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CONTRIBUTIONS TO THE DEPRECIATION
RESERVE FUND OF THE RAILWAYS

241. SHRI P. C. BHANJ DEO: Will the
Minister for RAILWAYS be pleased to refer
to his statement in coarse of the debate on
the Appropriation (Railways) No. 2, Bill,
1952, on the 14th July 1952 that the
contribution of Rs. 70 crores a year to the
Depreciation Reserve Fund of the Railways
was not really necessary or justified, and state
the considerations on which that statement
was based?

THE DEPUTY MINISTER Fror RAIL-
WAYS AND TRANSPORT (SHr1i O. V.
ALAGESAN): As the bon. Member la aware,
the Convention Committee fixed a
minimum annual contribution of Rs. 15
crores to the Depreciation Reserve Fund.
Due, however, to the rise in price level, the
charging of inflationary and improvement
elements in replacement costs to the Fund
and the need for large scale replacement
and renovation of assets belonging to the
(ex-States) Railways taken over by the
Centre with effect from 1st April 1950, the
contribution was raised in view of the then
rate of withdrawals from the fund to Rs. 30
crores with the approval of the Standing
Finance Committee for Railways in
February 1951. Taking into account other
demands on railway revenues, the current
receipts did not permit a contribution
higher than Rs. 30 crores.

ALLOTMENT OF TIME FOR THE
APPROPRIATION (VOTE ON AC-
COUNT) BILL, 1954

MR. CHAIRMAN: I have to inform
Members that under rule 162(2) of the Rules
of Procedure and Conduct of Business in the
Council of States, I have allotted thirty
minutes for the completion of all stages
involved in the consideration and return of the
Appropriation (Vote >n Account) Bill, 1954,
by the Council, including the consideration
and passing of amendments, if any, to the
Bill.
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ALLOTMENT OF TIME FOR THE
APPROPRIATION (RAILWAYS) NO 2
BILL, 1954

MRr. CHAIRMAN: 1 have to inform
Members that under rule 162(2) of the Rules
of Procedure and Conduct of Business in the
Council of States, I have allotted three hours
for the completion of all stages involved in
the consideration and return of the
Appropriation (Railways) No. 2 Bill, 1954, by
the Council, including the consideration and
passing of amendments, if any, to the Bill.

THE HINDU MARRIAGE AND
DIVORCE BILL, 1952— continued.

G. RANGA (Andhra): Mr.
Chairman, [ was saying yesterday that
I was in favour of this Bill and that
it makes no revolutionary break .with
the traditions of at least the majority
of our own masses in our country, and
it would only be human to extend
this privilege of getting freedom from
this otherwise long ............

AN HON. MEMBER: Sir, may I know if the
time limit fixed for these two Bills is for
today?

MR. CHAIRMAN: Not toHay. Prof Ranga
will continue.

PROF.

ProF. G. RANGA: Weil. Sir, I am
glad that this Bill provides, under
clause 15, that there should be no
petition for divorce to be presented
within three years of marriage. But,
I am not at all satisfied with
clause 12 where provision is made

for petition for decree of invalidity of
marriage; and in another clause certain
conditions, lunacy or some other dis
qualification of the party concerned to
the marriage. There 1is every possibi

lity of misuse of this provision and
any amount of unnecessary litigation
being engaged in by the people, and

it would not be in the interests of
either party that they should be given
this inducement to go to court on the
alleged plea that the man or the

woman is not good enough either in
body or in mind. Therefore, I would
like the Select Committee as well as

the Houses to reconsider these provi
sions. Then, Sir, in their wisdom.................
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[Prof. G. Ranga.] then why should you not allow the
ANHON. MEMBER: You don't want them | same sort of privilege to the other

to consider? people too? Unless we are afraid of
PROF. G. RANGA: I want them to | tackling . .the .social problems of many
communities 1n our own country, we

reconsider these provisions and come back
with the same provisions or they may improve
upon them. I am not at all in favour of a
divorce merely because of these conditions.
Whose fault is it if the boy or the girl is not
good enough for marriage? We do not know
whether they are good enough or not. I do not
want them to be placed at the mercy of the
lawyers or doctors. If either party is not happy
about it after a period of two years, they may
go to the court under clause 12 for judicial
separation and that ought to be satisfactory. I
want careful consideration to be given in this
manner to all other clauses also and I do not
wish to worry the House with detailed
consideration for every one of these clauses.
But one thing, I am extremely anxious should
be accepted by Parliament is. it is hagh time
that we passed some such law as this, and if it
is at all possible for Parliament to accept this
Bill as amended, then, we ought to go ahead
with it. I am nettled over one thing. Why do
you want to call it 'Hindu Code'? I do not want
this thing to be enacted for the benefit of the
Hindu community alone.

Here, in India, we call ourselves a
Secular State; we want to help all the
women in our country and all the men.

I would like you to wunderstand the
force of my argument. Let us help
t of all jour
3 P.M. Hindu  women and

later on let us try and extend the benefits of
this Bill to other women also. But,
nevertheless, I do think that there is
something wrong even at this stage for us to
begin to think in this compartmental manner.
Can anybody say that it would be a good
thing to assure a Hindu woman that her
husband, the present one or the future one,
will not be allowed to have another wife,
while, at the same time, a" Mohammadan boy
can be allowed to have four wives? If it is
such a good thing to allow a man to have four
wives in one particular society,

should be willing to extend the bene
fits of this Bill to the other communi
ties also. Christians are already wed
ded to the institution of monogamy.
We think.......... (Interruption.) There
fore, you have it; I do not deny it.
The only community which does not
have it, and which is an exception to
this, is the Muslim community.

SHRI O. SOBHANI (Hyderabad): Under the
Muslim law a man can divorce his wife and
woman gets Khola, i.e. judicial separation
from the husband.

PrROF. G. RANGA: I know it. Talaug,
talaug. Is it or is it not true that a
Mohammadan boy can have four wives at one
and the same time, according to the present
law? Therefore I protest against it. I want this
Bill to be extended to that community also, so
that it would not be possible for any man, to
whichever religion he may belong, to shock
our own social conscience and begin to have
two wives, three wives and four wives. It is
absurd and too beastly. And that is why I say
that it is high time that we stopped insulting
ourselves by calling this a Hindu Marriage
Bill. Call it a Marriage Bill by all means. [ am
prepared to accept it. And even as it is,
although it is not satisfactory to me, I want to
save at least a portion of my own community,
of my own people, in this country. And for
that reason, Sir, I am prepared to accept this
Bill as it is, though at present it is incomplete
in its scope.

DR. SHRIMATI SEETA PARMANAND:

Mo =wAr d@rar R
ga) ¢ owmafs wEEd, AT § 3w
famr o f=h & Ao Frwifern 2
ST Er g zafan FF oag war s 2
ag famr adr gfafas afzat gro g
nfafaa afzal gv  Gavas @@ o
e Ian A el e FO® oF
ANT T3 I7E { 4% ¥4 A7 A%

(A=q

AETTZ
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awd, e o fgdt & 217 4§ o we
wraw & s @ faedt wamr =z 430
& A wA A F g wbzr g,
gafan awt i frava a3 @ A
HTTAT &1 TERTT FRAT |

§ 7z Faam wrzdr & 5 oz faw a3
AW AAT F ATZ. BIE T qA AT IR
¥ amz, #1F & oz (agenda) #
@AM 33z faT owRmE 31 997
A & 77 7 AT ¥ amT @ w1
n¥zr  (agenda) F1iw T A1 A7
FF FAFA FT TEEEZ (accommo-
date) = ¥ e ¥ var v |
57 f47 ¥ wemE qry w1 43 woow
2T, T /IRA TIATE 1 AT A FF A
7 7z %20 f% 3o sramar s a9 &Y
T 2, o ara A4 R

g 2 ar & f5 fog e w5 718
gEvy 771 2 frava: gafae fFoar
s afear faor or spen &, Ay oA
TT AFT IT F AT BT OBTE ASTT A
oY | A1 Y 7% ez wrg w0 o foeg Afw
fa & 39 7y srevT safan 2 fr fegay
W F nq apr A oA afe faw o w
HTAEA 9TAT fATE weAr AF AT A
faq oma aui=aa faag a7 &
sqAEar 1At T | i ATz 2
AT wdft 77 war war B ooF foeg P
faarg 975 g1 67 & 3g 1o dfor fae
F geiA waA faamg & oy 77 %
FIAZT IBT AFAT F, AT IHFT I97T 43
& fa. g Foramg 1 v Afosr & ooy
arg § Tfaee T 76 AFe At
& F1q 741 2+ a7 afy w7 9= T fi
AT FET A AT AT | WAL TYF IOEAT A
AR AT AR RT FTHFATR ?

a7 A1 mfass #iza § faa 40
qrar = gfazer gamar | & o =@ g
qugT {1 4 Tt A Z o w aar
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F1 gy v g, fro 2eve §ow™
sfear drae wrewia 7 feqai 4 i
feafa gemres & foy gae wreey fiar
397 7wt % =00 TwqF ¥ AfF “faeg
drqs a3z z gff 7= (Hindu
Women’s Right to Property
Act) #1 f'57 A1 7 Fifer 71 474
TIAGZ | 77 79 9 AF K TH T
§ 17 wAr 97 A1 feadi w0 g v
FZ T qME 0F 2 IR F e 1 fedy
% fog ot o 330 FAdT a7 oA
FIfEw 77 AT 07 AT AT FA | ITF
R AT Fearan fag 0 AR 3RE
(wizz) fg= [Hindu Law of
Inheritance (Amendment)
Bill] ard 1z Zoqw F ferg
fadn vz £ 9reEf % fag g w4
Frgaa Y 18 | 39 FFTHTIH 98 HANT
g % g3 9 A sy 20 |ifan
fr famg ferdi & wrzz A w7aq
(right of succession) ¥ %74
fast & wgs qame fq a3 aifed 7
#fesr (marriage) ¥ FmF A7 I A
fat s sl | &% F27 71 9979 43
¥ B 79 2w oY 2ardy ag wifae 47 fr
W 7% fgg a3fa qaz 97 fa=i7 agd
far s, faeg &t d@fes ¥ faa 7 2
TieaT AZt =nfaw | war o fraa 9w 7,
(MR. Depury CHAIRMAN 1N
THE CHAIR) ST 329@® F Fev
F und g A e wwrz e W F
wF A1 & faare R A A wwa {3
it faame 3egi A4 vz 69 3a 719 915
AT AT | 91 A 4840 7 a7 FRE Y
frire sfaa g€ 3t svfersma aifaariz
(Provisional Parliament)d =+ %1
far Fpan mar 41 38 a7 3w F fas
arv #rag  (clauses) #rammzT
4 #1 7w @1 wfee qgg 727 &
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[Dr. Shrimati Seeta Parmanand.]
fr oafy symer Ay o€ g 7w faw
auzsy: faar stq | W 3T H A FIA T
THT HieH 3 7@l # fa age & o sam
& TH BT OH FCA H TF AT AT E |
g1 |16 &19F, WIT TWH (progress )
saet wedl gd 2 fa  a faeg Al
ST @121 97 59 2 9% W9 W1 22 | oAT
az =i e Fa=1 (Select Commit-
tee) &1, wWige @Az HHET FT AN |
fore, dfrerer sz Fara o1 9@ 3 ) wAr
AT w71 § & sigz a9 a9 & fao
WA A5 TA AT AT T & IH H AT
21 9 TH AT I I F T NS HI
§ oA avq & faw gaa e =iz,
9 F1 fam W 3w 27 & fAw qT
zizw fymar =ifgw Ay 30 % a
Wtgz f2az FFA G20 A7 {57 A=
frqtd fer bt | A e wifms @ g4
grr 7 owg avar @ e dae, a
WA, AavaT AT 4z o1 fevg Afesr o
TrEaT (a9 & 0 %1 98 AR &7 e
femm AT wdy 5t ‘w3 e e T
F12 30 F AT H Fgr a2 oy
Al 47 fas dan gar § W e
(Cabinet) ¥ frsrorala 2, W17 g2v
@ fifva2 (inter session period)
T alg, 99 AgF FA 97 ggH gru
a9 ag Tf=As grifaga (public
opinion) & fay  wmET | A1 o\
I A AT ag wear 2 & owrfav gz
fas w€@ to e ¥ glsma 5 ama 2,
U AgA A 0H - A 9eeq 7, At
W 0 AT 97% teie ¥ gg ufeww ¥
qd 2 | ST qF T 39 47 FEA
aga a=d # fw fow aw & fafaeez
qrEq waaeE f@| 9w T AT
I % 94 afeaw wihfags gaaw
e =arar ag a7 e TE T |

[ COUNCIL ]
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MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: You can
advance that argument when the Succession
Bill comes up.

DRr. SHRIMATI SEETA PARMANAND;
q ag 4gw =@gar g fvownr |
AT A ATAAT AT Te3T F7 TFIAT |
Mr. Deputy Chairman, this is the occasion
when that agrument has to be advanced. I fear
I am again in the same boat about the
relevancy of this question. I thought I would
be in a happy position today that I would not
be once again asked not to proceed with a
particular argument. Only by proceeding

further I can show the relevancy of the whole
question.

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: You would
be certainly relevant if you urge that ground
when the Succession Bill comes up, that it
need not be referred to public opinion.

Dr. SHRIMATI SEETA PARMANAND: I
really think that, if I were not to mention this
point now, I would not have another
opportunity to do so. As you know, when a
motion for any Government Bill is considered,
it is already a motion made and it is not open
to a Member particularly to a Government
party member to make any amendment. So,
unless I make that submission now, it would
be too late, when the occasion comes to send
it for circulation because with regard to
expediting this Bill we have made
representations to different authorities and the
result has not been very helpful. It is
absolutely necessary, therefore, that the whole
House should be taken into confidence about
the possible fate of this Bill as a whole, as I
fear extravagance of time would retard the
progress of the Bill. I would very soon read
out a letter which I have received from the
All-India Women's Conference. I think I must
now keep my word and continue my speech in
Hindi.

gaTe_aga & Wi feg w® fam
w1 7 fady 727  #ie wz74 2 Br oam
= A F A AT@ A WA AT T
¥ wEady 9a7 ZY ST | W F A
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frdft #1 9 w28 w1 afrg 78 g
T oS oA 3 Ave & felaa o
#7¢ [religion in danger ) 1 13
FTT &, 37 % faw fa=dy & a7 Far stran
2, a7 1 A 3§ qTg F wew 9@ 2,
AT ST H G AW F1 T a0’ w7
AT 2 | H T AE F AW q qEAT
sradr # f5 St &pr g v #gAmT
T4 F AT FET &, T AT LSAAT ST
1 feawl & Fat % A g 57 =T
FHE? aAMAg AT FATE fFoaq
& warrer | ffr @ EEA W wT
afgsr 741 2 7w T F1 feg q9@a
qE T WAT FEAE O U I T AT
g s % ameg wmaa 51 % % 1=
FLAE 7 Yo AT AT IH 9T AT F AW
AETHT (monogamy ) & fam dare
a3 g1, foHT et aeer =AET & WA
¥ e T 43 faa goaeg 7 gwd aEl
w7 ¥ o Fare 21 919 2 ) ¥y weel-
T, T, ZAT—T7 H Ay
2 7 sua-ia & sarfaw o, w9, YR
FHE AT AT 3T T FH A @2 T
78 q7E 7 IT%1 fgrg 9 FT A S0
Fqr @ A ATA AE 2 7 EA
A% ¥ af IAET A 2 WA, WL H
7 arfaqE § Sa a7 = g
Y F74 F1 wawq 98 2 5 J0Am za
F7E AT AT FA &, WAT TEA 0T 7
FAAT 7 ST I F 47 &, whalaa i
FETAALIEAE, T AT AT WET A
ATAT GFHIT F FHFA FLA @A & AT I
Far &1 ArdT WA FAET BT OATET AT
IR AT @ g 0 7 A fadnd
g7 1 ¥ g faaET g e a7
# {7 AT AFT UFA T OO AV}
g7 F TENTE FT & TATGEHET 40
FTHE | A EW W0 FEA g
AT F HqeET g A frady T wren
2 CSD.

# | aga & faegail & wfzpaaart 4
aalaat &, Sargdt ¥ fratadl &, fasi
F RN FEY AT AT HITATT F |
Frr ey wfady & wf=dd 51 ot
AT AT § 1gAT 3vF & 7 qur uq
uryve, auifaart ea 71 935 gar @
a7 ? e Im A A Az g, A F
AT FFETATLr oy W &, A &
5T WSl F a9Tq wvaT Warg  #HY
=gy frar smoaFar & Ay wmar 2
ag A7 w1 fafzr &g 34 w3
# grat wAar £ wArs & fao #ar
AT 2, 9 9@ § 3T w1 I
TAAT &, A% AT HT AR ATTH AT 2 )
4 A7 TAFTAE AT F ATAF TF GrAAv
T Fr 7F 2 3w Frr S wey A awar
B39 W FTLEIC AT AT HIAAT AT AT
HFAT & | TH EE F 2 AT FHT AT
F% W I AT Frs qf o 7E faFar
I A6l 7 A o F ufy w5 R
Zaadl fee 70 at 1 77 7 TR0 13
ar fF 27 S0 57 5 5w 2, 97 faa
Tz FTE | T2 A F77 99 4 Zr 33
sarar Tt 2 Aifw faeg |9 aar
AFfae A AT AT 3 1 A A 593
¥ 2 77 forg F12 7 76 w0y 9AT ATTT-
ofedt & 7z A7 7 & a2 ami v
mafat T

Al ara wF wrEfEraT (codi-
fication) & fawa # wzdr & 1 gor®
Fg A 77 37 2 fx 3% wwq feg
awr wanfvdr § 2, wiwa gl § 2,
gfan ATt FTL AT w97 =@ 2
o7 7 a 1 fae qrar ov wr &y
7z a7 ag & & feg w=pfdy aror
AT ¥ 2, wiagmiez § 3% Fr
qATIET §, AR OF QAT FAAT
(culture) &, ws gt Fefy 2,
4 T AT & AT OF GAT FAEIW G
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wAT Anfed for & g AuTe & w4 &
ST 7T 2, 77 F TAC AT AT
211 w8 o forar wrefr & | g5 F g &
€1 7wy w1 qg A aqardr g F g
AT F UHER I & o A wraemw g
fr 3w & oo o FmEm 41, = #1%
geqi % v G amHEr g 1 W
fe=z ferdi & fam g & a8 %1 gar
T ww a1 fee fafas & (civil
code) # fay aw qff ara @ & |
gH A7, & ag aqan £ fr ag avr ey
U A F AEET q AGL G AT 2
T H wd & g A qEd gl 2,
aT T AE F AT LAV AR | TR A
F wrga &t yEq 4F | o 77 aEE
fEmfrag amseaa I sm &
unr A € gadt a @ A
SH AEAA] FT AT FE T YA |
=i 4 A &1 f=re @ M
oS 9 &1 9T RrEAT 7 74 faw wr ofy
WTH FTAT AT | &9 &1 T a1 7 #79
g1 w71 21T fib e |7 S T g
2 o w¥q a7 7@ afer a8 3| 2 v
€ ¥ grT i A faAr ward 7
AWAT & | FAAT weAra A e gE A
agd O WEE

U AT A H FEA AEAT § AT
azd fr = faw ¥ g st
(codification) =i #rr =ifzq ?

¥4 FT #1090 48 § ¥ 537 777 sar w
qga TENAT FT AHAL AT GFAT 2,
qFIET AT TH F AT aAAT & | WG A
g qeay ¥ fadt $ifae gran w=ea
w1 e (rules) &, Iw & o apmey
Rt &1 g e wv s g
9¥aT 8 | APH ar FAA A 07 Fa@i
¥T ) T & @dw W § e Ta

[ COUNCIL ]
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o #1 g7 FAT1 aga & T Fov ar
WL AT w4 fF g I Ea S g
A1 g gATA Fweq gr wrar  fR g A
st Ffzameat §, 32 1 3 AT, ¥R
FT WY 98 F=y g1 A § 1 A A0
feft wrper # ofgs & ==t o w6 2,
A F1 AT TGAT WA AL TR 2 | AR
S AT g9 gl T a1 g, ag e
FWHA TEI 2, T AE T WL A FEA
forr & grr star 1 e g 4T,
T FAH § | IR S Lo AT 1R
FIHA B0 9H ¥ q% § A1 fF
PEACEE: I g

Abolition of Sati Act, 1831.

Caste Disabilities Removal Act,, 1850.

Special Marriage Act, 1872.

Indian Majority Act, 1875.

Guardians and Wards Act, 1890.

Transfer of Property Act, 1882.

Indian Succession Act, 1925.

Indian Inheritance Disabilities Removal
Act, 1928.

Indian Law of Inheritance Act.

Transfer of Property (Amendment)
Supplementary Act, 1929' (XXI of
1929).

Child Marriage Restraint Act, 1929.
Amended in 1938, 1949.

Hindu Married Women's Right to
Separate Residence and Main-
tenance Act, 1946.

Validity of Sagotra Marriages Act, 1946.
1949 validation.

0 d%g ¥ WY F1 AW gon fE
ST EETEN A AETHY AT HAEAT W4T
a4 A« fa= o 53 @ 9w o amy
ST ATE GO 9 AIAve 4, IE1 9 far
avg &1 fadry 7€ fear | w2l 91 7=
I & AAINETT ! qOH gWA H OEr
AT F1 W4T T 9w A T4, I awe
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%1 aga & gy, it fag onfa & faa
arE frg &1 o 41 FA I AR
T GTAE | WA AT A7 FAA A T
R A wET e S
A G311 E &, IE I ZXFE & (0
ag faar o @ 2

7 fae %1 w1 fado far s <@r 8,
ag 3 | gra e & 9 @ g
ST 9% & AT 9F T FT ST T THAE
FAT AET & | #wiafwd &6 gra
zo 71 fadra 7@ far o7 @ & ) 9
AW 9 FOWHT WA F) FEd g 9 8
= w1 faiw w3 fzar @& | A

farert arfew @ & 0
T fam & @%@l (sections)
9% W & T8¢ | a4 FgAT qret g

=9 fa= &7 o1 faim 21 Wr & 39
TEY UF FTLN ATAH FAT E )

oo { I AL AT F A1 H FFAT
ot fr 2 faer @ &, 39 AT & 412 H,
I F qWGT § WO erErd S
gt | = e § Ty A At 97 A
fara =i 8T £ 1 UF AuimE  (separa-
tion) &Y &7 &, T TS T AT
(permanent alimony) ¥ am &,
dwrdt zrea™ (divoree) #r A 2
wYf Wt WEEHT (monogamy) &
FAE ) TFATAAE )

AHAITHT F aT¢ & 5157 Arapdy aramady
¥ AT FF FEN AT & Ffww o
fatta & > =ufeT & 92 qw=my
fr ag st 781 2 1| ag = & o7 dure
TEl &\ gare At fafaees agg & o
23 AT q9TE 67 ST H O AT ag wY
dt & Sta gF ATEHET F qA AT AT
gHT & a1 39 &1 gHr faAg w6 9

T 241 1T | FragaAEwma !
¥ 37 F1 7 TN AT § ¥ oag wf
qET Fg TFaT fF /T A1 AR
qT Tt AT AN T AT S A Arerafaaa
(inability) ar  wedft 1 awg ¥
FoAT 421 T & | IUF I9E #T A
o TE) T qEAT 8 |

Way of decid-
ing in olden days was that no
issue meant only inability of
the women; the barrenness of
the women cannot now be
taken for granted as a ground
for not having an issue. Man

also can be equally impotent,
AT AT AT IH AT T AN

faare #GT  F9 HIT A HEH K
s % #am G2 99 % f@q, qF
dz1 9 % fag sawy 51 g faamg
F74 #1 7% fzur smar afeq ar 7@ )
® A1 A% T Jregr g oo e
apfar 0F & 9t fr e & e gu o
A oF W F 77 gu A 7 g
43 & | a1 ag 91 agfama awrr §
I F1 &Y 2 92 5% 2 a1 E T #1910
g #we =

FOU A THEE  UHETET ATy
- 9 = ¥ 2 | e e 7 of
A7 fuex ffaT s 7 W F@r a1 fa
ST STEATHERT I9 H qeAIaE oA w T
FAT AgA TTAAIAT AT E ) F wgAr
wrgat g f femgema & e =1 sfas
feafa agay @om & 1 4 2ot & 7@ §
#fga smeEm ant § 3z 2 5 a8 "o
| @7 FHT FLAG] FAT GFAT | AHY
7% T8 AT 721 8 fF woet e frafa
&rF Ta @ | a1 0dY grea W 9w
HTAT AT TEL qAT qAFAT E AT IAWY
feqz w9 & AT 2 AT TR E |
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w7 woor-gror 3T g1 A
I &1 AW foa W owre ofq &
gorfar # & fewar =& faom, &d
AT ot feem 7@ @ At ag I
YA UF ATV GO | AT FEATE
fF ATTIOOTA: AT nATHTAT &7 TEQ
&\ 9= A & A AT FOAE
FAT T3 AT IHA 7 ST Z1AT TEIT
g fF ot 3% a7 &< grr ag av ofy
& &= # & faar s | faar faar
ST WY A fRar e 3w a3y
SATATAT F1Z FAM | T FT A7 A1
qam F faaafa ¥ s & @, ofa A
gerfa & ¥ fyamr =ifad
Dr. P. C. MITRA:

Te Gro  #Hro fmar: s &
AW FLAT AT (pay) w7
srfear |

DR. SHRIMATI SEETA PARMANAND.

Tro ot WAt HWrAr qWEE - 47 69
al FE 77 FTEA

F gATe 0F wrE oft qrE o 71 )
GAT & I i a1 safed 67 S a7
ar afear & o A aredee qiF o &
I sy fr A fawr F w g A
et 1 qane o sEdr-sredy #1 a
WA qg AT wAT & f v wseEt
QAT & A FAT # 1 I A7 AT
e g wrfen fa oot &1 orfa
Tl F ara ft q9 g &, o w7 g
g vy gm 2 i fee qar afr 03
Ag grar ! 39 wAwr dwma ot g
fad grt 2 ( ar ot gz I fas
SHFI 4 TH V@ T WA TE v
waar 1 foEr W g @, woa
o7 I WA IR =W ey ofr
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e frr s SfFT 27 Ao 27 Y
A FT F fAAT FTO7 TTTATT FA ALY
SATAAY | TEAT F1 AT 77 7w & fx Ferat
TEEAW T AT ACAT AZ TAT 2
oft F1  faasr ot fawra griy afFa
g Oa TE For | g o a@ & Ay
T TEAT HTE & THY ATE & AT A @AY |
Fiefvzgerr (Constitution) 7 ot
ZH FUAL T FF AT THEAT FOFF
fagr mar & I9%1 A7 WA= @ 2
W TAE FEYAIT F4A, JaE 2fad |
aaa foors% #rzw (reserved seats)
T2t w1 1 fw ag Faen fF o7 gwre
AT A7) 2 sufan  gus aOTd 77
g% @i 2T JiiEd |ifF  SAE gur
arm 2 fF 7 39 wfawre 51w
F6ft, T A% T SEar | I a4
Fq WM AZ AT WA wWE OF
@t arg ( afz gaF faw § ag A
geAr Zar e W g g fF oa F
AT & 7 37 %7 99 gar 9= &, IAA
depfa 04T 39 2 @3 a2 047 G
AT fq AT F ¢ FAAT A wgewta
2 3md ofT AT gE &1 Ar & | gafad
FAT ST F1 AOAT HeFfT A1 q7ATE AHY
g1 H a1 wEdt £ 7 3w 1 w4 AT
q@AE 2, WL IHA F T AT 9

It-is the woman who
has preserved the ancient
culture; she will alwavs rln it

These
women reformers are going to
deform the society.
QFAT e § A qE  AE A
fF wa fedt amam & faa +rd
qOT &t AT & A iR 99 W & o
faaram @/ & & &1 A1 39 wiv wy
WAL I FgFaAEATE fr &
AT AT AHEE W AT A AT
A FL | WAL FACE qGAL 97 T
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o[ g & At & e g Wi wr
wifgd | Tad Sl #1309 FA A
FEAE @ 2 | W WA gwedr
&l # AT HAAAT AT FAA Y
o & Wit ag gaTr € e w6
afew gare wredl w7 7 3 | WO wEAT 8
fr ot gosE A A ATE &
TATE AGN & | I99 TG TF g1 THhav
§ Frafg wed § | @ W & i
e #, WA, Tt W aga #,
TH qTE FT TATH T HAA § W TG
AT guTad & ST Td ATl 7
i agd ¥ aarE A1 §u § W o qws
ga & saw Fronag g fF @ gmd
@0 € q ag T9w & fag W@ A
aurs forar, gl e ergad faa s, 4
at 7T wgar & fF o aga & vl gd
& fomsr T s s 7 o ATeE
AEN & ITH! T ATA FT TAAHAT FAIL
A B AT 2

#Hagar Argdt g e e e i
FHT 7 T AL § g7 § Tieqaw
(resolutions) W% & | WY WY
ITHT oF Hifew g€ W% a7 faed v
AR A g fomd & =71
foram & -

"The All-India Women's Conference
representing the women of the country
urges upon you to see that the Hindu Code
Bills are enacted in the Parliament without
undue delay. I am sure you will remember
that a large number of your supporters—
and, Sir, your supporters here too in the
electorates—were women in the last
General Elections and their request to you
is that by voting for these social reform
measures, you will stand by them and see
that women get a position of equality in
Hindu society."

Hindu Marriage and [ 11 MARCH .1954 ] Divorce Bill, 1952

2466

# wmd gud g e mfer oz wi
e smar 2 ag forgt &1 fawr @
I _ATHIT & AT gAL FIAHI A o ga
A, o gE AN gE T ¥ a g b
% feagi 7z wew #Frowe o faar
Wt wfafemag it Sradi 2 fFow
g § T ot Y A d | vad ge
Wong asafrandg arafzew
¥ fom %1€ wrw g 2 ot oy (e fad
T | W fidy ST O, A A 9,
F1E (5N Z1T & Y T Iwer  wwe A
TTOEAT & | FEY 9T H femgradEr
(disharmony) dar & st & 1
At W FT ATaraCor 9= g Svar |
gaferd g it w19 g1 I9E T w1 A
BTAET TFA, | AR 9T & 3 BF
T AT gw b w Sw agafewa,
ferdt & aoae fed o o fesat w7
mzzd Tz giiafeo gt i
refr mfomisrfamd ) wx &
TE A FO | W W T AT AT AT
g fF s Wiy =nae & fan =2 Wik
AT FT ATE TAA & (AC WA AT,
at fiez 34 ervesa @ wo ferai =1 w401
afeer e =g & ? W 7 o fevar & fiw

“for vafy wtrs, WAl vafy dEw
ATey #afad wrd, Aol evesEta 0"

frar sYaraiaear 4, ofy a7 F, #i<
qF ATHAT F AT FET & W T FTO0
oft Wi W SE # wriEe @
WP | & guwdT § go dro ¥ S ZAIR
wTE W F, AT I gudEn o
FT THIAT 9T ZRT fEd  oF s g%
LA T

‘g, sare, @, 9y, ard,
3 §8 ama ¥ wfgwrd
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I I ATH W, T §
“AFATGE TIAAT THA A4 EAAT: |

A 97 719 (FAAT TeEw faddy wew
gedr F1 efaw FA (2 E TR
T4 AA-ATT FAIFAL A AFTHIL
g1 IAET Awm At aw a4z, ar
8 uF gk 7 faw g & FTOm
qa A A | a1 W 7 fEas
i wrr s Emfa 7 oS AT
sqTEQT T GFIT FT 4§ 2 ¢

“qft ety wETaR TAE = far wremA
QAT FAfTew 1 ATAN e Ao 1)

o 1T ATHAEAT AT AT F (T AHAAT
g | A7 A aeAl B %Y weaad
fFar 2 « WY T AT SAAT 94T, T
HEfa sraeaqr T At w7 f gaa
UE EY AR AT 9§ VT | wawdr &
yaare A4 wifg 99 3@ a7 9@ 9eH
saTE & fare sfem an | o ag wEmE
TEI f ST 72 i a1 78 Wi of 99§
AT &Y T | qF FAATET FAAT ¥ AT
#lZT At 2 | St St =39 0w (stone
age) W 9@ wFAr o7 ag oFfzaq o7
(platinum age) # @& =91
WIS A TAEAT A, AF AT THWIEH
(economic) feafg # fesat &1 famr
v fv3 faaiz 9@ &1 a%ar | W
qAATT T2 g0, fasrEi § fFar war-
2 : "afdz—= AR U TRy, AtEE-
zdfr o owe wo”  (wanted—to
marrya lady Dr. ; wanted-
to marry an M. A.)1 0@ qo5 3t &
st YT At g 69w (eco-
nomic condition) 97 fmiT 21 &7
AT WEA & 1 faerr afcfeafa azar 0
% @ § w0 3ETEW oy
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aifeara (offices) 7w & wff g
fergi w1 s v garg ) a=i ¥
oF AT AfGH § Y000 feAmr g
faad srfea= (complications)
faarg aeuw & &1 799 & afr grwA 7
T AT GHY ZAFT IGH F HATHATL,
wdifa, swfad  (immorality)
urfe ¥ feo sgear w4 Tfgu) F 72
QT FTEET § o oF warg S 1 7R
A a=91 F1 7% A 767 T FeArare
F1 qfvorr qaEar 9% 1 far 4z 39
FEAT T AT T g WTEAT 97
a=t afefegfa 927 wet safan 7z =9
A 7 greEwr Aqrear aifze R gart
2§ AATE FT 47947 F1E TE T2 |
war ot

‘ez, wa, gafam, s 9 afaa a9
qeeqTye Arpon afavear  fadrad

SEAM™  FT FETAT AT A AR
qENA AT 2, 39 R A AT, A aw
HZ WA ¥ P E, 99 IaF1 LA
F qfrry sqTaT AT A9 g A9 A
FEAH 240 H FEAN FHMEH  fAgE
fFar o 3% @ s & w0
T FF F4A $T AT A9 @ 2 | HH{ear
H 9 TTEA AT GIATE SUTET G 3
a1 a2t 7z fFar wan fF ereae w
W & # TFe o anHEr giafa w®
AT T TRl F TES FAA AT FLAT
FirgA AT wReA ag g (T v a-
WA § FAA AGA AR § | FA A ATE,
A7 e qeAt & qamar 5 Aew & fau
1 I F A GHA TAT AT B 9 AT
2 qeg wdy wela § 9 g saray a9
B oo & fr are F v aw e @
ST wgT w@r war & ) avd & anmErgany
FT A9 7 o9 &7 W7 Y qve s @
qg AT AT F Tl 7 |qAT TrEane
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FAA AFT T Avw ey &7 @r | fF g @ e A owae g oA

T F

# 39 WAl A 1 98 A9 2 f*
¥ FAA F A9 F fa afwmw 7 ofa-
2o (agitation) =T AT 2, 78 FEAT
|Argdr § w17 ar faarar S g fF
#7 afzd wdT 9% Az aaadr a8 fFaiz
T a7E F a1 AFATE F ITRI AT
F a1z adr =wiwwrz faa snad | faama
FT AFLAE FZAT F1 ALZ ARG
AEFIE F faq zardr az47 w1 F2A7
FE T 1 ZArd AgR T weAd § a5y
# fm 34T A7 F0E A7 7T R AATT |
AN AATT 41 AAT gAT 2 7 AfgAl #r
ST EF 2 A2 ATT 7 &7 FAT F0IT AT TAT
IETZ T A ATHT TETT FIAT 7 757 F7
TE | qZ AT #A1q9: T TATT AT
[IAT FAT E | WA FLEIT 7 4T
ST HA4HG § TE 7241 qrfgn
o oo 7 -1 A AL A 1A F
ar Tz avdl g i wdr fragair wam
q AT AT a7 @ & Iaaaa & ar
7z TAXCAZ TN ATE T T4 909 AN

qaFAE |

AUAA  IC AT 2147 & u famr
1 A1 AT FACAT 7 Z1, 5 fgeg wrg faa
FrAaTIA TIfEArazF gar 4ar | faq
anii & Tad fFagel & 9797 2q9% 19
2 9T AZA & G AT | TAFT FIL0;
7g 2 fF Ay ATAAT AT4T F AT
g, 1e3wdo F faaen FIHT L ITMAT
wAT AT | IA TR qAZ WU F7 wE 47
@ gar fwar g w@ gaw fao
#nfem =9 & w19 A7 7% F7 faar aar
q1 | 59 778 8 =4 fa7 F a0 eq7 T97
¥ WgAT qe w &Y 7 ot | v ag a9
NEAT AFTT AT A § 7 A wrgdr #

qTA FOA FI FAGT FL | HE § & AL
A9 WU ATSAT AT ATET F AT H FE
AT ATEET E ) gEre oF ArE o fw
aferar & = &, o) AT 972 S 2,
THIA FA T A F qeww § aga v
1A Far 47 | A AT ATQr g fE A
ATl WAT IAT FATL T HAT o
FATETAT A1 A, T wE 7 fgg W
97 779 F A ° 7 faur av 1 wrA
ot A1 FE AT F9 oA fag oA
e AT T T wear @ A ey
#1 30+ fga it AR aw A W
T WATH HAT Sft & IAH! AT T IAL
faam &1 FaFT T T T7AT 937 1A
T AL A AT Fgen 3T T A
24T 1 .

AT 978 Sft 7 w71 a1 f wfage @
feat T FET TAW 7% 7T ATH FET 04T
AT | IR AT fawr et & e
Fwai AICHAF €T FY A7 | ATA
it i fexd 1 Forer (e & 913 %
o & 39 feama & wfasre oz o 78
fzir s13 1 A1 W4W 9% 0T I, A9
fadts % 7 mfae sfagrnrs, M-
FEQEM A | A  wOw A
7 FT A T A E W AR IAW
Fder 21 9 2 5 F= 7 feagi &7 2o
F1 AT & [0 92 27 0% 99 FL |
a7 FA F o9 2 fF 97 w7 AW
fegai #1 Fa0 FUT ¥ A0 F et
2 FIT F A(<d 74 fzam A qga0 w7w
Eaa it

37 134 F A1 AT 4T A gwA
N4 WAL & AT F ATL H Fa1 47
“gar FAA TT qATT ®1 figeg w1 T
g @ waEar @ 7V g 0
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w9 gAY off 7w, fam Wy fawm &
WHTE 9T EY AT qATT A A=y |
W AZ AR AT &, 65 2 | T HAT A
fe=z %72 7 w5 FE FF FA09 7 I
qF WAL A T A WA AT |
wq FHA-A AT qg A wr e
Yot weAT Ffe AE A & A
q wa “geraa waa” w1 fagra =T
far 3 a1 I9F1 WA 79 AT T

FEAT AT | v

ZATC FgA § Wi A1 fgeg 1% qEd
Z T w9 AEd & W afve g6
F1 fadi /€1 4G § "I /4 & q@r
T GO &1 R AT FTAH TEAT A 8,
a7 wmrsfeard (ideas) &1
siéFr  (protect) F¥AT AEA & |
T WA WrEAL F1 AT% fAmrar Ay
v wfaa & feeg 9% & a9 03,
feeg o T sqawar o7, fet 778 & o
TAT AET [T AT # 1 gare wre aEt
AT UAFE AT F UF THAT AT T AT
&7 4 e waT 2 e famg oot et & Y
. 3T af # Teer FAT & A1 97 T
#& W[ FWT | WAL AL qAF T 4E
a1 qEl W e ST AW T A A
19 Fgd # & Are-are afwar w9 73
o fE aar & & Wragawed £ (v ag
T I fo oF & AT g O 7 T
S BT AT | §7 a9 1 AFAT IATHIK
S TAHTT A WTAT A1 HET dradl
g HIEH AE A | ATTHT wE e,
HIOE g A A qEF @ TE qG
Faear 2 fF owa & wrg AW "7
o |7 Az faan sman g e §
e o T HIE 9% & o OF 7 w1
TS 7 AYAT AT ! REAT TEAT (T
I AT H ) WITRT HA FT AT Y
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AT ZIIT, WO T AF0 fy A an
77 9<% feu gwr 2 o

W gz 7@ W g gk fn we o
UG AT F 49 T 939 | 57 fas 97
a2 &1 Y 41 A1 W f3w & wemae w
Iafeqfa sumar 41 | 59 T8 § & (a9
wigaml e geni 4 fewr foar 99
¥ A T a1 wwda fear foe
A< uw & qger A7 97F gwr far
AT | Fe A 97 A9 it gar an
AT 912 St F FEEr a9 fairy § ganr
TAT, §F TG § I T AW qgA WAZL
AR |\ wHE R A e AT
T, Ty A et gf |

o fawet & s &t fafaeee e
q FEAT AEAT g AR Ag 4z @ o
&Y 7EeE dewee (step-motherly
treatment) =% fa=wr &1 fawr @ 2
ag @&l a1 |1fgd | =T 9% fwar wur
a1 a ag faw O A Fem A
ferai &1 z=m g & v st aew
q At w1 7= zan 2, 98 o1 g9 AE
a1 @A | ghre & [(wfwee< d@iga #1
¥ fast & ;¥ # A1 qufe® oa & I
FHOAT T AG T TAARE B T AILH
it arferet & FwEr A1 |AwnET e 1
forer ez i et At & fasdft @7 A== &
fear s & a1 48 I9% a9 G FEET
WAE g IRy wam A S
Y FEART FEAl 3 UHT & IR IH
fasr & @ frar @ @ 2 ) mdwe
fawm ®1 a5 fawre wx faar amr 2
Zar wmEr Zan,  =ifen | zafau
74 @t e mga & 9z wdar 2 f
g =9 fa=w &1 ow € g9 F gwiA
AW, W[ & THA F IATT qO0F F7H
F FifmHE | gmdr afedi w1 o

| Taw & @ @9 ax forr wefaar

I F5T g W e, TE AR AW
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g =fgd | a8 uF " Afeesad
(social legislation) & #R
Fa%r  fagdt sredy g fa sEm
ITAT &1 AT AN | 6 =W A A
A Al e ama a g s &
oo faet 7 974 A F AL H F15 A
i &< 47 JET Aifed | T e
afeer famr @7z F9ETF Lo—14 d5F1
¥ qre g1 wwar & a1 = faw w0 oA
A A 9 AT q9aE FHAT g0
T FCET ST §%T &, FA1% q8 T T4
faeqa & | w6 AT 47 & fafaeE
Ared & 9@ a1 5 wa A st At
arira fafeaa % 7f & 97 ¥ {5 5
IAFT AT HT fF@n svan a1 wear
AT WAL IElA oF avaen A w18 AT
AT qAAIT § TAIL F (5AT | 99 7
WTAT afgAl & 909 909 & a1 3 gud
QAT & i G T FTH TEL 0w,
T T F1 (a9 qra Ag0 F FHAl, avr
TR e /O T ST &
FIT g 7 At | @ fafaeex arga g fawer
g frT mavra § w1f T 9
sEur %< fv #w ag faw am
foorr s | BT AE yaer # fF
WX AF (AU F AW AT T A
fam o &% a1 a8 AgT & W
a gWr AT fadm @ gg 2
fe aaz #1§ fawr uF =T gT
qry ¥ feam srar g WX 98 @ 9EM
T AL FZA FTA TE AG A e
a1 48 aex (lapse) &1 smar 2 1 A
qaTA 17 % 39 faw &1 T w73 # foq
g1 HEA &1 0F A5 499 (joint
session) fear At =ifza fow &
f ag faer aTe 81 % AT A (UL F
q%q qF WAL & T A | qH O
way & 5 gm wf fafawee amga o=
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fa=me dor #67 a1 §H AT FT AEEA
337 | gETS |

[For English translation, see Appendix
VII, Annexure No. 140.]

Da. W.S. BARLINGAY (Madhya
Pradesh):

o Avo faro wfedt  (weg wdar)
ITErATITT wE1E, T fa9aw o7 awda
FA & (o0 7 @3TEAE | S Wy
B4 FAH § W1 973 €EE F AT g
AR T FL AT AT F AHHA F
AT AT HIEH AT Z0T | AT AT
at g & & o & T 9% Wi qErer
q I o 31 @ E fw forawr g
fowmar T8 &1

SHRIV. K. DHAGE (Hyderabad):

ot o Fo v (FTER) IO
FLH ATEE T HT T Al A1 gArg
TE | F g A U @R

Mg. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN:
come {0 the mike.

Please

Dr. W. S. BARLINGAY:

Mo 0 favo afedt : F 97 77 @
q7 o o3 & AT 9T o9 & | A 74T
AT AT WA § T AHITF WL ZAL
TR F w3 @ 2 o3 s
forar &t & |« oAt gw graea:
a9 qAAY F IAG 913 AT H g0 A
T, ATET FF T FA BT FAA FIfaE
FT T AT a0AT # (% 78 97 ¥ fqere &
AT FAfawar § W 921 7% 24 & fw
AN FWINT AWIH A% g o,
¥ g9 g9 F gaA1 & wEAr
g e e a we fax wema &
1 sfrgra & FawT T340 HIT ArAeTey
waiq anthropology W& a1 I&r
qF 7T Foam o Sr & &8 o gy Of
frara 74f & <t f fady 7 it e &
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Az A &1 | UF qOT AT H AT
A T@AT A1 § | gy awrw ¥ afx
uF #f1 agtd #T a1 a7 U a9 Wit
&Y ~ira e gt | gt A Faa faar
fasgg &7 9 4@ IFAT # A A
fara Z1ar & ®ie afz :1€ ag fasgos
& o f afz uF ey Yo wal FLAaT 911
AT &7 qEAT 2, A1 WL FE IH qF T
fada® T AT A AT FAT T
& # wwaa g 5 oAt oF Eeqaa
dar &1 9T ; #iE T a| Ay 2
afz s AT § J9 AT AT w9R
fosrr f @@t a2 oW AT | T A
T AW A I AT A1 /T 949 {4 9@y
faarg &1 51 &7 2 98 Jgq 21 fafaw
#, g ATH AT AT/ AGT SR
qar ENT | T ATE A AT 7 AT
A1 K 4 7 AT4 WS AT siad
v 721 Z f 7w | oy frd e T2
2 oar wif feETs A 2 oo fefr A
feft @mar /TS W AR T OAT WK
efy o o T T 2 foaa T g
qUTH ACE g7 WeT 1 AT 2 1 ZAA
Fae AATT BT ®Y W[ gEEAT §; AN
gadT A7 &y arg 2 | gerdy st S g
FAr AT # 42 98 2 f gure At/ a0
g fore ot 2 36 42 79 faamn 2 )
T g H W IAF FaW gAAT @
aarar At g O A A 2 e
Hraradt 4 A1 FF A TE@E § fora
fear & 'S @Al e S 59
frmd a2 A A&, T afr a0
o g | G AT A 2 P A § -
ST AT 9ATE & I A FA AATETE
& UF & 419§ WOHR 903 91
GETeET 4wy : CwsgEm fodae
Tam: A AW E IeEr g fE
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Fg 99 A&t A ¥ fF fas “oregan
frgaa fafg:” adf 1 a% 1 a1 A«
Fzar # fr oo wmow o9 e w are
¥ 5% & faare woar &, ownw A
& { @A 2, a1 AT AU a7
graar =rfza fe gz o fas 2 sadr
9 § FHIL AATT 71 IAT & ATHAT
2 a1 78T 19 AreT 2 1 7A mEfEE o
&\ oft T gfer ¥ Zar wia B wrs o
qATH | A 99 T & T AUTA 2
wfegd a1 & awwan g 5 fodr w0 o0
Afaw o Hem 79 F 92 faqw 9= s
# Sred) ey g1 wfed | wEH A1 wERA
q frsmmaaz frwmfam 1 90
fasre 39 F 473 =7ar 4w 2 )

a9 TEE ATL H AUE) A qEAng F
ST {5 # WITRT 34T =0EAT § wilw qE
a1 faeara 2 fr oz faa wa @id arar 2
0T 77 A §FF T A q99 & foad
qrrq (motion) # a7 At TRy g
o1 7z f97 a%F LT 7 A7 | W
# we afaw o Far 4 § ) g 7
F% AT UTTH TG THAI TEATE |

@ fa@ & o1 #9409 3 B, TAH
e e N 5 i Ik B | AT E
fearmafars” “degrees of prohibit-
ed relationship” =1 &t &
2 3afr arenr AT wf } A @A
arErT #T A= 2, “or two sisters”
w7 “children of two brothers
or two sisters” &1 wE A
auar 2 fEagant wmd saa el
“or two sisters” % #vE e AE 21
SATT FTI0 77 & F g wodY faee &
mdt FE FT AFAr, A @ ¥ fyew
YA §7LF AET TE FT qFA Y ) 77
7% @1 prohibited degrees
wAgtad 13§ | g ow wrf w1 wrw
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fee &1 agdl & @z a1 F¢ & qA0
gaferg & wa=ran g B 77 1 “or two
sisters” #T @&g qIAT & IART AT
e A & | gafed g Agm 2 F
TEH WTH AOAT LA F A T A

g mifF Tawr frare d%ae a7 @
AT )

FAUAT AN AA AT T2 37T 4
F AT A2 ) FATH YT AT 3 AT
TAFATS S § S AAT WATET AT TE
TE 4y AT AT AT 9% AX AT F | FA
&7 gAr fF wfess qeg T T2 i
= I 1 ABT FT (S AT FLAT 9707 |
# AN fAegd qE9T g | TAH WO
az & & o T 3w A7 A AE A
q¥ W AT AFEET 45 W@ra Al
af arT ¢u F 4= AT (5 F 75, TA AL
#rer 7ot 1 dfeze feomafan (marital
relationship) & f@ == 4
a1 39 | #wwear g fFogArd oW
T AT ATATE FAZN A AT FATIAT
&\ TAFT UF U e A faaad
AR H ATTHRT =TT HTFITT FLAT 17T
g W% 77 77 & i 79 v sy & ane
§ o watEr (= @ @ E A e A
F1em 751 2 fF foml F a4 agiaatar
QU AT 0% TE | AT HA FIE A
aff draar | & gwmar § frowfac
foraeT wFer |rEdT F7 AR 2 gy &
wF ot F1 A gy &

SHRIMATI SAVITRY
{Uttar Pradesh):

siyaet  arfast o (397 95T) ¢
AT T FATET HAAT AT |

NIGAM:

Dr. W. S BARLINGAY:

o dlo ﬂTo I'Iﬁ!ﬁ: @ﬁ' ‘E:T
sarar WA 2 2, %2 oft F adf s
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HIT 7z WY 74 wrAar (% vy €1 s
wHA g 2 |/ a1 wwwan g 5 G491 A1
TOAT FT AFA A Z | AT A AT A
ATEHT F ATL A L= AT AT T4 HGIAA
TET 3 FEET AT 7

Dx,
NAND:

SurimaTr SEETA PARMA-

To  HwAr  Hrar geAme ¢ el
F WA ST AG AT afew IR0
d=iifedy (maturity) st Awf 21

Dr. W. S. BARLINGAY :

Tlo  HATo f!l'o leBﬁ fﬁﬁ %
#=qifedr A1 nF festraa (physical )
a2, ® arHew fvamdfeEs (mental
characteristic) % art # & w@r
feadi & a7 dar 2ydT & A g 8
A% G2 E1ET & A § AEY AT |

4 pov

AN AT F AR AT ARA 7@

Zag ag & i w90 () 9% faaw

gar & fw .

'has, for a period of not less than one
year immediately preceding the
presentation of the petition, been
suffering from leprosy or venereal
disease;"

g w3 om ‘A s w4
T’ (not  contracted from
the petitioner) 7 ==z #| =nfzd |
UeT e 2 o e it ar deifoae
fesrr (venereal disease ) #7
FITO TTHA(Spouse)—T59 ar AT —
Z At & wmmar F i sEe Avvee
SEASEAL I U EA

UF A1 AT 4T F A A A
w2 | F wrE A e wv A qmr
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Dr. W. S. BARLINGAY:
@I g | ofFa & qwwan § % ag @w
4 A1 % qE T AAA BT § e

A8 {R gafed, @ | 9ad 9|
qweAty, At qficar fadms 0
?

ar I9H 99 Y #19 g1a1 2 a1 98 Al
ST oA At fea # T O w1
qATIT TG0 2 | ATHEAT, AT TATA T2
ET a1 gEqeq A5 g, TEE 41¢
¥ a7 wugar g & afy e 1 S
AT & [ Ase g1 S AT gEd 7
gEde gHET & a0 762 g1 g, a1 48 i
FETre Ao 4t fead & forg wrew
gT Wifge | gEfen 39 @@ ° O
qa-FAT9 wreAT gmn Ailge e gw
ST &7 e &l |

A1 weAey HElEA, A AT FAA TE
419 ATTF A TAAT 97 | aEEar
g o ag it e a9+ 91 T@1 8 T A0S
ST & | T a9 8 e ae
® oY FE F % ug wieara #
aga 1 AT A1 W OEy § ST ZAT
QNI 7 g & A F o F AR T
F1¢ AT 919 Ffearwrdl A48T £ ) 7 "o
qug T wmEn R fwe W Wi s
qHET griT & W AT g g |
ey @ [@9as &7 QO audd
A g0 § AT AIGOT GHIT FEAT E |

[For English translation, see Appendix
VII, Annexure No. 141.]

PROF. N. R. MALKANI (Nominated): Sir, |
beg to support the Bill. There is no need to
have any difference of opinion as to whether
we should have a Hindu Code of personal law
or not. As a matter of fact, when we talk of
Manu, I think we know nam as being the
father of a code, and that is why people
always quote Manu. But, today Hindu Society
isin a chaotic condi-
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tion because it is not governed by a code; it is
governed by a jungle of customs and shifty
case law. Then we have had many
commentaries on Manu's code and the
Mitakshara, the Dayabhaga and other schools
of law. I feel that when we have achieved
independence, when the whole country is
integrated, we must have a codified law. It is a
fact, it is an obvious thing, that we had a good
system of law some four thousand years ago.
That is not good today, when society is so
complicated. So, we are going about having
some kind of code but bit by bit. Why? The
whole body of law, personal law, is so large
and complicated that we cannot understand it;
we cannot follow it; so we have to go in parts.
When we begin to go slowly, some people
just raise the cry, "But we want the whole just
now". I do not understand this. If we go bit by
bit, steadily and rapidly and continuously, it is
as good as the whole. But if we go slowly and
dilatorily and with hesitation, then the future
will not be clear before us and there is bound
to be discontent and misunderstanding.

Sir, an objection was raised that this Bill
does not apply to all and that it does not apply
to the Muslims. It is easy to find out defects
here and there and say: "Oh, it is not a code
for it does not apply to Muslims." To my
mind, Sir, it is a great advance that it applies
to all Hindus, all classes of people—Jains,
Buddhists, Sikhs and all those who call them-
selves Hindus, and for all these, the Code is
valid. A little time back, Sir, there was no
question of inter-caste marriage. Now, it is
there. So, if you include the Sikh, you ask:
"Why not the Muslim?". Have them too. But,
first of all, earn the privilege and prestige of
asking Muslims to agree. Until yesterday, two
castes could not marry. Today, we ask, "Why
are the Muslims allowed to have four wives?"
and so on. We should remember one thing.
There is a Muslim neighbour State just on the
other side of the border; there are thousands
and thousands of Hindus living there.
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When they enact a legislation for their people,
the Muslims, they don't begin to ask: what
about the Hindus? If they ask so, would you
take it? May I ask, in what spirit you would
take it? Therefore, go slow; try to put your
own house in order; have a clean life; make
your house clean and then ask the others also
to come in. You talk about Muslims but they
are also not proud of their polygamy. There
are a number of nations—Lebanon, Syria,
Egypt, etc. where there' is this legal
polygamy. But, they are in fact, by custom
monogamous; they want to be and continue to
be monogamous; but they have not the
courage to pass the law prohibiting polygamy;
but at heart they are monogamous. Such is the
current of public opinion, such is life even in
western countries.

So. Sir, we must have a code. It should
apply to all Hindus. It does not matter if this
community or that community is not included.
The Muslims will follow; the Christians and
the Jews are with us and the Parsis are with us.
I do feel, Sir, that life is changing very rapidly
and we cannot stand still. But what do we
mean by "life ds changing"? The relation
between man and man is changing and it has
changed during the course of centuries In the
past, it was master and slave; later on. it was
baron and serf; still later, it was employer and
[employee; and. today, now, we are all
comrades. What a beautiful word. In Russia,
they call each other 'comrade'—sathi-sathi,
bhai-bhai. Change has come between man and
man, in humanity. Chanjge has also come, SO
far as the relationship o° man and woman is
concerned. Thousands and millions of years
back, when nature was crude red in tooth and
claw, man and woman were just 'animals'. We
progressed and we came to the hunting stage;
then, the woman was the drudge; she was the
beast which carried loads; she was that kind of
animal. Again, we pro--gressed and came to
the patriarchal stage and polygamous
marriage. There were a number of wives with
a large number of children when a
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number of sons was valued as much as a
number of cattle, there were a number of
women who were breeding animals. It is only
today, during the last two hundred years, that
woman is called the 'beautiful woman'. This is
a novel, new-fangled, idea; it is not classic, it
is not medeaval. She has become a beautiful
animal, i.e., a useless animal. There is a great
writer Somerset Maugham who says that to-
day there are three duties of a modern
woman; duty to be beautiful, to dress well and
not to contradict. I hope modern women are
not satisfied with all these pretty duties. They
want a change; they want a change for the
better; they do not want to be merely
beautiful. Today, what the women want is
equality of rights, as well as equality of
duties. They want equality of both rights and
duties; in fact, they want equal citizenship.
Today, we are having in India political rights
equal for both; economic rights almost equal
for both; legal rights equal for both. But the
moment we come nearer home to the
domestic sphere, then we say, 'No, not so far [
will put you down', and so on. It is too much
for us, this kind of equality for women; we
cannot bear it. To me, it appears that this kind
of putting down cannot succeed any longer. It
is because women have become conscious;
they are thirsting for their emancipation all
over the world, and they must have equality,
not only in the political, economic and legal
sphere; but they want the same equality to
prevail in the domestic sphere. It is a good
thing. But the best is to see to it that that
equality is given willingly in an
understanding manner, and in such a manner
as not to shake up the family.

Sir, so far as this Bill before the House is
concerned, I have carefully studied it. studied
the various opinions and have also classified
them. I find that not a single woman, not a
single women's organisation has protested,
they all have said that the Bill is progressive,
but want to make it more progressive. There
are lawyers, cautious, legal-minded, but also
progres-
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[Prof. N. R. Malkani.] sive. I find that High
Court Judges with acute legal acumen—
except one or two, have supported the Bill and
suggested improvements. Taken as a group,
legal minded people have said: "Progress
slowly, uniformly but surely." In all this, I
find only one kind of people who have
protested against this measure. They are the
so-called "religious men", heads of religious
organisations. Not one of them I could
respect, and call 'here is a noble man', 'here is
a great man' 'his opinion is worthwhile
considering in this case'. No. They are the so-
called heads of 'Maths' and 'pathashalas'. May
I ask, has religion come to all this? Has our
morality come to this that a whole society is
thus condemned by heads of institutions. This
advance is admitted by the times, by the urge
of the age, and should it be stopped by heads
of Maths and heads of religious institutions?

Sir, I am not going into the details of the
Bill. The Committee is there and it will look
into them. There are two parts of the Bill
mainly, one about monogamy and the other
about divorce. About monogamy, Sir, it is no
use discussing it, it is there; it has been there;
it is a fact even among Hindus; it is a fact
today in Hindus even of the upper class, even
of the richer class. The richer class today is
not able to keep even two wives, what to talk
of ten. And you and I, I think, can hardly keep
half a wife. We are not able to keep even one
full wife. It is not possible to do so. Life is so
hard.

SHRI T. PANDE (Uttar Pradesh): I want to
know the meaning of 'full wife' and 'half
wife'.

PrOF. N. R. MALKANI: We want our
women not only to be wives but also to be
help-meets to earn for the family while
formerly they were merely wives for our
homes. {Interruption.) Now we want our
wives to earn as the men do. So, Sir, so far as
mono-

[ COUNCIL ]

Divorce Bill, 1952 2484

gamy is concerned, it is a fact. Well,, we want
to put it into law. Always first comes opinion
and then follows law. The opinion is there; the
fact is there; and the law must follow. Already
there is monogamy. It is there established by
fact. We only want to take away from the
man, that old brute, the power of threat to
marry a second wife. We want to take from,
him the threat of saying "Do this or
...... " Otherwise monogamy is a settled

fact which nothing is going to unsettle. There
is another serious objection. It is said:
"Marriage is a sacrament, it is a great
sacrament according to Shastras." What is a
sacrament? Will you kindly tell me why it is a
sacrament? | begin to analyse it. I also am
married; everyone of us is probably married;
when I think of the sacredness of marriage all
elements of sacredness slowly slip away from
me. When I married, I did not know my wife;
I had never seen her before. We were simply
married blind, and there were a lot of people
making a hell of noise and feasting merrily.
Now what was the sacramental character
about it? Yes, this was a sacrament that we
founded and established a family for
upbringing children. Without that life would
be imperfect, not full. We founded a family,
which was a great thing for family is the very
beginning of society, of civilisation. But the
family then and the family today are different.
We all the time forget that the family 4,000
years ago is not the family of today. The-
family then was the club; the family was then
the State; the family then was the school; it
was also the temple. What was it not? And
especially the joint family. It was everything.
And today what is it? It is a place for my
children. Without them family would be
nothing. A club or hotel would be better. And
then, when the world is too much with us,
when the world is too harsh and hostile to us,
we go to the family and feel secure there.
Good or bad, your wife is with you; good or
bad, your children are with you. You may be a
thorough scoundrel, but your wife will tell you
"Oh, you are a very fine husband; that other
fellow is a rascal; that fellow is a vagabond;
every-
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body knows that that fellow is the greatest
vagabond." So, Sir, to a man coming home
thoroughly discontented, thoroughly
discredited, thoroughly dis-reputed, the wife
says "You are a fine man". So the family has
become a refuge from the outer and
distrustful society. But, Sir, what is
sacredness of a wife within the family? It is
the mother not the wife that makes the family
holy. We have made the name of mother
holy; we have made even the name of the
father next to the mother holy. The family is
holy because of the mother, because of the
father, because of the sister and because of
the brother. And the very word 'maa’ in
various shades and various sounds, the very
word 'Bahaen’ is so sweet, is. so sacred. That
is sacrament, not the wife, not the pati and
putni. That is a common place thing. But,
mother and father or brother and sister are
really spiritual terms. And the family is to be
maintained for them. That is sacramental, not
the wife, not the husband.

Sir, you must also, while talking of
sacrament, bear this in mind that when you
say that marriage is a sacrament, do you and I
believe in it? Do you and I think that it is
something holy? Do you? If you do please get
up in your seat and say "I believe in marriage
as a sacrament." Will you kindly say so?

SHrRI T. PANDE: The Hindu society
believes, Sir.

PrOF. N. R. MALKANI: Do you yourself
believe it to be so?

SHRIT. PANDE: You too believe.

PROF. N. R. MALKANI: I do not believe. I
believe that my father and my mother and my
brother and my sister are holy, and they were
given to me in the family based on marriage.
Do you believe that because you have a wife,
it is something sacramental, the marriage is
something sacramental? Do you believe?

SHRI C. G. MISRA (Madhya Pradesh) : I
request my friend to under-
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stand the meaning of the word 'sacrament'.

PrOF. N. R. MALKANI: I am concerned,
Sir, with my feelings and with my sentiments
about what is a sacrament. We do not believe
it. But what we do believe is that marriage is
a holy chain for the women, and it is a holy
property so far as men are concerned. Sir,
there were various kinds of marriages in the
past and you call them all sacramental. They
were all according to dharma shastras; yet
some of them were very unholy. And yet do
you say that every type of marriage was holy?
Do you think polygamy is holy? Do you dare
“SEi 93 A@T qAWE, W& AR
AN

“ 58T 93 Tt AOF '
1s untrue, but it is true
thatsrst 77 =& mdr |
You call that very holy. We have been
indulging in a number of customs about
marriage which were extremely unsacred,
unholy and immoral and have dubbed them all
as very holy and took the name of Vedas. We
should be ashamed of it. It is high time that
we saw things in their true perspective. You
say "After all it is declared sacred". But
declared by whom? Declared sacramental by
whom? Not by anybody else, but by Smritis.
What was a Smritil You call it a dharma
shastra. What was it after all? It was a piece of
secular law. It was a simple codification of
customs. There was nothing sacred about that
at all. They were mere Smritis; they were
mere customs prevalent and remembered and
customs prevalent can also be forgotten; what
is remembered can be forgotten. Why can't
you forget these Smritis? As a matter of fact,
aren't you aware that in actual life and in
actual fact the common man is governed by a
lot of custom and a little of religion? By what
are you and I governed? By a little of law and
a lot of greed, I should say. I know that you
consider this little piece of legislation as
harm-

Pk NS [N, FRI SRRSO SR |



2487 Hindu Marriage and

[Prof. N. R. Malkani.]

less. It is just because the Succession Act is
following and the inheritance law is coming,
that you are worried.

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: You had
better come to the Bill.

PrROF. N. R. MALKANI: I am talking on
the Bill. We are not really governed by
religion but by interests. We do not believe in
any sacrament about marriage. Actual
marriage is an act of greed and high dowries.

AN HON. MEMBER: Who says that?

PROF. N. R. MALKANI: I say that. I am a
very humble man but a truth-ful man. I
believe, Sir, with regard to divorce There may
be two opinions but I do believe that this Bill
has introduced a number of small necessary
reforms. For instance the Bill applies to all
Hindus, to all castes. That is a very good
thing. It applies even to Buddhists, etc. It
introduces monogamy, it raises the age of
marriage to 15 and 18, you find registration
introduced to prove marriage and so on. If you
look into the Bill superficially, you may have
two opinions about divorce but you cannot
have two opinions about the mfact that this
Bill will introduce a number' of reforms which
the Hindu society needs and needs very badly.
This is going to make for progress and, I hope,
for very rapid and real progress at "lhat.  Sir,
thank you.

SHRID. NARAYAN (Bombay):

ot dre mmerw (FwE) oo
gyamafa o, @ frdas w1 @
FIA FUH ATTRT | EY OF a1 FF A0
argar § fo wemr v afz oz faw
e H & oarw g oSrar | o | i
ar 71 & f @t Tow 7 o A @
9 985 A1 ITHT  HAHCT WA qa
are #w & fau fear o wr 1 geve
¥ awas e § waw framt wfaaues
fawr ara g, (eve & =AW faw
e gur S et #y vy # v for ara

[ COUNCIL ]

Divorce Bill, 1952 2488
FT AT AT FA AT @ §—owaaq
ot afwre (registration of mar-
riages) 3 wag § ot fam @
e T &Y At & 1w wre fora A
1 qg A @ & I g T A9 AR
A 7 ogw 9vg ST @ 91 9T 4

2 =0 fagas # &1 A | w9
g—ux fumal sfraers faam & it
FAE FATE A AT § | o fraaw
¥ it fpamat sfvaey arfas frar mar
&, 3T o aF & arar § wré e
A wen faey < #T wAHE W =
FHEAT | " gfrar & adt s
AT A T aer w1 A4 far war &
uF Afen AEEd A1 g &7 e
foreed w1 go 7% 99 & 37 g4 4%l #
ST F1 wife 3= wqva faar war £
u# frenw & f& qaera & o o
are F  gafaeira o=l o/ WAl w
g 5 @i a8 @ | uw e
a7 99 G #IgTE dTEd 97 g0 |
I A AT FE TEA E7 wIFEE
FT AT I TATT 7 Fiq a1 faar gt
HT W WY WA WO AAH T a0E A1
HIEH AE ZAT | FEW ag @ fF g
o1 #f1 F A1 9wy 2, T ar T, o9
g afafrgda@ind 19 F
Zal 7 fadrg =xaear e e fzarg
AT 2 | e F e o 79 a4 qar
¢ f faarz syaear & oS aF A3AT
F1AT @Y | 41, 0L, 90 a7 € |Y A
qg o spAeaT 4T TEY AT Ay of
& 7% v faeg vww &0 A
aFAdr AT WY awadr afge ®ifs
wer wfasfte €17 & FRw agear
& sz @fenr gaa afdfeafa @ agwr
wnfew, saF faeame ofr gzed wnfed
TSt ot Far v @ fF e OF Fw 3
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oz ww it waw afa ol & 1 fasa
A, ABCRT F UAT AT E ) 0F AT T
gt wF 78T WA qfant w7 F )
o A1 A7 Aar el fa wgr 7 fAaw
Z 7zt #r waa fodr g d ) frow
Fgar 77 s ofefedft & maee &
gar FOME | T a7 FEAr i fad
ZATE 2T § OF FT AT AFATE AT 2
TN A3 § A7 OF [RAT T wEAA 2 |
A A FE AT A AT A A
T THATEA T T2F WA ATAT A E
qee e wrE oy T @@
& S Fa qET FFAT | ATH TF G-
A A5FS A § W Aged g | fae
wfat #Y w4 g 9% A 7 g3
I ST F1 W R 3G a1 78 97
Ffaq foo ﬁquﬁw%:
wEr WA E 13CE 0 WA 9=
sHfagt T AT FA T FA AT
FAT ATAH A I 39 aF & fag
fadr g |

§ #oEt gg At aFern " g
far @ ot wqfaa E—arife o & A
¥ WY TR T §—Fre WA wA
wfagi o fasrewt 7 foar 2 1w
T it &1 9w w9 Al
STTHT AT Z00 fF qrere #1e 7 o
o w1 wiA foar war ar | § e S
T G A T ATE AT ATEAT

g .

-
=
Q

q

"Divorce was not unknown to ancient
law-givers. Manu, Yajna-valkya,
Vashistha, Baudhayana and Narada, all lay
down that under certain circumstances
divorce is allowed to a Hindu wife.
Kautilya says that the marriage tie should
be broken if there is mutual hatred. Smriti
Chandrika and Katyayana .also favour
divorce."

"The Code, realising this, has 2 C.S.D.
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regulated the procedure and has reduced the
number of grounds to a
minimum."

AT FA T AT Aaaa qg F fF e

'sA proper reading of the original texts of
Narada and Katyayana will convince any
one that the ancient Hindu law provided
for dissolution Qarriage by divorce. It
went even further. A woman was allowed
to remarry if she did not know for a period
of 3 years the whereabout* of her husband,
who has gone on a journey."

SHRI T. PANDE:

st o wi® @ TR g ® wvE
THAT AEAT & | A 483 & HiEtaT
F AN K AFTEE 47T | A A A A
T T HE 7T AZ Z@Ar 5 5 gaaiy
q qF qarw X Ay A1 A Wy wEe
Zrdr ?

SHRI RAMA RAO (Andhra): Your wife
knew you were in jail and would come back.

SHRID. NARAYAN:

=t o ATTTAW : qTF ST FT AT
F1 oA 7 e F g, it 15w
THL FT FFEE T F2 | FF A 7097
A wfa A aTT FEAT 2, 4@ F A
fam 4di ¥z @1 g, WiF & 77 @
AT fF 18 FaE 37 =0T g
afg> fady of &1, s wror a7 W
e syt awa a9 ST | F AT ag "
ar g 5 o A ot i ot A
e ¥ 7 w1 wATE ¥ forve v
ZoT, A% wrex wAew & fe dar Frar
@ | AT AT A & few W
A1 o WA A% wFAT § HIT FTHY
Fzrd F fau w=g ¥ a=u1 uwmey
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qa0 FT AT § HTT AASA T 430 90
frar & 1 gffar & St 4% 3 AATRY
dar gu, ¥R whmex dar fEa
wgreAT Wit oft A ff o a9
qaamer = PR wafenm ® aE
FZA Brdar 7 fF adaey | #9002 A
gAIT au 1§ 5 ana fewr i 2,
zafan wrw 77 fAu seasTs &,
@ afg & fow w9aFrF F, 4%
A O AET AAr | W w
e 7y & fon wmemw A
FEOMEET ZT AT W I AN
1 g7 A4 Waq w f&w
AqTT 1 WIET | THT A@ 0
TS % WA A Sl 2T s § WY
W4 WE YACE 97 g I fAaw
F7 F o Sperr & eArdt @ ot aa
AW @ F ) WETed Wt ST ¥ oftad §
af AT favedt aw § I Ay
farar, a8 = 41 77 &1 77 fafer &
T AT gATE T AW A AfET 999 F
fom qur fastar St &1 faem G s
@3 W IART EE A AT A 7ET
Z | =X qvg @Ardl AR T T FY AT
T w2 #, W 97 W F fF W a7
FLAT TEA 4T TATAT A a7 FT 3T
AT AT qA( AT T FAT ART
frar | T ST Ser A frard &,
2w feaé &7 a7 wafae wer A
oF T E |

T AR UF AT AR AR
gu uodt afgdt &1 qarw wfawre &
AEAd & AT AL, B woAr AfF F Avg
FATY FAT AT AT qET, 1 AT B9
wo o Fon WA 2, 97 gah fan
oY FAT TG & AT AET | FW 4G A 9H
arg o & W gfr & A § e
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arfr afgdt #1 wanfawre % faar &,
HIS TF gAar § 9 49 421 g5 | 7
aga @y am F W gfr F @ @
& W gAY A AT AT AR g

AN HoN. MEMBER:

Surt D. NARAYAN:

wt Fro MITAW : H FET H{T A=
0 | g1 a1 a8 Z (% gw o afzar
F AT AT FCAT G & AT A7 | 717
afz =avr FT WA & A AR S
A1 WA A FAT A | W HTT
AT § A1 AT Ag A7 @ & o
T Ay 7 w7
Suri T. PANDE:

ot 2o qiF : Fa Aral 7 fAH
T T )

Sy D, NARAYAN:

Wt Fro AW : Fg AT ;AT B
oA E T AATE A7 AT Arfaa )
q W QAT AT o for by
# amF a1 farr 58 & a afr
fezema & Fft 3, ow A oy
o gt dmr anfa
AN Hon. MEMBER :

U "EAE wRer o oafar afy
i
Sur; D. NARAYAN:

sft o qrovae : wfzg wfy § a5
ST W a9rw F7 s w6 & 97 A
T 1 aga @ T A o # o oF
ST ¥ WY ST E W g 9 ar
TE AT | FME F FTAedy w197
AT AT 1 W g O UAgE
FET AT E | AL FEA FT WA 4¢
f amaror smfer w1 & w7 afaw, oAk
T FTH GH § IAH G T gAefEw
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(inheritance) =71 #a™ 4 2
&1 T e

SHRIT. PANDE:

st fo qiF: F@EET FOH JAT
AET 2T, 3% qra a1 e g 20
gaTe are faa 2, 7o v & frm 1

Surr D. NARAYAN:

Wt Fo JILTAN : HTF FFHA, IAT
a3 § grai & mw faer frar 2,
§ oz W A AFATE

SHRIT. PANDE:
=t &o q7F
T AR AFATE |
SHRI D. NARAYAN:

it Fro AW : WITH FAEATH
St A1 FATE AqMed 2, = faw w1 S
& WATT T AT fAIE F

W SATETAT AT AT

SHRIT. PANDE:

st &to qi® . wfol F ghar G-
AT EE

Suri D. NARAYAN:

sft ¥re ATTEO ;AT WM AT &
& | T ot ag g fF oy afgA i & @
AT FIAT RS & AT AEY, TAHT AWH
wfa®Te &7 A & a1 EL, W9 FART
T &7 afee 7 Jar gy & ar ad )

o /T AATE F1 74T 5 Arfod,
¢ o gt feeg oifa & qomw M9z 2 )
oA T2 o iama = ag faw anr g1
SEAAT AT TR T T 97 wEEE g
JEAY | AEE AT A ETEEE fa v
ai qF qarg & 91 2 fe o wrd
STRE T T 1307 Fedr A7 Zarg &

g ¥ AW 1 IR F, WIH A
afgrt & qfew, wret & gfe,
A FT 7L AFT W MIAAT TE
aqma % 3wwr w7 # arfeg, =
aagfeal 431 g0 AT £ | A Ay
AT qE AT OTRAE A E
IMLAH FIE AT AGT AOTA | ETEAW
fedt F1eor 9@ wrATAw a9 9T @
T 989 qET AR g8 W
WA & 9o #AT &1 Qe ¥ g
T AL faaar 2 1 TEEn A1 v
T fate F7Ar § AT g ' O
ITEAT AT TEAT & | FF w7 9y
qrave &1 Y 2, 37 AW &Y vt @
qT TOTA F1 AT &, AT FATT 2T 9
A1 9y & m 3w Zre fam A #

AN Hox. MEMBER:

U WA "R FAT A€
SHRID. NARAYAN: !

st #to ATTMW WY FF, TG
¥ 3y 2 ) fow wwr ardy 26 £ ar
Ay BT R F A% 3w & fav dEr
s F fau = avg 9 feafr dar a
AT & | WA 9% ¥@9 § w2
o ¥ forw weamd gu A T Y
&, % srsfei & faarg =% s &, arew
gennd At & 1
AN HON. MEMBER:

OF AR - §TEq | T A ar TE
g # |

SHRID. NARAYAN:

st Fo ATAW : FTH Faeil 7 FA
grzarg ? anre § 2f|d | wmd g

Coma F A FE A A oaa Ag A A

Fg @ E | W Rt e A A
L A G AT A0 E a1 a8 AL
q% EYq 0 3AT § AT AT AT ad ¥
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fong a1 S JCAT 37 E, T IAH
Gar faer st & A1 S AT9 @ Smar
Z 187 9 " arA fee ag G @
¥ fov o= g M & EAT § e
TG AT AT AITFA GATE TAT F
T g1 @ 3, W I fad A
T, HIT AT TFA T HIrT TE@r
FLA | T F HAXN A1 TEG A7 faAT
FIAF & E II W@ § W A7 g
T & Y afedi F s dr @ g A
foreft & g @i &1 AT d

Famy Az W wEw AEA g =
afz zrgam @41 99487 2 471 [T 1@y
Foq ¥1 21wy fifsd | | F aer
FGIT @1 AT AT &Y gET A -
foar g T @G &1 A1 AT A
o e 3grarfa “right to err”
arT AeAT F99 F1 wiaFE g afad |
ar 771 agar & f as v 1 wfy-
F17 919 AT afgAt &1 A1 ffag | wq
1 FFsi anl T AT £ 5 ow4g ¥
guar afase Fa@ o ffag | w7 7
HYAT et A1 AFE A9 AF T a0
O § FAFTF AZA AEAT THA AT |

QI FAT 2 | RTA A ZHIET qATH
saenr 2 A fm owww F
Fz1 & ¢ W 2AmwT, g Enm,
quE HAET K NE 3T AT
a1 aff & R w1 fak fam
&FTHa AT sad § ( HEAT FT ATH T
FHAT &, A qqal § foar v 1 & a1
oAt AgAT 7 7FAT WAr § B 3aan
az ulme  swtmar wfgg B frer
TR FY T = afeF AT ST AT A |
AT A1 ag afgwre s wifen
F=® F n AT §1 Ay feEr o,
foar &7 arw AFC | AT AT AMAAT FT
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g qedi & ama ag T (w5 gea
s i f+oaz A g |

Fid ATAT OF T T T30,

Sunrr B. K. P. SINHA (Bihar):

st dto ®o qro  Fagr (faere)
i@y & iz s w7fz29 1

Surr D. NARAYAN :

ot Fro Aromw ;S gl 7 aferar
oY iz ot 7 woor f5ar | & qwEEr
at & A aga A A sl & A
AT HI7 aE d|y T waey g | § a1
F1§ 5% wex &0 qfza € adr 0§ ar
qoAt AfZ ar & A A g oA
§4 3 AT % 91 & A g F
IAH 1 T AEY gE § | F ot FgA
fa mr=ay gan e w7d et wdf g€, At
FYE ©ft 991 asfi FE A, AT IR
dt 7y w=g & dri i 9g 9T ¥ a7
dfaa v =fFa we aiF s gfan &
AT FY TG A1 ITHT T a7qT 6
™ A1 A A A any g #
ot 3wfa g & a7 foai ot aore & &
gt &, wrarei A7 T4g § @ g § 1 Wy
ardy gfaan & @iz #1 e, sty
1 #fem, =0 arfzey a7 #faq, sash
arfeer %1 zfaq, T aifzer w1 2faq,
g uF mfgea 7 gt faem 5 foagy
i gr adfam ad Gar A g, o1 57 faae
geaTifz 41 4 gfar & qa1 g€ §
7 87 feadi FT 1 ¥ g2 & 1 A Tar-
o 1 ZfEq, wREw A S s
T A TG T A T E 1 aw Ay
_ & 'Y AT g AT g, an A wfza
fa v &1 v drar 1 798 § 27 fam
SITAT & | ATY W HAT TEf FET afew
#AT U4 FRT § | AW AW T Al
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THIAW FEA F, TAW TH 4ET FEA,
#1414 a9g T & &, 36T avE § T
AT wEAT AT 4T A9g q 4 & ) TEE
AT HT FEAl g aiE & Ow ==
AT g1, AT EAT FA gh A HY w,
AT, ARTART % ATH &1 %4 &1 | 39
aad ag wr T4t gET 1 W AT A,
RATAT FT AT 70 7, qg AT AgAl
w1 AT AIATHT FT Y ATH FA F | T9E
[ATET AN 77 AT F@r Zen i gfaar
FY ST A1 2=y A 2, ST AT A AA-
T F, S e g §, I fAg
ST @ex & 3 WA ofr fawr & &, o
AT ARIAT,  HTAT, FEOT, HHAT,
# dezfa sfz e mez & w =t
¥ 41 § 1 T HeFA d T4, +A0E w0
¥, 77  #1 7 wem enfaer & e
T ATl & ag fag g 2 fa fel ot
aul gEei T FE HA1 4 | g e {
&Y arfaT wreT Far & |

ar wreq aar fx ferat 30 Far agen
£ | qig ST A7 ST aF ST AT AN
T AN TENE | TR a1 HE BT | 48
a7 zafeq &1 #7 faor f s fw
FIAT 4T |

Suar: GOVINDA REDDY (Mysore):

sft iifag T () @ a7F ST
ar itz el 1 AT E )
Suri D. NARAYAN:

st dro AT ¢ HT SiA A
Ffaagd sefarfm e argm &
pet 2w & W@ § o @ | wme
a7 F&1 | ¥ Fgar wigal g fx ag e
faT § 1 7 a1 gEw o F 2T w®
Far & s efr F1 87 75 & w9
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@A ArfEd | AT aUEd & AT F
7 | [ifs o M F AT afgxr avER
a1 & et et [t 2, 7 A 9w At
AT |

feT #§ qF % A qedT azat
A FEAT 2 | A T AT AR oAt
frre &7 wm gaT /17 At azdr A
AT | WA AT e 9w w5
WO AT | 9% I A9 T AH 0F
garfeaTeE sm@am  (inferiority
complex) frarf fzar, uw =7
i frarg a1 o wgar E B oo @
HT T8 SABCCATICET FoT9 %1, 2
AT G AT qUq gEm & fred g
A9 TF AM AT ATAHTL TALS TFAT |
oM a7 awAdr g1 e ger 3 aTmee
fZ T TR TS FA 6T T IMAT AR
TAT & | TET A9 AE A@EA A 4
AT ATEAT A ATTE AAFTL FFAA
FEAATAL G |
Dn.

Sunmvar; SEETA  PARMA-

| NAND: It is not inferiority complex.

AN Hox, MEMBER:

Q% WA wqEg o WG A Al
TETEE
Surr D. NARAYAN:

oY €o ATEEm Ei'ﬁ-'ﬂqlnnlg
f s W s 41 7 f g7 o
A HEM WIF ST WA 9§ TN
A FrEaT T AT | §AfAd Awl
31 399 98 BAAT 2007 | 397 77 72
AT WY A ST A T F, -
&Y Fea@aa § SATT rear gnm |

Dr.
NAND:

Surmmat: SEETA  PARMA-

TMo =T E@ET WHEE . 2
AT T eFd ST |
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Sury D. NARAYAN:

Hindu Marriage and

ot dre mwww ;& Fraar §
afgdt & zadr afer & fe ag =smger av
WOT ATHFTT T FA wifw § 98 f
wraAr Z & fermi § geat & nfas
afer 2 | a1 fawmmes A aafas=
AT HIT AT ZIAT § IH AATH AT
T A ferdi w wfas afer g
&\ wereat Ay 7 Avw & agr é e
wfgar 1 mfy Z3ar afeq & &1 A
afz aqma & oA w1 faaw afgar
gl ar s i afgdt ®1 faaar &
Jifzd o7 fas 7 T@ar, a8y & e
| 5w g e ow qerre & adf e
T E W AR AN d A
AFATT T HLAT ATTHT FHT THF AT
€ 1 9% whemr & @ed w1 A A
arz # | 34T A% 7 919 AT G AZAl
I3 AT ITH oy 7m OA 35 AAH T
&A1 &1 2T 2 | wfgwr At qF 9w
¥ WA g gEm o oam afge
&1 a9am g gfgar & &7 9EW ad
& arg =zt w7 ¢ Hoq wigF 4,
N1 TWITFT AIAFTC JT 21T

UF AT W FEATE | gHTE
werfaez, grfas wif & @ qam
|y s gufasi fgarT d 4 99 faug
AT FEE

Sunrr V. K. DHAGE:;

st dto ®o A : WY Y Ay A 77
@

Sur: D. NARAYAN:
&Y Yo AW : =, fdy gg aw
# oY T @E, AR A ROACF

[ COUNCIL ]

|
|

l

Divorce Bill, 1952
Suri B. K. P. SINHA:

it qto o qyo fagr : sfasfra
a1 g AME

2500

Surr D. NARAYAN :

sft o Arewwm : sufasfa gw ot
g i oo 7 fmg AT ¥ v
g 1w wgar 2 fr wa oA A Tar
s g 7i-faaqar @ @17 1T 3,
WX 77 TFq-faaeam &7 @2y qr a9
a1ar # ) 9% W1 gw-fag e oW
fr=a1 & g adifs s T% W Fa-
farawer 7@t faerdt aq a5 ;7 97 &
0T 3w e afyerf a8 77
& | A FEar & 5 g7 o ga w
avey W1T faamg T aears frf T
ELCE AR R CE (£
FLATLEA A R ZAFLHE L | 48
At it g7 #Y FHeqr g @it 0
ZE &1 S oo gy o mrf §
o 39 fawa a0 g4 aga anirar &
ary T JifEd |

a4 o waAd ardar o
M®, DEPUTY CHAIRMAN:

Iqewa wgiEg - az AITR AR
arad AT E )

Sur; D. NARAYAN: =
st Fro AW ;45 o fgaz
T 77

qa ar fufazet arga & ag w741 3
fa o S FT FE HEW FE AT
@ § a2 ag7 ey am g afer ga%
fer &dr ox am fawifer & fF wo
AT §o9z FAET A Al F) A @)
2 1 fad afiAdt 7 & Towe wae
g7 &1 T Jifs 379 A 2 5 ag
Far gAY ¥ F wrt F fn 3asr |
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aifeq ww &gy a7 wfeq o gwtaw
T #FT Z fF 3 41w far s
fo a3 =raAT #

;SHRIM. S. RANAWAT (Rajasthan)

A1 gH. g#e VNEA (TTEE)
aifagmz #r fas afgdr sraai aaq
Frama '

.SHRID. NARAYAN:

51 FomTmge : 7, a7 AT weH
a2 1 A J ag 2 feowmn &z
T F qgr w7 5 oIAw AN 3 g,

The wearer
alone knows where the shoe
pinches.
fo sawr smamd

SHRIT. PANDE:

s Ao qiF : F TEAT ARATE ¥

A fufrzz 3o vz ara@n
SHRID. NARAYAN

ot ¥ro AW WTAE T OANA

Z, 4gify 57 oF fagm & AT anam

There is no rule with-

out an exception. Law Minister

may be an exception on that
committee.

q a7 F&a1 wrgar € fr ag gaa
qIq Ay 3 w7 2 gy Ay fafaeee
wiza 4 77wz #94¢ (husband)
oy arzw  (wife) 57 s A
ga # g7 A 2993 F AL G AT
wify gadz &1 41 395 wiEawr b4
2 zq Z, fad argw w0 w9 F, fah
FT1a1 "igwe #°r § 1 =fEm war
gamE # foma Joar w0E § S4Er
T sqrar atedl w1 o HWi qEqT BT &
qFTAI

[For English translation, see Appendix
VII, Annexure No. 14<].]

" 5P oM

SHRIC. G. MISRA:

ot d@to oite  faw : IT-Ewmly
Wi, 7 fam a7 f197 gu wifaw
frzr=1 o 99 v wwe & fawndt o4l
F WG | TF G 99 FT AT AT
N (AT AT § THRT HA 7 A F1
EHTAAT F WA 97 29 A v wwda
FEATE | 70T owr F1 wiafafy & <
qrE ot F1 wrar § AW A aw
FT 7T W FT A 9w faEr
wwe f5F | T 3 A F T ¥ F
T2 WA g & R S warew &
g 9T ara faam w7 2 7 fomr o
F w7 W § fer AW A
TT FIfET IFET BT FT A AT
JoIT FAE | A9 & fawm 7 F 977 o
Fg 1§ AR WA g g F fF
o & fawm & gare g F fomar A
Hifgew #—39 & @ 91T 97, §: ATEA,
faaz, Ffaat Jve fier &1 % Hifa-—
fora oft @ oo ovg zoTt 72 2 3
fora fomr v & st g7 & 1 snfeed
# fara faw wwe & fa=ne w0 fagra
2, 99 ¥ wAEe 7 wyia aed ok #
qt T IAH  OF 27 9 =TT ==[r
uré & | ¥ qEq: A% A ATE ATTH
=1 e g, @ smAar AT e
FT 9 T AT § AT AL AHHA, THH
ZTE | AT F ATH 9T WTA AT F ST
%1 71 frewre w0 &, 97 42 g AT
T E | AT FEIE AAAT 94T # IR
yifws fagr=l 9% 917 & e F
M ATE TART AAT EY FIAT FIE § WL
afz § arfuw fagrat av fa=re s
ATEA & a1 st w7 #Ar i
fm 3% uifww oA # gs
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T T AT B 2 A AT, 91 g9E 9
#1¢ wrmifos g9 & a1 781 | F 98 a9-
AT srgan g f o A wea @
qIHTAT 7 89 &1 FFrEr faAr At
a8 FTETL FC 77 |1ieu fF 3 fawm
g7 &1 uw gy grnfor g & qE
9 4 g7 Ham g B dEa faew
& WAL F FTOO0 WYL AT 7N ST
ZTR0 e T AT AEAT AT WL FH9
F HeET a3 WO 0F F A g
wid fa Mar &1 @neg F76@ § ) 7
a9 39 M F omaroE e @
IE FTE T AFT FA @ a1 wEa
gl 2 | # 9Tl goarer 9 § fF
AT e Rl W 4 ey 2 fF—
wTaq qeatafa fadat agrorferfas: a5
ATATITES A aared gsred fafear gon
syt Aar (TvErent) wr fagE ey
qemm & v mfF g wre i, it
fearzrzwr  (prehistoric times) @
AT AT TET £ | I F wara A
F A (970) ARV, 4% A A I
i & gerte #7  g drar F e
g i—

AERT=TE SO A FTe SrEfeaan |
s = faEt, 9 Ffaer 2fan

siigen St Fga F f6 qw? fag
arEEl T AU WY IAET WeATT
G IAF (AU F AT HTAOT
w4 | T ot 7 g F —

“g wred fafagesT aq wm FT )

q alafgwaraifa & g9 aav afag 1"

At e Fy fEfy w5 g vy
FEA T2 T 9@ D FL AFATE A
7 fafz o'x 7 swxr qfsw fe TwaT
£ | afz 4 gz WA e 70§

[ COUNCIL ]
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Fg 7 A (g AN WA G | al &9 #
TG ATH H g WE HT-ZAF Z

.Tne VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRIMATI

Viover ALva) in the Chair.)

T ATEA WA T A 77 [FH0T FAT
# | mer TeE AT W wETHY S
S 7 A1 ATEA F A A T AT
¥ oy owr & e & “amex”
ww AT F9 fFar ) awe e
AT AR & W 9¢ q9T F A
TF TG

B 1 1 O s 1
%/% )1 TEHTERT 7 WTeA K1 Jeow A |
qFIETT AT FEd § f—wEE
arEAEmas  frmTeaEt-Tagaen gdm
T34 FATTA: A1 107 ART | AT
we wg § feowEm, aeE,
aWAT AT AIEET T ol AL ATE A
AT FE A E AT AR —TLHTAT
d Jova fmar | I wwIR & wver a6
waT (TORTET) AT #@E AT F &S
THIT IOH AE T AFAT | qF AT qH
AT Fgar g7 & wamEa 9 v fag
F F ;AT 0T 5 faw v 3y g
faame ¢ @ F | S WEmEE Wi &0
qATAR auiaweEr F7a F 39w A
magn e aaafrar @, A &
AT o9 AT qfeamT urg § ) S
TF HA A

“mfdfg 23 wger gEeq,
aqr guifor @&ai  3guq 1"
ifzw wzfa 1 wm@a & gamT 94
ez 73} 21 Az oY % 7 famn o =T
731 # Fer o & e § T awre
T UF A 6T wr @ A fael gy
FNT H ARTAA G FOGHT A AEY
swmar 2 | § 481 #7 ey aa i
FOAT TEAT § | SR I A6 T H 3w
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T B T T E, AT @ w0
ey frar & 3 e a7 4 A
wE |

AU g9 qW AT afaw a9 |
FI5 A=A AE & | I AH AT AT
aF TEI & A TI-FTA W TCHIGAT 7
wFifad fEar o« (inceruptions. )
ST AT TCATEHT § AT ) F fagri &
fazam v &, A% & F awEr &
AT FEET §, AT ST TOATeAT H fagam
T AT T IEEE A 6
AT & Aqre g | afx W T B
AET A At At e, aEfefne
afaw  (scientific basis) 9% am
Fifoq | gz am fafmaar @ fw
gz A gATs faw garor (authority)
AT 94 & faam § W&, w fF
amE Taade % @ (laws) & 77
oA weEet famat § AR # ui
afz @ry 39 A F T AT A 5T
fam, &% & famad 99 arEt & fan
3 FT HFA AT | 34 q&l & wfafawT
S WA AL E | T ATEF UF T q
FET AT FAHCT FEA & AT T AT AT
ZrevT 2 fF a3 e aweAt &7 5| §
foFdl a7 7 78 £ | 39E AR
gufqu W far &1 o | 7 =
gerst &1 = fau war g fa oW e
TRl § ATRA & 98 S 7
faes @mrs &, =aft & a7 @ g
fir Z% @RI & WA AvEer #y s
# afew ezt 1 o faar &, e 5w
% oty afaw fagre &, 9 av fadr
FT TART TET &1 FFAT | g A e
e Ea P a4 S ag
AU FT QI AT Al AT AT W
g ag g fr foasr  gdafad €
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Imfy faa sy & F&wr #re fagm
FEI AT & | AT =G 97 %7 &
fe srere =foat #1 fagar #1 gemr
fraar &% ST FFAT F 1 W a1 I
FAC AWT  TEE F "9 fFF e
F 1| %t faew #Teow ag § fF oamre
ST HTARA & qvfors g gt Shr
7 I A%l T 04 qEr ©T § qwaq
FT FIlera &1 AE0 7 A T T 7.
SAAT & AT AT IAET q9T w7 &
ToT T AL AHE | TAH 219 FATL HASAT
fagrat &1 487 & | WG & T WS
ZHHT ST 9% qEE W1 § IHH fAEy
am A A & A’ A aw
AT AT g Ag WE A g
‘g afw wreEi 7 § | 79 & faa
§ wfogi 7 w7 E fF af vl gh
AT A & | ST g9 W T S
qafa § e & oy &, e 3f9a
&7 @ afaw areAt &1 fawm T a8
AT &, TTEAT WX AQT FT ;A ARY
FHATAT ATAT | TTL ZH FH1 TF T<E *T
faem W F F TEEE A6 9K
el & faeg #1E A w1 AT W
W Al ®T M AE & 1 aw faan
qafa aar faasi #1391 = faum
¥ wwet fagmei 4 ot 3 ey # 9
ST ZATE ATGWST § 2, 399 W99 §
AgT ANTAZ AMAT @ & |

F2 areAt sie gafaedl w1 oI
FA9 K AU FF A A-A0iEer 3 TR
FEAN F@ITE | A AT A5 £ R
faae famr & gww § ot foafa 2w
AWl F AT Z, IH 9T ZH AW A
wedaTET #1r8 favig Far wifzd
w3 fEng faer 0w S T
T agd we 9t £, v & g q7
# FFFEAT TEACN gL AT Fagi
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#t a a# fafrr o A g
s % fagel A a3t & faug & o
Wy a1q 2 a1 g o i a oo
9T TE FET E | AL AR A ag wE
g fn =wfes s A A &7 @0
g4, 7T AT FAar F Ak d
g #18 ot 4w s T afera
faar | o2 =3 1 FAT, TET AT FO07
& zart AW § fage & 9RE
woq  afzw ®mieal & afeger ara =
fawa &1 wormw A fEw et s
W gTr fAErd A1 99T & A
gufeqa faar |« gam? 71 fegre afeafa -
fedi & frama &, ot = wfger 1
qg F7 T A7E T AW I femera &
& afaw great | oF arey arer g s
Fal wfaa ot 4 | 7o faea famraai
§ I AA AT FA OwIET
qgré st  foeer ofvome ag & R
WA A ars fage e oarer &
AMET® WA W § | qg A $aA]

aqT % w1 WA E |

UF AT TATRMATE & FEA H, A
faanfaai & @ Aol FE gY W

fawg v FT6r wETer sTe fE fEe
ave 7 341 59 fawa 97 mer w7
arfed | HAST A 21 A a7 S 577 ol
anfeen fawe &, 77 WSl fagt ara
& fagral &1 g w9 @ 97 | 849
ard=t 78 & f5 4fF o fawr q¢ a2
N FREad gAT § Tafen WA ww
W W &1 a8 Fweq 2 AT § o
&fzw mfeea & g 2, fowdia = fawmy
qX T4 T AT (F4T Al §, 7% a1
w4 fama 1 wemaa o wifzd (Wi
f it sfam favir 02 og=mm nfgm

[ COUNCIL ]
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faarg wredt o & fow & 44
AGA | AAUHT | AT ATFAT AT A A7
g frar B afew ifeer & frang
ez (sacrament) Fq1 wrAT
w1 3 7 e I ag £ fa faare s
A T F & fad ow gfaw
aeFre | mrdt damw faer
afey deRd F wyewr A &Y awa
ZiwTw ¥ a=w w1 wae afsd
T ¥ A oA & fau G faar
TG AT A7 FAY F WA VAT AT
AT FHY THTT A ATHC F3AT | T TG
¥ AT & gt gwwt fawa wma § o
= A1 & wAaw yww faea § 5 e
WASA A9 g, qav Iy oy feafa ot
THEFT ATAT BT ATT TATHAT F W H
WIS AT | 5 A€ F1 19 201 FAF|
w4l & Arew AT E

AT frd AW § 9% 98 O
F9a1 Z o qomenr 7 wiEw w17 3
H1 4w ¥ 9fgF Ievw fFAr a9v 99
AL A | ATAAT FR (A0 60
Wit F1 919 faar ar foay & 3 9ud
frar w2 7T % | 97 0% gEEy
amm £ 1 feeg sl & wrere anfaea 4
AITHT 7 79 i1 TC wwra fwom )
WY FFiWFE (sacrament) &1
siadgag ag e f& frae sear
o 900 w1 § W i g7 a4l
afax a¥41 3 1 wqen 1A @A IR
T A7 T HEAT § Fe9d F< (5 weehy
F & A Z1 | WA T & F W
HEATH T AT w9 AR F Ay 7@
afew A=dr A= T oIsE A F
w1fed | weAdr e i agar fen
YT AT AT AT AT A R 1 ATAR
FOITE T HFAM T TN TG
T UET YU R W ST IegHiE
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% faar g7 9, 99 3 & F 17 73
¥4 4 ar oF fafser qvg § o
fafss 3¢sa % fau w73 4, 3 Ares
¥ IZ97 § AF0 T 9, TAF AT T
T faeg w2 )

ag a1 ArTHRA AR w1 e g
mar 3 fAg  wmaY @ o
TE A grt | R g & 5 A
Fata A faag o afay Fea7 2 A4
FA% 3T AT A1 #A A afa
TZ T HAT FEA AT A0 | HACT
aqea AAT | faarg §ER AwWAEA
F¥Erzg= (sacramental institution)
it Fifws wear 2 afz et w1 gy
faarz #@ ¥ a1 2@ ofax ®Y § 7
¥ 1 % e g afsnd it & o f
AT FC F | oy qmil w1 faarg
FHTZI, AT vt o gz s F Famar
gt a whsed &0 wm AR 97
UTAHRA AN THHR] AHAT AZ F AT
@it gfem faarg 32 3 7 o 39% 39y
Fi AT F ggATT A4 Z, fHam ®
aAq7 T S T FgAn 2 (5 a3 o A
F A AT qaOf, GHTAT F ®T H FERRL
7T §, A1 Fdeq gen % g% 4ga
JATIT T, A ITH AORA AT A
§ HIAAT AT F T AT A AT
20 AT TFAAr ¥ qrq [EEET AT
AT AqA 3o FLA AT AL TATH
WA RFT AT TEEAT OF
7% (sacred) #=rzqaa 2
gar fgarz wrw fao ow gfaa
g&717 & faaw g g7 oF 9 faar
oAl ArfEa + gaF afafe auarag
TzA1 & f5 woqoTAAT B UE &Y
famz oo wfgg  FMiw aft =wa
fare w7 % fraq safra 30 A1 Avvwr
Sraa ffeaa agr awa ZET FEAr |9
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arr afgafea @y & 37% 3% 7 =7m
AT 2 & Fr 37 A fraar afa-
feaa v & @ f3arg woF faafaa
WaA F WA HOWTFTT F ITH
AT 71 qfax o gEeT Zar 2
I7 UF  FwAEA gEEgad g f o
59 1T 7% ST afd 9 T F w5 g g
Aarq 2, A Arg E F7 9fFx s
AT FL WIT G FT AW FL | IAHT
CEc CO ot O B e o A O e A
A fwet 7 58 AT wE § AAw
Ferd Z1 | @A oY A 7 fAam 7 7,
F1¢ faar faam 7 72

faarg & wearg 7z & fv aqeedt
M FI TE | A A TEEAT AT FT AL
TET A1 ZHT AN FAT FLT ¢ qEEAT F
T 9T 21 418 14 99440 F | 97
wzedt g1 Zrft 1 (6T gfaar w71 ww
TAY TEITF TE0 F90T, AT FT F49,
71 & frarag 297, 731 & 394 faardf
qEa ! WAy el a4 F1 G
977 AFA 001 | W 7 "7 fexar
A A 997 @ AT qAEZ T2 AT
A FL A A1 T AT 7 A1 A=
&7 g qeg ¥ oraa g et @3
F1 wifta g1 a4T £ 7 o1 0F v o
e TF oF qEa A A gt
T8 AWAZA A F | TAET TF TH-
dza #raTse (sacramental aspect)
Z19AfF grggr FifFA 9 amEa
gt o a7 awmfa 1 F qawA afg
FEZ g aEi wae A=t ¥
g TOT FLA | AT AZ AT T8 ARHA
G 3 | §ATT ST AT T FAT§ I
Th ITA FATE, TR H5g, AW
0% 7 #1 afax Ty T E 0 6T
ft afz wry eqr 3 F7 39 A1 aw A00
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F1 47 FA%7 £ [ gw @nr 59 ag7 W
AT FH A5 MA | AT wW A
Faz g w=ard F Foar Tlad | 70w
g AET AT AT Z AT FH H 3 AV
F5 A& VA FEAT E TR0 A AT )
g7 ux [y a|m F1 0F qfqx w9 ZEw
@ Fomw i zn spma adi 793 3
o R 4z fe=g qqd 7 faawe on
qfeer #e4q1 |
faamg &1 Fmg 31 oF aga wwr
w==reT fama § 1 zary wATE 9 Ay g
gEF 37 § 3 fam §  agw g3
argm §  wmER F 0F wEaA A
- OF gFT A faug § 2 9 gwt 47 A
9& A F AW E | WER W foF
wEH F =y ai gaT 70 1 97 2 fauy
HESH AW A o HT F AT 5T
faerg ¥ fawsr § arer aviw = 2 5
for gae faae wor wsifza, fra
waeami § wow wfen ui faarfy
gEq] & FAT KASH g0 WEd | Tai
aarar wan g & st gew faang wvar g
FHAT T HAT AT T0lEm 1w gy
gar &t #1 A9 0 W ogw @
sior a faeng #w wfzd o oo faaa
wary i wudt faEme wE o anfzg
Fife oF fAd= geq ot w1 gey 75
T oERAT | A1 %Y a9 ¥ 9z fagwe
FA AT GEA AT FT H HIAT ;AT
TE & T EET 7R 1% AT T TE oA
FT YUTAT TG £ | 27 99 a5 Fa799 A
qTHAA 737 F = 1% frarg wear wfed | 4
ar 3 At W% ¢o aifat A aRraa A
grn &, Ay TaneE A 4c A9 F7 A3-
w4 77 faar w7 I A F aw
avTw & (&ar | e & a9 F A s5g
ang 7@ gm 4 S fF s g

[COUNCIL]
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‘e YL F AT TAT IAT A4 A9
gt fmer 2, Fort f mga e o1
W AT 3 AT AT T ;A TL AL
|1 AR F | ITH AT T ear aea
qeqT 3, TART  HT WeEr AvE A
TR E | ITE AEL 9T KE An adl
30 TR ORI Z 7 OTAEOFT
4z 2 v ara fawm a7 ¥ fAang
217 & T ave & wrar foar § {4 A
a7 Wt AT E St arr fear g
FAY AXE F A=A A TG00 1 Az TA
ar & & go ABT | 5T AT 4T #qTA
TGN FCT F WIT IA aWAA A FlEre
a7 48 Z 1 A1 fand aarad =
qrea frar &, fred A0d 7 a7 27 &,
ST @ 99 #T IS FT AT E, W
AT ST AT TATET T AFAT & 4T
FH ATG AT FETAT AT AT T
wrar g, wifz wifz ad fawr go 4 &
A g F A 2 v ogeai § 9
TF A g 7 fae F Ay 99 ¥R
FnT fAaTg AET T AET | THY THTT
feaqr &t Arg aaar wizd )

3= | o ] A i AT FE aE
T & | 3HA agard oW ey
HVHAT TR 7 77 A8 & 27 faang 7%
a1 oy e et A e i Fa
% 1| dfer & ot F1E F19 AL
dy | dfgw w@ & weqr wg wifa
U 4T | I qHG T § au) SaFEdT Y
arg AT AT 4 | 4feF e s &
AT T H1E 707 sgaeqy Fafeaa a2t
Fr AT 4t | g TErAw@E fFomy
SPR ¥ WMETT U7 A 2TET AF AT
HFA, S A A AE AT qEA |
TG g 5 @ ag s ds
AT | AT F Z0 TOHHT BT
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R AATZ  Fqg T w1 Y %
ATRIT FI7 FZATAN AT AFATE | A% T31
fir fras 978 %0, to AT A sl A
% F1 3471 AF AL, TFAT A1 IL(HATY,
ag WY ATETT TEATT AT | AT AT F4T A7
& f& e faar Tz A1 & ofr ey
T2 4T IR oY &1 ar F 9dy 21
ast feqfa & A1 92 3T T w147
EAR i T L S O
FT ApqEr TE @A T AT AT TG
T AT F AN AL F | KT agA
fEfi Faw wE FamaETifHF
ATH FA 4% FT THHT KT 7 32 F
FE AE AT | W I w2 R
FEAH AT A AR, FE AHF AT
T wng 2y aw a qfeq F A A
wEFa F fagm & v & A S A
Tifed | F% & fagg @7 sy 39
% fag #% qewa Aar e §, fafaaa
faar #7m F1 amar 37 § afww 32
F1 AMA A4l | FATAT IH F AW
A= FEAATE F 20 AT gy
7, ST A@ET 79 2 w7 afy 9 ot
AT 79 % fagn F 7a 7 w07 A1
TIH AT A WA F FfFF AT AT 0F
wae Wl qE AT | ZAFI T qAAHAT
aifea fe afew fagiai ¥ gaamc
SAEAT A F WA 07 A1 3 | afz ag
TS AT HAT S ATAEAT H AL T
AT T AT A1 AT ET A F | UF
g 3 form fie 2 w1 srsaa fear §
T W FIAT TEATEAT FY ATAT FT AT
far & @z a1z = av F=a fft A7 707
H 39 ZAT 31 48 WA & 567 A%E
f ax eft 2 fraa B 42 50 weagq fBar
Z 741 39F  AAFA qAZL T F Al
77 AT AR 2 =1F AT fRay ot a7
Tn faar g1 sw Wi 7 faam g

AT wI AaE § Az war oA
A qz A i aad g7 3 frag A
e wrar § 3a4 sty aifF &1 w18
AT AT A WO TATE | F AT FEATF
f& @wm o7 99R FIH ALY BT AR
FAE A gz gwem i E fR o
A=Al Z1 Ag WA A1 AW g1 | o
fr w6 s o fr 4, A 3,
aferzw,z a1 =mex & A1 2z ody wifaa
w741  frowydr Aify F ot 3 AgH
a1 AR & frag 7 W FaguE A,
FAA F1 AT IEZTET | WA AT 43
931 # fe modr fa frasdr & @
far 93 & amf % agr 7 framg
weErq g g% fafma dm
fam 9z fag A F gz Ffy
faezdy & & frag A8 w77 H)
0§ YA A9 K1 AT T FEM
HFifF A g7 a7 ¥ fAn amge
# I & gf qurem 7% |

fay swre #9 #1 mafar &2
(court) feqz szdr § AT 99F u%
(fzeyigm) s fawomwr sodt 3
sar f% o warEAT 7 3A1 £ 34T
WAL F §AET A9 F1 G AW
AMTAT TIAT 2 A1 F27 F7 T FAT 7347
Z AT 38 7T A w9z 49 & oA
& sarfory gEE € 1 qA AL AW
fs #1€ wgrarg A o7 F I FTLT |
9 79 3 faarz ¥ we7 #1343 A 3
g sagarsafam g 3z 79
FE A T oy F 1 A sgar & wd
AT ey et ot W g framg w0
gan qgar frarafi 3 5 aww frag
TSZ1 Z0T A1 74T | 47 T wOAT A '
wry frown Fifod 1 en fFa & owE
#1E a7 aaTAT 99 F Freg a8 fradn

C AaT ¥ farr & 47 waEr av P ag ad
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ANy qiware frgEY & Ata rawt

oW Z | IFM 347 F faqa § a8 w1-
4 47 AR wqar vy | SfeT gar
T € P q vt gt ¥ qEswN 9F
AT U Frgmai At G5 9 | FRO
ye a1 {5 fom o 3 g9 weal 31 &
wqtq 3 & fAy agi wig Ay TR
31 refors  dfedi & @ agd w0
foar a3 &, sega wiar 7] 33 9T
FT g &7 AT QT gL -
fors dfgq @ w@g MY 92 37 B9 3%
AF adf T G967 4 W FEH TG 7T
SRR B & ot 0F gET F TTW
fasidr g 1 ag w3 gafau € i o g
wfm =iy afat gra dam qoa
¥4 ¥, &t IF FW@ gT 9 AR
W Ft gEEE 91 9% gra 36
&I 5 grasaT qr, F AT A qW F AQ
qr M TR Fegyw Agl Tmr amar
g1 3 & @ wArnE
arrTw § ag  wereAdy £ oif
ST & T HTATONAAT Y AE) ATATF |
FHIR gRIE § ZAMT $ 9T arfgen
ez &1 AT )

® AT qWl wEral & SwEAT
FEWER MR AT qEH T 59y
9 9T § av En, ¢ gy ¥ difoa
® A0 & wgar § &5 o ww ¥
FI 0F 3 A1 926 F W wfew o &
TAMT A1F ag wrar A /0L Ffea &
SET | A9 IGF FIT A F (o0 T,
fad 2w forar &¥ q@ & " 5 o
ATET Ul € W 487 91 A9 e
gf ¥ AE0 OFT & | W7 4T F A7 3%
&1 £ A 3 Al SA% g AE FA
QU TG U AR 9 MY g
faanz F3AT A12d § 901 % oF RnETF M

gHUag wATE fTrawarg a1 ag g .

[ COUNCIL ]
| Famgar fm g ag 7y P
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*freggm ade d fage o aqm@T

o ¥ fagra ¥ aa §, 59 A

AT 57 # T AL | TF qT

faarrers fawg aaF =1 =W fGa &

& 1 framg 1 fasdy ¥T 37 9y &
A g Fras A ¥ 3% 98 A g

frrar f& gars 3 w1 iy o o
9E FT 2 | TF T AT JAFT ARAT
T A 2w 5 aoms ot qeg &A1 &

oy g Ffsart Sam FC AT E 1
ZATL T &few weaqy § wroE v F are

# Fgr aar g f& o sk 3O wvife
T8 W AR 9] ¥ Fwam go oAt ¥

AT AT AL I TFEY A AT LFF--

q5% fAaq qar w4 1 37 9% 7Y

a4 & feafs & =i o gl F wwEEw
frsdiz g} T 1 st arfae &Y

AT o Hrar TOTTE § 7@ fawg 9T

Tgd e g wren § fvogw oA
THIE BT BT FC 89 {7 gAA oy

¥ orq 37 A fwor §, gWA I8
T q £, i 98 i g S

qAEe § Fga # f gy, TR, a|
o A, T FF qEA ¥ wEwd W

T A A A T § Wiy § IR
F Tt wAar | A QY Faa 4@ B0 A

g1 gATE aTHA 3T A § o o Foop
A o Ol & O ga frng ey

IR 99 & waga  oar d5) fear

AT AT ¥ FOO AV AT TARTT FT HI-

IR UAS §, UES g ) W v T

et g 1 g, 3% # o faifa wew

A § ) 3 G & IRAF AT A Aar

F1 ofrerrd £ 7 H[T 3§ Qe

qreEr 7 W fgeraF a7 Ty

=T B UF AT A § 5 05
afwns s faar L,
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Paxpir S, DUBE®  (Madhya Pra- Dr. P. C. MITRA:
desh):
) . X e 2o Gro o far : W 9%
Yo WEe TF (WEX MW) : WY o wrq F7 weard fran £ T4 ¢
9% FIF | T AT F FHAT A7 AR
THE  VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRIMATI

FN AR & | FE AT FEmmen o
HIT 2] I57 TFF |
(Interruptions.)

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN
VIOLET ALVA) : Order, order.

SHRIMATI

SHRIC. G. MISRA:

At dro  Are Ha : [oAEi F 99
HATH AU A AT+ AAEE f7A A7
¥ g @1Aar | " JHM 3R, g9
9 FTFH FATAT ATZAT 47 | faer v Ay
# A A IETE
PanpIT S. DUBE:

do 0Fo 34 : Ag AT ACITAF &1
FHIT a1 1 @2
Suri C. G. MISRA:

T dro e s : 49 71 AR
&Y ATH aE7 oAy, AW sdeeT a1
FEH qE AT E | A AT FAT AT
a7 97 &1 gfoarar #7 )

SKRi B. RATH (Orissa): You are a great

Sanatanist.

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRIMATI
VIOLET ALVA) : Order, order.

SHRIC. G. MISRA:

ofy dTe Hre firsm : 7¥ firdi 1 9
FY 9T FYA TC ATAT TN TE @ E
THAT HE qE] AEAW £ | AfaT §
T A7 B FA FT AT afz T S
AT AR & | 1T AL A et &
faaay azf amEer 2 #7 mEE-
AT AL | WA FHET WA F FH AN
a1 T FAT A |

VIOLET ALVA) : Dr. Mitra, please do not
interrupt.

SHRIC. G. MISRA:

o1 e e fpwr @ d&F AFT fan
AL AT AT FET A A e 7 ag
o g AT 9 § 79 f1ge % a9
aut F FAT F4T 0 @ E | 7w /K
oA qE AT faar ATt 7 ImA
WA KT AT AR FEATE | OF AT w0
T QEAT T ATOT F fA0 g2 FT AT
REAT E 1 3AfAT 39 FEar 2 froaw
A1 =491 % w15 Ay AfEr 9w
FART ITHT P A0 | HOET GOAT
Ad=pld w  feamt w1 faar w9 o
formar a7 7
SHRI H. C. MATHUR (Rajasthan):

AT TFo Hlo WYL : (TFEA) :
TANTT TATAAT 7 FA97 ¥79 % q%7 2 ¢
SHRIC. G. MISRA:

Y @Yo Sfro fipsr : ¥4 AT FTOTAT
F wAare fawr & wmowr afeg
fF o feagt 41 o1 &9 F7 FI9L
Z, 9@ fr 98 # uF WA g
24T F—

A2 HATET 247 IAAAT A )

IT UTTEAARAT: A qAT IF )
afr ey S fagr 2 fe g faged,
oy AR 1 A1 fre go F 3AE I
FETHT T4T T F1 AT FrAT 27

R I AW F FTT I+,
FaTT1-A1fEn, T oAr (Far mar @
& wae=1 # Ta97 wem afoorw Aar b
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SHRI H. C. MATHUR:

St gFo #io WqT A4 ¥ THE
fan ®1€ araear 2, 91 #0 &, A9 € A1
i 77 E 7
:SHRIC. G. MISRA:

it 't wro faw : 337 & way afv-
frafe gaft ft 70 9@ T e
wY A TATAAE AZNA AT F qAHT
qqaw 7@ |

THE  VICE-CHAIRMAN  (SHRIMATI

VIOLET ALVA) : Please carry on with your

speech so that you finish it early.

SHRI C. G. MISRA: Yes, I am trying to
finish it. But I will take some -time.

THE  VICE-CHAIRMAN
long time.

SHRI C. G. MISRA: I am trying to wind' it
up. After all, Madam, this is a long subject.
(Interruption.) I am -talking about vedas on
the basis of my epersonal knowledge.

&1 | nF & efr 7wy 7 ) afaw
fagra wrag @ oF &Y oft % A
faarz 7 wv3 2 o' v o 0w &
qfq 7 a5 2 1

Surr H, C. MATHUR:
ot g ®Hto WAL : FT FA H
oF 21 faare &7 = 3

Suri C. G. MISRA:

st dte ofto g0 & wrv AT
fraran g fr fom wemedi 1 e
A AFTE T qg awH fF faarz w4t 9w
JAfzw Afa § e FR AT AT A= E

Sur1 T. PANDE:

ot o qiz : F 7Z TAEAT ATEAT
g fe =it epmfers & 91 399 q@rF 91
AIEATF, THH WITHEO AT HAE 7

[ COUNCIL ]

(SHRIMATI
'"VIOLET ALVA) : You have already taken a

Divorce Bill, 1952
Surt C. G, MISRA :

ot dto ot famt 431 A AATT W
wEe W F9 @l &, % AN 9H
wrAy 2 |
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Surr M. S. RANAWAT:

ot OWo u®o  TMMEAT : AT
71 &1 gwe=de (amendment)
Wt ograwarg ?

Sury C. G. MISRA :

oft ®ro Yo fax : Ft w1 o
gaifaa frar & 98 3997 AeEdE FT
%A £, W faar wfaww F % w7
TFAF |

araFA a1 faamg g@ 2 3 a5 W
AT F fArg g & A7 eaq AT 2
fF mare AATHT FRATT ZAT F AT ATHS
afeeret ZWET 2, WAL TIRT FAAT
BT & A AFr afFErart gar @ o
TEFT 977 (@ gy # A FEAr S0y
AFT & | I avE ¥ gm? wE faaw
WY 3gT Foa A7 & g 2 o
afrome g #rar # fr fame & 9 o
g AT 419 IeTA BT AT & | FHSFI
O & AR § Weg fAAW @\
Frfgq | & wHear g fF w07 aJ7 qw
F1 qgam o o &1 2w 5w fae
oF g A aarasa § |

[For English translation, see Ap-
pendix VII, Annexure No. 143.]
[Mit. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN in the Chair.]

PanDIT S. DUBE: Mr. Deputy Chairman,
as you obviously see, I am an old man and I
have travelled long along the path to the
bourne from which no traveller returns, and
therefore I am entitled to place before my
compeers in this House the result of such
experience and such observations as



2521

1 have been able to gather in the long
course of my 75 years of existence.
And 1 trust that the opinions and the
impressions which 1 shall express will
be received by the House with that
feeling of satisfaction with which I
wish to express them.

There has been a great deal of discussion, and
I am grieved to say, irrelevant discussion, on the
subject in hand. We have a reputation for India
being a spiritual country, a spiritual race. No
place, no country in the world, claims that
position. Everybody all the world over, whether
he is a Christian, a Muslim, a Buddhist or a
Jain, says that India is a land of spiritual
existence. Why is it said like that? Is there
anything special about India? I think we have to
raise this question very properly. What is it that
constitutes spirituality in our land? What is it
that makes us so hieh? Obviously there is
something more in it than ordinarily we might
see. As a matter of fact we have established our
reputation for having conquered the lower
instinct by the , higher instinct, the beastly
instinct by the spiritual instinct. That is why we
have got the reDutation of being a spiritual race,
a race of people who have lived the life of the
religion which they nave evolved. They have
not merely come to certain conclusions, but
they have lived on those conclusions. From
morning till night the Hindu lives the life which
he believes has been set down for him as a
proper course of action. It is this thing of the
spirit with which we are concerned when we
talk about so many things in connection with
the marriages that come forward. What is it that
causes man to be higher than the animal? As has
been said by my friend over there:

“SERAT FTAF AF < TERTa fasr veaa
A man is born a Sudra but by Sanskar he
becomes a Dwija. This is the essential part of
our religion. Friends have said that they do
not know what Sanskar is, that they do not
know what sacrament is. Sir, we all know that
in the three Varnas which are known as
Dwijas, every young boy is
2 C.S.D.
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given a spiritual birth by the Upana-yanam
ceremony. The Upanayanam is the beginning
of the first Sanskar. It is the first sacrament. It
is what is called rebirth in spirit. I wish my
friend, Prof. Malkani, had been here now. It is
the outward sign of an inward grace,
professing to develop the individual for a life
of self-control and a life of discipline. It is an
entry into a life which shuns delight for the
time being and to live laborious days; it is an
entry into a life of Brahmacharya-That
Sanskar has been enjoined and is performed
between the ages of 8 and 11 or 12. Why?
Why should flute age be put down? It is
because it is the age that just precedes the age
of sexual urge, the sexual impulse. Therefore,
before one enters upon the age of sexual
impulse, one is introduced into a course of life
which teaches discipline, self-restraint, seU-
control, which shows you how the life in
subsequent years should be regulated and
guided. For this purpose and as a constant
reminder to you, you are given a sacred
thread. Its sacredness consists in this that if is
a reminder to you that you are not to practise
anything which is against the life of self-
disoipline that is laid down for you-It is a
constant reminder to you that you must lead a
life of self-restraint, that you must always
work for self-control and self-discipline. It is
this self-control, it is this discipline, it is this
victory of the spirit over the animal in you
that is called a sacrament. Therefore it is that
only those who believe in this sacrament, who
believe in this rebirth, they alone are eligible
to come forward and say as to what shall be
for our good and what shall not be for our
good. Those who don't believe in this
sacrament, those who do not believe in the
entry into a higher birth, those who do not be-
lieve that this is the first step towards a higher
life, have no business to talk about how we
should carry on our lives. I say that those who
do not believe in this should keep their hands
off from us. Surely, in this democratic age,

you will not impose your beliefs
upon us. If you think that what you

alone think is good, why should you
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force that belief upon me? Who are

you to tell those who believe in a life

of self-restraint, as to what their life

should be?

SHRIB RATH (Orissa): But do you
practise it?

PanDIT S. DUBE: This is a question which
is not only irrelevant but also improper. The
practice of a man does not take away from the
validity of the principle he believes in.
Because I am a bad Hindu, does it mean that
Hinduism is bad? Because a Christian is bad,
does it mean that Christianity is wrong? Does
it mean that because there is a bad Muslim, the
principles of Koran are wrong. Certainly not.
Only the practice of those principles is wrong.
You don't believe in these Sanskars. Then,
why do you want that I should be converted to
your view? This principle of sacredness, this
principle of Sanskar, applies to the marriage
ceremony also. The girl, at the time of her
marriage, goes through a Sanskar. After
marriage, the husband and wife enter upon a
life of union of the spirits. What is the mar-
riage therefor? So far as our Shastras are
concerned, it is "sp3rpf faq*fatJTif" for the
purpose of getting issues, for the purpose of
begetting sons. It is for this that the marriage
is there. Now, you want contraceptives. You
want to enjoy sexual pleasure without any
restraint. You want that you should be able to
indulge in your personal pleasures. Sir, for us,
for those who believe in this vital principle of
our religion, marriage is a Sanskar; it is a
sacrament. The marriage tie is sacred and
inviolable. They take the oath that they would
live together their lives and be constant as the
Pole Star, which never moves from place to
place. It is this complete union of the spirits tli
at prevents any possible escape into divorce or
separation from one another. It is the idea that
you are made for one another that makes the
marriage inviolable. It is this idea which
enables you to carry on as husband and wife
without any fight or disagreement. It is
this idea which
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keeps the family as one, and it is this idea
which has preserved Hindu society up till
now, whatever the attacks that have been
made upon it, over hundreds of years, from
Kashmir in the North down to Cape Camorin
in the South and from the East to the West. In
spite of all attacks, this one idea has remained
that marriage between a man and a woman is
sacred, is eternal, should never be broken
except under certain conditions which have
been laid down by the Shastras:

“qed qF yaAfad, Fo17 7 afaq g4t
T eArey AT, gfaear fEradn”
One is apostacy. If you change your religion,
your wife is entitled to divorce you. The
second is desertion. If any of these things

happens, then the wife is entitled to have
another husband.

Here, we are trying to introduce divorce on
account of venereal disease. Now, we knust
remember that, when we are making this law,
we should not take a short view of things. We
are legislating for future society. We are
legislating for the nation. So, we should take a
very very long view of things as to what will
happen and as to what will not happen. At the
time this provision was introduced into the
Bill, probably antibiotics had not come into
the market, and as has been stated by a
medical Member the other day, it is now not
more difficult to cure these diseases than
others. Therefore venereal disease should not
be made a ground for divorce. I venture to say
that modern research is going on at such a
rapid pace that even leprosy appears to be
well within the bounds of conquest, and we
must not make any provision which will
subsequently prove to be ridiculous. For,
leprosy is curable, ™' because V. D. is
curable, therefore we must see to it that as far
as possible such a provision which is not
likely to be of much use should not be put in
the statute book.

Having said that, what I was submitting to
you was this. To say that marriage has
nothing to do with religion is an absurd
proposition. Our
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whole belief is that marriage and religion are
indissolubly connected together. Marriage
flows as a result of our belief and that should
not be allowed to be interfered with. Now my
friends will say, "If that is so, what about the
marriages of other people, marriages which
are celebrated without religious beliefs". I say,
I have no objection to that but for decency's
sake, keep your views to yourselves and
regulate your own conduct and your own life
by your beliefs. Why do you want to interfere
with my way of life and why do you want to
interfere with the belief that I have, simply
because you have got a certain kind of belief?
It is this that I am against. In fact it is very
curious that it is the non-believers in this way
of life who come forward to compel the
believers to conform to their ways of thought.
Sir, it must be remembered that so far as the
object of marriage is concerned, from our
point of view it is to create a family and it is
based upon spiritual kinship; but if you
disregard that, then I ask the further question,
"what is the use of calling it a marriage?"
Why not just agree to live together and
consider that this is a relationship of which
only the police will take notice. Take it as just
a connection between a man and a woman and
if you say 'What about the children?' I say.
'Acknowledge them as soon as the children
are born and say they are your children.' After
all your idea is to make the children legitimate
so that they may get the property in succes-
sion. Beyond that there is no other idea and
therefore if you are very anxious that the
children of such succession should get the
property, by all means say that these children
will get the property. Why do you try to
import into that sacred word of 'Marriage' the
idea of a secular connection which has
nothing to do with religion? You can have
your secular connection as much as you like
but for goodness' sake, don't try to misre-
present the vital principles of our religious
faith and belief by saying: 'What 1 call
marriage, you also call marriage.'! It cannot
possibly be. I
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can never accept the marriage that you are
putting forward as marriage as a marriage in
the sense in which I consider marriage to be.

Sir. there is a great deal said about
monogamy. | am perfectly willing to
concede, and as my friend Prof. Mal-
kani also said, I am willing to concede
that it is quite in consonance with
modern ideas for a man not to have
more than one wife. [ quite agree.
But if you will be pleased to see, the
position was mostly developed in the
West—developed in the sense in which
we now take it. In England for in
stance monogamy was the law. It was
generally considered to be the stand
ard kind of behaviour. But look at
our country. What has been the posi
tion in our country? In our -country,
so far as I am aware, there are very,
very rare instances of further marriage
in the case of intelligent, educated
people. But in the case of the farmer,
of the kisan, what does he do? He has
to undergo a lot of physical labour. He
has to work hard in the fields. If his
one wife is pregnant, or if one wife is
sick, and he has not the capacity to en
gage a servant and he has to marry a
woman and that woman helps him in
domestic work and in everything, to
carn  his livelilhood. He thus gets a
wife and also a servant and he is
happy. I have known in Madhya Pra
desh, where you have the weavers,
especially in Nagpur city, with whom
I have mixed very intimately and I
know that the weavers working on a
long piece of cloth have to be running
from one end to the other, sometimes
twenty or twenty-five yards, working
on the warp and woof. Unless they
have their wives to help they cannot
manage it. They cannot engage ser
vants and pay them. So they have
the wife to help them. It is an econo
mic necessity. That is what [ am
saying. I am not joking about it. It
is an utter economic necessity for the
lower classes, and millions of people
do it. It is not only in Madhya Pra
desh but it is there in Punjab, in
Gujerat, in Bihar, in U. P....................

AN HoN. MEMBER: No, not in U.P
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BANDIT S. DUBE: Not in UP.? Very well, 1
shall correct myself to thai extent. Maybe that
the farmer does not need such assistance, the
holdings being too small.

Hindu Marriage and

SHRI RAMA RAO: In that case, if what he
wants is a beast of burden, why not he marry
a bullock?

PanDiT S. DUBE: Please talk sense,
Mr. Rao. «.

I was saying that this is the actual state of
things. I am not saying that I approve of it. I
do not say that it is a state of things of which I
am enamoured. All I say is, this is there: as a
matter of fact.

SHRIB. RATH: What does it show?

PanDIT S. DUBE: Supposing they do .lot
marry more than one wife, can you guarantee
that the superfluous, women in the
community or caste will not be attached to a
particular man vithout marriage? It is possible
that 'hat may be the result. What are you
going to do to see that the superfluous women
in that section of society are properly cared
for? It must be ac-Knowledged that there are
such  superfluous women in certain
communities. (Interruption.) Did anybody
want to say anything?

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Please go on.

PanDIT S. DUBE: What I say is, this
question has to be considered from this point
of view also. It must be seen to what extent
this monogamy 1is desirable in the present
state of our society. If our country advances to
such an extent that everybody realises his
responsibility towards his wife and is able to
see that full justice is done to his wife and
there is no necessity for him to marry a
second wife, if he Is able to see that his wife
is never sick, ill and he never wants to marry
a second wife under any circumstances
whatsoever, then that is a different question
altogether. But I venture to think that it is not
always possible, or rather, I cannot concieve
of circum-
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stances in  which it is not possible for a man
not to havea second wife.

A wife may be ill; a wife may be unable to
fulfil her duties, and a wife may suddenly
develop some kind of inability to live in the
house properly and to live comfortably. Is it
meant to be said that you are going to prevent
thai man from marrying for all the time? I
submit, not; there must be an exemption. It is
too drastic a rule to be observed in our
country and to save the invariably mono-
gamous state of society. Of course, I put
forward this idea with a view to make the
Select Committee examine the question from
every point of view. The position, so far as
monogamy is concerned, appears to me to be
more or less—though good in theory—a kind
of aggressive possession by the ladies, "I must
have you and you alone and nobody else." I
would commend for your reading Bernard
Shaw's 'Don Juan'.

SHRI RAMA RAO: Don Juan?

PanpiT S. DUBE: Yes, he has creat
ed a Don Juan. It is mentioned, I
think, in "Doctor's Dilemma". 1
will not go into further de
tails about the character that
he has created but what he says
is like this: "What, do you mean to

say that because I have had, once or
twice, a meeting with a lady I am
going to be tied up to her all my life
and to look after her, to maintain her,
to earn for her and to make my life
miserable by tying myself up with
that woman?" That kind of argument
was put forward and though it is more
or less serio-comic—it is not very
Serious ......

SHRI RAMA RAO: Very comic indeed.

It is more or less
there and he
would submit,

PanpDIT S. DUBE:
comic but the point is
has not missed it. I

SHRI RAMA RAO: You forget he also
quotes Shakespeare as saying that a man can
have seven wives, one every day of the week.
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PANDIT S. DUBE: Therefore, the j position
so far as the Bill is concerned is this: The two
important questions have got to be looked into
by the Select Committee with very great care.
I think the Members who have been named in

the Select Committee are very good, of

course. They are very competent gentlemen
from every point of view but I would have
wished that it had contained one or two more
names to represent the view which I am
putting forward. So far as the list goes, I find
Dr. Kane is there who is a Brahmin, and also
Mr. Patta-biraman. That is all that I find and [
personally consider that those who do not
believe in the principle which I am trying to
advocate have no business to come forward
and legislate for me. If I were to say that I
should be appointed on a Select Committee
for trying to find out what is good for the
Catholic religion, I do not think that the
Catholics would like it. If I were to say that I,
a Brahmin and a Hindu should be appointed
on a Select Committee for settling the
marriage laws of Jews, I do not think the Jews
would like it. Similarly, so far as I am con-
cerned, I believe that my point of view must
be sufficiently represented in the Select
Committee.

There is just one point more and that is this.
So far as the Select Committee is concerned, it
is known that one-third of our Members are
going out and that new Members are coming m»
in. Therefore, when this question comes up, it is
the new Members who will, more or less, be
taking an important share in it. It does,
therefore, appear to me to be somewhat in-
congruous that people who are going away
cannot be taken in because they are going and
the people who are coming in cannot be taken
in because they have not come in. Therefore. I
think perhaps Government may consider it
more appropriate if the appointment of the
Select Committee is deferred for the time being
to enable other Members to come in so that
when the next Session commences. th'!
Members who will be here for a ledger time
could have an opportunity to deal with it.
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MR. DEPUTY UHAIittMAN: Yes, Mr.
Rath. Please be brief. We want to finish the
debate today. The hon.
the Law Minister will reply on Monday.

SHrRI H. C. MATHUR: Why cannot the
debate be continued on Monday also?

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: There is
other business.

SHRI B. RATH: Sir, there has been much
discussion about religion, about sacrament
and about sacred duties into which I will not
go, nor am I going into the domain of Mr.
Dube, who wanted to simplify the whole thing
by saying that one who is not a Brahmin is not
a Hindu and again one who does not believe
in the principles of spiritualism, although he
does not practise it, is not a Brahmin and that
only such Brahmins can have the right to be
the custodians of Hindu society. That means
that only those who believe in spiritualism or
who believe in the principle of spiritualism
although they do not practise it, it is for them,
it is they only who can legislate for the Hindu
society and nobody else can. Sir. fortunately
or unfortunately I am born a Hindu, and if Mr.
Dube can persuade the Government to have
some legislation as to maintain a register as to
who should be called Hindus and who not,
then I would request the Government to have
such a caste as the caste of Indians and I
would very gladly walk into that, and I will
leave Mr. Dube and the few who are his
fellow-travellers to boast that they believe in
principles and do not practise them.

With this, Sir, I come to the Bill and I will
simply say that it is not looking into the Vedas
or the Furanas or the Upanishads that is
necessary now, but we have to see to the
present circumstances of society and how far
we are going to adjust ourselves into it. If we
go to the Vedas and the Puranas and the
Upanishads and go into those examples of the
past, ther some gentleman may come forward
and may say that polygamy should be
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[Shri B. Rath.] | will not have equal rights. Be clear about it;
allowed if it is publicly declared and | otherwise if you say, 'we are all equal; women

because Draupadi married Ave people
one woman can also have five hus
bands and so polygamy or polyandry
can be practised in the present society
because in the past also that was there.
I don't believe in that. I am not going
into the past. I am concerned with

the present condition of the
society ......
Dr. P. C. MITRA:......... and the

future also.

SHRI B. RATH: Those who oppose divorce,
those who say that Hindu society does not
allow divorce, must remember that Hindu
society does not consist of only Brahmins or
the Kayasthas among whom divorce is not
practised. If we accept the definition as it is,
we will find that those castes which are
included in the Hindu religion have practised
divorce. Even they are not going to come to
the law courts. In our State there is the custom
of Chadpatra according to which if a husband
expresses a desire or a wife expresses a desire
to live separately, it is allowed, and it prevails
among the cowherds (Goalas) and the
weavers, etc.

SHRI S. M. HEMROM (Orissa): In that
State is it prevalent amongst Brahmins?

SHIU B. RATH: Amongst Brahmins .. thev
can \ leave the company of the wives. The
wives .cannot but the husbands have the right,
I believe, in all States. So to say that the
Hindu religion does not allow divorce would
be wrong. Of course, certain castes amongst
the Hindus do not allow the woman to divorce
but the heads of those castes practise divorce.
That means it is the male folk who practise it
and do not allow the womenfolk to practise it.
So divorce is there. All that is needed now is
that the right that has so far been exercised by
the male folk should be extended to the
women. Whether we are going to allow it or
not is the question. If you do not allow it then
you will have to concede that you still believe
in the fact that it is the man who will
dominate always and women

should have equal rights in the society' then
you must concede them the rights that you
possess and that you exercise. So I believe
that divorce must be allowed and that also
allowed not with so many provisos but even
in cases where the husband and wife both
agree to separate from each other and jointly
come before the court saying that they cannot
continue to live together, they must be
allowed to separate and the court must agree
to give them a decree of divorce.

Then, Sir, we find that in the lower castes
in Hindu society wherever divorce is
practised by both the sexes, there both sexes
are economically independent of each other.

Dr. P. C. MITRA: But they are un-
touchables.

SHRI B. RATH: Are you going to include
them in the Hindu society or not?

Dr. P. C. MITRA: They are un
touchables. How can................

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Order, order.

SHRI B. RATH: My friend still wants
to remind me about the untouchables.
Perhaps he must be practising un-
touchability since 1932 ............

SHRI H. C. MATHUR: In our Constitution
we have no untouchability.

SHRI B. RATH: He does not believe in that
in spite of the fact that he has sworn
allegiance to the Constitution. However, I
believe it is the economic independence
which has given the right of divorce to the
females. Now, as we are progressing and as
we are trying to see that both the sexes
become economically independent of each
other, the time has come when we must admit
that right. There will be occasions, there will
be cases where such things will come before
the court and we cannot stop them. So
it is
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better that we concede from now that that
right is guaranteed under the iaw.

Thirdly, Sir, with regard to some of the
provisions of the Bill, I would submit, through
you, to the members of the Select Committee
that this Bill should be made as simple as
possible. I feel that there are certain provi-
sions which can be further simplified and
cannot be left to the interpretation of the
lawyers or to the decision of the court. I want
to draw attention to some of the definitions
with regard to Sapinda relationship,
prohibited degree of relationship and others. I
would submit that instead of making such
definitions, it would be much better to lay
down a table saying that such persons cannot
marry such and such persons if they are
related in such and such a way. Instead of
making it 'five  generations', 'three
generations', and then prescribing it like this
and like that, I would request you to just make
a catalogue that such and such persons cannot
marry if they are related in this particular way.

SHRI H. C. MATHUR: Do you think that
these restrictions should be there?

SHRI B. RATH: Yes, there must be some
degree of prohibition.

SHRIM. S. RANAWAT: Why?

SHRI B. RATH: Then, I will have to
discuss biology with you.

SHRI T. PANDE: There should be complete
freedom; there should be no restriction. It is
'sanatana dharma'. (Laughter.)

SHRI B. RATH: Rather, raise the age of]
girls, say, to 16, 18 or 20; after which the
consent of the parent will not be necessary.
There are still parents, there are 'sanatanists'
who will take advantage of this age of 15 to
give their daughters in marriage to somebody
else and take out some money, some
advantage out of it. They can sell their
daughters for money.

Dr. P. C. MITRA: Perhaps in Orissa, it
may be so.
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SHRI B. RATH: Why in Orissa alone? It is
no exception. There will be such cases in your
own place. So, I would suggest that you raise
the age of girls to 16, 18 or 20. I don't worry.
You can say, "After the girl attains the age of
18, no consent is necessary". Do not keep the
age at 15, and say all these things. You can
get rid of some sections, the question of
guardianship of brother, mother and others.
Such vexatious problems over guardianship
would not arise. ¢

Then, I come to the proviso. Here, in
section 12, in (b), it is provided that "no
petition under this sub-section shall be
entertained after the expiry of one year from
the commencement of this Act". How this
proviso is there, I do not understand.

DRr. P. C. MITRA: You cannot understand
it now; after old age you will understand it.

SHRI B. RATH: I will submit, Sir, in the end
one thing. Of course, I will not be here for the
next session. Since this Bill is a very small
Bill, consisting of 30 clauses, of which one
relates to 'Repeals’ and the other 'Savings', 1
think this will be passed in the next half of
this session which will begin on the 18th of
April or so, after this adjournment; and I
think, the Select Committee should sit, and
the Law Minister will take interest to see that
the Select Committee sits, during this inter-
session period and pass this Bill before the
end of the session. Since this .House has only
15 Members on the Select Committee, and the
other House will be sitting in this period, 1
suggest that the Select Committee should sit
during this period so that this Bill comes out
from the anvil of the Select Committee and is
placed before the House and passed into law
in the next session. With that suggestion, Sir, [
support the Bill.

Sur1 B. K. MUKERJEE (Uttar Pradesh):
Mr. Deputy Chairman, I stand to oppose the
motion before this House. The speaker who
preceded me wanted that the Bill should be
passed during the next session; but I vant to
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[Shri B. K. Mukerjee.] be more
progressive, and I want this BiJl to be passed
in this session, and if it is possible, today as
this legislation, if it is passed will add one
dead letter in the Statute Book. Therefore, Sir,
whether it goes to the Select Committee or
not, if it is passed in this House and is sent to
the other House, that will not make much
difference, because this legislation seeks to
remove certain disabilities in our society. So it
is "a social legislation as opposed to political
or economic. This is a social measure though
of course, it is not a new thing before this
House or before the Parliament. We have got
enough experience of such social legislations.
Now, Sir, first of all 1 have got here to
support what my constituency says about this
Bill, i.e., the Uttar Pradesh Government. That
Government says, Sir, as follows:

"l am directed to say that the State
Government are in general agreement with
the provisions of the Bill except in regard
to the provisions about divorce."

I feel, Sir, that the most important provision
in this Bill deals with divorce and most of the
speakers who spoke in support of this Bill
were very anxious to have this provision" of
divorce. Therefore, if this provision about
divorce is taken away from this Bill, there is
no necessity for passing this legislation. What
is the reason for that? What is the argument of
the Members who spoke in favour of this
legislation? What is it that they want? I am
inclined to believe that they are guided by
their desire for more and more worldly
pleasures and happiness. And the more we
aspire for worldly pleasures, the more will we
be faced with difficulties and miseries in this
world.

SHRI S. N. MAZUMDAR (West Bengal):
Then renounce this world.

SHRI B. K. MUKERJEE: My friends over
there will probably be convinced if they try to
understand what I mean. My friends opposite
desire peace in the world.  Everybody talks
of peace in
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this world, but at the same time everybody is
trying to have more and more armaments. The
more armaments are piled up, the more
become the conflicts.

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: We are not
concerned with armaments here.

SHRI B. K. MUKERIJEE: I am only giving
an example, Sir. They all talk of peace in the
world but they end peace by producing more
and more armaments. Now, we are legislating
for deriving more pleasures, and we will only
be faced with more difficulties and miseries.
Nothing else than that. My contention is that
by passing this legislation, we will not
achieve the desired objective, i.e., more plea-
sure. We will not be able to get any pleasure
by getting this legislation passed. We will
only be faced with more difficulties and
sufferings.

I. have got another ground for
opposition to this Bill. When 1 saw
this first, 1 thought that there were
some good provisions in it. It was
my opinion before. But when I heard
the first speaker from the opposite
side who started the discussion yes
terday, i.e., Shri Bhupesh Gupta, I had

to revise my opinion on this account,
because this has been supported by
people who have nothing to do with
this country, or with our society, or

Hindu
advo
society,

with the Hindu religion or the
community. When such people
cate the cause of the Hindu
then naturally...........

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Please avoid
such insinuations.

to change my opinion on that account.

SHRI T. S. PATTABIRAMAN (Madras):
Change it for us also.

SHrRI B. K. MUKERIJEE: It may be that
they want to convert some of the Members on
this side to their own ideology,, or to create
chaos amongst our society. They aim at either
of these things, nothing else. That speaker
said that the State of Uttar Pradesh and the
Government of Uttar Pradesh
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are very reactionary. Is it because the
Government of Uttar Pradesh opposed this
measure? He probably said this because there
is no red flag in Uttar Pradesh, there is no
Communist in Uttar Pradesh. Therefore,
.according to them, the Uttar Pradesh
Government is reactionary. But we on this side
like this Government because it is a
Government which has kept the red flag far
away from its borders.

Now, one of the provisions in this Bill is for
monogamy, as opposed to polygamy, but we
do not require any legislation for the practice
of monogamy. I do not know if there is any
Member in this House who is at present
having more than one wife, simply because
there is no legislation now to prevent
polygamy. The reason is that it is difficult for
even Members of Parliament to maintain one
wife.

HoN. MEMBERS: Question.

SHRI B. K. MUKERJEE: I
know if any Member can ...maintain
more than one wife because it is im
possible these days ............

don't

SHRI K. RAMA RAO: Question.

AN HoN. MEMBER: Shri Rama Rao does
not agree.

SHRI B. K. MUKERIJEE: I know because
the cost of living index has gone over 400
now and therefore it is not so easy to have two
wives now. It is very difficult to maintain
even one wife.

AN HoN. MEMBER: If he marriece a
woman MP. that will help his finances.

SHrI B. K. MUKERJEE: Even without
legislation, nobody likes polygamy. But by
legislation we cannot prevent it. Some]
speakers before me stated, that there are
economic factor* for which in some of the]
areas in this country people are compelled to|
take more than one wife. Any amount of|
legislation cannot prevent them frem

2C.S.D.
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taking two wives but by persuasion or by
education they can be prevented. But by force
you cannot prevent them. If you could
prevent by force of legislation then I ask, we
have in the Statute two legislations—I mean
the Sarda Act and the Widow Remarriage
Act, are they operative in this country today?

HoN. MEMBERS: Yes.

SHRI B. K. MUKERIJEE: No, they are not.
We have got Members in this House—Lady
Members, widows, who have been very
energetic and enthusiastic about having this
Bill passed even today.

AN HON. MEMBER: What is their age?

SHRIB. K. MUKERIJEE: That does not
matter but they are not married. Child marriage
is banned by legislation but thousands of
people are marrying their children before
*hat age. The law is ineffective. The law is
dead in the Statute Book. = Now what I want
to stress is that we will be adding one more
dead letter in the Statute Book by passing
this legislation. This legislation is not
required at all. Even those ardent supporters
of this Bill stated today and yesterday in this
House that even after passing this Bill, there
will be very few divorces. Ifthere are
chances for very few divorces, and  the entire
country is opposed to this divorce system then
for the sake of a few individuals we should not
legislate, ignoring the people at large in this
country. The people are not in favour of this
divorce but they can be educated and persuad-
ed without legislation. Now some time back
our caste  system in the Hindu society was so
acute that a man of one caste did not eat
with a man of another caste. All these
things were not removed by legislation.
But gradually, when people felt the urge, when
they felt the need and the necessity for it,

they got abolished and there are no such
practices or customs, there are no such
caste-systems in Hindu society. I shall give
another example. Some fifty or twentv-
five
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[Shri B. K. Mukerjee.] years back, if
anybody from a village or even from a small
town went to a foreign land, say England or
America, for education, he used to be socially
boycotted by the people. But now these things
have all gone, they have been almost forgotten.
Take another example. When our medical
colleges were started in this country, some 150
years back, those boys who were getting
educated in these medical colleges, because
they had to practise and learn on dead bodies,
dissection and such other things, were socially
boycotted. But what is the condition today? If
a boy is in the M.B.B.S. class,—he need not
have finished the course and become a
doctor—our friends would go and seek
matrimonial alliances mwith those boys for
their daughters. That is the condition of things
today because society has felt the necessity for
such a reform in these matters. This has been
brought about not by legislation but by
education and persuasion and by the force of
necessity of the *imes. Similarly, if there is the
nece”.ty for divorce, some people, some ladies
may come forward and show the path to other
sisters. Let us create a convention. After all,
we know convention has got more force than
legislation. In . this Bill also ttie framer or the
drafter of this Bill has shown some sympathy
or some regard for customs and usages. We
have to create customs and we have to create
these usages, because these things are more
forceful than legislation and as I have already
said, legislation has not changed society, for
the Sarda Act is a dead letter in the Statute
Book today.

Hindu Marriage and

Some friends were wanting equality. The
friend who spoke just now, who preceded me,
said he did not like to discuss biology here. So
I also will not discuss biology here. But they
all want equality and I do not know why.
There are, after all, natural obstacles before us.
They were also talking of science and telling
us that we are all in the year 1954. Many of
our friends here have stated that we are in
the
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year 1954 and not in 1854. Science has
advanced very much. It has advanced so much
that there are transformations. After all,
nothing is lost in this world. Matter cannot be
destroyed, but it can be transformed from one
thing into another. One thing is transformed
into another thing, but nothing is destroyed.
Matter is indestructible, but it is transformable.
Science has proved that—that not only is
matter transformable but that sexes are also
transformable. If a wife is disgusted with her
husband, why go in for a divorce which is a
demand of yesterday? After all. science has
advanced beyond that. It has progressed. So no
more talk of divorce, but ( only of
transformation. If a wife is disgusted with her
husband, she should go to the doctor and not
to the lay lawyer. This Bill, I feel will be
putting more money into the pockets of
lawyers, and I plead for the doctors here. Go
to the doctor and transform yourself.

When I am disgusted with my wife, I will
certainly go to my doctor. My advice to those
persons who are advocates of this is that
instead of demanding a divorce which is a
demand of yesterday, we should talk not of
divorce but of transformation.

SHRIT. S. PATTABIRAMAN: You bring a
private Bill for that.

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Order, order.
You must be more serious in your remarks,
Mr. Mukerjee.

SHRI B. K. MUKERIJEE: In the Bill, there is
demand for equality, but I am surprised that
none of those Members who spoke in support
of the Bill have pointed out the anomalies
which are existing in the draft. In sub-clause
(iii) of clause 5, the ages mentioned are
eighteen and fifteen. If you want equality of
both the sexes why don't you come up and say
that both the boys and girls must be of the age
of fifteen? If I am suggesting equality I will
surely demand that boys and girls must be of
the same age, fifteen or even fourteen.
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SHrRI V. K. DHAGE: Not
sixteen?

sweet

SHRI B. K. MUKERIJEE: Then there is the
provision lor alimony, temporary and
permanent. Now, there was talk lor the wives
only, but there are lady Members in this House
and I do not know il they have all their husbands
employed. There may be a lew husbands who
may not be employed, who is out ol
employment today, and il there is to be a
divorce, why should not the lady Members pay
lor the maintenance ol their husbands? If I they
come lorward with that argument, I will
certainly agree but none «f them had the courage
to say, "We do not want this provision lor our-
selves alone but we are ready to give this
concession to the men also". II this Bill is to be
passed, in all fairness, because you are all
advocates ol the equality ol sexes, provide lor
equal age lor both the girls and boys and if we
provide lor alimony, it should be for both, the
wife and the husband.

With these words, Sir, I will again appeal to
the Law Minister not to press his motion in
this House. If it is possible, I request him to
withdraw this Bill because this will only add
another dead letter in the Statute Book. If he
cannot do that under some nressure from some
quarters in this House, let us have this Bill
passed here and now. I am opposed to
referring this to the Select Committee because
the Select Committee cannot improve *n that.
Therefore, I want this Bill to be passed just
now, if it is not possible today, on Monday we
can pass this.

KAzt AHMAD HUSSAIN (Bihar):
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