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Ciauses 2 and 3 and the schedule

were added to the Bill.

Clause 1, the Title and the Enacting
Formula were added to the Bill.

Surr O. V. ALAGESAN: Sir, I beg
to move:

“That the Bill be returned.”
Mgr. CHAIRMAN: The question is:
“That the Bill be returned.”

The motion was adopted.

THE HINDU MARRIAGE AND
DIVORCE BILL, 1952

Tie MINISTER ror LAW aND
MINORITY AFFAIRS (Sarx C. C.
Biswas): Sir, I beg to move:

“That the Bill to amend and
codify the law relating to marriage
and divorce among Hindus be re-
ferred to a Joint Committee of the
Houses, consisting ~of forty-five
Members, fifteen Members from
this Council, namely:—

Dr. P. V. Kane,

. Shrimati Rukm'ini Arundale,
Dr. Raghu Vira,

. Shri Indra Vidyavachaspati,
. Diwan Chaman Lall,

. Shrimati Maya Devi Chettry,

N o O o W N

. Shrimati Chandravati Lakhan-
pal,

. Shri Govinda Reddy,
9. Shri
10. Shri
11. Shri
12. Shri K. Suryanarayana,
13. Shri Amolakh Chand,

14. Shri S. N. Mazumdar, and
15. The Mover,

[o<]

T. S. Pattabiraman,
P. T. Leuva,
S. Mahanty,
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and thirty Members from the

House of the People;

that in order to constitute a sit-
ting of the Joint Committee, the
quorum shall be one-third of the
total number of Members of the
Joint Committee;

that in other respects, the Rules
of Procedure of this Council relat-
ing to Select Committees will apply
with such variations and modifica-
tions as the Chairman may make;

that this Council recommends to
the House of the People that the
House do join in the said Joint
Committee and communicate to this
Council the names of Members to
be appointed by the House to the
Joint Committee; and

that the Committee shall make a
report to this Council on or before
the last day of the second week of
the next session.”

SHr1 R. P. N. SINHA (Bihar): What
about Dr. Shrimati Seeta Parma-
nand? Her name is not on the list.

Mr. CHAIRMAN: Her name is not
on the list.

Surr C. C. BISWAS: I may men-
tion, Sir, that the names which were
on the Select Committee on the Spe-
cial Marriage Bill have been omitted
excepting......

Surr R. P. N. SINHA: May I sug-
gest a name now?

Mr. CHAIRMAN: Wait, he is giv-
ing an explanation.

Surr C. C. BISWAS: ... those of Mr.
Amolakh Chand and the Mover.

Pror. G. RANGA (Andhra): Where
is the need for the Law Minister as
well as for the Deputy Chief Whip
to be on it?

Surr C. C. BISWAS: I have given
the names and it is for the House to
accept them or alter them.
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Mr. CHAIRMAN: You can do it at
a later stage. He has not moved the

motion yet.

Pror. G. RANGA: The Bill will not
go to pieces without him.

Surr C. C. BISWAS: Can I proceed,
Sir?

Mgr. CHAIRMAN: Yes, yes.

SHrr C. C. BISWAS: The Bill is the
first instalment of the lapsed Hindu
Code Bill to which a reference was
made by the President in his opening
Address to both Houses of Parliament
on the 16th May 1952. Hon. Mem-
bers are also aware of the history of
the lapsed Hindu Code Bill and of the
various stages through which that Bill
had passed without, however, any de-
finite result having been achieved.
It was in the year 1939 that the Gov-
ernment of India promised to appoint
a committee to examine the Hindu
Law generally, when a Private Mem-
ber’s Bill, intended to provide for a
share to daughters in the property of
their deceased parents, was being dis-
cussed in the Central Legislative
Assembly. A committee was accord-
ingly appointed in 1941. In its re-
port, the committee expressed itself
in favour of the codification of Hindu
Law in gradual stages beginning with
the law of succession and marriage.
Government accepted the recommen-
dation and in pursuance thereof the
committee prepared two draft Bills
one on the Law of Intestate Succes-
sion and the other on the Law of
Marriage in 1942. Thereafter the com-
mittee ceased to function. The two
Bills were introduced in the Central
Assembly and the Intestate Succes-
sion Bill was referred to a Joint
Select Committee in the year 1943,
The Joint Select Committee re-
commended  that steps should
be taken to resuscitate the Hindu Law
Committee and to encourage the for-
mulation of the remaining parts of
the projected Code.

It was then early in the year 1944
that the Government of India reviv-
ed the Hindu Law Committee, popu-
larly known as the Rau Committee,
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for the purpose of formulating a Code
of Hindu Law which should be com-
plete as far as possible. The Com-
mittee first circulated the tentative
draft dealing with all subjects of
Hindu law over which the Centre
could then legislate, with a view to
focus public attention on the subject.
The Committee toured round all the
then Provinces of India, heard seve-
ral witnesses, received written memo-
randa, and after nearly three years of
deliberation submitted a report with
a final draft of the Hindu Code. The
Hindu Code Bill-—the precise terms
of the Rau Committee’s draft—was
introduced in the Cenfral Legislative
Assembly in 1947, and was thereafter
circulated by executive order, for
eliciting public opinion thereon in the
then Provinces of India. The Bill was
continued in the Constituent Assem-

bly of India (Legislative) which re-
ferred it to a Select Committee in
1948. After seven sittings, the
Select Committee  presented its
report on the 12th August 1948.
Hindi and Urdu translations of

the Bill as reported by the Select
Committee were published by the
Central Government, and some of the
then Provincial Governments also
published translations of the Bill in
their regional languages. Prolonged
and inconclusive debates took place
in that House for a number of days
on the motion for taking the Bill as
reported by the Select Committee
into consideration. Before the motion
was finally adopted, Government
assured the House that public opinion
on all the controversial topies of the
Bill will be informally consulted
before taking up detailed considera-
tion.

An informal conference, to which
persons representing different shades
of opinion on the Bill (including
some Members of Parliament who
were on the Select Committee, some
Members who were not members of
the Select Committee, and some mem-
bers from the public) were invited,
took place in 1950, over which the
then Law Minister, Dr. Ambedkar,
presided. All the topics of contro-
versy in the Hindu Code including
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those relating to marriage and divorce
were placed before the conference for
discussion. The views expressed in
the conference received the due con-
sideration of Government. A special
conterence was also held in Trivan-
drum over which the Law Minister
presided to consider as to how far
persons governed by the special sys-
tems of law in Malabar (Marumak-
kattayam and Aliyasanthana laws)
could be brought within the scope of
the Code. Certain unanimous pro-
posals were made by a sub-com-
mittee appointed by the conference
for bringing those persons also within
the scope of the Code with suitable
safeguards. As a result of the discus-
sions in these conferences, and the
decisions taken on the opinions ex-
pressed therein, Government gave
notice of exhaustive amendments to
the several clauses in the Code with
a view to consolidate and unify the
personal laws of all Hindus in India
under a single Code.

The Provisional Parliament then
took up the detailed consideration of
the Code in February, 1951. In view
of the short time available and the
state of business before the House,
an attempt was made to separate
Parts I & II of the Bill relating to
marriage and divorce and enact that
portion alone separately. However,
during the course of nearly ten sit-
tings the House was able to dispose
of only four clauses in the Bill, and
with the dissolution of that Parlia-
ment the Bill lapsed.

In the light of the above experi-
ence, it was becoming increasingly
clear that a considerable time would
be required for the passage and en-
actment of an exhaustive Code on
Hindu Law. It was, therefore, decid-
ed to divide the Bill into certain
parts and place each part separately
before Parliament so as to facilitate
discussion and smooth passage. This
Bill dealing with marriage and
divorce among Hindus is the first in-
stalment of the lapsed Hindu Code
Bill. It will also be seen that this
question has been before the public
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and the legislators for a considerably
long time, and opinions have been:
expressed by different interests on a
humber of occasions both inside and-
outside Parliament. »

In my speech on the 20th Decem-
ber, 1952, while moving that this Bill
be circulated for eliciting opinion
thereon, I explained the salient fea-
tures of the Bill as introduced, and
also the departures which have been
made from the provisions in the
Hindu Code Bill. In the Hindu Code
Bill provisions had been made for
what were called dharmik marriages
and also for civil marriages. In view
of the introduction of the Special Mar-
riage Bill, all references to civil mar-
riages between any two Hindus have
been deleted from the present Bill.
This Bill deals exclusively with
Hindu marriages. Another feature of
the Bill is that it refers also to mar-
riages which may be contracted by
Hindus outside India. It also lays
down that the Act will apply to
Hindus Dby religion and Hindus by
birth, not that a person must be both.
Another important change is that full
recognition is now being given to cus-
toms, and usages where they differ
from the orthodox law. In the pre-
vious Bill it was attempted to leave
out references to sapinda relationship
and prohibited relationship, and give
instead lists specifying the persons
between whom marriages will not be
allowed on those grounds.

Dr. Ssrmmatt SEETA PARMA-
NAND (Madhya Pradesh): That was
good.

Surr C. C. BISWAS: The present
Bill seeks the same expedient through
definitions.

The presen* Bill was circulated for
eliciting public opinion thereon by a
motion adopted by this House on the
20th December, 1952. The opinions
from all the States have since been
received. There appears to be a large
measure of public opinion in favour
of the provisions of the Bill generally.
Of the 27 State Governments which
were consulted, 15, 9viz.,, Bombay,.
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[Shri C. C. Biswas.]

Madras, Orissa, Punjab, West Bengal,
Rajasthan, Hyderabad, Saurashtra,
Mysore, Travancore-Cochin, Himachal
Pradesh, Vindhya Pradesh, Coorg, Tri-
pura and the Andaman and Nicobar
Islands are generally in favour of the
measure. Eight State Governments,
piz., Madhya Pradesh, Madhya Bharat,
PEPSU, Delhi, Kutch, Bhopal, Bilas-
pur and Manipur have not expressed
any opinion either way. Two, wviz,
the Governments of Bihar and Uttar
Pradesh are for the prevention of
polygamy, but do not favour the in-
troduction of divorce. Only two Gov-
ernments, viz.,, Assam and Ajmer, are
of the opinion that the time is not
yet ripe for undertaking this legisla-
tion. In view of the general support
the Bill merits consideration.

Let me now come to the topics of
gontroversy in this Bill. The main
topics are three, viz.,, (1) abolition of
castes as a necessary requirement for
.a valid marriage, (2) enforcement of
monogamy, and (3) permission of
divorce. 1 will take the first point of
controversy, namely, abolition of caste
restrictions. In this respect I may say
that if any member of the Hindu com-
munity wants to follow the orthodox
system which requires that a marriage
shall not be valid unless the bride
and the bridegroom belong to the
same varna, same caste or same sub-
caste, there is nothing in the Bill
which can prevent him from giving
effect to his wishes or to what he re-
gards as his dharma. In the same
way if one Hindu who does not be-
lieve in caste or sub-caste, or chooses
to marry outside his wvarna or caste
or sub-caste, the law regards his mar-
riage also as valid. [The Hindu Mar-
riages Validity Act, 1949 (XXI of
1949).]

As far as marriage law is concern-
ed, there is no kind of imposition at
all. The provisions are of a permis-
sive or enabling nature and impose
no sort of compulsion or obligation
whatever on the orthodox. Their only
effect is to give a growing body of
Hindus, men and women, the liberty
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to live the lives which they wish to
lead without, in any way, infringing
the similar liberty of those who pre-
fer to adhere to the orthodox ways.

Coming to the other two topics of
controversy, viz.,, monogamy and
divorce, except for the extreme ortho-
dox view, which is opposed to any
change in the existing Hindu law and
could not be persuaded by any argu-
ments based on adjusting Hindu law
to present social and economic life of
the Hindus, there is general support
to the view that all Hindu marriages
should be monogamous as also to the
fact that divorce should he recognised
by statute as a necessary corollary to
monogamous marriages. Polygamy
was never encouraged in Hindu
sociely and the present Bill boldly
seeks to recognise the fact that poly-
gamy is not permissible under Hindu
Law. While giving evidence before
the Rau Committee, the late Rt.
Hon’ble V. S. Srinivasa Sastri, a pro-
minent individual, dealt with this
point eloquently in the following
words: “I thought that the pride of
Hinduism was that although polygamy
was permitted in theory, it was mono-
gamy which was actually practised.
It is, therefore, surprising that when
monogamy is sought to be enacted as
a rule of law, hands should be raised
in horror.”

Coming to the questlon of divorce,
again I should like to submit to the
House that this is no new innovation.
Everybody in this House knows that
there are several communities among
Hindus who have customary divorce.
This system exists and is recognised.
It cannot also be denied that it has
been felt among a large section of the
public that a provision for divorce
should be made in suitable cases
where it is impossible for the husband
and wife to live together. Apostasy,
infidelity, insanity, leprosy, failure to
comply with a decree for restitution
of conjugal rights etc. are some of the
grounds on which dissolution of mar-
riage is sought to be obtained, and it
is obvious that no objection can exist
as to the necessity for the provision
of suitable relief by way of separation
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of spouses in such circumstances.
Conversely, express provisions are

included in the Bill for restitution of
conjugal rights. It is also a signifi-
cant factor to be noted in this con-
nection that the Governments of the
States of Madras, Bombay and Saura-
shira have enacted laws of their own
whereby monogamy among Hindus is
enforced on pain of punishment, and
provision for divorce made in suitable
cases. Monogamy is recognised as
the most salutary principle so far as
marital relations are concerned, and
the experience of the working of the
Marriage and Divorce Acts in the
three States of Bombay, Madras and
Saurashtra during the past few years
does not lend any support to the cry
of “Religion in Danger” raised by
certain extremists.

As I have already told the House the
present Bill has come back after eli-
citing opinions in the various States.
Apart from the several minor draft-
ing changes and alterations suggest-
ed, the more important suggestions on
the Bill, are as follows:—

(1) that the list of sapinda relation-
ship should be extended to five
degrees on the maternal side and seven
degrees on the paternal side instead
of three and five as envisaged in the
Bill; [clause 3(f) (i) 1;

(2) that terms like “impotency”,
“idiot”, “lunatic” should be clearly
defined; [clause 12(1) and 2(a)];

(3) that the age of the bridegroom
and the bride suggested in clause
5(iii) should be raised further. There

are several suggestions on this
point......
Surr B. RATH (Orissa): What is

yours?

Surr C. C. BICWAS:...... (4) that
where the bride has not completed the
age of 18, the consent of guardian in
‘marriage should be obtained for the
marriage [clause 5 (vi)l;

(5) that the maternal grandfather
and maternal uncle should have prece-
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dence over paternal uncle in the list of
guardians in marriage (clause 6);

(6) that registration of Hindu mar-
riages should not be made compulsory
and that there should be no penal pro-
visions for non-compliance;

(7) that the provisions relating to
judicial separation are unnecessary;

(8) that a person should be allowed
to take a second wife if the first is
barren, for the sake of perpetuation of
the family, with the consent of the
first wife, if necessary, and that a
second wife married for the purpose
of procreatng a son should not be
given a right of termination of mar-
riage on the ground that a spouse is
already living;

(9) that facility for obtaining decree
of nullity should be provided where
parties become impotent, idiot or
lunatic during the marriage;

(10) that impotency before or after
the marriage, either party marrying a
second time, either party renouncing
the weorld. desertion, cruelty, venereal
disease of communicable nature not
contracted from the other party,
mutual consent ete. should be made
grounds for dissolution of marriage
and grant of a decree of divorce;

(11) that the period of three years
which should elapse for presenting a
petition for divorce after the marriage
appears to be too long;

(12) that decrees of dissolution of
marriages should be subject to confir-
mation by a bench of three judges of
the appropriate High Court;

(13) that the period of one year
which should elapse for parties to re-
marry after obtaining a decree of
divorce appears to be too long;......

Dr. SuriMaTI SEETA PARMA-
NAND: Whose suggestions are these?

Mgr. CHAIRMAN: They are 3ii sug=
gestions. ‘
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Sur1 C. C. BISWAS: I am giving a
summary of the opinions. I am plac-
ing them before the House for the con-
venience of Members.

(14) that permanent alimony should
be granted only when the husband
seeks divorce and that liberal provi-
sions should be made for maintenance
of wife and minor children and also
children born deaf or dumb or invalid.

In addition to the above, the Gov-
ernment of Madras have suggested
that the persons governed by the spe-
cial systems of law in Malabar (Maru-
makkattayam and Aliyasanthana
laws) should be brought within the
scope of the present Bill by includ-
ing suitable safeguards for their cus-
toms. The Indian Association of Lep-
rologists have also represented that
leprosy should not be made a ground
for dissolution of Hindu marriages.

These and other suggestions inci-
dental thereto will, of course, receive
the consideration of the Joint Select
Committee to which I am moving that
the Bill may be referred. Sir, I have
already moved the motion.

Dr. SHrmmatT: SEETA PARMA-
NAND: We should like to know the
names of the members of the Select
Committee.

Mr. CHAIRMAN: I am giving you.
Just wait.

-

Motion moved:

“That the Bill to amend and
codify the law relating to marriage
and divorce among Hindus be re-
ferred to a Joint Committee of the
Houses, consisting of forty-five
Members, fifteen Members from
this Council, namely:—

. Dr. P, V. Kane,

. Shrimati Rukmini Arundale,
. Dr. Raghu Vira,

Shri Indra Vidyavachaspati,
. Diwan Chaman Lall,

. Shrimati Maya Devi Chettry,

D U W N
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7. Shrimati Chandravati Lakhan-
pal,

8. Shri Govinda Reddy,

9. Shri T. S. Pattabiraman,

10. Shri P. T. Leuva, i

11. Shri S. Mahanty, '

12. Shri K. Suryanarayana,

13. Shri Amolakh Chand, ’

14. Shri S. N. Mazumdar, and

15. Shri C. C. Biswas (the Mover);

.

and thirty Members from the
House of the People;

that in order to constitute a sit-
ting of the Joint Committee, the
quorum shall be one-third of the
total number of Members of the
Joint Committee;

»

e~ | N

that in other respects, the Rules
of Procedure of this Council relat-
ing to Select Committees will apply
with such variations and modifica-
tions as the Chairman may make;

that this Council recommends to:
the House of the People that the
House do join in the said Joint
Committee and communicate to this
Council the names of Members to
be appointed by the House to the
Joint Committee; and

that the Committee shall make a
report to this Council on or before
the last day of the second week of
the next session.”

Surr R. P. N. SINHA: Can I propose
a name to the list of Members?

Mr. CHAIRMAN: Yes; by way of
amendments, etc., later on.

{Mgr. DEpUTY CHAIRMAN in the Chair.}

Dr. SeHrimMATI SEETA PARMA-
NAND: May 1 ask one question?
Which is the last day of the second
week of the next session?

Surr C. C. BISWAS: We do not
know when the next session will be
called. How can I specify that now?
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Mr. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Not the
Budget Session.

SHrt B. GUPTA (West Bengal):
Mr. Deputy Chairman, I need not say
that we generally welcome the intro-
duction of this measure which should
have come much earlier along with
other matters connected with this
question of the codification of the
Hindu Law. As a matter of fact, we
desire the codification of the entire
system of personal law embracing the
whole population of India regardless
of religion, caste and community. All
the progressive sections in India have
been very keenly watching the deve-
lopments with regard to such a Bill
and they are demanding the codification
of the Hindu Law. They are demand-
ing a comprehensive code laying down
the whole system of law in precise
and clear language. We have left
long behind the days of the unwritten
laws which arose in the context of
an entirely different situation in
ancient times. That background does
not exist today. However much one
may bprize the learning and wisdom
of our ancient teachers, it will be ad-
mitted on all hands and by everyone
that we are not living in times of
Manu or Yajnavalkya. We are liv-
ing in entirely different times. We
must, therefore, adapt ourselves to the
changed times and to the realities of
our social existence. That is why a
dynamic codification of the Hindu
Law and, indeed, of all other uncodi-
fied laws has become an important
task today. But the present Govern-
ment has been, unfortunately, hesitat-
ing all these years so much so that
the Hindu Code Bill which had been
sponsored aboutl ten years ago comes
before us today in this truncated form.
1 do not know why the Code has been
shelved. It is for the Government to
explain and the explanation that hag
been offered in this House just now
by the hon. the mover of this Bill is
neither convincing nor satisfactory.

Surr B. K. P. SINHA (Bihar):
“Why?

SHrr B. GUPTA: It has been said
that it would be better perhaps to

145 CSD
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legislate piecemeal in this case; but
what we feel is that piecemeal legis-
lation in a matter like this creates
difficulties and indeed often goes to
defeat the very purpose of the legis-
lation itself. That is something
which we have been experiencing;
otherwise there would not have been
so much delay even in this Parlia-
ment for the hon. the Law Minister to
produce this Bill in the present form.
There has been inordinate delay on the
part of the Government as there has
been a very unbecoming vacillation,
too. I am aware of the opposition to
this Bill. It is not my case that there
is no opposition to it. That opposi-
tion undoubtedly is a strong opposi-
tion, coming, as it does, from certain
very powerful quarters. I find to my
great amazement that among those
who oppose this Bill is the Govern-
ment of the land of birth of the Prime
Minister of India, Shri Jawaharlal
Nehru. I only wish the Prime Minis-
ter had addressed his eloquent words
to that quarter to make them convert-
ed to the changed thoughts. But,
how is the opposition to be fought
and faced? We respect all sentiments
of the people including their religious
sentiments. Therefore, it is neces-
sary for us to evolve such an approach
as would enable us to convince those
who are not seeing eye to eye with
us. That would not be possible if
that approach is half-hearted, halting
or fragmentary. What is necessary in
a measure like this, where we are
confronted with a position like this,
is to develop the zeal of the reformer
and go with courage to convert others
to your attitude by persevering expla-

nation. That, unfortunately, the
Government have not done, It
is  wvacillating from one point

to another. It is going on seek-
ing public opinion when public
opinion has been very clearly expres-
sed. The whole thing the Govern-
ment should have placed before us—
the entire system, the entire proposal,
a draft for the Hindu Code and, for
the matter of that, of all personal
laws. Such a draft should have re-
flected not only the progressive yearn-
ings of our people but also the de-

| finite promptings of a changed situa=
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tion and a changed time. Instead of
doing this, the Government sends this
Bill to the State Governments for
seeking public opinion when we know
for certain that the public opinion,
especially the women of our country,
are definitely and positively for the
passage of this Bill,

Sarmr B. XK. MUKERJEE (Uttar
Pradesh): On a point of information,
Sir. Is it a fact that whenever the
opinion of the Communist Party is
expressed, it is thought that it con-
stituted the opinion of the countiry?

Mr. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: There
is no point of information here.

Surr B. GUPTA: Has not the hon.
Member been able to see the difference
between the Communist Party and
the country? I was talking about
that progressive section which has al-
ready pronounced its opinion. I do
not know whether the hon., Member
comes from U.P.; but I know that
there are some Governments, the
U.P. and Bihar, which are going to
strike a discordant note; then he will
find his supporters there. Sir, a com-
prehensive code would have come
as a dynamic challenge to these points
of view. We know that the cause is
so strong, so superior that it is possi-
ble by a bold and courageous ap-
proach to get on; and that is some-
thing which the Government is not
doing. On the conirary, by coming
forward in this piecemeal manner, it
is giving a handle fo those people
who, unfortunately, do not see yet the
need for a change and, unhappily,
obstruct the way of progress.

We felt that a different approach
was made by the Government. It will
be our constant endeavour to help
the passage of this Bill and we are
making it no party issue, because, the
question involved here is the emanci-
pation of the vast half of humanity
without whose emancipation—social,
political and economical—there can-
not be any advance or progress to-
wards better life and towards a hap-
pier future. Therefore, we shall be
there to work together with anybody
who comes along for social reform.
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But, I would like to ask why the
Congress Party is keeping silent. We
heard in this House the Prime Minis=
ter of India who happens to be the
leader of the Congress Party, making
a very eloquent and reasonable-
speech in respect of such a measure
and yet we find the Congress is not
in the least moving in order to win-
over the people to the points of view
expressed by its leader. We find, at
the same time, circular after circular-
being issued by the All India Cong-
ress Committee Office trying to put
a ban on the Congressmen so that.
they do not participate in the organis-
ed ©peace movement. (Interrup-
tion.) Yet, not a directive has been
issued calling upon the Congressmen.
to campaign for such measure.

Mr. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Mr.
Gupta, please speak on the Bill. You
may choose some other platform for
all that......

Surr B. C. GHOSE (West Bengal):
That was not unfair, Sir. Is it unfair
to ask, when the Congress President
has issued some directive in another
matter, that he should issue a direc-
tive in this matter also?

SHrt B. GUPTA: The Congress is:
the ruling party. Certainly we can
expect that the sponsors of this Bill
here will go out to the country to
convert public opinion to their point
of view. (Interruption.) There, the
division will arise in the unity, and
the monolithicism of the Congress will
perhaps disappear before the rancous
voices of certain reactionary ele-
ments

AN Hon. MEMBER: Oh, oracle!

Sarr B. GUPTA: Sir, I shall come-
to the Bill itself as you are keen to
hear from me something about it.

Our support to this Bill emanates
from our very ardent desire to see
our womenfolk, half of our wvast
humanity, liberated from social,
economic and political bondage. We
know that the state of a civilisation.
is judged by the status of the women:
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in it. Therefore, we are keenly in- ,
terested in seeing that the women are !
liberated from all kinds of tyranny
they are suffering from today.

This is not a complete measure, and
I shall presently point out that there
are certain very serious drawbacks in
the Bill itself. (Interruption.) I donot
know, why my friend Shri Mukerjee
is annoyed when I speak on this sub-
ject. Is he suffering from any prob-
lems of that kind? Anyway, this Bill
is not a full measure in the sense in
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which we would like it to be. Still
we consider that it should be sup-
ported by all Dbecause whatever

strikes a blow at the fetters of social
disabilities of the women of this coun-
try deserves our unstinted and un-
grudging support.

1

For the benefit of hon. Members I 1
would like to give certain arguments ‘
because I have tried to carefully read |
the public opinions given in these |
papers that have been supplied to us. {
1 take a serious note of the fact that |
some eminent people and some very '
eminent organisations have expressed J
these opinions. Unfortunately, they |
suffer from certain misgivings. They }
feel that Hindu law should not be I
changed, and cannot be changed.
Whatever may be their personal
views, it is a fact that Hindu law has
been undergoing changes for a num- |
ber of years from indeed the very
commencement of it., Otherwise, why \
should we have for Hindus belonging
to the same religious faith two main l
sets of law? I have in mind Daya- |
bhaga and Mitakshara laws. And
then there are customs dividing the
Hindu system of law. It would be |
a mistake, therefore, to imagine that .
the Hindu system of law is absolutely |
uniform and is something which is \
absolutely undivided. There are divi- [
sions there, and these divisions and ,
differences we inherited from the |
ancient teachers themselves. Then, '
we find that even in this country there ‘
have been certain changes by enact-
ment, and I can cite a number of en-
actments, Acts of Legislature, which
are affecting various aspects of Hindu
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law. With regard to the marriage
law itself, we have the Sarda Act
which was passed a long time ago,
the Widow Re-marriage Act, the Civil
Marriage Act, the Malabar Marriage
Act, the Anand Marriage Act and the
Madras Hindu (Bigamy Prevention
and Divorce) Act. Then we have got
the Hindu Marriages Validity Act,
which has just been referred to. Be-
sides these, there are also the enact-
ments of Parliament and of Legisla-
tures relating to other branches of
Hindu law. Therefore, we are not
embarking in this Parliament upon a
course which has been unknown to
us. Many Members in this House
may have been participants in those
Legislatures when some of these mea-
sures were passed. Therefore, it is
hothing new. The only thing is that
we must give it a quicker pace and
we must cover the whole field, be-
cause the genius of our nation—of our
beople—lies not in how rigidly we
cling to the past, but it lies in how
quickly we adapt ourselves to the
cthanging circumstances and how we
carry the best traditions of our past
to the broad vista of the future. And
in that light, the whole question has
to be approached. I know that senti-
hents may be offended, feelings may
be offended and prejudices may be
roused, but if you have in mind the
question of the women, and of their
Tights and liberties, and of their
social status, you will no doubt see
the importance and urgency of a mea-
sure like this.

About the Bill itself, we find that
certain very serious drawbacks exist
in it. First of all, let me tell you
that it is a very good thing that Hindu
marriage has been validated and the
disabilities of a pratilom marriage do
not exist under this Bill. It is only
natural that when we are living in a
time like this, there should not be
any such barriers offered by the pra-
tilom marriage. If somebody marries
a bride belonging to a higher caste,
that marriage is considered to be a
pratilom marriage, and it is repug-
nant to the Hindu marriage and there-
fore it is declared void.
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{Shri B. Gupta.]

Then, there is the question of pro-
hibited degrees. Sir, the hon. the
Law Minister has said that what was
sought to be done by specifying the
cases where marriage should be pro-

hibited amongst the relatives is
sought to be done here by re-defining
the sapinda relationship. For a

change, I am now talking about law.
I know that it is a very difficult sub-
ject, but still I will try to speak as
a lawyer, as far as this aspect of the
question is concerned. It is unneces-
sary to define sapinda relationship
here. I think it should be stated
clearly as to which relatives should
not inter-marry. The prohibited de-
grees should not be presented in the
way they have been presented in the
Bill. In the present situation, for put-
ting a certain prohibition on mar-
riages where the parties are within
the prohibited degrees, especially
those degrees where you have the
blood relationship, it should be clear-
ly stated as to which cases should be
prohibited rather than leaving it to a
new definition of “sapinda relation-
ship”.

Then about monogamy, I would like
to say that I would of course welcome
this measure. But it seems that some
gentlemen here, although they are in
favour of monogamy, would say that
they do not like to have legislation
for it. I do not understand this
thing. If you are in favour of mono-
gamy, then what is it that frightens
you away from having this measure
passed as a law? Let this be recog-
nised in law. Let it not be left to the
mercies of certain individuals or cer-
tain communities or certain parties to
a marriage. Let it be codified in the
form of a law so that the right acerues
to a wife. That is the main point. It
seems to me by reading what they

have said that they do not
like these things because they
want to leave the scope for

polygamy open. I do not know
if there is any polygamist in our
House; 1 hope, Sir, there is none. If
there is none, then at least on this
point we shall secure a full measure
of agreement, an agreement which
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would be given effect to in the form
of an enactment. 1 should like to
mention here for the benefit of those
who still may have certain doubts that
even smritikars did not favour poly-
gamy. They supported monogamy;
they spoke and wrote for monogamy.
But at the same time, they did naot,
in their wisdom, find it necessary at
that time to prohibit polygamy. Poly-
gamy was something that was dis-
couraged by them. It was left to the
choice of the individual concerned.
We have left behind that stage, and I
think that the time has come today
for us {0 give monogamy the force of
law in our land, and monogamy
should go on the Statute Book of our
country.

Then, there are certain proposals in
the Bill regarding termination of mar-
riage and all the rest of it. These
again are not very happy, and there
is much that is yet to be desired.

I would like now to cut short my
speech here by drawing your atten-
tion to a very interesting and instruc-
tive pamphlet issued by the National
Co-ordination Committee of Women,
which, 1 understand, 1s an organisa-
tion of women of ail faiths and poli-
tical beliefs; and in this body are re-
presented women from various States
also. Therefore, I think that the con-
tentions and the proposals of this
organisation should be given due
attention when the matter comes up
before the Select Committee. It has
been suggested, and with a certain
amount of logical force, that the con-
sent of the guardian for marriage in
the case of a bride being 15 years old
should not be there, because very
often it becomes difficult to find out
as to who the guardian is, and espe~
cially when there are a number of
people competing for such guardian-
ship. Therefore, the provision with
regard to the consent of the guardian
should be dispensed with. But if the
Government insists on it, it seems to
suggest that 16 years should be the
marriageable age, when no such con-
sent would be required.

4 p.M.

Another thing is this.
Bill provides for

When the
the term.nation of
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marriage, it does not say quite clearly
as to what should be the status of the
children when such a dissolution or
termination of marriage takes place.
That is a point which calls for very
serious attention in the hands of the
Select Committee and of the House,
because it is the question of the
children and their future which is in-
volved in it.

Then, if you come to the question
of judicial separation, you will find
that it has been suggested that to
secure judicial separation one must
show thal a spousce has been a lunatic
since the time of the marriage. This
is not a healthy provision. Why do
I say this? Because at the time of
the marriage it may not be known
that the spouse in question is a
lunatic. Very often it is concealed,
and often enough it is found out only
at a later stage. Therefore, it stands
to reason that, if you are making
lunacy a ground for judicial separa-
tion, you should not restrict it by say-
ing that the lunacy should date from
the time of the marriage. On the
contrary, the provision should be that
once the fact of a spouse being a
lunatic is established, it should be a
ground for judicial separation, no
matter when it is found out or from
what date it has been there. Then
again, there is the provision that a
divorce could be obtained only after
two years from the date of judicial
separation. This is neither fair nor
desirable. The same applies to other
grounds for dissolution like leprosy
or venereal disease. Here too, the
clause should be so changed as to pro-
vide that, as soon as either party is
found to be suffering from leprosy or
venereal disease, that as a ground for
divorce or judicial separation—as the
case may be—should come into opera-
tion immediately. The need of prov-
ing that these existed at the time of
the marriage should not be insisted
upon.

Then, there are other aspects with
regard to divorce. We are of the
opinion—it may sound a little too
radical but still I would like the
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House to consider it—that, if both the
parties, 1.2, the husband and the wife,
feel that the marriage should come to
an end, there should be divorce, and
there should not be any impediment
in their way. If both of them have
decided that their marriage should
terminate, there should not be any
obstacle whatsoever. This should be
the progressive approach. In cases
where one party asks for divorce and
the other does not, the position is
certainly different, and there one
must look for socially tenable
grounds. Certain grounds have been
mentioned, hut it seems to me that
adultery, when it is made a ground
for divorce, should not be put in such
a manner as if it can be used as a
ground for divorce without any other
social consideration. It seems to me
that in other countries of the East and
of the West, it has been found wise
to make the leading of an adulterous
life a wvalid ground for divorce. I
need not dilate upon this point. I
hope the House will understand and
appreciate my point. Again, one has
to remember that it may he very easy
for a husband to say that L. 5 = ife has
committed adultery. Now, in a coun-
try like ours, where women are
suffering from all kinds of difficul-
ties and disabilities, it may be very
difficult for the wife to disprove it, to
refute such a charge. Therefore, this
is a matter which calls for very close
and thoughtful examination.

In the case of alimony, again, it
should be made unconditional. Here
certain conditions have been attached
to alimony being granted. In our
view, in the interests of the children,
the question of alimony should be left
unconditional. There should not be
any condition whatsoever to the
granting of alimony.

Then, there is the provision setting
a time limit of three vears for obtain-
ing divorce. Now, this is not fair. If
you accept judical separation and if
you accept divorce, then you should
not make another provision that a
spouse will have to wait for three
years for getting a divorce. There
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[Shri B. Gupta.]

should not be any time limit like that.
Here in the Bill it is proposed that
except in certain cases one cannot
file a divorce petition within three
years of marriage. I think that this
does not conform to progressive ideas
with regard to this matter; nor would
this serve any useful purpose. If
there is a legitimate ground for
divorce—grounds which are considered
to be socially tenable—why wait for
three years? That is something
which is not justified at all.

Again, in the interests of social
ethics, we feel that no divorce should
be allowed against pregnant women.
At the same time, we feel that preg-
nant women should be allowed to seek
divorce, if she so desires. Why 1
gay this will be very clear if you re-~
member the question of the children.

Then, the period for remarriage
after divorce should be six months.
The time limit should not be left at
the level where it has been leff in the
Bill.

Then, there are some queer provi-
sions in this Bill. After this Bill be-
comes law, if anybody has two wives,
the first wife cannot seek divorce; the
second wife can. This is not fair. If
you are to stop polygamy, then, of
course, both the wives should be put
on the same status with regard to this
matter and it is not merely the second
wife who should be given the right to
divorce. Indeed, it is the first wife
who should above all be given this
right all the more because she hap-
pens to be the really aggrieved party.
Therefore, in the case of such marri-
ages, the first wife should also be
given the right to divorce, and not
merely the second wife.

AN Hon. MEMBER: Why not decide
it by lottery?

Suarr B. GUPTA: These are the main
points which I have touched in the
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course of my speech. There are many
other minor matters which, I believe
would be gone into by the Select
Commitiee. I conclusion, I would
only say a few words. I fear that ’
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pressure will be brought to bear upon
the Government to see that, in the
first instance, no amendments for the
improvement of this Bill are accepted.
Secondly there will be...... (Interrup-
tion). :

I can feel from here the voice that is
already expressing in this House. The
second technique would be to delay
its passage. The hon. the Law Minis-
ter who is sitting here—and I am very
glad that he has made a very well-
considered speech today—who is of a
retiring age, may have lost the vigour
that a reformer should possess. I am
not blaming him. Therefore, I say
that he should take courage in both
hands and seek the co-operation of
the people who sincerely believe in
the importance and urgency of this
measure and see that this measure is
expeditiously passed. After all he
referred to it a year ago and now
after 12 months he has come and we
are shown the Select Committee. I
do not know what sort of hiberna-
tions will take place in the Select
Committee itself. I don’t say anything
about it, but all that I say is that the
time has come to expedite this matter
specially because there has been too
much delay in dealing with this im-
portant measure. As far as the oppo-
sition to this Bill is concerned which
is getting agitated even in this House
—and it seems to be a singular oppo~
sition—I can tell you that we need
not be afraid of it. We can face
them, we can go to them and talk to
them. If in this Parliament we show
courage and determination to pass
this measure and, at the same time,
we show our readiness to pass a com-
prehensive code for codifying all per-
sonal laws, the country will rise to our
support and we shall be successful in
our effort. That is all that I wish to
say and I wish the Minister all luck
subject to only one qualification and
it is this that he should accept the
amendments for the improvement of
the Bill and he should delete from
this Bill those clauses that take away
its effect, that still weigh heavily
against the social rights of women.
After all, let his name, for a change,
be associated, if he will care to have
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it, with a progressive measure. These
Ministers will never be remembered,
but if for instance he—no matter
which party he belongs to—takes
courage in both hands and sees that
the Hindu Code Bill passes, sees that
our personal laws are codified for the
“benefit of the entire society, his name
will be remembered and even the
-darkness of the Congress regime will
mnot be able to completely eclipse it.

SHRIMATI SAVITRY
(Uttar Pradesh):

NIGAM

siwet wifedt fem (SoeowRa) ¢
IygaTafa AgrEy, srfE 9% goten &
gz &fes (Marriage )it sread
(Divorce) fadas @37 & qma o
Y mar ) F Y 78, ¥ qweg syfe fE
AFAAT, A AT 7@ F qAAF §,
SfF Ay 1 U FT Feiw, AsT Ay
afaa &R gfer & stgomr gy wanfga
FE ATST FAAT AN &, 39 fadqas 7
gifer @wd® &% | 9 W §—AR
foat 1 e AT A Ad oI
e Rt & arfas sFafemEt @k
W gepfa #r gzl @i & a@-
e srror foeeft F ag afer 78 <@ @f
g & sw wiasrdr fam<r &1 qar
g%, faa 5 fawwen T F awo
T quY AT W 7 IO fFar d 0 &
st g FF oeft aga & awr s
WO F T § q7F IHS I AT
g fF oF fagast & ger W
AT FT gAvE, AT gEpty o
ferg o may @ ag smaw | g R
FATF WAL 5T 97 ar d @9
HIS IT AT AL | T3 gE AT
T g, safs T-FFE FSl A
AT FEAT §, TafF T8F i aely
F BlT FL CF 78| afew dF| (ga18
FL A 2 SR Al gt faearei
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# AgT AT I, A3 R W
Iz ¥ fog ge v g ?

Sarr V. K. DHAGE (Hyderabad):

st #lo ®o ww  (§TTAR)
gaifm fagad ?

SuriMmAaTI SAVITRY NIGAM:

vt wifast o : gEdfiw
faaawit & ary & 17 & S=Ar |
getfirr fraed 7 & fw ofa & @Y
gu o famanlt ¥ ff frgs ok a=-
< e faat &; faw & ofq s@w
qfeTat T@ T IT FT a7 T3H & o
AferF WRWT 97 7 & 1 S ST FEA
g 5 qors ¥ fag a9 vmaw F ==
AT T AR FIT I § F 779
g fF 97 qotF F1 FE AW a5 T8
AT AT I AT fr g, 9w
IR fFry T g #8 a5 ¢ faw
AT A T8 & & Ty FAaear g
T T & AT IW ¥ 59 THR g9
FT AfqF Ta7 &Y TH, IZ | 7RF THA
R | qRel #  Fgfaam, ao-
frag, am  gg-faarg & fed
I O S R - R 1
gyreg 2 @ afs  a@Tw wuT F IO
I wEE™  gINEi FY, ST GEHE-
qa% faarg #T & SfraT qOT FEAT
Aedt & 7 gha fas am, fR
WO GHS AR 96 F7 FF AfaF o5
g1 ST, 98 T9EA, W Y faare
F I E

Sifs feg a9 & wigr W@ g,
TifF Wty gesfy Fr @ TRy &
3T ¥ ¥ wvaan g oaft ¥ geqe
areT & % 97 F1 a9 g g, ST
g gEafsy a9, gm w1 Afaw
g @ ¥ 39 fog faam &l
gaw fas (Bill) = st adwm
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[Shrimati Savitry Nigam.]
®q 2, 39 #71 gaT & audq L {W
g o1y HT 1 97 A1 FAS I FWLT
ghaar AT &1 srfeqr T AT g1 FT
WM [fE A AT TR F FL
goTdt § @1 99 ¥ gIETa oW ¥ fod

ST 3, 3fF I 9R F1 Fid

At &, rE e A &, Ard =

TEY & | 7% srrawE A8 & fr Az A
ITERT FL H—FF FT A T &7 |

g st o fgw g 5 faag
et fae &1 gwm IH TFR BN
T fag gwe fy faeai | gar & |
Faifw guTdr qepfd, gareT 9¥, gATd
. 9T A9 o9 &) gY e X &l
T ®ers (control) et & fF
g8 H g Fr Fri qonzw 4 & FF
ot 9= @ear Bo 9 oy fr o s
Mt § b g€ & 1 ag FEAT SR
T srfa 1 wwHE F@r &, &
F @ S afae wr afgar & fF
ATHTT FCAT 3§ F a=1F & o4F J &
ferar asm® 39 o I ) gaT y& T
grar g fiF o wré dur FEw & AT gy
YFTRTISIS a7 g A7 fF g &%
WAL 7 e 4 vor sgarg fae
(Special Marriage and Divorce
Bill) & g § & o
gFEAR  dEWET wdEw i &
s A oAt wm #E e
TE wTAT § 1 A3 IT FT AN wF
ar 37 afeat &1 gata #7F gt 7
T aq FT 95w AT T8 fEar
FRIF ¢ T F AT AFFT TER
qIGT AT 41, 97 IT R FS FFmar
wrdy w5 oY, 5 I e oA @
daa-gaa afeam fear iR erer o
T & 1 FifF 97 & gaa 7 afozT
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WIFAT, 0T &7 WTAAT § A2 qfaAar
F wraar & o7 fazare &, o1&
# s £ ) zefed § 88 wfasawd
At w1 AT w7 o feat F gy
auf & faeeae o, afesm &k 77
F a3 ; AT RS aTf A qLrATE
& arz WY, 9 FT TIAT B GAAT &
f qorw fas & ara &1 ) T TATH 39T
gr FT AN AR A R I A&
getr g o fyw aw fF fay
7 gal o fafeadi wv awl =—
FO-FA HY o« T—a fga0 svar
2 i 78 SraAT F7 fw wredvy ferad
A T9 T@ F JAF W I IT &
qT = 77T & AT afaat &1 o
g1 99 ¥ qEr gWEAE Fd § ar
qe 37 Fr gfg 97 @7 v & AR A
T v | foamg 3347 87 F ST
FIE AL AFTC FT ATBFAT TEN HEAT
AT | a8 fwawT 9 weqra €, ag
et smfaa & fr 2@ g wdla
AT 1 938 @ THAT A AT THF
fam & wadra @ #T ag w41 517 fF
aors Az o AT av T QA
ST L # Y F q1a A g R ouw
T A7 g q@rE fad s a8
I ¥fEa fET o w99
gfead #1, A9 gdleT & FIT AL
BIF 1 .

st ferg W AT wredrr deEfy
9% 3T @Y § 37 ¥ & aF a7 w7
FEAT A §, T & afver (appeal )
FCT A §, 7 afz ¥ gagT v
A T A g8 7 I ey § av
a8 I¥ TFIA TA T A3 FIAREQ
q g1 &, ¥ifF 34 7 a7 A7 F F1L0
g, 799z, agE, faw §R) =TT
& FT AT qgA a9 g TeT T
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F JarC TE & Jdt afew FAT-FAY

ATHT G T Hq7 qfF AT 7T A0q-

Rraw] &7 WY TH Aiz A § 1 39T
& & FATS AV F7F AT AATRT A
amr w7 oA fafedr & widy & fr
f&z 39 1 qqv fAerae gar §1 =@
STt | zafed aura F qeaT S U
gra F4AT Afed artw ¥ sy afa
¥ gTHEIT 9R F faR, w97 94, 913
gdrkT #T W FA & feu gars
fG&as 7 (AT & FT SGT & qF

#1C UF =S ol ¥ g AT AT

FT TH |

T T v FH FAT AT
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qr Q< | FT AT | TZ ACT A7 ATATO0
A3 7T A afy TaOw g 4t +
g% AZT A0 A AT A0 A7 I3
9 | 937 7 5347 37 o7 fF q &y W
T 37 A FE adard o & AT w1
AT T | I F1 H38 FAIZ AL FA5
¥ foq w8 3am fas  dfF s7 3 ofw
FT AIMEFT &1 THT 3737 4 TAL A
¥ & TS | ITF ST ¥ I0% JITE
TF Ud F1 A 0F 97 ooy faw 7 9w
7 fagr v & st (T A T FEAT
argaT & o7 qF FA3d, W ofq g

| 4, 7 Fa A T A A Sy

FHF T AR W R E Fasw &
FIT IT AWIT WEAATHY FT AT I

U qEaRt &1 A @i T §
grar fexai 397 #2097 FT ArId-
qaF draw faary & 1 feg & FadY €
fr afz dar F1% FpT 397 faar o,
afz g frag @) gow fam wifs
ET F g § 9w F3 fear s oy
I &7 sax faehw geer T Hifw

g7 gl & fed onife = qee ¥

aoge F A T §, UF e fqww
FEATT SfE anfY aF 8 § ) A sriat
¥ g € 7% gz g ], 7 aAwy
FTAE AT Y AT AFATE | A AT 7
TF FeT g § Al srer fr A g
§ foet g€ €1 € f5 frm gwe &N
FT FIA FA T A 5T F18 ITT 7Y
gar qv g FA-HY fasAwwTd, $3-
£ II9F IIAT FT SIHET T

&, o a8 fF spoqar Wy agf Fr S awar )

¥ ux CH g7 geAr Ay g ) # uF
gtz freman wfgse & foq FxEr
a1 | FE qUSBT ATH FT CF FTHT A9
¥y 7 a3 ® fod o 1 39 F g Qo

. ® geed & 1A A1 g A ¥ FT

Tgh IAT T F T IQT OF AHAT Arearg
o¥ ¥ gE A7 W IF F G qAT
AT AT AT | I F 9T 7 IX FFA0
T A4t fw oag 93 W /g gFT AT,
3T FT AT =z FAr oAt x5 78 gz
Y 73 @Y aFdr 9, Ig A gie fear
SPFT AT T IR I ITILH T ITFT
Teifay & g1 ¥ anfax sx 1 afx
I T 5T FA1 ATRATE AV I 7 gl
fr om & foar ¥ 99 #1 2_S 79 faan
a1 97 ag W w21 % 78 ova frar &
T F| A2} AST FET I IT T JAG
fasr fF ag agh § W) o T 2
oIT FY TE T FT A1z grw w7
¥ 7 gfew #1 w9 (phone) fFar
AT gz g I I A AL AR
F v 3Ot (incharge) & 3IFA
Faa faar fF afq gt #1 7R FF7
g | IW Y FAT HIE qATE TE FOW
& | 3T IT FT AT F NFR I AT
W FT G )

Surr H. C. MATHUR (Rajasthan):

St gqo  Hro WIGT (TSIEWT) :
1 qET AE W §FAr ?
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SurmmaTI SAVITRY NIGAM:

siiwelt arfastt fommr @ sife gt
T4y g% 2, aft ¥ o o 59 e
= frar T € ag waT F@T ATE )
&y femt ¥ # afmaeE § wer
1§ Y frell gew & 9 s 1 AFES
FLEFAT § | 39 F AT T8 ¥ LFHEA
FA FT F99 TF &7 WN §, ATCHAIHAT,
& &R aferr |

AT FY AT A FL ARAL G000
fo o0 & sufeafe & 97 w9 F
99 F Q&I A, 92T AR gF
qFg F, AR X J ¥R T,
TET F T AR FII-TH, 90T IIqER
HTTAT @7 9% 39 &7 fagqed w3 fgar |
T SR I¥ AT A AT B FH
o= oF gfew 1 faamdl a1 #1237 #%
T T |

7T FT AT RN fR o9a gEl
far s we @ afew (office)
wA & fod g & fAsar @t 7 7 @
fr qam gfew ST S 93 @97 91 )
W 9§ aFd 93 WEAr T4 g3
i S & ofg 7 39 F1 a7 = faar
grm, 3fed w3 9 9T T aX T @Y
# 7 98 I IT g @1, I99T 7
FoR afq &1 ag Gear 411 9z $5-35
g9 WY ft R FE @ A 5 9@ Q@
T G G TZMAT TIT AT 39 a1C
q& fgar 9, 9 7 a9 frar §

feg 0 & ¥™md gEEra O
§ o Y I — T =@ IR A
T 1A FR AT qorw fadus grr
T q@ F s afedl ¥ gewr
qmd | §9 7§ 99 ifAF Fear w7
T AFAT FIOT 7 F foum &, gunk
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foa ag sraas & v € fF Amaar
F1 gfassr A W F o7 g W
aeg o1 fromw ggafRftaT wize
ai% fag (humanitarian point of
view) & ®%1

@ fa3as & ¥or@ (clause)
T ( H, ag ay g € fr ag 9w
JuTR I 9% I grar @ &1 g &)
I HIFETF FA yaaw § o0
T 3T ¥ R I¥ 9, fwT
Y 37 T F1 5@ FA F qAT AT
& a3

T AR FONE TR ¥T ¥
& fagoar a8 € B = F v -
fafee  (illegitimate) ==t =7
g gfaaIed # fifca #}Y T
g1 faod @ 39w T @aqa
TF TgI I3 FATT FT T 747§ AT
IT WM =i w1 gfealwfond
(iliegitimacy) % #@% ¥ FaW 7
sae fova ra & st fate &+ gfite
#R fawega fed o @0

T TFR FAT AL Y F I
I JHW GRIRET F1 gaX ¥ 7917 A
3=g @ afqdl a1 38 Al W) AOF
FATA T FueT Far /= € ) |7 S|
gr & fr gafn Rraawal &t wow
gFIT A FT TR IT X q@T 7 9=
FH@ ¥ fod ag-faag = OF &g
2|

T qFR FAE TR 7, frar ¥
JE AT BT T qF § F T WiAFAAT
(guardianship) &7 g+ faavar &,
qg AT GUGHIT & | 987 T F Y
AT TRT ST F FF FAT HT qEGT
F4T § 5 e oy & &) faag &)
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3T A7 A1 afiaal w1 aovw F1 qf4-
X I BT A A0 T

ZHT THTT FSTT T#IT 9 FT A
BT EXOTT F FANCE AT AreAT T
F gra frifna awadr & gf:_
Fregar & v &

FAT TFEC ] ¥ F15 fagy A
8 &\ 93 I F9p1F WwEa(con-
jugal rights) & X 7 &, ot Wy
FEA G AT 1T T AL Qo,
FEA &Y AFATT 3\ T F TR0 A
¥ (judicial separation) fr=
- forg & atfergd® oft gt #7 st
wfyer fafegs w3 #1 waax fae
T AR 3q F fad &Y 3 @@ a8
Fafs ¥ fRe ¥ 93 gravw =9
FT ¥ 1 fgrg ofaam # wfas gawg
T & fou o a9 @O agd
e favet | gafog, gv @ o
7Z 93T & o (fas IR A Sy
sy &Y 2 a7 @ v & Ffy @
“wrfed ) 3% F gy ofq oFT Sy SAFTer
O A A F o0 F QAT TwT
1z Y 3, 37 &1 PR ¥ o017 aifeanfes
AT B gET A ¥ [oU, awaar
w1 Sfag saa frg s

T TFR FAT AT 0 9
9 W g AT FNA FI IAA A 8 |
9 ¥ gg g 5 ag-faal = goa
9T WA AT IF gw =T A fE
F T TAF T XAT AT, qAZH ¥
gt wfuw gem, e faad sty
arT ZY AT I FT 5P AT &N
qe ofq & qar @ IAT F g @
Fr AT TN 7L E | AT T ¥ TG-TAT
i af@ I A g @ AT E oA
F¢ afgds AR FAAT ¥ @Y §

[ 10 MARCH 1954 ]

Divorce Bill, 1952 2332

#T T A sgeAr § R AT A
9gq 9T |

FIT T 23 A W IT AMA
FRON F fagyqw fFw amwd o &
T FFTF AR AT AFAE | T IR
FT FTAT TZ7 & IFT A 51757
& | 3 WF F7TF 79T 0¥ A spepeq -
frareget & 1 ¥ ¥ T ag ATTAT &
T & fF 517 Y g & Y Y wd
ar ofa-ver & wafafem fofy At
F gF T g f faag & $9fH
(validity) sv#z9w (question)
F GF AR % 7T a53 (null and
void) FT w¥F | #7fF s day
gt § fF aga & wvdf &, ago ¥
TFaise (exploit)®@ ary &,
¥ FET FC 9 &, OF qIe O
F3 § fore § afr-oedY 3 aga o
FT FTAAT FAT TSAT & | 39 & &Iy
qff-TdT #1 gFERiERIA (explor-
tation) ¥ W @a¥i & gefaa Fr
™

FIF AT Q9 F ER  IT qT
TATH T4 ] THACHN F 73F
FAM T g7 foar war 2 fF aF
frargl & oer9 § 9 A= A A9 T
iz FAR L f7ar A7 g FAT |
AR SR FHET F3 | g X~
A=z afemiay (permanent alimony)
¥ ar 7t 97 ag g g i, wws
T wfqaa F&9 (cases) § g &ar
g fr € (court) & dwar 7 W
F g 397 ferat w1 T 7 faw
qIET | AFL AE 39§ M E {5 A
7g wHar FL 37 § OF &l #7139

A7 UIreT  (maintenance
allowance) framr =g e
gF [ wgA F am
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qmT Ag AT &M AR
FTRAE | IT FTXO F &t /Y TP A8
fqer g7 T T 9T ¥ 3@ A@ AT
afds £ g & fF 97 IR IR FE
R o N 1% 731 oivs 39 & f7
IF F 9 TatA oG ALY AT F, I
F1 G-I & AT SATIT T FOAAT
FET Z1I0Z, AAT TFRL & F< A
sy 2 | A oM ofedAmr &
graey O 9§ AEW@F 8 I 7 fF
T FT AR T F1E 57897 *7 90
fr 72 98 g9 &\ w@rErd ofy &
AT RAAH THAIF IqF FL T |
¥ /Y gaAE 9% § FF {59 ¥ o FwTRr
g7 8 IT 1 UF I &1 A2A| Qa9
¥ v =2ifed | T T 57 Qo 9 F fob
Y AEANT THISEH T AT SYIEAT &l
AT ATCET | FTT FTHTT AT A ¥ 39
T HT ATFEIT FT TE IV EF AE HY
fexal A7 S AW NFR F A2 AW
eqrardr N U WET FE TS
g, 7 g & AT 1

FfF o 78 39 fF o fas
& q| 21 W Al aIrE ET owrEar
e O wia o fergr W 787 I3y
T X TE ASRAW TN WA G
fear s a7 59 & aga Ay AT W
gt o™ I, FfE ey S
& o wrha mifan fEat anrgdr
gRY g 1 T 7g AEY =R fF Ae ¥
FX YAfaarg ¥ %, afer T wm &
T I gdted AT qEAET F AT
TN | WO FT T= ferdy ¥
foq aga & Io=T gam v &, AR
I I F GFAT FT TAA TFR A
ar fFar @1 3@ fao ¥ faeqd I
T ITHI & afgd afaa 1@ SET
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UF AT oF | qF o7 wgAr 4
78 77 2 fr O afgTl ¥ fod ot o
T & difeq 3, ar aF @ fY smrew
o & fifsw &, 37 71 afg qow o
AT I IT &F WAET FT FT WO
@ AR 7 AT A qfgF eashFow _F
FY AFWFAT Z | F A" g I W
g MY (category) # @ AV
aifgd fr form ofs & o 9 faam

T & ST Y qovw ¥ A Yedaew
featar 93

A o 9 gAE g9 FE@ § )
B ATEAT AT AfgAt Fr 77 7T £
IR A A A ATHAT WA IIH
AN | O RO AT AT AW A W
qE & @eger §, gAY gr &, WK
MfasF am 1 9@ & 37§ foF
F15 4w s o=q arer A & afx
TEGT KT ITY GIAT T I@ F AL H
qft & faferr & ar 9w ¥ fou uw
FgT IFAT AV /AT qOT a8 2 fF
I F foq ag tafema #< faar s
57 § 1% fears (demand) &
a1 99 & fod Wil #% fiw (court
fee) w@ & w7, T 99 TR AT
gs v ¥ 3T qAM afgar ar A
oo s fa7 & ofy sram &, 73
FIV TET FT FF IT IFCE | 59 I3
¥ 3 F & Ifd S wwar SIS
g ST X 37 & 9g g fR S S
feamr ferre 3 97 & S @9 T
gRr T AT WFR F IJwEnT 7 s
ST EFAT § SR g FEl F Iy aUg
forarr s axar & ) ofm, @ fam
fex & gifes awda #3d g )

[for English translation, see Appendix
VII, Annexure No. 128 ]



2335 Hindu Marriage and

SHrr KISHEN CHAND
abad): Mr. Deputy Chairman, we are
-entering into a piece of social legis-
lation and when that is going to be
referred to the Select Committee, we
have got to be very careful and clear
in our minds as to what the implica-
tions of this Bill are and how it is
going to affect our society. Mere
-citing of one or two examples from
personal experiences of any lady,
whether happy or unhappy, should
not affect the emotions of this House
and should not be taken as the only
basis for changing our social laws.
If it were only a question of examples,
any number of examples can be cited,
from the other side, of bad behaviour
by married women towards their hus-
‘bands, of bitter experiences felt by
them. That is not the way of con-
-sidering a social legislation of this
type.

At the very outset, { may say that
we have declared ourselves to be a
secular State and in a secular State,
as far as possible, we should have
one set of laws applicable to all
people. We should not begin with
this type of legislation confined to
one community only. Because if we
begin with this type of legislation,
we will have to, very soon, bring for-
ward a legislation applicable to the
marriages of Muslims, a legislation
applicable to the marriages of Parsis,
another one applicable to the mar-
Tiages of Christians and in this coun-
try we shall have at least half a
dozen laws of marriage and divorce.
Is it in the interests of our country
that we should have six sets of laws
for marriage and divorce in our coun-
4ry? I may point out that we have
-a legislation called the Special Mar-
riage Bill which is being considered
at present by a Joint Select Com-
mittee. Most Members of this House
have welcomed that Bill on special
‘marriage. I have also given my ful-
lest support to that Bill. In the pre-
sence of that Special Marriage Bill
we have to consider whether there
is any need for this Bill, whether we
want one pattern of society or whe-
ther we are going to allow various
wiew-points and certain variations in
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As I have said, I am
for one law, and I think the Special
Marriage Bill which is going to be
passed, after the report is received
from the Select Committee, should
cover all cases of marriage and
divorce applicable to all people in
this country irrespective of caste,
creed or religion. When you have
that law in which there is fullest pro-
vision for marriage and divorce, when
you have that law in which there is
a provision that all marriages per-
formed before the operation of that
law can also be registered under that
law even by one party—when there
is such a provision—I do not see the
reason for this Bill at all. In any
sacramental marriage which is at pre-
sent existing, any spouse can approach
and get the marriage registered under
the Special Marriage Bill and have
all the privileges of divorce, alimony,
and judicial separation or nullity, etc.,
under that law. When you have that,
wny do you bring in this Bill? It
seems somehow or other that the
motive behind this Bill is not to bring
uniformity in our country but to only
single out a section of the people and
somehow or other disturb their social
life. This marriage is a social con-
tract, but among other sections of
people it is a sacrament also. In so
far as it is a social contract, we have
got a Special Marriage Bill, but we
should allow some sort of liberty to
people who want to go in for a sacra-
mental marriage also. I will give you
the example of Europe. In Europe,
there is only one marriage law, but
among the Roman Catholics there is
no divorce at all. The Roman Catho-
lics will not permit any sort of divorce
in their society. A divorced woman
among the Roman Catholics is abso-
lutely debarred from marrying again.
She will lose her social status if she
is divorced.

Dr. SurmmaTr SEETA PARMA-

NAND: Question.

Surr KISHEN CHAND: Well, the
hon. lady who is questioning this
statement, has got only to go to
Southern Europe—to Italy and other
places—and she will find thousands
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of cases like that. I am afraid she
has not gone.

Sert RAMA RAO (Andhra): What
ahout the Protestants?

SRt KISHEN CHAND: Of course,
Protestants do allow divorce. I am
simply telling you that in certain sec-
tions of society certain restrictions
are laid. The Special Marriage Bill
is there for those who want to take
advantage of it and naturally we must
leave out those who do not want to
take advantage of it. If there is com-
pulsion there should be compulsion
for all. But when you are making
exceptions in the case of Muslims,
Christian, Parsis, ete., why do you not
make a similar exception in the case
of some Hindus whe may like a sacra-
mental marriage? I am not saying
that I am in favour of it. I am all
for the Special Marriage Bill. But
when our laws provide for certain
people of other religions some con-
cessions, why don’t we give a similar
concession to these people? As an
example I was saying that in Europe,
which was supposed to be so advanc-
ed, for the Protestants it was quite
all right to welcome and abide by the
one marriage law, but in spite of that
marriage law, by social custom,
among the Roman Catholics there
were all sorts of inhibitions and res-
trictions against divorce. This is a
matter of fact and I have placed it
before the House for what it is worth.
You may not copy it. You may not
like it. You may differ from it en-
tirely.

In this matter we have got to con-
sider the economic condition. In
Europe, where divorce is followed
more liberally, the girls before mar-
riage are generally in employment.
They are earning their own liveli-
hood. From the age of 18 upwards
they begin to earn their livelihood.
Out of their own free choice they
gelect young men and they marry
without burdening their parents either
for dowry or for marriage expenses
or for maintenance or for anything
else. Supposing after some years of
married life it turns out to be an un-

{ COUNCIL ]

I

I

Divorce Bull, 1952 2338.

happy marriage and there is a divorce,
the woman will never think of going
to the home of her father; would
never think of living with her parents.
She will set up her own home, earn
her livelihood and somehow meet the
expenses of bringing up the children
who are born to her. In the US.A.
there is a further move that there
may be companionate marriage before
actual marriage as they want to find
out about the suitability of tempera-
ment, They are evolving a social
order best suited to their needs, suit-
ed to their environments and to .their
economic condition. Do you want to-
borrow it wholesale from that coun-
try without considering the economic
conditions prevailing in our country?
What is the situation which is prevail-
ing in our country? Does the girl
select her husband? I would like the
girl to select her husband, but that is
not the prevailing law or the prevail-
ing custom. Here the marriages are
arranged by the parents, both of the
boy and of the girl. This is one fact
which must be remembered namely,
that the marriage is not a love mar-
riage between the boy and the girl,
but it is the marriage arranged by the
parents of the two parties. The
parents-incur expenditure. The whole
marriage and dowry take away a lot
of money from the parents of the girl.
If there is a divorce or a judicial
separation, what will happen to the
girl? She will naturally go to her
father, probably carrying three or four
children with herself. And suppos-
ing, that home happens to be a joint
tamily home, her father will be living
with her grown up brothers, her
sisters-in-law and their children and
it may be a wery big family. Sup-
pose this divorced woman with her
children comes to that family, what
is going to happen there? Will it be
a happy home, or will it lead to
bickering and misery and suffering
for this woman? I know, with all the
efforts in Burope to arrive at happy
marriages by long courtship, it has
been found that mistakes occur. The
rate of divorce in Europe shows that
at least 10 per cent. of the marriages
are not happy marriages. We have
been following a different system

—_— u‘
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in our country. Is rate
of unhappy marriages in our country
more than 18 per cent.? Is it more
than what it is in Europe? Are we
going to, by this system, completely
eradicate all unhappiness in married
life? Is there a guarantee that after
the passing of this Bill we are going
to do away with the hardships that
mostly are suffered by the woman and
sometimes suffered by the man also?

The object is certainly laudable. If
this Bill would remove the hardships,
I suppose nobody in his senses will
oppose it. I do not oppose it. I only
say that this Bill is not going to im-
prove matters and that we have an-
other Bill, the Special Marriage Bill,
which gives the fullest latitude for
women to take advantage of any sort
pf wrong alliances in marriage by
seeking divorce under that Bill.

I do not think it is a part of this
Bill and I need not say anything about
the laws of succession. When that
Bill comes we will have to examine
very carefully what will be the effect
of this law on succession to property.
I would have liked very much if laws
of succession were a part of this Bill
because they are inter-related. In
European society the question does
not arise. There a marriage between
two persons has nothing to do with
the property of the parents. The pro-
perty of the parents is given away
entirely by a will and in intestate
cases there is a certain law. In our
country, we do not have so much
property; in the case of agricultural
population their small property con-
sists of that land which if divided
between the sons will amount to a
nominal area and will not be an
economic holding. We find that 28
crores of people are living in rural
areas. What will be the effect of this
Bill on those people in that surround-
ing? Let us not look at this question
from the point of view of urban popu-
lation—from the point of view of a
few educated men and women who
lead an unhappy life due to some
fault in their adjustment. We have
got to look at it from the point of
view of nearly six crores of families
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vho live in the rural areas, who live
in that rural atmosphere. What is
the effect which a Bill of this type
is going to have on them?

Dr. Surimatt SEETA PARMA-
NAND: They already have divorce
even without this Bill.

Surr KISHEN CHAND: I am afraid
the hon. Member has got only some
experience with lower classes who
have got divorce, but in any family
in the villages in Eastern or Western
U.P,, if she thinks there is divorce she
is quite mistaken. Before the very
idea of divorce is proposed, probably
the head of the woman wiill be cut
off.

SurMATI SAVITRY NIGAM: We
are also from UJP. and we do not
oppose it.

Surt KISHEN CHAND: I am point-
ing out the cases where there is no
divorce. We have got to be very care-
ful. They are joint families and there
the economic dependence of the
woman is absolute. In such cases
such laws are going to be very bad.

Now, I come to the few clauses of
this Bill. Here there are four things
—judicial separation, nullity of mar-
riage, invalidity of marriage and
divorce. We have to examine very
carefully the effect of these four
things on our social structure. As I
said, judicial separation was all right
when both the parties were earning
members. Now possibly what may
happen is that this Bill may be abused
by the women members in order to
secure judicial separation and yet
claim maintenance. Judicial separa-
tion should have meant entire econo-
mic independence of both parties.
You cannot ask for judicial separation
and yet claim maintenance. That
means we are arguing in a circle. We
base our claims on economic equality
and yet when the question of econo-
mic equality comes up, we ask for
dependence, we ask for maintenance.
In unhappy cases it is all right that
there should be judicial separation,
but with judicial separation there-



2341 Hindu Marriage and

[Shri Kishen Chand.]

should be no question of maintenance.
Each should provide its own funds.
When there is mutual agreement that
there is incompatibility of tempera-
ment and when they want to sepa-
rate, it is very good that they should
separate, but you should not take
advantage of the law and ask for
maintenance after judicial separation.
“That a woman should ask for ‘judicial
separation and also claim some money
from her husband for maintenance is
a contradiction in terms.

I have nothing to say about nullity
of marriage and invalidity of mar-
riage except to say that it will give
rise to a large number of complicated
cases. The hon. lady Member who
preceded me told the House that this
country of Sita and Savitry was not
going to rush in immediately the law
was passed to claim divorce. 1 agree
with her that in the background in
which they have built up this coun-
try they are not going to be misled
by the passing of this law but it is
possible that in the heat of the mo-
ment when there are difterences be-
{ween the husband and the wife which
may be adjusted after some time,
those differences may lead to some
sort of separation and subsequently
the matter may get so strained that
it may lead to divorce and conse-
quent breaking up of the family.
That way this Bill may help to some
extent in breaking up a few more
families than at present. I think that
the rules for nullification and invali-
dation of marriage and for judicial
separation should be made much
more strict and they should be made
80 strict that even if there is a small
possibility of reconciliation, that op-
portunity should be available to the
people concerned to reconcile them-
selves.

With regard to 1ihe decree of
divorce, I entirely agree that if you
have monogamous marriages there
should be divorce also, but when we
consent to divorce we have got to be
very careful that the women who
2hink that they are the oppressed
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party in all marriages may not be
really the losers because of the pass-
ing of this Bill. It is a common thing
that whenever any objection of this
type is raised they always say that
it is man-made law and it is a defec-
tive law. Now that women are going
to have a woman-made law, every-
thing will be all right and OK. in
this country. I submit that it is
absolutely a mistaken notion. What
I fear is, one single act of adultery
may lead to judicial separation and
two years after judicial separation a
decree of divorce can be claimed. It
is going to be very prejudicial to the
interests of the women of our coun-
try. Without economic independence
any latitude given under this law is
going to affect detrimentally their
interests. With economic equality
there would have been no difficulty.
An hon. Member who preceded me
pointed out that instead of the word
‘adultery’ the word ‘adulterous life’
should be there. That means not one
act but a continuous series of acts
only should lead to judicial separa-
tion. It is said here that the mar-
riage can be dissolved by a decree
of divorce if “the husband is keeping
a concubine or the wife has become
the concubine of any other man or
leads the life of a prostitute.” The
underlying idea of this clausz 13 (i)
is that it should be a continuous and
habitual thing; then only it can be
a cause for divorce. While in the
case of judicial separation, it says, if
“the other party has committed adul-
tery during the marriage”. It is used
in the singular. That means one
single act of adultery will lead to
judicial separation and then after two
years it can lead to divorce. I sub-
mit that it is too easy a way and it
is possible that due to differences of
opinion some of our young men may
put unnecessarily some blame under
this clause 10 (e) and get judicial
separation and then later on take ad-
vantage of this judicial separation and
get a divorce. As stated
here, it wil® be considered to
be the fault of the wife, she will not
be entitled to any compensation and
any maintenance, and she will suffer

heavily on account ef it.

5 P.M.
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I humbly submit that we should
not assume that there are only saints
and angels living in our country. There
are people who may take unfair ad-
vantage of our laws, which will adver-
sely affect the interest of either the
woman or the man who is entering
into a marriage contract. There-
fore, I would like that the time for the
decree of divorce—there is a clause
like that, “two years after judicial
separation”—should be extended to
four years, so that one single act
might not really lead to eventual
divorce. I want the law to be made
harder, in such a way that there are
fewer divorces and fewer chances of
men to harm the interests of women.

3

I will conclude by making an
appeal. Let it not be said that the
women of our country who have real-
ly so far built up the tradition of the
Hindu religion are, themselves, going
to be the cause of the breakdown- of
‘Hindu society and lead to the loss of
that grand heritage which hag been
built up during the course of centu-
Ties.

Surr B. M. GUPTE (Bombay): Sir,
this Bill is generally on progressive
lines, buvt it introduces certain fea-
tures—certain peculiar  features—
which make it an odd mixture of desi-
rable and undesirable provisions. I
shall cite certain examples of the
latter kind so that the Select Commit~
tee might consider them.

First of all, I should like to say that
there is one ground which is consider-
ed valid for divorce, namely, “that
either party has failed to comply with
a decree for restitution of conjugal
rights for a period of two years or
upwards after the passing of the de-
cree”. I submit that this is putting
.a premium on the defiance of a decree
of a competent court because by de-
fying the decree the party will secure
what he could not get in that suit it-
self. In the suit the defence would be
only on the grounds for judicial
separation or divorce. After having
urged those grounds and after having
failed to convince the court about them
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he can get the same relief by simply
putting off the execution. It is practi-
cally putting the wrong party in the
right position and thereby giving him
the benefit of his failure to convince

the court in the suit itself. In my
opinion, that is objectionable. So also
the provision about “two years of

judicial separation”. My hon. friend
there has already pointed out that
that would automatically lead to di-
vorce. But he made a statement that
one single act of adultery should not
be considered sufficient for divorce.

I do not see why it should not be. It
has all along been considered that
faithlessness in marital relations is

the most heinous of all. I do not there-
fore understand why one such act of
{aithlessness cannot be considered a
sufficient ground for divoice. This has
been recognised as a valid ground for
judicial separation and indirectly after
two years for divorce also but not
directly. The difference is not justi-
fied. Adultery has been widely recog-
nised for example in English law and
in Divorce Act, as one of the grounas
for demanding divorce. It should be
provided here also. Of course, the
draftsman of this Bill must have seen
the provisions of the Bombay Act. ¥
do not see why certain departures are
made here. The provision about
venereal diseases or leprosy is there,
but the proviso that the other pariy
shall not contract the disease from the
plaintiff is dropped. If the plainiift
himself is responsible for the disease
he cannot ask for relief. I wish that
that proviso is restored; otherwise, that
varty would be taken advantage of
of his own wrong. It might be argued
that clause 14, which states: “Provida
ed further that no party shall be en=
titled to take advantage of his or her
own wrong or disability for the pur-
pose of relief” prevents this. But I
submit, that this clause would not affect
judicial separation; it relates only to
termination of marriage. At least, so
far as judicial separation is concerned,
the plaintiff may go to the court after
having been responsible for these
venereal diseases or leprosy and yet
claim judicial separation. I submit
that this is not fair. Generally, I do
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not see why there should be differ |
ences in this matter between the pro-
vincial and the Central laws. What is
valid in the Bombay State should be
valid in other States also; or, conversely,
what is valid in other States should be
made valid in Bombay also. Why
should there be difference at allin this
matter, I cannot understand. Our Con- |
stitution provides that there should be
a uniform Civil Code; I do not, there-
fore, see why these provincial Acts
shiould be allowed to remain there.
At least in this matter when we are
providing for new ideas like judicial
separation and divorce, there should
be uniformity. But, if we compare the
Bombay Act with this present Bill,
ihere is a lot of difference between ths
two. I wish that the Select Commit-
tee should go in detail, find out which
is the better provision and then apply
it uniformly. I, therfore, hope that
the Select Committee will carefully
look into this very complicated mea-
sure and an improved Bill will be sent
back to us.

Dr. D. H. VARIAVA (Saurashtra):
Mr. Deputy Chairman, I want to make
certain observations with regard to
venereal disease referred to in clause
10 (1) (¢). Nowadays, venereal
diseases are curable. Even certain
venereal diseases can be cured with
only one injection. Syphilis, for in-
stance. can be cured completely with
the aid of the modern drugs that are
available. It should also be noted that
venereal diseases are not continually
infectious. Suppose a man has con-
tracted this at a young age; after
treatment, certain symptoms of this
disease may come out in later life.
With the help of modern therapeautic
treatment it is easy to eradicate and
cure it completely, either for the re-
production of childrem or for the pre-
vention of the disease being trans-
mitted to the children that come or to \

the w.fe. My only submission is that
when the Select Committee discusses |
and considers this matter, I think “
venereal disease should be omitted !
from this clause 10(1), because it is
not now so dangerous as it used to be |
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in onlden times. This clause might
have found a place in some earlier
Bills or legislation, but with the ad-
vance of modern therapy, this disease
is not so dangerous.

I am sure that venereal diseas
es are not a valid cause for divorce.
I am quite in favour of all the other
clauses, but as a medical man I might
advise the Select Committee to serious-
ly consider this clause on venereal
diseases which should he completely
omitted, because I think there is no
venereal disease which cannot be
cured in the present times. And
neither party should be penalised for

this. With this observation I would
like to recommend that this point
should be considered by the Select

Committee when it considers the Bill.

SurimaTi SHARDA  BHARGAVA

(Rajasthan):

Shadt AE wWE (o)
SUTERsy AR, WX A9 A, am o
famg v fqavz-fassg fadas mman
3 g A rumwar fadgw 2 o
@ F A O T frard
fogx faa oo & fRdt s A
Fadt  (controversy) @1 (%X
W 39 wAAg gaea F 9% fae
F a1q FEr g |

@ frdns & o W faame & i
A% g wAsse (amendment)
F ®1 # fadwe Fadr (Select
Committee) &t # F gz 2aw
TR 1 F | AT §

Farst  (clause) 3, sfefrarg
(Definitions) & srwia @3 (T%)
(f) & femr gom & -

“(f) (i) ‘sapinda relationship’ with
reference to any person extends as
“ far as the third generation (inclu.

sive) in the line of ascent through
the mother, and the fifth (inclusive)
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in the Yne of ascent through the
father, the line being traced upwards )
in each case from the person con-
cerned, who is to be counted as the
first generation;”

F oA g fFogw @R F
famg, ot A% &1 aF e § faaAr
g g 3qF w2y wfegd, A w3
AIEF & T A7 g @R ¥
ZHA ag g & faar s fr o
“q¥ satem” (“third generation”)
F gwrr ‘fem sew (“fifth
generation”) #R feeg S
¥ gam “gFq s (“seventh
generation”) & & J§ AT
IR ZE | e dy agy @
Fadyer fegard # faag avay @9
T S A FOw AR 2 ag Il |
=Y ALY S g ey 7 g & Awi
¥ w graar & 1 39 fad “afms
fermataa”  (sapinda relations
ship) 7= ¥ 7= #=iga 21

T TN F AW A A TG h
g fF “max” (“mother”) | &g
‘P gmael”’  (“female-ances-
tor”) == “grax” (“father”) #Y strg
“& qagezd” (“male ancestors”)
FT fear s 1 TEET FRW 7g 2 R
waX ¥ grafad ST F A
BTEX FT AT FT FIE AT AT FFAT
§ T wTER FT W W JifE i
& G & qES BN | ZWAT HqAEw
7g N fF 9T 79X F FA #7947
wET & WL FT FA faAg F f@@
gy qifeat g8 afsg ww 1+ ‘g
fAA gRed A e
Ted ¥ A% A gn fe e Wi
%@, fear #1 4 1 Fw, famg #H
i FT FH T CF AU X A AT qav |
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faar, frame, sfvamg mfs & ot g9
Tam A # A g aF faarg afwa
Q@ |

[THE VicE-CHAIRMAN
VIOLET ALVA) in the Chair.]

fradt ara s A () (g)
dT # “feler wire sitfgfds forame
fre”  (“degrees of prohibited
relationship”) # #vaey F & it
g1 = Wmrs  (paragraph)
F o= A fa@r g : “brother and
sister, uncle and niece, sunt
and nephew or the children of
two brothers or two sisters”
@ z 738 (two Dbrothers)
Az fAeed (two sisters) # F=i
q urag | faarg 98 & a4 | 9%
A A R T E B ouw Wi aiR
g F 99 A fq91g & qFAr & 99
5 wrd-wrg Az afg-afgs & a=ai
§ fqarg 7di & arar 1 wafad =@
YT & O § T TeET AT AIEA
T AEAEFAT FEIT WX T FIT U
ufaez?” | (“or a brotherand a
sister”) | ST 3@ AT 7 gW FHT &7
dvad § A 9% qE 98 Y 99 &
fF Wi AT afgT & a1 & frag &
AR 1 oAgA wfaw g Ay
fagidl & 7T 71 aoaT T & AR
q ITY HERA g |

(SHRIMATT

oq § qEeg-{as8g qeqaT qo
FARXH FF FGAU AN § ) fam A
qaT & TR F s wfed feafaa
et T & fr ag gRg gy & fe A
TAFT G F TEHA | BT W qaArw
F AW I AT A TP ACA gSAT
a1 WAl W@ 3—S 9T qars 3
T, weTE AT Ferg G2 N, T A R
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[Shrimati Sharda Bhargava.]
FEHIF HIL MEwST (propaganda)
AW T A A 9wy faw
(Bill) #t %= & g &F
fr 99 oo ¥ foa gt Ffow afc
fafmt S g8 § TR =@ o
Fioq W G & aFAT & | AR AG
A 747§ Y femar &1 g@ aw F
TEE W FARFR T | 7 qZ R &
;@‘m g7 & § faqd &g war

‘a2 a ofwfa wd o afqd

T4t |
doeqqeg AT gl
fatfrag "
TaF T 98 & 5F fesmt of= vt

# gy afq #T gwdr § | Atz fedy of
&7 qfg @ 7971 g, a1 FE wFR A
@ TArgy, ar gegray g a7 U, 4r
AYE 31 a7 I T [ AT FA FA
T G—AAT @A S F aw @Al
At gEd off T A e 77 7a-
ol | ag g Afd w7 gFd
g1 o 59 g o wngfae g 4 o9
faardi g 3q @ & A faoty afefen-
fad} & aems F7 FOY FIAT UF ZreT-
StaF i geir 1 ferl & faww § ag
W w3y T & fF afs ser aaE #+v
gfyFe faar s @1 9 9 #faee
Y o TG FTH H AT | § aHHAY
g fF ST @R # 98 e a3 &
frrefiar & | # T g § fFowre-
@ e w7 og @wE g g
qfqal & FoT 7 wIW g T &
d WY § S A I AT T FE
g WX STl (W &1 s s
g

¥ q gEI § OF W a1 Fedr
qrgAr § | 99 gAR agt fagar-faarg
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F e § w41 gy & a9 Y ag T
& 9t & F R fayar-faag &
gt faw sty @Y feran wiaw afamy
FT AT ST, TEL I PN | WA
a7 & Feat § 5 a8 a9 F7 #7 I
ar fert §  awfug s a9
fredtm & 1 7% wfafor 9 a8 Fgr
Figdr § fF a9 @ ag & fF o &
T F fasar g sy § a7 fexat
TFar 78 T o7 & 6 3 faarg & faam
T | gedi—witE gurdr fert
F1 afes @@ o @ 5 owd & faar
TEY Ig AT, SEH faAT FARK H AT
Afera §, 9§ WiEF weAl | @r-
7T T & 1 qF AL F ;L AAF
afcfeafaat a3 wEFar g3q 9%
& faqar-faarg @ 3, weoa fraaed
W grogar  fayaEr-faarg et
Sfaq adranadr | gAR AT I,
Y e =72 1 wgr 5 g0 o (UL P,)
q ar Frf qATF FT HIT AR Z | H
go e F L § HIF JEY Srwar
g # =g drwad @ § AR A Wy
HR 9T § | 9F wrew g fF oAyt )
oS W AR T Y aTE AT wev o,
3% o R F@re (lower class)
Fg @fed wwar o= F9 (upper
class) @I F1E % TG TW AATE
agr T At § AR g g9 T
& F %At ©f B BT 7 AT F S T47
T T HAT G F QI AT I3 TE |
ad F A ga 2 fF ouw afs a1 o
L WA F AT H AT G A
T ¥ WA AT | W =W AT A
FEA & F@ 4T T TG qE A
faa drar & &, fowst qars s g
g FAMEN | A fraws @iee
g ¥ fgly g& 0 Ay a=nd v
& fr s gp afdeafagr
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adY & fod g9 qEma) §m 0w §
ST AR ¥ S & F 9 & wRI U
FAZ T § | WA W 9% 97U Y
T9T @ a1 T8 g g faerd
AT}, WX F-FA AT G G
§ AR U gl A W@-9Ed @@
&1 ITFT T TV TEAr § 59 T
T §Ea | gw faemoa iy frer v Q@
& s aed & fr gt a=rs 9 § XY
agi #Y feafq gad § A @R 3w W
gepta gl | aro § & gerd gefa
A awW ag faamn § & o AR Q&Y &7
faate ww Afaw dua §  safag wag
gazd § fr feq aftfeafat & qrary-
fregg a1 wfysr faar & wifgd |
# = frdww &1 AR AR
U 3G g WX Aear § R %@
9T A9 ST {REE @ § 3T 1) fadwe
FHET faa & 9gT R W I
F T, A a7d & @ T aga fa
AT ATR | W FRA|AT g F AT {@A
(session) @& 7g fagas TR gred
{House) & arg &1 st |

[For English translation, see Appen-
dix VII, Annexure No. 129.]

Surr T. PANDE (Uttar Pradesh):

it Fo qig (ST W) © wETEAT,
g feg e o weey-frsgg
faeas St fF @ew & avqe Suferd
& Suer # FE fedy § | Amay Qe
& & fr o e wiasy #Y g,
FEar AR I FEfEs fEgr F
few fogwal 1 @wwer aE 2
et G fa9us 39 aea A Sufega
FEA BT DS TTIATAT €1 4T |

¥ qgd TF qET T WO gAY |
IR AN & UF ©1F 6 SR
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qqr fFAT & 1 A A o AR qEN &
wfgFrd 1 AAT-HAT TFT HAT §
feral % o5 § & % 98T F1 e
qg a1 SIEW T@EY IFEM IqHT
F oo oy feaai & ey F fa s
afoF § W FdeT §, S gEey
& St #YIT q99 g SqET fGq= IR
SEAE A

SHr1 RAMA RAO: Who is Manu?
Sur: T. PANDE:

ot fo qiT : 7 AP AT@AW &
FEAT F oFAREr g | W W
F FIF F99 AT AIART  §F

Surl RAMA RAQO: Does the gentle-

man know whether Manu ever lived at
all?

SHrr T. PANDE:

ot dto i : & swrAar § F
WIEAAY ® aga § v waq fagral f
¥FY waala g@ A war & fad
& 1@ TEY 7 AR 9% fRgta wwT
g AT W | HEF A AA
¥ owy A2 g f T )

a7 fraay gz frendd aaa g
TR W § 99 7 guw faard &1 @R
a7 =T FT U AT AT AT EE |
O g9 § ZHT agT IS FTH FIT
F AEIFAT TR & | A @A &g
FG A FW & AT W AGW 9%
g g—aaf g g g &
I 1T 99T Tal &FiT A gTwrent A
FUT § TW qOT OF qigAw & e ofr
AR anm g fF faaw faws
&1 @4, foran amifrw dar g, faav
aigT 91 g9 AR AT I B IFR
@ & fafua faad swamr gu a9
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[Shri T. Pande.]
®IE Afger A& A, g I G T 7
qt sar g oafeat & o f o
BT gey & sfusd § qAAaAT g8 qE
B T F W) g aFAT & | Ik A |
FrE AR 98 T GFEFT @T 3 7RI
Dr. SHrRiMaT! SEETA PARMA-
NAND: What about Jhansi ki Rani?
Suri T. PANDE:
st fo qiv ¢ §Y I ag @
e duaigme A ag
QT {5 ST ¢ o HAATL 38 3§ HaafQ
g4 9T 9 7 g, wiew o R
7EF g5 | W 91 g, FOW 49T g,
= 9w SswmRw #WEF g @
] Wit &4 &, 7 99 989 & 9, T
¥ fraeT &
SHR1I B. GUPTA:
Durga are there.

But Kali and

Surr T. PANDE:

ot o qi% : § a7 gwaar § F
g wregl &1 W g faeem, zEd
ag sarar faear F9F W aEmE
adi g, 9 guw 7 T 3N, g7 W 99T
fragm 7 faar s

vt faygw ag € v ag fordas &Y
¥ 9% 939 & K 30T § A
agT &Y ¢ A & FAaF FTO0 gAT
guT aga Safaq g, agy wafra &
& A SAAr fF T GAT F FErY
¥ fraar s @S § Sfew F gar
W FFAT ATFA E o qredad & aral
RTATY 3o fadas ¥ gaw 740 § &)
R e 9X WY IFET agE erE}
weq Fror g | wEied BT 99 fAae
§, W & & o of fafreex (Law
Minister) afi@ &, HF I @ w
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q: fa=re w3 AT awsar 3 fa gEwr
UG F G |

5% faiy &7 & g9 fadgs 7w faare
T @1 A oA aral &t famw &
TEIT T3 59 AT G477 ©T & § 7T
& gar Jrgar § ¥ ferg que Ay
T, Iq% faF1a, IaF Javfas grawy,
T g9 A F AL Ares) Hoorsdy
@ & Taa=ar #v 7€ § | guar Iw
TTT FT ATTEAFaT & fF g0 59 % faan
F fr o9 YA G o faa d, e
¥ O FeRTY §, F @ oEy wfEA
g aoEF wwT ¥ AEOE
M FT AF gEr i & fomwr fr gn
AT BT g7 & AT A7 FEHL, 7%
wepfq A% 7€ aTat F1 ATAT TFT &
® 3AF S gAATr § £ awrs #r v
wfa § o) S Ia xar §9ad e
AT A AT AT AUATE I FART
T 1, R F 3T I FFAT 1T
g fF yas amT & 79 fagra @9
g, 9 wodr NS T &, TP A9
grar &, @ afs = eromea W sSig
g, Jg% uToE fagel w1 ssd
Y ag ATy g T W | qg S
frarg X grary-fa=sg fadas agv
¥ guy Ifeqq § SOF R 7 a4
qur w@w gy € fF 3@ 7 qudg
gepfa, gudfig gwqar & Ide
gere qar faa o ¥ for w9 §
A S emd fa=re §, et Hesfa
g 3T s fraw § 97 @a A7 9am
g g WA 3z ag W @ g
fr T9v @9t Swoar § 5 ag T
grer & are & oy A afe gar Ag
garm aY gar WIEA gar § 5 Areay
4 o 9 Wl Sw-gaw g FEE )
o #fger 17 & 97 faadt & av fre
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&Y gg =73t a7t 3 fe gg s Frm A
FEH(T Z FE TAFT oY T AGY FEAT
FTEAT & ST FWT A FT9q HT ATHTL
T 1 FT & oY §, AT § 9T H
amim #ar wfgg 1 faewr
ST § AT ALY E 98 IR GEIX T
2T BN, FFGT F A I} FY T TEE
waesfrag § o ¥ Sar 37 T Y
sfaer st arfed o) aar faar
Fvdr  =ifed 1| gRA agy FISAT B
HTTLAFAT &L & | qgA /T T, agA
feme 3 oR/ FAAT F IO AR
FuAT T & Fifed qR 9AF ATAR
qw Wy wAT Arfad |

a7 399 F15 q3g T4 & fF @
7 frer gent o) feedy wigarst w1
T FX, JgaeF At A} F
g1 31 g%a g1, 39 fadaw & fRdY #1797
FT AEY WEAT R T FA qaF & a9
R 7 39 fFeq & faarg «3d, 99 &%
£qd afog § \ 4 39 Fq F1 AAITE
R 399 qF F1E AW TGS | 39 AT
F F F5F T Y AT | AR Ay
THT FIAT AT TGT S JTATAT AT
g ofFa smaw Fw aga wfew €
ggrear At AT afew SRSt
AT I & g2 wfaesmrF AT AF9-
srfe & wara Aar 2 | 7 59 aman #51
Fgd 2 S I ATAO AT FW g
HETEAT AT F q&T I qrT Fy & favaaw
dr | g g9y foad st FEd 3
& gg fadus am g@r arfeq, sT4
frad 0% anfr £ oY fr s 39 W)
araew fY w39 1 fwad oF anfey 2
fF za fadas & o @9 F 99
gfre S g frarg 3 | "7 wa-
AT g1 FT v fEed) ST FTIOn ¥ aa
a3y gfore &) g frarg 7 739,
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FI AL GFA | W IAC 2T AT A0@
g TE FEATE, AL WIAHT F¥ FEAT
g agasrsfer 14 § R aga &t
7 g Afqz ¥ ang fqag £39,
Tz 7% FFad & #0a% T FAT arg
FIE 1 F s aredy g, AEFrgw
g 1T {7307 Ft ArAar g3 g9 a3
¥TT IZATE | F o0 $&4 & {5 sfam
aa7 9T X fa=re afvafa 2t @@ o
T A wgar g fx fog awg 7 g9 9T A
TN Iq gag 92y & 39 fFew «v
frarg #&mm 1 39foq 7 @37 ¥ g
F&1 f5 gAST WA § qrdAr FT
aifex & gasy dfax a2 favy 1 &
for fa=ar #raza & gena gaferm
FT G § 99 weadl § | 7 i #Y
argT wEy o7 W@r g, ¥ agm fF @R
X frad sxfe & ot fF & e wiee
faatz #%1 | & g f5.fraq afe
TR qaTF 4 2 | FAT AT /ey FT
ST oAee g 394 T® wEAT Al
st € dfFw gam W@
T ATAT F1 fFArT #7347 g § oK
ITF AR FE T AgT FA AN
qAH 3T | TAFT qIT TS[ FITA TAT-
fas gwg € zafd A fraed &
fF w7 & FR0 77 3T wyfg € 1 g
A AT AR FL 3T qFFH § q7
faare soam wAr Wfzq ’

Aad a9 Y F qF F 94T FEAT
1A, 9% 9% £ BF o7 Fadaw T wAre
§ =T FZIH A | 7§97 gH OF
T T UF GRY AT 9175 Tvaed F
& 99 g7 3Y gu afay wraey qud | |
& arar f& oY Sr & FJar faaix
2 3fw o ferg & s oY faeg fastiz
Gy 3 92 92 A & fF uw 9w
F A1z A TF ar & N F g A
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[Shri T. Pande.}
amy § fF o e o Y &1 Sy
gy AW § g & aw 3l
A/ frdard | g fagra 7Y
T WY I IRAF T 78} T,
afggal ¥ aR & ¥ 98 917 & Fg
WEIMFTN g d F@@EIAF
fagia # =R #@ & | W g
gl & Y FRe ST I A gw qraew A At
§ adi FAT &, FifF gaw fod a1 a7
fas  (Bill) g =g fme far
FAE ITE T A& 1

feg o & frefr &
wWF wF g1 o' s8R
989 F A7 gEEY § ag sAifens ¥
TFOT AT W & AR wIfewTE aw
W W aE s bdas g, w99
¥ 999 FA &, gerg-faegy @
g1, WAL WA FTFATE 1 safoq
7 fraed & fF o dmr #E s A
FL Oy v § AT IWW g,
HET § ST FT g4V &7 1 IR AT A
TH A H T FT AT O FR fRaw
ST I A SEHRT T AT JA TR TR
¥ F1 ST AT |

7w & oge fav wigewd § W
fra & sifw ferean-faame #Y g o &
Tafar €, A AW w5
wiged o ofwEi #1 9R SREY
R qoT faa FE0 | TG A€
T gy gFar & ! A WR@aw
g, 7% ux wrtww &w §, @EU Al
2 ooy O T e A §

g § 7 a8 (A9 S Frear
# fr 3w e § 4@ wmoat W
sreoTent T E ? wd emeEa gen R
7 fow # asgrsal &9 o1 T 1w
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fragw & forg onfr 41 ot afcany

MASEAG TGI & g §, 34 &
WFR FT@ E

R ¥qw gdy fragT s & R
oS T AT ATy e 9}
ferg orifer & foramz €1 nfed 1 quee
T ¥ TS aF fFqg ¥ graey § F
art wfem € 1 R wem =Sy
q faag A g F fr SF
a1z gz #r Tafy A 3 FEw A
W oA W UgHl g W dars,
g =87 &7 g4t W 9% 9%
20 WARA ¥g gFar fF 98 U suw
g @ww | ¥R ar dar
o § fr fag o feg wfe A
qfaner =g G & a=8 & & &1 T
g, SET g% e v §, yreiy ugfy
¥ faarg #37 1 wipfa ot g 3 &
T$d, 99 H&Y ad @ 1 ey
& ag § B fra afvs sk anm
qF T T AT | v ¥ @
o wfgomi § wow far SR
g = fmar & & s far
gry g ¥ fFar s a) geam afee
g §, duel g g 1 s R
qT g a1 39 fadaF F wvex @ A9
oW & @y et €\ AW wem
7EE FFuF T w1 faag swdr
§ g g=r =nfed, " o frar &
T | {qarg a8 g argd | afee
A g faarg #Y 9=t 08 uw F
qET AT

e @ St K HAT AgAT §
7g grav-fa=es ¥ fawm 7 § ) gvvy-
fregz s sfag § wife faag
UF difws gEC § R oriaw
gerre e frag &t @ fadas
% edrFIR frar ot 8, safed  amies
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e favog gt w1 fagds §,
FERT § faww F@r § odREs
AN Mo, (Gg #8 TR A
vl § AT ST § OB 3 qT
EREE S
[For English translation, see

pendix VII, Annexure No. 130.]

Tne VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRIMATI
YVIioLET ALva): Dr. Seeta Parmanand,

DR, SHrRiMaTl SEETA  PARMA-
WAND: Madam, Chairman, I should
like to speak after everybody has
spoken. Could you kindly show me
{hat consideration?

T VICE-CHAIRMAN
VIOLET ALva):

Ap-

(SHRIMA1)
Shri Rama Rao.

Sur1 S. MAHANTY (Orissa): Is he
going to speak......

Surt RAMA RAO: I will give him
ithe chance. Let Mr. Mahanty speak.
I will speak for the Bill and he will
speak against the Bill

Surt S. MAHANTY: Don't antici-
pate me.

Surt RAMA RAO: Madam, Vice-
Chairman, it is a very happy accident
indeed that this Bill has suddenly
found a place on the second Order
Paper. If I remember aright, I did
not see it on the first Order Paper.
Am I to understand that this is an
inspiring indication of the increasing
tempo of social reform on the part of
the Government? If so, I should be
very happy.

On this occasion, tribute is due to
that eminent jurist, the late Shri B. N.
Rau, who worked for this measure,
and measures of this nature, with an
enthusiasnr that was admirable as weil
as adorable. His death has been a
very great loss to this country. By
his achievements at home and abroad,
he covered her with a reputation and
a glory which, I trust, we shall live up
to and which, I hope, will endure.

Charges have been made by the
opponents of this measure that piece-
meal legislation of this kind will do no
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good. It 13 a very strange charge to
come from those quarters because it
is these very people that have com-
pelled the Government to come out
with Hindu Code reforms legislation
in instalments. If tomorrow the Gov-
ernment were to produce the Hindu
Code Reforms Bill wholesale, they will
say, ‘““Oh, this is too much for our
digestion”. We are, therefore, com-
pelled to regulate the dose according to
the digestive capacity of Hindu ortho-
doxy. It may be that as a result of
this piecemeal legislation, there will
be, unfortunately, contradictions be-
tween one law and another., but here
1s the Parliament of India—and here is
our Law Ministry—to see that such-:
cuniradictions do not occur or are re-
conciled when they are likely to occur.
My friend, Shr1 Bhupesh Gupta-—why
he wears an earp.ece I cannot under-
stand—has remarked that there might
be unnecessary delay in bringing out
the various measures

of the same
famuly. 1 too have my doubts and
fears. 1 sincerely hope with him that

the other Bills will come ere long, will
come along in a flood, and before the
term of this Parliament is over—I mean
to say the first six years—and it
will be possible for us to put on the
Statute Book all Bills connected with
Hindu social reform. I am particular-
ly anxious about the property aspect
of the Hindu Code reform. When it is
brought before the House, sparks will
begin to fly up and the progressives
among us will have to fight a real,
earnest and strenuous battle for the
property rights of women.

My hon. friend Shri Kishen Chand
challenged the necessity for this legis-
lation side by side with the Special
Marriage Bill, which is already on the
anvil. I too wonder why this should
happen so; but then we are dealing
with that peculiar species known as
the Hindu. who wants things to be
regulated in a peculiar manner and to
a special extent. In any case, redun-
dancy is not always a crime, not even
in literature, not even in rhetoric.

Surl B. GUPTA: In rhetoric it is a
qualification.
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SHR1 RAMA RAO: A friend of mine
a few minutes ago, let fall a remark
about the “futility” of legislation of
this kind. He said that such bills as
these were intended only to adore the
Statute Book, they would be there
rusting and rotting, they would be
doing no particular good to the com-

munity. I differ from that view, a
view so utterly fallacious, and so
obviously false, because the Parlia-

ment of India would not waste its time
upon Bills of this nature if they were
not going to do some good to some
section of the country.

The Sarda Act is often quoted in this
context. But after the passage of that
Act, enormous social upheavals have
occurred in this couniry, and if the
purpose of that Act was not defeated,
as indeed it was not, it was because of
these social upheavals. Certain social
ideas have been floating about in the
air and new economic practices have
been coming into our social polity.
They have been influencing our con-
duct. Today even in the house of a
shastry or a pandit, you find girls un-
married, girls aged 18, 20 and even 25.
Let society grow up to new standards
as best it can, but it is for us, Mem-
bers of Parliament, to do our best to
quicken and fo expedite the process,
the process of social awakening and
social reform.

May I give a small instance from my
personal experience, about the advan-
tages of legislation of this kind? When
this Bill was first introduced, a young
friend of mine and an old colleague
in journalism wrote to me a very
pathetic letter. He said that his
brother had been cheated into mar-
riage—and it does happen very often
among us in this country, this cheating
of persons into mrarriage. (Interrup-
tions.) We talk of dharma, etc., but we
don’t hesitate to practise deception
where marriage is concerned. “Sukra
Niti” tells us that you can tell a lie
where a marriage is concerned.

SRt GOVINDA REDDY (Mysore):
A thousand lies.
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SHRI RAMA RAO: A million lies.
Now, my friend’s brother was cheated
into a marriage with a girl who was
epileptic, incurably epileptic.

SHr! B. K. MUKERJEE: The girl
cheated the man?

Surt RAMA RAQO: My hon. friend
Mr. Mukerjee should know that people
do get cheated, they are cheated into
unfortunate marriages. This friend
asked me, “What is the remedy?
Please, for God’s sake, do something
about Hindu divorce. After a man
has been cheated into a marriage, has
he no right to get out of it?”

SHRt GOVINDA REDDY: Man
wants to condemn woman. Man is
free.

SHrRT RAMA RAO: I am coming to
that. Women, even educated girls,
show much deference these days to
the opinion of their parents while mar-
riage is being discussed. The parents
may go wrong. Why don't you pro-
vide against the calamitous conse-
quences of a marriage? Why don't
you make it possible for people to get
out of it when a marriage has proved
disastrous?

Friends of the orthodox type are
fond of quoting the examples of Sita,
Rama, Savitri, so on and so forth.
When they do so, I laugh and, I laugh
heartily, at the extreme ineptitude of
such people. These old, old books
have no meaning for me. I have no
more respect for the Hindu Shastras
and Puranas than I have—if my hon.
friend, sitting in front of me, will par-
don me—for him.

Sur1 T. PANDE: Never.

Surt RAMA RAO: I live in this
century and I am subject to the laws
bassed by the Parliament of India.
Manu is not ruling and if he is going
to pass now such laws as he did in
his time I would tell himr to get out.
But who can say what Manu actually
did? No one knows it. How many
interpolations there are in the so-called
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Manu law, no one knows. How many
bad interpretations there are, no one
knows. It is our business to make in-
dividual marriage happy and the insti-
tution of marriage successful by the
laws we pass. Marriages are made in
heaven, says the proverb, but in this
connection, I am reminded of a fam-
ous sentence of Bernard Shaw: ‘“Be-
fore you mrake marriage divine, make
it human.” That is what this Bill,
among other things, is trying to do.

I am satisfied, on a superficial look
at this Bill, that the scheme it em-
bodies is satisfactory. I am a layman
and I do not understand all the
details, but we are appointing a Select
Committee to go into it. I have no
doubt that that Committee will, with
assiduous industry, look into the de-
tails and change where certain things
are not desirable and introduce new
clauses which may be found necessary.

The scheme of checks and balances
it contains is gratifying the reasons for
divorce, the provision for judicial
separation, the definition of prohibited
degrees, the abolition of bigamy, the
provision with regard to restitution of
conjugal rights.

[MR. DEpuTY CHAIRMAN in the Chair.]

Some of our friends look blue in the
face when the question of divorce
comes up. The plain, simple fact must
not be forgotten that 85 per cent. of
the Hindus have got the benefit of
customary divorce. The high-caste
Hindus., suffering from historical
diseases and traditional maladies, have
denied themselves some of the obvious
advantages of human life. It is,
therefore, necessary that even the few
sections of Hindus that will be bene-
fited by this measure get the advantage
of it.

As for the general question of
divorce, we should not run away with
the sanctimonious, hypocritical, self-
flattering impression that everything
is right and wonderful with the Hindus
and everything is unlovely in the
garden of the non-Hindus. Let us be
honest to ourselves. Do not condemn
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everything that is of the West. The
West is not Hollywood alone. Even in
America divorce is not so free and easy
as some imagine. Friends hear stories
and imagine things. As my hon.
friend, Shri Kishen Chand, was saying

divorce is not looked upon with favour
there.

I have read somewhere that it is
almost impossible for a divorced per-
son to live in a cathedral city in Eng-
land. I want to warn the House
against the facile assumption that we
are a superior race, that we have a
wonderful heritage of morals and
religion and that, therefore, we must
preserve it, as if all this were true.

I would make one suggestion, and
that is that every Hinduy marriage
must be registered; it must not be left
to the party’s option to register or not.
That will eliminate a good deal of
litigation. After all, what is a Regis-
trar? What is the swearing before
Agni among the Hindus—a sort of
registration? When Shakuntala found
herself betrayed by her husband
Dushyanta, what did she do? She
could only appeal to the Pancha
Bhootas, in the absence of human evi-
dence of the Gandharva Vivaha.
Why should it be so today? A modern
boy or a girl should demand that the
marriage shall be registered and the
marriage certificate should be in her
or his pocket.

As I heard some friends in this
House, it struck me that they were
still living in an age when people did
not believe in the equality of the sexes.
Our Constitution gives women status
of equality and, therefore, any law of
the land that comes in the way of that
provision must be considered to be
repugnant to the Constitution and to
that extent invalid. Do not forget
that vital fact......

SHRI J. S. BISHT (Uttar Pradesh):
Is it in the case of Hindus only or
Muslims also?

SHrR1 RAMA RAO:
everybody in India.

It applies to
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[Shri Rama Rao.)

Here 1s another fact Half the elec-
torate of India 1s composed of women.
What do you say to that” i1 they want
thewr rights to be recognised, how can
you deny them Whica Government
can last for a sing.e ddavy on the basis
of such an atrocious den:al? You are
educating your girls today in the same
manner as you are educating your boys.
An educated girl will not marry here-
after unless she 1s conceded her pri-
vileges and rights at the same time she
accepts her dufies and responsibilities
She 1s not gomng to be tied up as a
prisoner for hfe It 1s a hallmark of
civilisation that there should be a law
of marriage that establishes finally and
fundamentally the equality of the
sexes

If T followed aright, some Members
in this House who are opposed to this
B:ill, have, however, welcomed the
defimtion of ‘Hindu’ 1in 1t I am happy
that we have reached a stage :n our
country’s social thought that we are
today saymng that anyone 1s a Hindu
who calls himself a Hindu That
ought to be the i1deal and I trust that
1t will be a realised i1deal soon For
the present, let us get away from the
shackles of religion —rel.gion as 1t
governs marriage Marriage ought to
have nothmng to do with religion 1n
a secular democracy

The natural evolution of Hindu
society was arrested by certain his-
torical events on account of the in-
vas ons and on account of some of the
dangerous conservatism that crept into
Hindu society as a result of the loss
of freedom Today we are a {free
people, we are free to enact laws as
we please 1 agree with the ideal of
one civil code for all Indians, one law
of marriage and divorce, and one law
of succession. I should be happy 1if
there were one secular society, leaving
religion or what 1s called religion, to

the gods and, if you please to the
devil
Tue PARLIAMENTARY SECRE-

TARY Tto THE PRIME MINISTER
(SHRIMATI LAKsHMI MENON)* Mr
Deputy Chairman, it w=3 not my inten-
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fion to speak at this stage of the de-
bate buf I had to There are one or
two things that I have to mention
betore I come to some of the argu-
ments advanced by certain Members 1in
this House To begin with, I take the
reterence to the Select Committee It
1s well known that some Members in
this House have taken a very keen
interest 1n the progress of this Bill and
I would hike to confide to the House
that yesterday when I approached the
Law Minister about this Bill,—Mrs.
Parmanand was with me~—he said,
“You ask her She 1s the Goddess of
the Bill” and 1t is rather surprising
that the Goddess should be ommtted
from the place of worship We are
having a Committee and I do mnot
know really the opinions and the
qualifications of the Committee Mem-
bers because I do not think the House
was consulted 1n a general way about
it All the same, my impress.on was
that since this 1s a Bill which concerns
more with the rights and difficulties
of women, more wcmen should be 1n
1t. and women who have a certain
amount of knowledge of law It 1s
not enough 1if you put s mply women
and I think that we have two women
lawyrrs in this House Mrs Alva and
Mrs Parmanand and I am very keen
—and I am speaking on behalf of
quite a number of people—that per-
sons with some kind of legal know-
ledge should be there in order to see
that the Bill maintains 1ts original
aim and purpose which is progressive
legislation to change our social system

Many Members of this House did
not know the origin of the Rau Com-
mittee or the circumstances which led
to 1ts appomntment 1 would hke to
take this House back to 1934 when the
All India Women'’s Conference had an
All India Day 1n order to request the
Government of that time to appoint a
commission to deal with the legal dis-
abilities of women, not only of Hindu
women I do not think that we should
ever think in the matter of legislation
on a sectarian basis but 1t so happened
that the Government of that tume mn-

| sisted on dealing with us in groups and
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sections and, therefore, the Rau Com-
mittee was appointed. Since then,
what happened to their recommenda-
tions and the Bills and the chequered
career that the Hindu Code Bill has
had, is well known to the Members of
this House and I need not deal with
those things. It is rather disappoint-
ing to hear from Members of this side
«of the House the statements that have
been made by hon. speakers like Mr.
Pande, the previous speaker; I think
his name is Mr. Pande.

Surr T. PANDE: Shri
Mr.

Pande, not

SurmMatt LAKSHMI MENON: All
right, Shri Pande. When cur legisla-
tors speak of the Hindu society, they
are forgetting that there is no such
Hindu society today. Where are the
characteristics of the Hindu society?
Where is the joint family? Where is
the caste system? Where is the great
amount of protection that women
were allowed in those old joint family
days? Today we find our girls fighting
for their livelihood just like men. We
have only to go to the Secretariat and
we have only to go to our factories {o
find that women are no longer the
devis, that women are no longer
objects which have to be protected in
their childhood by their fathers, in
their youth by their-husbands and in
their old age by their sons and, there-
fore, not deserving of freedomr at all.
They also forget that in the Constitu-
tion we have already guaranteed, 1in
the Directive Principles of State Policy,
not the reform of Hindu Law or Mus-
lim Law or any other law but the
creation of a national civil code. So
today, under the Constitution, we do
not even exist as Hindus, Muslims or
Christians but only as citizens of India.

Tha* is not why I am going
6PM gy speak in favour of this
Bill. Considering that it took nearly
13 years for this agitation for reform
in the Hindu Law to be brought before
this House, it is only natural that the
Directive Principles of State Policy will
take perhaps decades and decades.
Considering also the kind of repre-
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sentatives that we have in our legisla-
tures it is only rational to say that it
will take at least the next 50 years
before we have a national civil code
unless in the meantime we have a
revolutionary change in our outlook,
in our social organisation and perhaps
in our political system as well. That
is why we, who are supporting this
Bill, are supporting it, not because it
is an ideal measure or that it goes all
the way it should, but just as a pallia-
tive.

Now many statements have been
made here which really hurt me be-
cause it reminded me of the great
speeches that Burke delivered during
the time of the French Revolution.
When Burke glorified the French
rovalty, referred to the boundless grace
of life under the monarchic regime, I
think it was Thomas Paine who said:
“He admired the beautiful plumage
but forgot the dying bird.” Here in
the Hindu society, the dying bird is
the Hindu woman. Many things had
been done to glorify her, and it had
been said that they would always re-
main chaste as so many Savitris and
Sitas and, therefore, we should try
to recaoture all the lost things, the
dreams of our writers, the dreams that
we find In our ancient literature so
that we can have a society in which
every woman would be chaste and
every man a free agent to do what he
likes without putting a stop to all the
injustices of society done in the name
of religion. That state of mind of
those who want to perpetrate injustices
on women shows a barbaric tendency
which should be eliminated from our
society.

We have often been told that the
progress of society is measured by the
status of women in that society.
Thanks to our political movement,
thanks also to the spirit of our Con-
stitution, to-day our women are not
as backward as they might have been.
It is true we have a few women in
our Parliament. It is true that we
have a few women in our Secretariat,
but what about the millions of women
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[Shrimati Lakshmi menon.]

who are not educated and who are
governed by these unjust laws? It is
true that we may contract marriages.
In fact today the educated women in
the educated families marry outside
their social groups. They have mar-
riages within prohibited degrees of
consanguinity. I know many instances
among the so-called social leaders
where marriages have taken place
within prohibited degrees of consan-
guinity. But the law provides them
with loopholes and they can escape
and nobody minds them. And if you
have power, if you have influence, if
you have money, you can do any-
thing and these laws do not matter at
all. The same thing can be said of the
very poor people who do not have
any property and who, therefore, do
not respect any social laws because
they are their own masters. We are
not thinking of these people. We are
thinking of the middle classes. those
who have some property, those who
are guided by social restraints, those
who have to abide by social opinion.
It is these people who are tyrannised
most. I do not want to narrate to you
mnstances of injustice because many
orevious speakers have told you how
womren are deprived of opportunities
of redress of their grievances either in
a court of law because of the rigidity
of divorce laws or because social
opinion is always harsh on the weak
and the suffering.

I would like to point out to this House,
as Mr. Rama Rao has already done,
that a law is really something which
answers to the changing social needs
of the people. It is true that we had
Manu. I have no objection to Yajna-
valkya or Narada or whoever it is.
They are all fossils which do not have
a8 place in our society. We are not
living in the age of Manu; we are not
living at a time when people led a
pastoral life; we are not living at a
time when a person may be blessed
to have 101 sons. We are living in
1954, We are living in an age when
distances are annihilated by technologi-
cal progress. when we are thinking in
terms of a world society—not even in

{ COUNCIL ]

!

Divorce B:ill, 1952 2370

terms of an Indian society—but of a
world society, when we want the co-
operation not only of men but of
women as well. We have our Five
Year Plan; we have our Constitution;
we have got all these things. I would
like to ask those Members who were
very keen to preserve our Hindu
society intact, this question. Surely,
Manu did not tell us what we should
do when we wanted to have a river
valley project.

SHRI RAMA RAO: He never drank
coffee.

SHRIMATI LAKSHMI MENON: Times
have changed to such an extent that
it will not do well for us to think in
terms of a society which existed
thousands of years ago.

It is quite true that there will be a
number of divorces; because what has
been happening concealed from the
public gaze will probably now come
up before the public gaze. But we will
be living a more honest life. What
now happens is, I think, known to
everybody and I need not, therefore,
tell you what happens just now. With
an appearance of holy wedlock even
infidelities go unchallenged because
people are really afraid to go in the
open and seek divorce. And among
the Hindus what is the chief method of
obtaining divorce? Apostasy. If it
is adultery you have to prove and
a woman cannot have the facilities to
prove adultery. Cruelty also, it is
difficult to prove. because the law is
always on the side of man and there-
fore, she goes and changes her religion.
Is that the way to maintain the dharma
of our soclety, I ask. That is the
whole basis of separation. You change
your religion and you go back again
to your religion just as you like as if
religion has nothing to do with dharma.

I was very surprised that Mr. Kishen
Chand should show so much ignorance
of laws in Europe. France is a Catho-
lic country; in France marriages are
regulated by the civil code. Whatever
mray be your religion—you may be &
Catholic; you may go to Church every



2371 Hindu Marriage and

day and participate in the mass elc.—-
you find that under the French Law
no marriage is valid unless it is a
civil marriage. That is, the Church
ceremony takes place only after the
marriage has been registered at the
Maire, and France is a Catholic coun-
try. Why did he take only the example
of possibly backward countries like
Spain and Italy and why did he omit
a country like France?

AN Hon. MEMBER: Ireland.

-SHRIMATI LAKSHMI MENON: Ire-
land is still backward. Now England
is a Protestant country and yet you
will find the divorce laws are very
strict. There are as many reaction-

, aries there as we have here and the
result is that progress is very very
slow indeed.

Another thing I would like to men-
tion here. Many people think that the
law aims at harming the life of the
happily married people. Certainly
not. Whether this law exists or not,
whether there is a reactionary mea-
sure or a progressive measure, a large
number of people will be guided by
social considerations and they will
rather suffer than go to a court of law
but there are millions of other people
who have the courage to find some
remedy for the troubles and toils of
their existence and it is the duty of a
Welfare State which thinks in terms
of the happiness of the majority of its
people to give them a progressive mea-
sure which could easily be enforced.

Many many things have been said
about our being intimately bound up
with the West and having European
outlook, especially the women of our
country. They will. themselves, have
to admit that if only our women had
not had this progressive outlook, our
country would certainly be worse off
than what it is today.

The reason why I support this Bill
is this. At present, we do not really
have a codified Hindu Law. When we
were students in the Law College, we
had to learn Mulla. That was not all.

[ 10 MARCH 1954 ]

t

Divorce B.ll, 195 2374

Then we discovered that the Hindu
Law was dependent on the decision of
the judges. Then again, the decision
of the judges varied according to the
different courts and according to the
outlook of the judges. In the opinions
that we have received from the various
Bar Associations, you will find that
the Bar Associations are against any
grant of progressive laws; they are for
litigation. If we have laws which
clearly state the rights and wrongs of
things, my own view is that litigation
will be very much less......

SHR1 RAMA RAO: Quite
lawyers are not progressive!

right;

AN HonN. MEMBER: Hear,hear.

SHRIMATT LAKSHM1 MENON: Be-
fore I conclude, I would like to point
out that divorces are not serious. I do
believe that when you are married and
when you have children, people do not
rush to the courts for the redress of
their grievances and it is very seldom
that it happens. It is a well-known fact
that womenfolk are patient and suffer-
ing and are rather inclined to put up
with most of the ills than rush to
courts. If the moral basis of society
is undermined by these things it is
for mren themselves to improve their
conduct and follow the dharma pres-
cribed. I am sure that the dharma
was prescribed not only for women
but also for men, by our law-givers.
When our law aims at the solidarity of
our society and wants to prevent men
and women from going the way the
Western countries do, men should con-
duct themselves in a manner which
will be a source of pride to the entire
society.

Before 1 sit down, I would like to
remind the House that it is very wrong
to imagine that in the West divorce
is too frequent. Divorces become fre-
quent only when there is an undermin-
ing of the moral influences of society
altogether. It should be clearly under-
stood that it is not the woman that
causes the divorce, nor is it the man
alone. Both men and women are res-
ponsible for unhappy marriages; In
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some cases it may be the man; in
some other cases it may be the womai.
If today, I can tell the House, women
are given absolute freedom, you will
find that all these marriages which are
unhappy and where you think it
would be better to have judicial separa-
tion, nearly fifty per cent. of these
marriages will go on the rocks. The
reason why they are not doing so is
because our law is bad, the law of
succession which deprives women of
a share of the fam.ly or hereditary pro-
perty is hampering them; they have
not enough money even for legal ad-
vice or fighting the case in a court.
Gradually, the second and third part
of the Bill will have to come. The
reason why the Law Minister is not
anxious to introduce the second part of
the Bill, namely, succession, is that
there will be, the moment he introduces
that, a tremendous amount of opposi-
tion—not only from this House but
from the whole country outside. This
little law is not a law at all. Even if
a woman wants to get divorce, there
is no money even for the legal ex-
penses. You are giving her certain
rights but she has the other handicaps;
it is like asking a bird to fly with its
wings cut off. But once you introduce
such a measure as this, the Govern-
ment wil be compelled to introduce
the second and third parts in due
course.

Hence this one is a welcome mea-
sure. But, I would like to utter a
-word of warning to the Select Com-
mittee. It will be faced with a very
very complicated and delicate task; it
will have to face different opinions.
you say it is a progressive measure.
The Committee may contain reaction-
ary elements. I hope the personnel of
the Select Committee will be changed
-or will be increased to have some more
progressive elements in that, so that
{he recommendations of the Select
Committee and their final draft which
will emerge will be something which
will reflect the demand of those sec-
tions of the community and the nation,
which are to benefit by this measure.
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surr R. U. AGNIBHOJ (Madhya

Pradesh):

s o o ARl (FEd W)
SqTemer mavEw, v fas (Bill) F@r
Yrgard A sy ¥ A (Select
Committee) &1 ¥ S 1T
8, o ¥ wewa 7 g AT SEE
St wfAat & IS AR STYFT WA
Wy FEAT | AET T eTE A
AT F T I T FZaT 91 @ E A
forgt & fod dar s a7 &t A@-
FFA F4T 9 ? afy A HEEE
¥ A1 o oy o fFogw e ¥
ezt @4z (Sharda Act) o8 @199
¥ qirgs ft e ae-fraw A @
F e O g @ O & i oY
AT IT FET A IAAT ATRT TE &,
ot wfe a8 3, vad g3 S g &
fr 7z am-fragar OF 7% afe
T vE ¥ FE F1AN O & T AR
zTgH ST A @Y At A wErdT gni
fF ‘g Y TR FT A TE, FR AT
F1ousr J3¢ omar 1 aIET JEAT™
fY g JEr SR EAT AT Al At
TEY GHTH FT SHY F1E A F1A T
78 & | zafed afk qmdr = aom
#7 5oy 7 ag-faqg A A0 A 2w
& oY g gaTq wAew ag £ fB oW
are-faarg #1 AF 1 Fre-faAE F
Qwd T ar%, AMTFT AT T T I9T
g 99 9T WY QAT FEAT GO |
arfa ag Wt afzar @ifr &, frd
qE goTd qEw Sfar #, IT9 agal
F &Y 73 7 21 € {F ;i Iz
& frar 7 a=sl agw A& faar gufeq
FEFT GUA ATET FT AT § | 473,
Fo-fqag W & qua St sTAr 4
g a1 Lo g A AT g e
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IERT qWM 7% &< fowr @@ am,
IgFr fraR #r g, S9ET AT
9T ERI, IEFT CL-ET W\ Had
G GNT, T @@ |1 #T F12 @IS
T @ omr oAy eR) frEr &
=T —fw gdl &v gufaw ouw
a1 T % gufym w1 g gae e
TA—ag AET &Y TE | q 39
FAF 9 W @1 W R ouw oo
(clause) @t war § fF a7% A
IH U< TS HT AR FIHT KT 4 Q1S
FY g7 1 e |y ? T ¢y w9 A
A @eaT F7 (6 § OF JEET &
T A gl TTeMT ARy ¢ SR SEd
am  srEaw (divorce) ¥ ot wew
8, 18 facge safaq amw § 1 emod
TrEAN 39 &1 wiwwe @t e
gFaT & wafw g S¥ W 7 o™
F I WET FIT & | B § T AT TG

SHR; T. PANDE:

sft o qi : AT AN &1 H A
Fr g faar &, Ay 9 & 19
Surl R. U. AGNIBHOJ:

oft o Yo whimiw © F AT FIA
£ fr afq oy =re #Y sy ¢ gTe o
F foar o Ay oY sy am aw
TAM FY F1E &I TET 0T | T v
T ¥ 9T, 79 ¥, T dFe deEER
(paternal grand-father) &, & #77

I FET F QI )
]
Surr T. PANDE:

wt dYo afE : FE O wEw £ |
Sur1 R. U. AGNIBHOJ

5t WMo go wiimiw : waF TN
2 | 9 98 1< 91O ¥ T8 A7 qHAFTT
145 CSD
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JHAY 9T FF SFT WY | TF AR A
far =i & a@ < 377 9 w3 e
2 9% fod Q¢ Ty WX 0 W% Ay
I @Y # AR gAY aTE AT FEA
g fF o3Fr Fr @l Y I Q4 AqS
g 1 mfed & ay wrdAT w9 g
fir o=y A7 IW Q4 T FA FT _T
3¢ HTF FT & )

frr s am om 9w T
W wFremE ( Explanation ) % €
ST | 59 A § § o anaar g fr
Y T &1 I FT (¢ & FT 7 F
TR qIFT AR F & faews FE
g v sEH FE FEw T O§
AT 7 T TATST AT TEY FATST ST
¥ o ams § 1 our 4@ & 7 oA
wad FAF QUGS FT wTH I
wray, 3 AT Q¢ "1 AT oAy
g oY o7 gFEAY g

Y afgy, =@y el 3 A
yg@ a3-73 @dray F vEARAU A,
yoaE F SaE fn, aw s
e F7 SETEw fqar) ag 59 SiFE |
T uF A #1 frem wv Sifva
afz ooy gAY &Y AT FETE ar
Fg agafae o foie aff s
¥ w2 F oA 7% 2 B e gl
wefrea A AT FIAT qEA & a1 R
qoTF FT aId & oS &rfad, ar fR
g g Afwd FF 78 Twedte #1 ara Ry
g S | g9 QY AT F AT gHN
¥ & ATIR UK F99 AT F7 TEHT
NEY §, NI & q9E0 ATEY g
gdrea Y WA Sz afsd @i
& 9% WA gardr fexal | gl ay
i fF a0 afgT A 2, = FAT
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Surt R. U. AGNIBHOJ:
¥ AT & a8 W F oy g@d [Er

FE G TR AT A FoTE )
T FTHIGAY F F qode8 SR
Yo W fr e o gsar wH
HTEFT AT § gAIR AT FT g
et qedt g§ oW ¥ 7w AW
FET FT AT Y+ zHfed ST
W gasr 78 Tifg aafs aft =g
FEAT 9 W G IR R A
Tt &1 faer & Y ¥ ¥ 5@ aO=
F 8 7y AW | oy waaF A S ?
SHR1 T. PANDE:

5§t fo g ¢ uz fom w1 TOEF
g1 )

Surr R. U. AGNIBHOJ:

st aTo o afiaier ¢ wA-fom d
& F1E qorH T 78 oy ) Sfew
¥ @ a1 fFad o P e
faget arfen weaad § @ & i
TEIT FT AH-HRAT F godard oK
FOEY g€ R 9 ¥ ama
W@ 1 zafed afz ferdi § adrw g,
faar 2, 7@ & o == wraw &
@ T T & I dfsdy Y, 9w Ay
THT A aTS1 AT AET FT &0 76
AW T gTTM AT T ww®IG A |
ggfed & T ¥ 98 72 w@r ar fr zw
fas &1 o1& F@ ¥ 7% e G
FT W FT 9T FT AR LY I R
T 9T ¢ AT &7 wea) F7 mdt a7
SH @ * AR a5l 9% 6T 3 9¢ wre
#C fear W ) % am-mg
BIET 4T FY 39 faw ¥ frere ooy
Eip

TF g TEF § fewd (de-

sert) W &Y qframr 3@ W
desd:
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“In this section, the expression ‘to
desert’ with its grammatical varia-
tions and cognate expressions means
to desert the other party to a mar-
riage without reasonable cause and
without the consent or against the
wish of such party.”

gy fewe & WY fear gu & T fewd”
(to desert) | g F1 Fg MR
Fr gferyr & ‘e AT sRHT”
ar s gz S “fewe” & qfowmr
g I ¥ TFOATT d a|] A
&F F TE qHAT 9%, 9g AL AAA R
TE ST |

PARMA-
“to  desert”
reasonable

Dr. SuariMmari SEETA
NAND: The expression
means “to desert without
cause”.

CHAIRMAN: You
Mr,

Mgr. DEPUTY
have to take the whole clause,
Agnibhoj.

Sur1 R. U. AGNIBHOJ: Yes, that¥
understand, “Desert” means “desert”.
Then there is no necessity of this
Explanation at all.

Serr GOVINDA REDDY: He is a
lawyer. How does he define man or
woman? These are obvious things

Mr. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Please
read the whole clause. It says; “to
desert” means “to desert the other
party to a marriage without reason-
able cause and without the consent or
against the wish of such party”.

«~ That is the mreaning of “desert”.

Sur1 R. U. AGNIBHOJ: All right, *
will take it but I would request the
Select Committee to just see my hum
ble suggestion.
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AR FWF 1T IFAE AR vt A
fgz 9 (bigamous restraint
clause) aF™-3917 7 WEW AT B
fafrer (Law Ministry) #t @ae &
amfs gqfas 9 Fegma o
FT® Tzed (restitution of conju-~
gal rights )& s | 7 s sTEEE
AT IA & AT AT A TT TS
¥ FUX &Y FT Frsa ¢ sty R any
F1 TG @A g, @ oar Fwfd R ouw
AT &7 anfegt 9 ®T @Far | ax
A 7 g Ueezqar ome F7S TFEH
crE I I S A G
AT T FHEA R W FO1F I OAT
FEaFaT § 7

Surr V. K. DHAGE:

st qto Ro yd T FATH
gar & & |

SHr! R. U. AGNIBHOJ:

off 9o go  wfFrllw : IR ¢
7a ww § $femw e #19 (Indian
Penal Code) 8 1 sw aw & &t
#ftw (marriage) ¥ #1997 F99 &
AE W A F WTGAT Ah FJMS
XrgTq A &, OO AT @ g

w¥ T fear gan & fr ot
(leprosy) # s #fewr §R & arg
Al

Mg. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: It refers
to clause 13, sub-clause (wii).

Surr R. U. AGNIBHOJ: Yes, the
reasons for divorce.

Mgr. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: That is
why it is put there.

SHrr R. U. AGNIBHOJ:

st oo Fo afiedtst : AN gHm
F At s ayAr Fifor, F qs
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gAA FT IR TG FEAT F—T
gff TR Weeggaa (R TrdgaaT
(prostitution) U T =T T
73 & mfed & 77 are-am% g
(house) # am+ F&T WEAT §
fe snfax afe FE sdr ez
(impotent) gmT & SHFY THET
FIT FOT 7 ST Y TR TEAT FIM
az ¥» (male) awr ar ¥
(female) gFm ? Y qvy & =2
zmre § ar WRe (potent) §,
TLEF & AT 3 &F §, TAHr T T
TR FT TFAT1 ¢ ¢ sufed ar v s
5q 7o &1 facge & frare af
¥IIT AT &S 49T 9T FAed fF
ey zm A9 & frea &1 9% #=ifw
TET ¥ IEAN 7 aE AR AT A Y
gfew (basis) X for & @13 1

“TTEATE F T £T T § AR F_TOT

¥ $g @R a@ad s § | Wied
ag AT 2 39w & e fadae
FHEY ) 1z g | Fhfas e
(venereal diseases) & @va 4,
AR UF TR iy 7 oY gor 9 1,
99 X W 48 FgA AGw fr 39
srforg drafert 2yt § - gfisiar
(eczema) Xt g—a il T@ Y
Fgairasar i AT 1 g@awg s WY
Fifee foiie @ a3 8, =g
I e fedie &1 agmT & %
F1E JTEAT a7 AT UFEH ¥ ST 31
¥ fod 9% 9@ = A gATST | Te-
TS daT e

WH TR A CFATAR F7 § AR
7€ 78 2 B o e & g a0t
F VF & fod T FaEy &, %
aET F1 UFA & fed WA IAET
2,0y St 2 A ORE ¥ A sy
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[Shri R. U. Agnibhoj.]

AT FEA arew &1 fFm o § s
SFTR Y IH FTAT & Q1S IS AT 3797
foq og & o Wy & gwfed
g #gT § fr gwwr ofonw ag ¥
Y foF SELTATS 9T S e & W@
g N oo & @ & s Fe
FY graT feam & fodf S ag faw I
RGOS G E -G R E T O
g7 & 15 T HUST IBG IE gEY
T & ITRT  FET I3 & Ay
FY ST Y geftga |7 s1% &1 ° wirer
T A1 TE g ST F g wiasaami
FETE fF 5@ 79T & a9 & 9%
afy fexat @FT  Frger ot d¥E
IS Y gEY W dFIT I |
g9 HI9 &1 g9 gNET = ¥ @Al
gNT | TR AT S LT g, FAE
foadi =7 swfa 3 ooy & & 98
A FAWT §, FWS FAAr §, T[S
Far &, ™Y ¥ Iwy  ufow @
gt &, wfys wew gar & sfew
H BT 8, AfaF @R gar & R
i aaer g &

R A FEW R AW A
T & foR, ggd gwm & fo3, 99
F oex & fod, & oiifg & g & fox
ST A FTA AT TAM ST W § SR
A SN SoT qFaT § AR qE6T &
FAETL R AL § FTFT T
aFdr § afe ag ot 3 faw (draft
Bill) & sa% s efwal § <&
frte € ST 39d 9T FTE a9 |
Tt gEEET THE HW gC 5 A H
§ gudT w41 § |

[For English translation, see
pendix VII, Annexure No. 131.]

Pror. G. RANGA : Mr. Deputy Chair-
man, I wish to say that I am in favour

Ap-
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of this Bill and I wish to assure my
hon. friends here that a very large
section of our people today, mnearly
a majority among our kisansg and a
bigger majority among our khet maz-
doors, almost all our tribal peoples,
the so-called backward classes, all
these people already are enjoying the
right to divorce. This applies to both
men and women. Divorce has come to
be a kind of an anathema only among
lhose sections or classes of people
who have accepted what is known as
the Brahminical order of practices. I
do not know where and when these
ideas of monogamy started. But all
these ideas of monogamy were applied
only for the benefit of the man and not
for the benefit of the woman. But a3
has been suggested and as has been
incorporated in this Bill, the same law,
the same rule ought to apply equally
to both the man and the woman; but
the Brahminical order of society in
this country had never known this, it
never accepted that principle. They
allowed the man to take more than
one wife. They allowed him also to
get rid of his wife without paying any
compensation as it were, unless of
course, the woman and her relatives
were so powerful and so angry with
this man and also possessed of funds,
that they could go to the court and get
some maintenance.

Has the woman enjoyed these rights?
The man has enjoyed. The man can
go to the courts and drag the woman
from her parents’ home, whether she
likes it or not, to come back again 0
the man. Woman has not been able
to enjoy this right.

Sur1 P. V. NARAYANA (Andhra):
Even if a decree is obtained against a
woman, I do not think the relations
can be restored. The decree cannot be
enforced at all,

Pror. G. RANGA: Therefore, among
those sections of our people, not neces-
sarily Brahmins but those who have
accepted the Brahminical order of
social life, women did not enjoy—and
do not enjoy even to-day—equal rights
with men, It is an obvious truth. But
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among other class of people, women
enjoys in some cases I should say,
even greater privileges than men. At
least she enjoys as much privilege as
the man. Among Harijans for in-
stance—I may tell you, Sir,—and
other agricultural workers, it is the
woman who enjoys a superior place in
that society because she can cook and
a man does not know how to cook.
The man is not able to cook and if she
gets angry with this man, feels that
this man is impossible, she leaves him
and goes away, not necessarily to her
parents’ house, but she goes out and
puts up a hut, begins to work and
earns her living. This way she looks
after herself whereas the poor fellow
is a derelict; it is true he works but
he does not know how to turn his
paddy into rice. He does not know
how to cook his food and so in two
or three months he is obliged to run
after his wife, beg her, prostrate be-
fore her and bring her back into his
own home,

Surr RAMA RAO: That is an ideal
condition.

Pror. G. RANGA: Therefore,
woman enjoys a higher place today
among the Harijans where there is
not much talk of property but there is
the talk of co-operation to perform
greater tasks. This Bill, according to
me, is not going to confer any new
rights on the Harijan women, on the
depressed classes women, on the tribal
women and on a large number of our
own kisan women. It may affect these
other people who in the past thought
that they were very fortunate indeed
in accepting this Brahminical order of
social values and, therefore, consider-
ed themselves to bé of a higher social
status and raised themselves that
way from out of their earlier—whe-
ther you call it Dravidian or Proto-
Dravidian whatever it is—social orders
of the tribes of our country and who
today may feel themselves aggrieved
that their men will have to accept
only a status which would be equal to
their women. That is all. Now, why
make*so much noise about people?

[ 10 MARCH 1954 ]
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Are they in a mrajority. I very much
doubt. Now with this adult franchise
those other people who have been en-
joying the right to divorce are also to
be brought into the ken of our Legis-
lature and, therefore, the customs that
ihey have been having should be given
due weight. It is from that point of
view that I would like a careful ex-
amination to be made of many of the
conditions that are stipulated here in
this Bill. This morning when some of
the suggestions made by various Gov-
ernments and organisations were being
read out, we came across one sugges-
tion which said that some of these
local customs ought not to be dismiss-
ed in an arhitrary manner but on the
other hand as far as it is possible,
they should be accommodated in har-
mony wilh the spirit of this Bill. I
am in favour of that. Why do I say
this? OQOur hon. sister Shrimati
Lakshmi Menon was thinking that if
th's Bill were to be passed, the lawyers
are likely not to have so much of busi-
ness. On the other hand, my fear is
that this Bill, when it becomes an
Act, is going to......

Surr GOVINDA REDDY: Lawyers
will make thousands.

Pror. G. RANGA:...... make these
ordinary masses, the toiling masses of
our country who till now have been
able to get on with their customary
rights and privileges and duties in re-
gard to social * behaviour, suffer and
oblige them to seek the assistance of
this class of people called lawyers.
They will be cobliged, I am {eiling you.

Surt RAMA RAO: Will this Bill
come in the way of custom?

Pror. G. RANGA: My friend seems
to be rather too impatient. I did not
say that I am opposed to the Bill nor
do I say that this Bill may go against
the customary practices. I am only
suggesting that these customary prac-
tices should be kept in mind and in the
light of the spirit of this Bill such of
those customs as may be brought to
the notice of your Select Committee
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| Prof. G. Ranga.]

and also of this Parliament may be
allowed to have their way as otherwise
it is tikely to prove troublesome to
many of these people. Registration of
the marriage—this itself is a complica-
tion. Next to go to the lawyers and
seek their assistance in order to es-
tablish a case for divorce will be an-
other complication. Now what is the
position with our Harijan lady or a
tribal lady or any other kisan lady?

SHr1 V. K, DHAGE:
Brahmin lady.

Or a non-

Pror. G. RANGA: I do not wish to
say ‘a non-Brahmin lady’. I would
say any other lady, any other non-
Brahminical lady. What is her posi-
tion? All that she is to do is to go
to the leader and represent to him:
“I cannot get on with this man. He
has been treating me shabbily.” And
then 4 or 5 others also get together
and they say to her: “Now look here,
do not behave like that. Do not act in
such a hasty manner. It is not long.
You have been married only two or
three years. Better go and try again
and see what he does.” She tries himr
for another three months or another
six months, whatever it is. Then she
comes back to the leader of the village
to represent again if need be. He does
not demand the presence of a lawyer
there. There is no book or anything
like that with the aid of which this
lawyer has got to help*her. As I said
she goes to the leader of the village
again and says: “I cannot get on with
this man.” Then he and the four or
five others sitting together with him
are bound to give her a divorce. They
give her a divorce to-day. That is the
position, and I do not want this prac.
tice to be completely dismissed. There
is something bad also about this prac-
tice and that is this. When she proves
that the man is a bad fellow, has
treated her very shabbily and, there-
fore, she cannot get on with him and
they are convinced at this that this
man is really the wrong-does and is a
bad nran they expect him to pay a
punishment and that punishment takes
the form sometimes of drink, some-
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times of a feast and the killing of a
goat or sheep or something like that
and it is just there they get into
trouble Because this feast costs
Bs. 10, Rs. 20 and Rs. 50, and Rs. 50
is too much for a Harijan or any of

our agricultural workers. So he
borrows money and gets into the
clutches of the money-lender. It is

that kind of thing that ought to be
prevented and the earlier practice of
having these things settled out of
court by the local Panchayat ought not
to be completely dismissed.

It is these things that I want our
Parliament as well as our Select Com-
mittee to keep in mind.

Now in regard to these other people,
that is those who accept the Brahmini-
cal order of things, what does this Bill
say? Does it say that every woman
should divorce her husband two years
after she gets married? 1t does not
say so. It only gives her the freedom.
To men it also gives the freedom of
action, but he already enjoys that free-
dom or that licence. Now instead of
it being a licence, it becomes freedom.
Because it is a regulated one. It flows
out of this Bill. This right also flows
to the woman. Why should anybody
object to this right flowing to the
woman? I do not see any reason why
it should be so. After all, is it not our
experience that in very many cases—
pot too many cases, but in very many
cases—the man behaves not only shab-
pily but also badly, cruelly, in an in-
human fashion, not merely beating
but persistently beating the woman,
jll-treating her and wounding not

merely her feelings but her
body also? Does not this
amount to ftorture in the end?

In this case should not the woman
have a right to say, ‘I cannot get on
with this mran; I have done my best
and, therefore, I must be free by law
and I should also be free to get
married if I so wish’? I want that
right to be given to the woman and
that is all that this Bill wants us to
agree to., Where is anything wrong in
it? .
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Then I come to the other point. How
is the woman going to prove that the
man has brought this disease? It is
impossible to do so. I would like that
to be considered—who brought it
first, who got it next, which are the
dates, how is one to prove all these
things? What can the court do? Where
is the lawyer? Just imagine the
trouble. It will be terribly difficult.
Therefore, it is best to leave it. Then,
take this leprosy. If you
like, you make it one of
the reasons for a divorce but I
would only like to urge that through-
out our history anyhow in our country
our people have laid special stress on
this; whether the woman contacts or
gets this leprosy or the man gets it, it
is the duty of the other to nurse the
diseased. This is how our conception
of dharma as it has come to be prac-
tised in this country has been accepted
by our people. Therefore, I would
like -to know whether we would be
doing the right thing. I only want you
to give consideration to placing this
also as one of the reasons for a
divorce. But I have a feeling that
even if you were to incorporate this,
more than 50 per cent. of our men or
women may not be so very keen on
obtaining a divorce merely because of
this reason because our social con-
science is strong in this country and
I am glad it is strong. But if in spite
of it a woman cannot stand the very
sight of the man with that disease or
the man cannot stand the very sight
of the woman with that disease, I
have not it in my heart to deny the
right to that man or woman to obtain
that freedom from that forcible as-
sociation. Therefore, these things will
have to be looked at, according to me,
from a human angle. And what is
dharma if it is divorced from the
human side of it? In fact, the very
origin of dharma, I should say the
impelling force behind dharma is the
human side of it. That is how it came
to take shape and it came to be prac-
tised in our country and accepted by

our people. For, our pundits—I am
sorry, I do not mean it by any caste or
anything like if.....
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Sur; H. N. KUNZRu (Uttar Pra-

desh): Take care.

Sur1 B. C. GHOSE: Here is a

pundit.

Pror. G. RANGA: I mean the ex-
ponents of our Hindu dharma, pro-
fessional as well as hereditary—it is
wrong on their part to take this con-
ception of dharma to such heights that
it has become inhuman in the inter-
pretation of it and in the applicaticn
of it and they convert the masses also
into automatons. 1 personally feel
that the time has come when we should
say that we must once again begin to
humanise this conception of dharma so
that we would not be tied to the apron-
strings of these ancient saints who
lived here in this counftry maybe
several thousands of years ago but we
could take advantage of our present
culture, present social homes and
urges among the people and give a new
interpretation to those things.

Shrimati Lakshmi Menon in her
enthusiasm to make out a case for
divorce said one thing which rather
pained me. She said if there was to
be this freedom to divorce she would
not be surprised if more than 50 per
cent.—] am speaking subject to correc-
tion—of our marriages go on the rocks.
I do not agree with her,

Sar1r H. P. SAKSENA (Uttar Pra-
desh): She was always thinking of
Delhi and the Delhi séciety.

Pror. G. RANGA: I do not agree
with her. I happen to know the life
of the kisans very intimately and
many of my own people unfortunately
came to accept this Brahminical

Surr RAMA RAO: High class non-
Brahmins are much worse than Brah-
mins.

Pror. G. RANGA: The difficulty is
that the priest at least has got the
pbrivilege of re-interpreting what is said
in the past, but the kisan simply ac-
cepts it; he has not got the authority
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to interpret it with the result that the
kisan has accepted all of them. He
does not know how to get out of this
rut and he hangs on to it. There are
people who have this right to divorce
but how many people are divorcing
each other?

Shrimati Lakshmi Menon need not
venture into the future and wonder as
to what might happen; she need nct
even try and draw upon her imagina-
tion. Here is the case, in our own
society; our Harijans and our kisans
enjoy this right. And, I might tell you
that not more than 10 per cent. of
the marriages among them go on the
rocks today......

SarimaTi LAKSHMI MENON: In
my statement I had sald that the very
rich and the very poor are not covered
by this law at all. They are already
governed by customs and their wealth;
only the middle classes are aflected by
this law.

Pror. G. RANGA : The middle class-
es are not confined to the educated
people of the towns. The middle
classes enjoy this right to divorce.
The Harijan women are always hold-
ing their men to ransom. If you go
into the huts of these Harijans or the
k'sans you can see this; if you visit
their homes you will understand these
things. It has happened with most of
us that very often we have had to help
them to get together and to carry on
their own social life. I am sure that
the woman is far superior in her ability
than man to get together. Yet, in spite
of their having this right to divorce,
their marriages do not go on the rocks.
Every woman has a right to get married
for seven times. These men of the
Brahminical order are not{ ashamed to
do such things, but the Harijan is
ashamed to be looked down upon by
his own people; he does not wish to be
ridiculed by his own people. Let us
not be misguided by these things.
Priests and the defects of priestdom
have been responsible for many of our
social ills; they will make out that by
not doing a particular thing some terri-
ble calamity will overtake them. Let
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us understand that all the hundred per
cent. of our people are not enjoying
the right of divorce system but they
have not gone to any kind of social
degradation. For too long a time we
had considered 60 per cent. of our
population to be of a lower social order.
We have been saying that in Europe
they are enjoying all these rights.
May I say that not all these men and
women here are enjoying these righis?
Where is the need to be frightened
that our society mray go on the rocks?
In the other countries, the women have
the right; they marry more than 10 or
15 times; they remain with one for a
month and then go after another.
Millions of them in every part of India
have been enjoying this right and yet
our society is held together; our
dharma is there. Let our people every-
where understand one thing. There is
an un-Brahminical dharma also in this
country. The time has come when
this un-Brahminical dharma has got
to be accepted by everybody as the
regl Brahminical dharma of this age.
If you do not like it, dismiss it. If you
like it, you can adopt it. We have al-
ready got the system in our country.
We have not gone to pieces. Our
saciety has been held together, and
more than 60 per cent. of our popula-
tion has been practising it. They are
not social derelicts. They have not
brought degradation to our society.
They have not brought any blight or
any bad name on our civilisation in this
country. That means we go back again
and we recapture our civilisation just
as we recaptured our own earlier civili-
sation. Did we not make such an effort
the other day when we became free?
What did we do? Did we go from
the Union Jack to something else? No.
We went two thousand years back to
Asoka, a man whose name was thought
to have been completely forgotten,
thrown into oblivion, by all our secrip-
tures. Search all your scriptures. Did
you find Asoka’s name in the scrip-
tures? D.d you find his name in the
Upanishads, and the rest of it? Nothing.
They had conquered over that Bud-

dhistic civilisation. They destroyed
all that was connected with Buddha's
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people who practised that vandalism
of destroying the Buddhist monastries.
the Bucddhist universities and the Bud-
dhist caves, their preachings, their
books and everything. It came again
on its own. To have the picture of
Buddha was considered to be bringing
bad luck. You go to any house today;
you go to any civilised house today. So
many Buddha’s pictures are there. Now
similarly I want our society to go back
again to those days when our people
enjoyed freedom and when our people
uscd to enjoy this right to divorce.
When I say this, let it not be under-
stood that I am: extolling this right o
divorce because I anr all in love with
it. I de not want it. But
I want thic freedom. To Dbe
friends with each other for a day is
an achievement, for a year a bigger
achievement, and to have to live to-
gether for the whole of their life-time
is something which is the biggest possi-
ble trial of people’s patience. And yet
they have exercised it. All glory to
those people who inanage to live fo-
gether, and wiaat is even more, to go
on hoping that in the next birth—as
they believe—they would like to live
together again. Now, all glory to al}
those people. We would l'’ke to give
them every possible encouragement
and assistance, and indeed admiration
and approvation. But if supposing by
any chance they are not able to do so,
then, should we not give them this
freedom? And that is how 1 would
Jook at it, Sir. Now there are some
friends who are......

Mg, DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Are you
likely to take more time?

Pror. G RANGA: I would like to
take a few minutes more.

Mzr. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Then
you c&n continue tomorrow. Now
there are two messages.

THE PEOPLE.

I. THE APPROPRIATION (VOTE ON
AccouNT) BILL, 1954

II. THE APPROPRIATION (RAILWAYS)
No. 2 BrLL, 1954

SECRETARY: I have to report to
the Council two messages received
from the House of the People, signed
by the Secretary to the House:

1

“In accordance with the provisions
of Rule 132 of the Rules of Proce-
dure and Conduct of Business in the
House of the People, I am directed
to enclose herewith a copy of the
Appropriat.on (Vote on Account)
Bill, 1954, which was passed by the
House at its sitting held on the 9th
March 1954.

2. The Speaker has certified that
this Bill is a Money Bill within the
meaning of article 110 of the Con-
st.tution of India.”

n

“In accordance with the provisions
of Rule 132 of the Rules of Procedure
and Conduct of Business in the House
of the People, I am directed to en-
close herewith a copy of the Appro-
priation (Railways) No. 2 Bill, 1954,
which was passed by the House at

its sitting on the 9th March 1954.

2. The Speaker has certifled that
this Bill is a Money Bill within the
meaning of article 110 of the Con-
stitution of India.”

Sir, I lay the Bills on the Table.

Mr. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: The
House stands adjourned till 2 p.M. to-
MOTTow,

.

The Council then adjourned
till two of the clock on Thurs
day, the 11th March 1954,



