W &
&1 saeEar w & | fee, ¥ uw
AT AT I9% WG CEAT T
B Wi 933 wiuw o & g9 9%
a3 gU ST WA A gIAT q W
FaAT AW F AR FEAT 70 e
9% %7 #9 f& s gfeml @

FeaT | F @md wear § fF w
Gf el &t § wwew g oa fw
gfcta @aF @9 F 174 F@ @
TR Rl vh 9T 7 gf s &
Y gaATgm ¥ Wew w1 § ar agl
oAt &Y wee &1 W, sWE
T asraRifr fog &% & | ar /o
frazy 2 fs @ oY snfaa e gfiar
deaTd g Wi e ead § faas g o
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o e AR £ fr omrea e | g frew § feom o wORT e

L e O
TG IHE T AE W gqF  ggAar
gHT 2, 3a® ard F qT FM AW
£ S TH AT TT FAT FL AT
T AT &7 Wi 7T 7 A F
ST F@ GEr AT wenfos gAe &
sl & fou 3§ #, o1 6T &
Heqml w17 el w1 &5 F, T
qreTq F EAvRT 4 @9 F@ g
T @R AR AF E, B
fres anafagiz & @9 T AAAIT
Fo FEETFET A NI FEFT A1
® SHRIen &1 Fife § wHT @
qr | ¥ T A4 G A1 GRET el
gar ®ie 7 T AT ® ATAER
gagan § & & 3 anfaal T
w15 1 FfF F gawr 9w wRa
Al § fF 5@ 3w F aeRe e
of 5w efdr 7 oEgemar F IW
S 97 @97 ST 1w 7 fown
e fear @1 ST AW waEa
gifq & a7 oft 7 § @@ e
grnfss fd § 87 787 ¢ 910 )
BT @ AW A g F awgw O
sraed1 #1 o 78 w7 Tw for
§ gt fag wh W owfd ¥ owe
T ST WEWE & 99 gw fwer  md
WX 7 & o feafy &1 fainr o
amfa® quTe & 517 & A9 8§ FC
qrg, 7@ WX faw @F  wwar
IE L | AT &1 9 dEmar wifed
fr ww= faweli gror s wmfaw
qu A W AW A F AT
FE] w0 TAd |F U S § we
qg T NIGAHT §@E FE9 97 al
qe, wE 2| | @ G Wy g
YL B w1 9 dar fyer § ar

oo & Wi 4 @9 21 @ § T’
R a fray & wew own f, @
T 78 SrETIHAT AT AT AT WS-
oSt feg wife & 2 o
¥ W&, | IT @A qfeFw g

ar g fou §a gH fug d W
g qg ¢ fv g ww oam #
for waw <@ & qwife qare 3
0T 9967 £ 15 @1 GOECIT
UH E# off T 0 FW AT A1
gf "t @ o9 & faeme § wiw
ot frrEr 77 fF o g 3w
TEal 1 T ¥ § feg W@
O A & fEm g qwafaw
T &1 W2 | %aw fzam o
Ft ama w37 § @ FoE gwrd
WA W 7§ AW gAY TR
Fifaw<r F17 37 F 4= BT AT
g om faemw  afz ol
9% 43 gu gwrd @A w7 e
&4, a1 & 74 g | % F,
gax frad gar? amd a1 SR g,
aff & &1 gwend SHT €T ¥
@A § 1 2F mwfas wifr F1ed
71 feafe &1 g@ &7 7 fAwiowr F=0
g1 2 =it woeifas srandr fas
g, TR wF gv gw anfd4T wel %
T grg FriE #wifE =,
9T A% aWt 3W F  guRE W
STIE-qiE #1 S F40 Z, SAE W
frowrn 7 5 a7 oav T and
T T T WIT 7 WA (AF
st gnfs® gofg gFly W 7 &
W oW 7z A | refew #@
W AW gEd F @4 W
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[ saime o 4]
FAT T qHET FOT E 1 H AW
Twgifreald fmrSmwarw
T § qlmw § fF FrAw & ame
Ty weq g Adf wer € d, A
Wyt & owa A fadn g
afezda arer § wraifes qu s aw
DTS § ) WRERT S 4 2§ we
weq @ § 5 ojw feer WY
gal wY ged A femr A F w6
BUIST QT FT FW ¥W 4w § .
w gvd § ) 39 foq gt gw AW
¥ MR F T W I @ A
9T W fagi &¥ f& aemm § @ww
gwe & FAy & for aut #
AawEa § Wits geg FT1AT a1 q=w
ol Zrr A F1 grg af@dw 7@
frar o e § s« fo) Ay
3w YT F gare & fou ssord
N IH FAT AT THAT §

okl F Mg § 3w TR
T WET F@TE

qRA WA &S (IS
T&W) @ ITANT AL, TAANTE
TIIAAT AT F4T QAT RHTA
ug @5a @ & F gw vl dw F
aties Wt wrfaw ergxar o
T FT | FATI Hg @A @ 7
& gw? T AR i Sy
gt F A X, FIfg & Fw 9T
o & a4y, “az, Az U
q55" 7 9 & W 9T ww ot
qourer &3 €, ot ) wmw e
T Ea O el T § oW
T2 gAY )

R T OF TR § FORAL
@z 71, v % foq oF wOEETQ
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F11 qd AEAT AT W Y I
@i W9 wEw MW@ O
gtmm aw@r & | gwrT  gfaEny
gATE et 1, gWIT FF Al
#1 oF wiafem § ) gl dfves
# <At fEHEw UEW § T
faw mq afuasTT 99 F yrw § IH
5 it W wd w1 @D, AR A
et o 99w #T AY, g7 oF  #Y
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ATA AR A AIHT  AEgAEr ®
afare, faem w77 %, a6 T R
AT Iwfa &7 &, g9 q9E WA
g1 00 T § wg faews i @
gfa e & a3 faw swqwa frareor
® fow 2712 9w ° AT AT @
g 1 gt I wiest ¥ frawws
vt ¥ fem § oF ¥W §
3urT uw ity fedm e ar-fadm
AT B AT T A UF T §
st 90 w4 F for w oF
s £, IR g@ fow & s faw
F T FT E

Y wvig 9 v 5w fas @y
wF aga & fafeds @w £, wgw
qifra ga%r 47 £ WifF T fam
F HIET RUTY 9347 $95 77 3
f& g9 agi wEAAF Aaw §,
gEwf & 8, ot da1 &5 s
TR WA AERT 7 Hmman,  ofsew
FITX § AITTT 1, WIWAT  H
T AR § | 9T o aEwAw
w@m g, @d-0F 5, /I, ANTAT
F, 197 F 3% § T O WRP X
= 7F e e gf & o
93 ¥ 3hwdl Fv @@ Ww Al



2469 Untouchability
A foar oman, s ¥ w3
T o fam w1 @

TR £F B FFT—AT FF
@ml w1 @ Fgr & Hi—fF
ot faw § ¥wd @ ¥ &
S FETRAET BATT XM A § W@ W
g aelt Y & 1 m A 3w ®F
WMo & fF owm # e
FET §1 @;ew g fEm oS
wFar | #few & W1 A FTT A
FT AT RN, TWE HUAT OF
ww ¢, FEE  wWT U
afwgrr 2 ot gn afwwe #1 =@
9% FIET § | AETEAAT BATT  GHTA
F ¥F UF AGT TIAT IR § IF
orF I qurr F F¥% w@r ok gk &
#YT gaw! saEd § fev gq 0w
ArfiTq gaes FIA FT ATARATAT 2 |
ST AT AT WA FT AFAST FLAT
Frar 2 & I oy F IR W
A, 27 HIT § ITFAM  FT AT
Z 1 A% oot W S 5 a0 TR
1 FATH & W47 § TG FHA ®
fow 24 22 wo &, g7 faar 4,
2T W19 F T® 9T SRIT FAT E0T |
I AT AT R fam & | ww
Furfaw gl 2, uh SWE % g off
FETLUAT T7 WRIT T § o’ T
foe ww sfwwry &0 fafz s &)
T ASATA AT FETAAT AT GHIA
F #77 @I 79 9% o% fewr W
T F wfa AE T @, (T
Wi GFIT § BW 7T @1 49 whd
AT T BT AT AT B QU F
T & | W WU W g T fF
WgaTH 4T AEqIET AT A F
so RSD
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FIT aEr oW 4 1 gw Wy gfen
F foad & o 39 % ww @l
TGy B 9vg AW & gmA fEw
Ht grow § s fae Far mwn
T T qwa wiE sregEmET BWTT
AT ¥ fon, aure TEwT arayar
% fou ow d3w £, a ¢ e
AP0 g¥ T@wT 3T oW INY &
HHAT ®CAT EO, T AGA WHTH
§ TET FT FHAT FWT |

#fyw ag a oF =y g€ @ra &
fr o@ g% gw wyA Fafeas ot &
wEqETar £ e ARy ad FTn
aT AT W XTI wET )
Uz gw sqrq F q@ A1 QT Agiaa
otaw ¥ aW a@ 9T fr gequmAr
F1 5% <l w G gf g, gt
a7l H, gart WE W g6 F A,
R A 9T F ¥ | g
ST oify wT WX 7 gF A
g 7 A% WY IRFF AE gAv E
0T FaET AT FA@ g, wfwww 7
ag ferai & ;g ¥ & 1 9T FgA

T AT H FEWT FT AR
FTH T FT4 AA AT FCHTC FY
# § warEr gut qE Z AR A A
gaar 2 | @ fam F S o g
SAHa  WWE FT A1 g1 & AE
wrEde Heardl @ guT &, 49 g
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[sfroefy wemaelt w@agTs)
qWA AT gWT £, AR WA &
I g & W ot aga § W 2
forgty o frn & | wowre &1 ofx
wrATd aw N v fam F %
ST AT AFE T GFAT ) F, WU AE
wAWA K WA ¥ FT A4 ¥
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M T @ § Wi g™ aF
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A g7 ¥ F79 Al Heaw g
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TOFT IT GEATH] F1 NEIEA T A
% sqrar ofew w1 w7 GFAr F )
#71 a7 %z & fr wadiz oft afz
T1g @ fergi & sreqsyar &1 foem
% fov IgTer o™ F@ g4
x7 wedt § A iR AR qo
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&Y REgAT 7 HEAI§ | WAARZ 3H
fear & wm ¥ @ ferai
weysaAl & faeg 9 ¥4 Z, IAET
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fw faat 3 avwe T gFdr
FaAT ot wre AE g
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fexdt & gaar & & foae Fr ot
% #feq gz Tar St & fr
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arar fr g9% s=re @y wram ar
faare g2 fengi a% ft qgv g1

wil 91 f7g w12 fam & F97
faw ur @ & 4 w3 Syt WA
® 9T 7§ | SWST AT 1 FT A9E
g 7 ferai & graf aw A ogq
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a1 o o T]WHo ATo F UF faew-
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7 frg e faw s1eqae fedt
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WA FE W W AR F FTAL
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% wow Wi g 3T fell F e
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¥ WY AT IR | W9 AF W am
%7 fexgi 7 Tg WwraAr W A&
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UF FEE, AT AT FHTT AN G A
a3 77T # W B AE T A 77
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A% AW A9 AT ¥ w7 feaay vy Ty
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ftor &, 7% A% W ITH WA A
A8 @ A T I A
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art & geay Afgg ™ g€ § ook
@ arew E fr oy gw dw o #
o= qEYEAAT &1 AR gwT  qad
2197 af gw feaqi & gaw
wfy 74 AT 3, TE AW ®
AT A% Wrawt T T fr oww
L3

ot A W owEe A frm | gk wmw & few o owew
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oo 3, 9% av ¥g AT AG A
a1 oFEAL Z |

% wfafrag, swq, ox Jga
TH MEA%EEl, A W7 dga A
q3Eqi & wAT #, g T WA ¥
W & a7 77 & fr wgAT W
weqegar 7g, fer g A fam
wagal F1 0F gfwe s §, T
O HTTNT H9A @ OF 97 %
i | 39 faw 9@ fasgee wre
sfemr &t foi 97 agm @t
AT, 1 I FEA F UF qAWAN
wIEy ol WEEFET A4 W IFR ¥
fawre apwq fed 4 fr s@aga a7
FeqmrAT f@ awm™ TT UF W g,
fee2 w3 a7 ox 9w g, fg] avgar &
0T T F | W gZ ¥EAT ATEAI B
fr ot & oW wE@ §, o@
faqre v@w &, a fe=w A% A,
ferr aq & gfagm &1 o7 Iaay
weraT ¥ A@r gwad | g ouw
§ agaea e aw o w7 o e
I AE T@T | TEET HAW T gAY
Tz # fx aeqysaan & fasg fagdr
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® Waw 7 gf § | foad ot garos
%, 7 w7 g7 9% ¥ 1 weA 3
g | ®fy Tgmw, @l faagmae,
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3278 AT INAT A7 TR F A7 4
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#< fzar ar 9@ agias war f%
T TE GWE & qAT 7 AEgwl
#1 g7 48 foegr wvan, a7 aw &
ner #1€ wraw A va@ar | el
wwrr wfg e 7 e fasa
T A F @ guE Wt o
TIX ZTOT TEET XT FIA WO
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AT WA ®ACF L q@ w®T @t
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we, wfs & &v0 &1 ‘waq wfa
A FgAT Arfed, afew zfar’ wfa
F2ar Tifeq | ‘afoa’ &1 a4 F “qm-
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I 9T, MW, g %Wy F
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o gAY Af | A swEEAT ey
A wife % srare qv A @, w
T | FH 9T Wi avterae €
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(el vt @A)
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9T | A FH g AT T 41, T@
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A OWT WWT, WAi® a9 sqaedr
¥ ¥ fEE o, T EA T BN
W W § qAT oO1A w0 | S
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AT g AW A wify war w7 oWy
AN Y W @ §, T fradin
g Tg s g, IR A W
federe A foar s awar | oY
IEET O Al feqr a1 GFar | gw
¥ RH AU AW F T FAT @
T, §X WFAT ITET § 4 wAT
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W A9 a% qT T FT EFA, W9
TH T AN 5L | AEQAT H
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W wifa® faw@ g gw  aq3
WX XA ¥ AG, q9 a6 g 3T
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I3 7 w7 awy | faw T@ qW
W g fawi & 0% wwwm a8t
a1 v aE A oA W avd
§ 37 fa@m@T & | gWr wEr wR
g aifad s gw aifgw oy farar
gwrdl fawg g WY a@rfaw
fawre greT 3AE g IFIC & yAiA
¢ | @ fawr # A aga 9
TGl F

39 faq 9% 9w 7 fagyew
Frez Ffgre 71 9 90 7g® @
@A, g1 waw § aga € "<l
1 #gr fr o @ & fod wET
FE g¥17 F worE T A F G
# 1 91 guTt fwegee FTeE F @NT
& g% Aifgw fawm oi & fod
ITH qg a@ # gy T v
@ faer & g € §, W
Fraul i ewroRfay Wy Ao
gart fargqrewree ¥ faafagi w1 &
wRt # | 3% g dnfawm  ewwl
ok FEwl § faow ww gifaa
|y arar § ) Avefal st e
wEl & gAe e eqm qIfEa
WA I T gAAT 3% &, I o4-
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awiw qar & wf, @t W WE,
77 W 2, fe fggee s 0w
ddt #iw @ aht fy fer &9
wrf AgT T AT | Tw faE
¥ ot 7z wyfar Preard 7w @
# ) ¥gugT ¥ §7 e wgiaga
% feardi 7o fow & 4 f5 s9%t
forggee sz @17 w1 ow A
fawz fre s faw & sshfrafor
Wit A FEAl § IAET FfEer
AEE 1 A, e, 7y 0w faarofia
am & fo ad gaat few gz @
gferq Y & 1 gaTly wArgfe a
17 wfga fr ¥ oW & o= @
VAT F1 fAwTeAT & FwATT
forar off vaeT &, Wv @@ ofr
Zl gwET , WA FW A9A WA §
agy St I faewm qw wd
4% (Ta9 o f@ ®T Z@ Oar T4
FC P |

ot femdt aw @ fommw §
g sawge & ¥ ?

Wiwe! worwd!  weAne o
g, T9 NFIC A qAq T WA
gW TH A/ FT AW WA fF g
Tgt wET & | eWTt qg  winfe
T @11 Wfgd f& qfw 39 s
g, zafeu  sw  ofdamiee @
wae gAr wifed,  fafrese g
aifgd a1 qifegmis dwzdr  Fmr
wifed ar wfdl & #qFT  wAw
g aifgd; afew, oy, awrdt wAl-
afw g &t wifed fr §fF aw
W FT wmE Z, AfF fAaw 2,
gafeq wfdl ¥ aa6T g9 9T
g ifed, IfF gfeom w¢ a3 7@
wi§ fomE  zEfed o e @
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#1 gfend yrea &, ¥ g9F d
AT wfgd | s gErdr  wAEfa
ot Fvt a7 9T fawr § amaeA
frz awmr 1 afx gz ov aw, 2%
UF FIW 9T AR g 0F W@ 97
T Jomn g e o9fw @ wmE @
afey gaet 4 s feed
wfgd, a1 2w W ABAYT F v
oM B gWAT Wew A
w1 | gafed  ygaww & A
FAqAT—AAT—F  TaH 2 H94
w7 § fremr g W aw aw
# #rm w7 3w 3w gagfa #
d%7 9% fF gy sa91 oF  gAw
¥ A@F W™, I¥ AT Wk
qWH W IAE! IEWr @RI
faa=T |2 IA%0 ST I3 qFAT
1 awq, afzwr an 7 ot T
% 7127 7g 6T & w=ar drgar £,
Al W W # GRIT BT qEgEAr
g €, afew =15 FT WA aq
ax feqr s & w7 ax fr zad
AT AT | ow g®E QA ama s
qF, A A AYT AW 9T ®ET
AT FIATE | ¥ T oaw@ #/
BUFT A4 WgT WrEAl w1 OWErO
T & | TIR BH IARTWRIUEATE |
0% THM FAA & fou, uw gfyecr
e a1t & fou @™ @@
arga § fr q 2w P @, ew
@Y WG NI T 9WIC § &y
g fF oA € WEW @, T
1 aft g 7 w1 dImw W Wi
wgF At W€ W 7 AG | A, Ea
ok % a9 7 @ faw &1 afEw
e w7 g |
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*"‘o ﬂo s (m)
e fedl sgcdw argw,  foes
faw o o Wit ¥ arm w@rom,
A wi € Ag@rAt & ¥Rl oA
fe sw 4@ are gwa foar fa=
@@ we #q5 aE fean o4 @
w7 & fgefy & #r a=ar | efFT Am
=T § & wff sweaT aw W A
du dtor #7177 TEAT AW A
gf o femme § 43t fr
“aweaer’ & ®rwd vz ave wfwfro
wTedr ¢ wed fowmar F oA
¥ g WE |

W fedt @geam @ A1 Fem
faarfl @r®, gaTe WA eedl 48f
g, waedfafedt &1 faw &

Wt ®o Wo wT® : T @3
farlr & dr o feam |

o fect dgcdT @ faw &
at § 9 G |

ot ®o Wo ®F : W Al A
e aw  fewr 5 w4 wmd oA
T HEEIWT A1 WA, TA(AG  qge
A AGFT AT §F N Arefgd Fv
fear f ot wmr & a7 @1 §, waw
a7 T W we ez @ o
T BWTT qEF AT Arew oft odr 2
fo qror w0 gaAl ¥ 2| E | wifer-
Zguw A ;Y A WA H F wy
‘wifezggaa’ wex WY was wE
W A%E § WUAT weal ¥ 2w
WEL AP FIq |

a7 & @ faw W@ W gt
awd £, @At g o | e ogerd
T aferdr R W 4% g,
WE A A §u N g1, dfew 1
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m i g fr o fam fow afiw
q gz gom & Iwsr @ e ot
TgAT #, G THET AWIET AR
9%, W% sfade §RAT 9@, W@
‘gwrfas’ mx gadt W TEA
arar & fr 2 ga§ 923 I AW
¥ e wrar Z, Wy qg gwefass
w1 Feaafaas &, wrar  sazafafedr .
# qmam & fod a@  faw W
foar mar § W smesfafedt &1
frz & fou ag fam  adf | darc
fear mar & 1 wg  swEdfaew &
79 afeder #1 v4@ AW & fod dae
frar wrr & foredt wisft ot @ owm
A9 A AET A A9H wrAA TES
@ | wifezzamy & e faeger
Frez’ foan mr Wit frggse s
¥ o= g ardt A wrwrar £
vifeedqma ¥ 3¢y, ity WK
ahy awwl @ ar Wy faregem
Fez &, ¥ N ovewfaw o=
T g fave wNh 7 ag fam
ar @ 2 | faewe wwd @ GO aw
qee & fr oag  Camesfafedrd
sfafram s &7 31 gaw WX
st ¥ #Efae §, Sfew wew-
fafedt 7 sfwfram  aff & | s
‘yveafafedy &t fwfaa w0 &
W a7 AgT BT I AT ) frgger
FE W& F1 TRAIB T WX
yqzdfa®s zer w1 g 7 X,
g HTT AT F | duT o9 AW
T IR WA

"Removal of Untouchability,—

No untouchable shall on the ground
only that he re an untouchable—
(a) be ineligible tor office under

and” authority  constituted under any
law; or
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(b) be subject to any disability,
liability, restriction or condition
with regard to".

Here come the clauses (i), (ii), (iii), (iv),
(v) and (vi).
a7 THAI PR W yp T &

"No person shall on the ground only
that he practises untouchability."

“ymzafafedy’ &t fefaas F
™o W

' No person on the ground only that
he belongs to the Scheduled Castes".

N FBF g, I AEC M-
zefafodt & dfram & 5T gewr &
o, Farg A% & A aaefasa w
e g frenargy #3 W @0 &
WA A & aftd § 39 owa
aur F¢ fF gwd AF A e
fazw W &« yrzafafedt mex gar
& fome fw fomy avry a1l 3
o ffrd § g @ 2 W fae-
IFE FRZ & AWM A AFT £ 1 At
forggee sz # AW § & FEES
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gaaifug &1 o swesfas o
ga T T |

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Mr. K.
B. Lall, please look at article 17 of the
Constitution.

SHRI K. B. LALL: Sir, I think the time
is also over.

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Yes, you
please look it up and you can continue
tomorrow.

BUSINESS ON 17th SEPTEMBER
1954

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: As al-
ready intimated to Members through the
List of Business, tomorrow, 17th
September 1954, originally allotted for
Private Members' Bills, has been allotted
for Government Business as there is no
Private Members' Bill pending.

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

The House then adjourned at
five of the clock till eleven of
the clock on Friday, the 17th
September 1954.



