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duce & Bill further 10 amend the Constitu.
tion of India.

MR DEPUTY.SPEAKER ! The ques-
tion is :

““That leave be granted to introduce a
Bill Turther to amend the Constitution
of India,"”

The motion was adopted.

PREVENTION OF COW SLAUGH-
TER BILL]

SHRI BHARAT SINGH CHAUHAN
(Dhar) : 1 beg to move for leave to Intro-
duce o Bill 10 prevent cow sloughter in
Indie.

MR, DEPUTY.SPEAKER ! The ques-
tion 1s :

““That leave be granted to introduce a
Bill to prevent cow slaughter in India,"

The motion was adopted.

SHRI BHARAT SINGH CHAUHAN :
1 introduce the Bill,

14,52 brs.

REPRESENTATION OF THE
PEOPLE (AMEND.
MENT) BILL}

(Amendment of sections 123, 169
and isertion a{ secticn
1254
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MR, DEPUTY-SPFAKER : The Gues-
tion js !

““That Jeave be granted 10 Introduce a
Biil fvrther to amend the Representa-
tion of the reople Act, 1951."

The motion was adopted,

st wzs feri?t msdot ;& fadow
! gquearfog Far g

14 54 hrs,

CONSTITUTION (AMLNDMENT)
BILL}

(Amendment of articles 81, 82,
and inur:tg; a_;" new article
A

MR. DEPUTY-SPEAKER : How much
time shall we teke for this ? I think, 1§
houts,

SHRI MURASOL] MARAN (Madras
South) : We should have two hours,

MR. DEPUTY.SPEAKER : Al right,

SHR1
moae !

MURASOLI MARAN: 1

“That the Bill Turther 10 amerd the
Consutution of Indis, be taken into
conasiderntion,”

This is a simple Bill aod isnotofa
controversial astute. 1 think the Houss

% Pubiished in Osxaste of India Extraordinary, Part 11, section 2, dated 28-5.71,
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[Shei Murasoli Maran]

will appreciate the spirit and the intentinn
behind this Bill. The idex is that no
State should be penalised hy the loss of
its repreventation in the House of the
people for sincerely implementing  the
family planning programme and no State
should be deprived of revenues by way of
granis or plan assistance by the Union
Arlicle %1
of the Constitution describes the com-
position of the House of the People : there
shall be allotted to esch State a number
of seats in the House of the People in
such manner thal the ratio between that
number and the popalation of the Stote is
so far as practicable the same for all
States, Clause (3) defines ‘population’:
ropulation as ascertained at the last
preceding census of which the relevant
figures have been published. Article 82
secks the readjustment of seats after each
census: upon the completion of each
census, the allocation of seats In the
House of the People 1o the States and the
division of each State into territorinl con.
stituencies shall be readjusted by such
authority and in such manner as Parlia-
ment may by law determine. It means
the delimitation commission is created
and ‘it goes into the Question of fixing the
number of seats for ench State so that the
proporiion of seats 10 the population is as
far as practicuble the same for all the States.
As representation in the House of the people
is linked with preceding census, the compo-
sition in the context of such represent-
ation 1o the states changes every time after
the  census figures. Let me remind the
House of what happened to our composition
after the 1961 census. Because of decrease
in the population, Andhra Pradesh and
Tamil Nadu. lost two seats and U.P. lost
one seat whereas Assam, Gujarat, Punjab
goined  two seats each.. So  also,
Kernla, Mudhya Pradesh, Maharashtra,
Mysore nnd Rajasthan gained one seat each
and West Bengal, the luckiest State got
the phenomenal increase of four seats, The

- Ugion Territories in toto got three seats,
- The picture would have been. changéd - if
. the Delimitation

© . functioned under the. Central Act of.. 1961~ _.actos, -because soience--insreates the Pros~

Commission  which

 MAY 28, 1971

(Amdv) Bill .~ 312

62 acted differently. I the total number
of seats of the House of the People  were
retuined and distributed according to the
ropulation of 1961, some of the States
would have lost heavily, For instance,
Andhra Pradesh,  Tamil Nadu and U.P,
would each have lost three seats and Bihar
would have lost one, This has been
mitigated by increasing the total number
of seats in the House. The Delimitation
Commission could save two seats for U.P,
and one seat for Bihar but Andhra and
Tumil Nadu lost two seats each, This may
lovk natural in democratic countries
hecause democracy after all is nothing
but counting of heads. But India is in a
unidue situation. like other developing
countries there is the problem of a
galloppping rise in population, On the one
hand there is decrease in moriality rate
and on the other hand increase in the
birth rate. 1Hud 1 moved this Bill in
1921 1 would have known for certain the
immediately preceding decennlal percen.
toge variation was negutive of the order
of 031, Between 1911 and 1921 our
population declined by one million
from 251 million to 250 million, Thereafter,
we never looked back.

15.00 brs,

The population growth between 1921
and 1931 was 10.6 per cent, In the year
1931 1o 1941, the growth was 13.5 per cent.
Between 1941 and 1951, the growth was 12,5
per cent, Between 1951 and 1961. the
growth was 21,5 per cent. According to
the latest provisional figures of the census,
between 1961 and 1971, our population
growth is 24,57 per cent. Qur demographic
curye is not a straight line but asteadily
claiming curve. So, it is not a source of
satisfaction, bult n cause of concern.
Never in the history of India was there
fuch a galloping rate of incresse in popula.
tion as it did happen from 1951 onwards,
In the continuous race between a decrease
in mortality and an mc:ense in’ b;rﬂa we
are cought in dilemma,

Science itself is’ '&sm‘rmuﬁr{g 10" this’
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pect of longevity and decreases the
mortality rates. So, science itself has come
forward to our rescue by maintaining the
balance throngh methods of family
planning.

Indin’s family plunning programme is
nssuming the dimension of a social revo-
lution, 1t is said that the world's luargest
and most widespread campaign of educa-
tion and motion is taking place in ow
country. Family planning programme
was gdopted in our country in 1952 as
an official programme. Perhaps we are the
only one of the developing nations which
huave taken up fumily planning programme
as an oflicial policy, Starting with a caut-
ious approach in the first Five Year
Plan, more vigorous action CHIN tesearch
programme was taken up for implementa-
tion duing the second Plan, The third
Plan gave a clew and emphatic recogni-
sation 10 the famuly planning mogramme.
| want 1o quote here fiom the third Plan
record. It says

““The objectiva of stabilising our
growth of population oOver a rcason-
able period must be at the very centre
of planned development.”

The fourth Plaa went one step further
and 1t says ¢

“It is o programme of highest prior.
“)".“

Now, Sir, we have fixed our aim and tar-
gel regarding the family plannig programme.
The aim is the annpal rate of increase
should not be more than one and a half
per cent, But it is not so actuelly, Between
1951 and 1961, the actual rate of incrense
was 2,15 percent and now, according to the
proyisional figures of the new census, it is
2.457, Another target is to bring down the
birth rate from 40 per thousand to 23
within & decade or two. In this context we
should see how otber States which are
implementing the family planning ptogram-
me rigorously are sffectsd.
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Hete 15 the State of Tamil Nadu or
anv other State in India which endeavours
to present a credituble achievement in
containing the growth in  jorulation,
instead of rewarding the State with
increased participation in this House, this
Parliament. and granting a  bonus of seats
in Parliament, we are curtailing the privi-
lege and doing the exact oprositive of
justice by the population policy. Some
seuts huave been lost to us, We lost two
seats because of the last census figures,
and propoitionate damage is done to the
State legislature—bodies like the Assembly
and the ¢ ouncil. This is not a question
of merely lo<ing une 01 two senls here and
there Our sysiem is described as a co-
operative federalism. Members of the
Treasury Bench oflen refer to it as a co=
operative federnlism, but if we go deep
into it and remove this appendage attached
to it, the sham facade put in front of it,
you  will se¢ that ours is uot 4 cu-opera«
tive fede€rulism but a bargaining federa-
lism, Those who have more bargaining
puwer teceive more in the form of finan~
cial assistance und  other help. In this
context, i is nut just one seat in this
House, One %eat is edual Lo one unit of
bargaining power, Let us not minimise
the value of one seat, During the last
Parliament, history was created in the
Rajya Sabha when the privy purses Bill
was defeated not by one vote but by a
fraction of & vote, S0 we can evalpate
the value of a single seat at times of
political controversy.

The census figures show that the South
Indian population is gelting decreased.
According to the last census, the South
Indian population wns 27.2 per cent of
the total Indian propulation. But accord.
ing to the latest figures, it has come down
to 24.7 per cent. Thut means, 2 or more
south Indians will be missing in the All
india picture out of every 100 persons,
‘The increase in population is indicated
by the difference beiween the natoral
birth rate aud mortality rate. Bus if you
look at the Tigures, you will find that the
birth rate is too high in the noxth
of India, i.e. Punjab and Haryans where
it is 43,6, In the southern zone comprising
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Andhrs Pradesh, Tamilnadu, Kerala and
Mysore, it is JR.5 per cent. In th: cantral
wone comprising UP and MP 1t is 42 po
cent. In the castern .one comprising
Avsam, Bihar, Orissa and West Bzngal, it
i9 43 3 per cent. In the wa.tern zone com-
prising Gujaat and Maharashtra, it is
428, per cent, 5o, the hirth rate touches
the rock bottom in the southern sone.

The death rate is lowest in the western
zone and next comes the southern -one
where it is 22 3 per c:nt. The highest rate
of natural incrense of population is in
northern 1ndia—24 6, The lowest rate of
increase of population is in southern
India—16.2,

Another interesting figure ix this, O
all the Indian women, the women of
Bihar be get more children According to
statistics, In Bihar 8,50 children are born
for every woman who is 47 years of age
and who has had unbroken family life
Next comes UP with 7,47, Next come.
Mr, Piloo Mody’s Siate 1 e, Guyarat with
7.07 Next come Punjab and Maryan
with 6,76, The southern Siates have the
lowest figures, In Tamul Nadu, it Is only
5.7% and in Andhra it is 5.59. But in Bihor,
it is 8.50,

'Sa, thay ure increasing the population
whereat some state, and among them the
Southern States, are not doing so in the
sense that they are vigorously and genui-
nely implementing the family plunning
methods, Why this situation of higher
rate of birth in some States and lower rate
of pirth in other States, even though we
are having family planning programme as
ths official policy ? Firstly although family
planning is & Siate subject it is a Central.
ly sponsored programme. Yet, there isno
uniformity in attaining the target. Because
of .poor performnnce or lethargy in some
Stses the birth rate has increased and
those States where there is lethargy in
family planning pregramme are maostly in
the earh, semely Uitar Pradesh, Dibar
an2Rajesthan. They are not vigesously
imptemmanting  the population  conirol
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mathods. Mr. B, P. Patel, Secretary of
the Union Ministry of Health and Family
Planning, while addressing the Conference
ul the State Health Szcretaries and Family
Planning Officers in Delhi during April
1970 observed as follows :

“The three major states Uttar Pradesh,
Bihar along with Assam have conti-
nued to show results which are below
the national average considering that
the population in these States consti-
tuted about 40 per cent of the total
population of the country, Tremend.
ous efforts are called for in these
States to give a big push to this pro-
gramme,

Here 15 a picture of India where while in
the southern States the population 15 gett-
ing reduced in the northern States,
because they huve not vigorously adopted
the family planning programme, the
populatron 18 getting increased with the
1esult that while our representation in the
house of the people is proportionately
gelting reduced, the representation of those
States which nre not genuinely adopting
family plunning programme is increnasing.

In the context of the language issue
and in the conteat of representation in the
Cential services it 15 a grave problem,
Already our share in the Ceniral services
is getting reduced. As Mt. Lakkappa corie-
ctly points out, unless we produce quality
men our share in the Central sarvices may
become smaller still, States reorganisation,
which iz continuously taking place. is
creating tnequalily between populous Sta-
tes and smaller States and it is one of the
major problems of the seventies. The larg.
est population of a single State is 90
million whilst that of the smallest State is
less than haif a million, The ratio between
them is 1: 225, There issuch a yawning
8ap beiween the big and small State,

Even though the States are considered
¢Qual in the Nanional Development coun.
cil and in the Governor's cOnference
there is always a battle belwean ¢hs small-
er States,und the giant States. The nosth-
ern States of U. P. and Bihar, which haye.
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higher birth rates have Increased their
ropuletion while the ropulition has
decrensed in the southern States Consequ-
ently, the southern States are di_criminated
against in the rrocess in the matter of
parliamentary representation, According to
the provistonal census figures the share of
Tamilnadu and Andbra Pradesh will he
reduced by one in the parlinmentary repre-
sentation, Of course, therte will be no
change in the cuse of Mr. Lekkappa's
State, Mysore. West Bengal gams 1 or2
seats; Rajasthan pains 1 seat; Gujarat
gains | sent; Madhya Pradesh-the State of
the Minister-gnirs 2 seats; Maharashtra
alco gains 2 seats, In the political field,
this is the renalty we are paying for effec-
tively implementing the femily planning
rlogramme.

Let us look at the economic side of it,
We are also penalised on the economic
side. Let us think foi a while about the
consequences of not geiting enough gran.
ts, ullowances and assisiance mnormally
1ecommended by the Finance Commission
only because that alco follows the pattern
of Population figures of the previous
(ensus.

My Bill provides remedy for the injury
done by the Finsnce Commission which
swears by the ropulation figures. Articles
280 and 28! deal with Finance Commission.
Actually, our Finance Commission are
called as the umpires between the Union
and the States in financial relations, But
the pity is that they take into account the
population figures while determining the
distribution of Income.tax and excise
duly. Actually, the Finance Commission
comes into being because of articles 280
and 281, But thete is n0 mention of
ropulation figures in that article,

Whatever disagreement we may have
with our Indian Constitution, it cancot be
on the score at yufficient attention has sot
been glven to details. As Ivor Jennings has
said, “Our constitution abounds in too
many details,’ But soambow or other, the
Finadcs Commissions use poyulation figures
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as ono of the deteimining factors to fix
allocation of divisible taxes and duties.

1 want to tell the House bow the Fina-
nce Commission have divided the divisible
taxes. The First Finance Commission ba-
sed its calculations, teparding income-tax,
on the basis that 80 per cent should be on
population basis and 20 per cent on <olle-
ction basis, The Second Finance Commi.
ssion fixed it in a different mapner. Tt
fixed at 90 rer cent on rtopulation basis
and 10 percent on collection basis. But the
Third and Fourth Finance Commission
differed with the Second Finance Commi-
ssion and, agieecing wih the First Finance
Commission's formula, i1t fixed at 80 per
cent un population basis and 20 per cent
on collection basis.

Thia question 1s being asked from the days
of Sir Otto Niemeyer in 1936 down to the
latest Finance Comnussion. Every time,
the Finance Commission opens the subject
and closes it, But the Succeeding’ Finance
Commissiyn reopens it. So, \he inqQuiry is
gomg on and on cvery five yeais. The
Fourth Finance Commission felt strongly
about this piocedure, The I'ourith Finance
Commission headed by Dr. P G. Rajam-
anour says like this

"Faking these two factors of popula.
tion and collection, here can be diver=
gence of opinion as o the relative
prlorortion to be assigned to those
two factors. Tloogh we discussed
various propurtions, we wele eventually
impressed by the f.<l that a sense
of certainty wnd stabiluy as
regards the principles to be adopted in
the distribution of income-tax should
rrevail. It 1s not desirnble that every
time a new Finance Commission is
aprointed, there should be re-opening
of the basis of distribution.”

This is the opinion of the Rajamansar
Commission, Is 1t  necessary that we
should leave the tax share to fhe decision
of five wise man of the Finance Commi.
sylon every flve yests 2 The answer js ip
the negative,
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Firstly, there should be a sense of
certainty ana stability 1n the division ol
income-tax and other divisible taxes. The
best thing would be that the Constitution
may fia the percentage ol share, without
going deep into the population figutes and
thus do justice to those States whith nie
adopting fammly planning methods. We can
fix the peicentige 1n the Constitution
wself, It will not be yery difhcalt hecau e
we have a wealth of information and the
experience gained by five successive Fina-
nee Comnussion

Dr. Rajamannar in his note 1n the 1e-
poit of the ¥inance ( ommission, 1965
agrees with 11 and says®

““As regards disnbution 1afe) se among
the several States, the general princie
piés and criteria may be laid down by
the Constitution, Here again, thers has
been a great divergence in the suggesti-
ons but forward by the States before the
Finance Commnsion, relative finan-
cial weakpess, social and economic
backwardness, i1 capita income are
some of the differeut criteria urged by
one ot other of the States. Since it s
such an important matter as determiva-
won of the icsources which will be
avatlable to cach State as a 1esult of a
schem: of davolution, there should not
be a gamble on the persopal wviews
of five persons or a magoriy of them,"”

He has used stiong words and he has
said :

“Chere should not be a gamble on the
personal views of [five [ersons or a
majority of them ™

There 13 no constnutinnal bar, nor 1s thete
a constitutional sar cuion for taking into
consideration the jurulation figurcs while
| distributing tbe divisible taxes and excre
duty,
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Secondly, we shuuld consider whether
population basis 18 a sound criterion for
distributing resources among the States.

SHR1 CHINIAMAN] PANIGRAHI
(Bhubaneswsr). Are we discussing all the
aspects of Centre-State relations under
this Bill,

SHRI MURASOLI MARAN Natuially’
the Bill concerns them Iet lum go
thiough the Bill.

MR DFPUTY-SPFAKER ; Only two
hours have been allotted for this Bill,

SHRT MURASOLI MARAN © But |
have not finished my arguments yet.

MR DEPUTY-SPEAKER If the
hon. Member himself 15 going 10 take
one hour, then wheie 1s the time left for
other Members *

SHRI MURASOLI MARAN . It s
avery big 1ssue, because we are losing
our representation.

MR DFPUIY-SPFAKLER
reant 1s that | oam
restniclion,

My only
inhibited by the time

SHRI M  KALYANASUNDARAM
(Tnuchirapalli) © | beg to move that
the time be exiended fou this 30 that this
may be carried over 10 the next day

SHRI N. K. P. SALVE (Betul) : That
<hould also be on population basis,

SHRI DINEN BHATTACHARYYA
(Seramrore) :  But the other Bills ars
also very important,

$HR] MURASOLI MARAN : We do
not want to eacroach on the time allotted
for other Bills, They can be taken up o
ihe next day,
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MR DEPUTY-SPEAKER : 1 am only
appenling to. the hou. Members to be

very brief,

SHRI MURASOI | MARAN: Sccondly,
we should consider w hether population basis
is n sound ciiterion for distibuting the
resources among the States in an eguitable
manner, The answct here is "l‘\'h‘.}'l since
1t requites that more per capita income
assistance should be pgiven {0 poorer
States and less 1o the richer States.

Now, what fhave the Finance
Commission done ? They we fixing a
certain share o©f the income-tax and
excise duty, so that they may be distributed
10 the States according to the population,
But what s the result 7 The rich States
become richer, and the poor States become
poorer. The shanng of these 1evenues
and toxes by way of csce duties
reiretuates  ineduitics  in the growth
ruttein of the States. 8c, 1 think that
the per cqpita need rather than the size

of the ropulatlon should be the ideal
critetion.
Regarding Tamil Nadu, 1 want 1o

(quote another set ol figuies. The per-
centage of Tamil Nadu's ropulation to
all Indw's is getting reduced census after
censys During 1951, we were 8.3 per
ceni; in 1961, it came down to 7.7 per cont
and now, according to the 1971 census,
wc are only 7.5 per cenl. We begin to
think that if we were a3 we were in 1951,
we would have got a larger share of the
national pool of resources, the total
resources flow would have increased by
nedrly 10 per cent per year, According
to One ¢alculntion, our share of ¢entral
taxes would bave been Rs, 5 crores more.
That means, we are losing Rs, 3 crores
per year because of the division of taxes
and excise duties on the population basis.
So, also Central assistance would have
been greater in thal order, In tolo, we
nre: losing early Rs, 10 grores annually on
this accoppt, just becouse we are adopting
family planning methods. " This is arough
galculation.

JYAISTHA 7, 1893 (SAK A)
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What is the alternative 7

SHRI K. LAKKAPPA (Tumkur) :
Madras has got the lion’s share. Recently
the Prime Minister visited Madras.

SHRI MURASOII MARAN: As
Mr, Das Chowdhury says, we would have
had to live with fewer things if we had
a larger population, That is true, but
according to art, 275, the Finance
C'ommission, considering sll these factors
give a separate grant also, So even if
we had kept quiet, even if we had not
implemented the family planning
programme cflectively, we would mnot
have suffeted, 1t is aflter all a deficit
gap. That would have heen filled by the
Finance Commission, Even hy keeping
Yuiet, be a supine attitude like Bihar and
othet States, we would hava got that
amount, But we are impleméntling the
family planning programme effectively,

80 the alternative should be that
those States which are implementing the
family planning programmes should get
increased representation in this Parliament,
This is a siraightforward case. As
Australin has proclaimed that they will
give a bonus o every additional child
born, herc we have, here and now, to
do it in the reverse way,

I want to base my case on the census
figures of 1951, 1 bave these reasons for
it. Firstly, we started our family
programme after 1951, Secondly, we
had an annual natural rate of growth of
population in that year only, Thirdly,
we began our democratic career with our
republican C'onstitution in 1950-51. So
1 make bold to ¢linch this issue 1950.51
as the base year on the eve of the birth
of democracy in India, as the bench~mark
to measure our strength in the sucocessive
Houses of  Parliament, Statisticlans
spesk of index numbers and normsl bogse
yoars, In their language too, [ shoyld
add that the ipdex of the State's streogth
in Parliament should be in tgrms of the
yoar 1951,
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What stands in the way is the
constitutional provision which protects,
encourages and perpetuates the
system of parlamentaty 1epicsentation on
a principle which tuntamounts to: “‘the
more the childien, the merrier the
politicians'; *“the larger the population,
regardless of unemplovment, illeteracy,
backward agriculture or oppression by
the crime of untouchability against the
socially under-privileged, the larger will
be the share of their parliamentary
representation,” 1 think thisis an anti-
social policy.

One question may be asked, Are we
to close our eyes to the reality of 55,000
babies born every day in India 7 Are
we 10 close oy eyes to the reality that
we ore adding our population egual to
all the population of Australia every year?
The answer is, we should consider that

factor deeply. So, the 1951 figure may
be taken into account. Others have
expressed different opinions, But, public

opinion is being developed for this kind
of 1dea. The Central Family Planning
Council which met in Bhopul on November
7. 19" have straogly recommended that
the evtimated porulation n 1968
should continue 1o be the basis of
1epresentation in Porliament and allocation
1o the States for the neat 15 years. This
is their recommendation.

Teorday, we read in the newspapers that

the Rajamannar Committee on  States’
Autonomy have submitted a report.
They have suprorted this idea. They

say, the number of seats fixed for each
State in 1951 should remain unaltered
except where there was population increase
snbject to a maximum. They have given
out this report. They have said, let us
fix & maximum. Beyond that Jst us fix
it according to the population figure of
1951. ‘That is the idea. Otherwise we
should give a bonus wo-those States whigh
are eflectively implementing and genuinely
implementing  the  family planning
programmes, The question may be asked:
How can they be gnen bonus? The
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answer 18  this: The number of
representatives  in  this House of
Parliament, that is, the strengih of the
House may be increased regarding allocation
of seats, nver and above the existing
number. Well, let us arrive at some
number. That number should be applied
uniformly. Those States which are
implementing family planning programmes
resulting in reduction of population, to
the marginal extent, they should be given
a bonus of seats in this Parliament.

MR. DEPUTY.SPEAKER : You have
taken more time, Kindly conclude,

SHRI MURASOLI MARAN : Sir, the
aim of the Private Member's Bill is not
that it 1» accepted by the Government:
the idea is to focus the attention of the
Government to this particular problem so
that they may offer their point of view.
I have the support of hon, Members of
the House,

MR. DEPUTY.SPEAKER : But you
should give some time for the Govern-
ment to convey their views also,,

SHR1 MURASOLI MARAN : It
seems the Union Cabinet—] understand
from Press repoits—discussed this problem
and the question of modification of the
criteria of plan assistance 10 the States
in such a way that those States whicn had
done good work in Family Planning and
reduced the birth rate could get more, So,
I understand this idea is receiving the
consideration of the Government of India,

The former Ugion Health Minister
(Mr. K. K. Shah) said about this On
Uctober 28, 1970, the Cabinet discussed
this, 1 wish to read a report of the
‘Hindustan Times' It says:

“The Health Minister Mr, K, K, Shah
who raised the discussion proposed
that the pepulation in 1966 should be
the basis for aflotment of fupds to the
States and any additiooal bicths ehoyld
not be reckoned with,
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AN HON.
Governotr now,

MEMBER : He is your

SHR1 MURASOL] MARAN : Former-
ly, he was your minister, I think the
Government is also thinking about it.
Moreover, he sald this and 1 quote the
same report of the ‘Hindustan Times’. It
says :

"Mr. Shah argued that since the bulk
of the Plan assistance was being deter-
mined on the strength of population,
under the present dispensation, the
States that lagged behind in family
planning and had a higher birth rate
could get more funds."

So this view has been endorsed by one
of the Members of the Treasury Benches
also. So, now we have to decide : Are
we really interested in the Family
Planning methods or not ? We should
resolve this. ldere, thres things are invol-
ved., One is, the actunl Family Planning
Programme itself, The other is, fixation
of representation in this House according
to the population basis. And then comes
the devolution of the revenues to be spent
on the basis of population. These and the
Family Planning riogiamine as such are
contradiclory and conflicting with each
other. 80, we have to decide. We should
strike at the root of this anomaly and thus
pave the way for clipping of a few branch-
es of intruding trees of injustice,

1 think the hon. Minister will in his
reply clarify the points 1 have raised,
whether we are actually interested in
family planning or not. In the situation
is allowed to continue like this some
recalcittant States fomerrow may not
necessarily adopt family planning methods;
they may utilise these funds for some
other purpose defeating the very purpose of
this move,

SHRI R, D, BHANDARE (Bombay
Central) : Mr. Deputy-Speaker, 1 have
earefully listened 10 the speech of Mr,
Maran, 1 quile appreciate his sestiments

IYAISTHA 7, 1893 (SAK A)

(dmdt) Bill 32

and arguments, llis speech appeors to be
more of an evaluation of the family plan-
ning programme; he feels that the States
which have failed to implement the family
planning should be punished and those
which huve implemeuted it faithiully
should be given bonus. [ would certainly
join him in his plea for bonus to States
which implemenied the family planning
programme.

15.37 lies.
[SHR1 §1 ZHIYAN in the Chair]

1 do appieciate hiv view that States
which have failed 10 implement 1the family
planning progrumme should be punished.
From the figures he puve, he has made
out a good case for a bonus for his State.
But hus speech appears to be more in the
nature of o grievance against the Finance
Commission. 1 concede his point that the
Finance Commission has laid down certain
criteria which should not have been
charged from time to time, | also appre=
ciate the view point expressed regarding
the Fourth Finance Commission. But I
think, Mr. Chairman, your State should
have pleaded more puwerfully with the
Finance Commission for getting more
allocation on the basis of collection,
backwardness of the State and other good
things which your State has done. You
should have raised your voice perhapsa
little more loudly and stroogly in order
to get more allocations. His speech
appeared (0 bave o political grievance
regarding language and Quota in the
services : because the Southern States
are reduced in population. They may not
be able to raise their voica whenever the
language Question is raked up in this
House or outside, Similarly, in the Central
Secretariat also because of the reduction
in population, they may not be able to
get a fair share,

Therefore, his speech denls with these
thres griesvances : first, for not imple
menting the family planning progedmme in
some of the States. Sécondly, not giving
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justice and proper allocations to the Sou-
thern States because of the reduction in
the population, by the Finance Commiss-
ion, and thirdly, it dealt with political
grievances in respect of language and the
services,

The main Question is, do thesc three
types of grievances entitle the hon. Mem-
ber to come forwaid with a measure
which seeks to amend the Constitution
which has laid down a principle that rep-
resentation should he given to the people
in States in accordance with the population
fgures 7 Mr Chairman, you are tuite
aware of the fact thut our Constitution has
accepted what is known us the principle of
cquality of the people, This principle has
been accepted by various countiies and
enshrined in their Constitutions, The
{ounding partners of our Constitution have
also aceepted the principle of eduality of
the people and that representation to be
given in accordunce with the population of
4 particular State in the legislatures and in
Pasliament. Should we give up that prin-
ciple 7 1Is it o new phenomennn so far
as our country is concerned, namely, bec-
ause of a reduction in pepulations we
should go back to the out-dnted census
report of 20 or 30 yenrs back ?

Have the other countries given up this
principle ol eduality of the peuvple ?
What is the argument assigned, apart from
the three grievances 1 have enumeruted for
the umendment of the Constitation ? My
first submission, therefore, is that these
grievances are not sufficient enough to
amend the Constitution and giving up the
principle of equality of the people enu-
neciated and incorporated in the Constitu=
tion under articles 81 and 82.

While 1 presume that hon. Members
may be aware of similar provisions and
similar provision about the equality of the
people incorporated in the different consti-
tutions of the different countries of the
world, T may report with yonr ‘permission
1hit the same principle i found in the
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Constitution of the United States of Ame-~
rica. Article 1, section 2 -(3) of that
Constitution provides that for enumeration
Of census at the interval of only 10 years
in such n manner as the Congress may by
law direct and the representation of the
people should be given to accordance with
the population existing in a particular
State. This principle is there in the Consti-
tution of the 11.S5,A.

The same principle is found, for giving
representation to the people in accordance
with the population basis, in the Constitu-
tion of the USSR. 1 have forgotten
that article. Of course, the hasis of the
working of a people's demociacy is totally
different. According w0 that artiele—
I think it is article 136—in the USSR Con-
stitution, the paity is the nucleus and the
purty alone has the right since it is the

vanguard of the people and the wosking
classes,

Therefore in a sende, represenfation
is glven 1o the people, mny be according
to the party husis, but the fact remains
that the population of the people has
been tnken inlo consideration even in
giving representation to the aulonomous
States or the federal State, That is the
Constitution of the LISSR.

Similarly, let me refer 10 the Consti-
tution of Canada, The samne principle is
available there, [t bas been incorparated
in the Constitution, 1 need not take the
time of the House by reading the article
in tofo, But T will refer to snme porti-
ons of it. Section $1 of the British North
America Act Provides to note “‘on the
completion of the cencus in the year 1871
and at eaich subsequent decennial census,
the representation of the foor provinces
shall be readjusted by suech authority in
such manner and' for such time a8 the
Parliamernt of Canade from time (0 time
provides,” The same principle ls, there-
fore, incorporated there also. 1t is also
found in our Constitwtion. The Consti~
tution of Eire also has accepted the same
principle.: Our Constitution, therefofe, or
rather our ‘founding fathers {m their
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wisdbm have accepted and enshrined that
principle.

According to the latest census figures and
population, representation is given to that
State or 1o that constituency which ought
to be delimited according to the Constitu-
tion, and that constituency should be so
delimited as to give proper representation
on the basis of population, translating
thereby the” principle of eunality of the
people which had been the basis of article
81 and article 82. Therfore, il this princi-
ple has found acceptance over the world
and accepted by the people nll over the
world in their difersnt Constitutions,
should we give up that principle hecause
some of the States have failed 10 1mplem.
ent the family planning progiamme ? Dy
mereasing the population, should we
amend the Constitution, or should we
insist on such a remedy 7 [ there isto
be a remedy, the 1emedy lies in the family
planning programme vigorously. That sho-
uld be the remedy, and the amendment of
the ( onstitution cannot be considered to
be a propet or wise remedy. Therefore,
let us retaun the provision as it is,

We have from time to time, according
to the census fjgures, passed the Deliminta-
tion Act. The Delimitation Act 1952
came afier the census of 1951 and after
the census of 1961, Delimitation of Con-
stituencies Act wns passed in 1962,

Therefore, we are following a certain
prificiple 4nd  certain  methods of
procedures which have been enjoined
upOn us by the Constitution itself,

Coming to the question of their
grievance tegatrding the finance and
distiibution of revenue, 1 would appeal
to 1hs public men of the sowthern States
toinake out their case and fight it out
‘with the Finance Commission.

. "‘ﬁﬂ J{ON, MEMBFR :
figihting for so many years,

We have been
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SHRI R.D. BHANDARE : Please
continue to fight, Ultimately wisdom
must prevail on the Finance Commission
to take into consideration those four
factors, namely, collecuion, population,
backwardness and necessity of u particular
State.

1 have gone through the diflerent
reports of the Finance Commission and
1 have seen how they hine changed and
modified their views and piinciples from
time to ttme. Now we are reaching some
finality., 1 hope that befoie we reach
the {inal stage of that timality, f you
continue your effoits, you will suceed in
gelting cettain specificy clear, principles,
which would not be changed or modified
n futme.

[ hope you will do it.

Now, regarding the bonus and the
distribution of revenue and paymeat of
grants by the Union,, (Interruption) 1
do not find fault with your fight, Since
you have not been able to suecceed so

far, 1 am advising wyou o contioue
vaur fight wwtil you suceed. 1
appreciate your problem and the

sentiments behind the speech made by the
bon, Member. So far as the distribution
of revenue and payment of grants by the
Union is concerned, it is a matter to be
dealt with by the National Development
Council. Have we not evolved a forum,
a nexus, belween the Centre and the
States in the gamut of Centre-States
relationship that we thrash out certamn
problems in the Natiomal Development
Council ?

1 have gone through the Report
which was submitted only yasterday the
extracts of which have been poblished
in today's papers. The Times of India
bas given extracts elaborately, Ever
since your Pacty has got certain powerful
voice in the House and ever sloce
Sbri Manoharan spoke, for the flest time,
in the moath of March, 1967, | was the
first mon to deal with the position of the
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Centre-States relationship incorporated
in the Constitution, We have developed
certain nexus. There 15 some constitutional
arrangement and we have ulso evolved
certain extru-ordina y-eatra.constitutional
methods whereby the nexus is established
between the Uenire and the States, For
example, there s the Planning
Commission or, t0 give you an other
example, there n the National Develop-
ment Council, If you want to fight for
more money and finance, you should
take up the matter n  the National
Development Council. | am cerlain that
your Chiel Mimster is powerful enough
10 enable hus voice 100 prevail upon in the

National Development Counctl, 1 have
no doubt whatsoever, not the slightest
possible doubt about 1t. As a result of
that powerful  voice, the Central

Government is alse from time to time
allocating cettuin sums which are the
cause of gricvances made by some of the
other States. Anyway, 1 am not dealing
with that problem at aill. My appeal to
you 15 that you should take up the matter
with your Chief Minister and ask him to
fight your Case in the National Develop-
ment Council,

Sir, with these wordy, 1 think, no
useful purpose will he served by amendiog
the Constitution and | hope that my
hon, friend will seek the temedy in the
proper forum and withdraw this Bill af
he can.

SHRI SOMNATH CHATTERIJEE
(Burdwan) :  Mr. Chaitman, Sir, the
Bill that we are considering today relates
to the amendment of the Constitution,
Ariicles 81 and 82 are proposed to be
amended to provide for representation
in this House on the basis of 1951 census
figures,

So far as we on this side of the
House are concerned, we appreciate the
sentiments that have prompted the hon,
Member 1o move this Bill, But we wish
to make an ubjective study OF the proposed
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amendment, [ request the hon. Movet of
the Bill also to consider it on that basis.
It is not & question of eitker north or
south, or rorth ss—south. After al,
what is being poposed to be dobs is to
amend the Counstitution itself which is
the orgume law of the countty asa
whole,

We cannot amend the Coastitutien
and make a provision in tegard to the
representation in  the House of the
People on the basis of the failure or
success of the fomily planning programme.
It requires something more than thut,
So far as the total pumber of membership
of the [louse of the people is not to be
altered as is provided in article 81, we
feel 1t will be creating an unreal situation
il on the basis of the 1951 census figures
we g0 op huving representation in the
House of the People. That will result
in giving preference of weightage 10
particular States and creating an unreal
situut.on so far us the total population
is councerned. An increass or decrease
in population may not be only due o the
success or fallwe of the family planning
programme. There may be diverse
causes and reavons for it.

Coming from West Bengal as 1 do,
there has been a great increase in the
population of West Bengal for causes
wholly beyond the control of the State
Government. So mauny other factors are
also there, 1 do not wish to place it
before the House from the point of view
of a particulas State, - Here, we are
considering an amendment of the
Constitution which is applicable to the
country as a whole. Therefore, to consider
representatien in this House only ou the
basis of a particular census figores, and
for that matter of 1951, will create an
unreal situation, 1t will not take note of
an increase or decrease in the population
for diverse reasons. S0 far as we on
this side of the House are concerned, we
feel that a proper tepresentation in the
House depends on a completely different
sltucture than as it is eonieined in
article 81 of the Constitution. We feel
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that until snd unless ihe House represents
different classes, different socicties, as a
whole, it does nol truly reflect the
1epreseatation of the tutal population in
the country. This proposed amending
Bill doey not take that into consideration.
1t only seeks to retain the total oumber
of membership, The hasis of ropulation
is alsp maintained, The only diflerence
that is sought to be achieved is to
rerpelnate the representation that hes
alreandy been given on the basis of the
1951 gensus figures

Our submission is that so far as the
question of representation in this llouse
is copcerned, it has to be related on the
basis of pupulation which is sought to be
retained. But it must take note of the
difference in the  population, either
increase or decrease in the population.
For that purpose, the census figures have
to be taken into account. For that matter,
only the current census figures have to be
relied upon, Therefore, we regret that
we are upable to suprort the hon.
Member who has moved this Bill. This
is s0 far as clauses 2 ond 3 of the Bill
are concerned.

Clause 4 raises a

! very important
question, namely, the allocation of
revemucs between different Siuates.  For

that matter, we from our part of ihe
country also feel wery strongly about it.
1 am very glad that the Tamil Nadu
Government has set up a Commitiee
consisting of very high dignitaries and
well-known persons. They have given a
Report the extracts of which have
apreared In today's papers, The Commitiee
is asking or suggesiing for re-orientation

in the Centre-States relatiopship and
suggesting a re-thinking on it. We do
Teel and we have demanded that the

States must have greater resources that
what they are being given now.a-days.

16,00 hrs.

We sre at one with the hon. Mover,
ang ip fagt, We have dermanded this, and
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if 1 may say su, we shall be asking the
Central Government to reconsider the
position, and if necessary, we shall also
uy to mowveo appropriate Bills for the con-
sideration of this House so that the entire
Centre-State iclativnship and structure is
reconsidered and the Stales are given
their due position n the federal structure
of India, 50 that we may not have to rush
to Delhi for the purpose of meeting our
own needs, when laige amounts of reso-
urces are being realised from the States
and given to Delhi and are not given
back to the States from which they are
coming. Therefore, it reduires a compl-
ete overhaul of the entire Centre Statc
relationship as now laid down in tbe Con-
stitution of 1ndia, which does not fulfil
the aspirations of the people of the diffe-
rent States.

We cannot be subservient 10 the cen.
tre for all time. We are providing the
centre with funds, and we cannot bend
our knees before the Centre for all time
for the purpose of meeting our needs.

‘Theiefore, 1 would request the hon.
Maoser not to press this particolar amend-
ing Bill, but if necessary to come forward
with a proper amendment 1o the Consti-
wution which will take note of the
maladies that have crept in because of
certain provisions of the Constitution of
India i the bodypolitic of India asa
whole, and give a complete reorientation
10 the provisions especially the financial
pros isions as ate enshrined in the Consti-
wition of India today.

Ihere is o provision in the Constitu~-
tion fot the setting up of an inter-State
counct!, which has not been given a shape
as yet. We have demanded that warious
subjects which are now enther in the
upion or Concurrent List stould be
assipned to the State list only, because
after all, the States are functioniog in
their areas and they have been given
cartain powers only, but not all the powers,
They have their obligations, but they have
not thelr rights. They have not the finan-
c¢ial resources, Therefore, It requires consi-
derpble change and re-thinking about



335 Constitution

[Shrt somnath Chattcrsee]

how several atticles of the Constitutions
can be amended or altered,

The wmendment which has  been
proposed by the hon  Mover does not
in our subtnission meet with the real eyuip-
ments of the situation  We feel that unless
and untt]l there 1s a retl apmonch made
to solve these pioblems, piece meal pro.
visions like this would not help vav
much,

Befone 1 conclude, | would like 1o
assure the hon. Moser that we huve
been considering the ¢ prorosed anend
ments  {1om 1 juiely objectine ot of
view Although  we iprecrate s
sentiments, yet, | whould like to submit
that this 1s a matter which must depend
upon an objcctine assessment of the
situation I wish w assure my hon.
Friend that we have Lot nothing against
the State of Tamul Nadu on the contrary,
we have the most hatcrnal feelings for
the people and the Guvernment of Tamil
Nadu, and 1 would ruduest my hon
Friend not to ticat ows opjosition from
the point of view ot amv particular State
or any particular 1a1ts &1 tle people ol
any particular Stite  From an objectine
point  of www, we Teel tha this Wil
will not be worth-while  Thit s why
1 would request the hon  Mowu not
10 presy this Bill In ns pecsent form  1le
cah bring forward new leguislation to
meet the requirements ol the situition,
and we shall certninly consider Il on
a proper and objsective basts

SHRI N, SHIVAPPA (Hassen) 1 use
to make some salient constitubional points
for the consideranion of the hon
Mover of the Bill, ! think thit he ha«
completely lost sight of the very objective
with which this Bill ought to have been
brought forwaid, namely the ecornomic
point of view. 1am glad that he vemtured
to explost the achievement made hy Tamil
Nadu sa far as tho suucess of the fanyly
planning operations are concerned, and
my hon, friend who spoke earlier has
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afready complemented him on  this,
1thigk this particular aspect is mostly
legressive 1n  nature, Afier all, we are
living & world of progtess and com-
mited to progiessive  policies  and
rrogrammes When that 1s our commit.
ment when that 15 our aspiration, 1 do not
know why we have to go back from 1971
10 1951 C onsidering what 1s hasically in
the mind of the hon Membe' 1n adducing
this rgument, may 1 quote 10 him a little
it of statistics ? The States reoiganisa-
tion wok plice 1n 1956 With that, Madias
State lost onc or two seats But 1t was
not becwse of any significant 1esult in
the fanmily planming diave but mamnly
because « [ the lose of certain areas from
that Stue  Some areas lormly 1n the State
were divided, some poition was added to
Madras fiom Andhra, some have been
wiyen o Mysore 1ot example, the South
kanara district which was 1in Madras and
tnany other parts which were in Madras
were given 0 Mysoie lhat means loss
of o town or darea with 4 population sufli-
cient to elect tvo MPs It was a consi-
derable loss of population. That being so,
to think m 1971 that it s the sucecess
of the fanmily planning drive that has been
responsible for this decrease in population
and so we should go back 10 the year
1951 when the position was not so, and to
make it the ground for such a constitue.

tional amendment louks too small
4 point for this August louse 10
consider,

| hope my hon friend will also bear

with me if 1 give him some more infore
mation, Take the Andhra Pradesh and
Madras (Alteration of Boundaries) Act
of 1959, Under Parts 1, 11, II, and 1V
thereof, something like 300 villages had
been left out from Lhe area of the Madrss
State, lhis would constitute not less
than one big parhamentary constituemey,
How can this be compensated hy bringing
the argument of the reduction of popu=
lation by the {anuly planning drive. That
nigument biought as a reason for theé
amendnment of the Constliotion m a
Private Member’s Bill like the ose we are
considerisg does mot sesm j0 haveany
bearing on the pount,
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Again, under the SR Act of 1936,
Madrus lost a considerable part of Chittoor
district to  Andhig and also some parts of
South Canara and somc otlier patls 1o
Mysole.

SHRI DHANDAPANI (Dharapuram) ;
In 1962 our representation was 41; in 1967
i came down to 3.

SHRI N, SHIVAPPA © After 1956,
whichever parly may have been in power,
whatever may be the legal aspect, both
the concerned Governments, the pariner
Governments  committed  themselves to
exchange the boundaries and 1in the pro-
cess, the Madras Government lost a
considerable part of its eistwlule popula-
tion. That means you aie gomg back to
1951, You are hiipgmg fotward this Hill
now and say that we have to gu buack to
1'81: 1f you have ot a populanon pob-
lem, let us see what you say 7 What is
the real shottage of the population which
ha* 1eally hit yow representative chara=
et Wheie 1s the case ? The word 1s @
the preceding census. 1L 18 a coustitu-
tional provision, For that you want to
have the census held in 1951. You want
the Constitution to be stagnant and thete
should be no flexibility., But some other
conmiitee (0 be formed now and then
once in ten years 01 so for giving repre=
sentativn to the people us and when
population grows. Ekither on the family
planning fiont or on some other front, s
15 not desirable for Parliament to have 1t
tigid as in 1951, what casc has been made
out that it should be 1951 ? There is no
teason why it should be 1951, No case
has been made out,

The financial aspect comes under
28l. We are glad our great stalwarts,
educationists, retired judges and sitting
judse_s contribute all their intellect and
experience 10 certain things in the Consti~
tution, When ws wanmt to change it
for the progress of the really deserving
people, whenever socialist programmes
and policies are inwroduced or imple-
menled we find them not co-operative
rrpm that corner, If there are some com-
mitteps at the Instance of Madras of
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Mysore or ULP. and if they do these
things, what will be the fate of this
supreme body 7 1 want to inform the
hon. Mover that he should have brought
before this House a Bill in a different
manner. He may want to appoint some
other committee 10 probe into the feasi-
bility or economic viability as to what
should be done in respect of a particular
matter, whether a quota should be taken
out from the Central Government for that
part of the country, We have a program=
e to encourage bachward areas, whether
in Madias or Mysote, That is vur policy,
1f the Opposition people are co-operative
with us, schemes will be implemented
and we shall welcome that. There should
be financial allocation from the ¢ entre
thiough constitutional methods by means
ol investigation, feawubility, etc. on a
national basis, Why should theie be a
constitutional amendment Jor article 280
a1 281 ? All the resources that the Centre
15 getting are to be disiributed through
the agency of the peuple and we are the
voice of the people here and we are sitting
here. Are we to he guided or directed
to by sume small minor commitiee which
is to be set up by some Slate ?

We take strong objection to it. When
we see sonie States are developing some
disintegiating  tendencies, methods and
mannets in a federal o1 unitary stiuctures
ol vur counuty, when we have BOv our
own structures, when we have got our
own unitmy s¥stem, and this Central
Pathament, why should we not ask the
Puliament to  dcliberate this, at our own
instance, and ask that a Commitiee be
appointed 10 proble into the matler ?
Instead of that, for a particular State,
for a particular reason, if one such
amendment 1S3 tu be made, then some of
my frignds nie oprusing the amendment
and rightly so un the giound that the
C onstitution is in the interests of the
nativn and its progress, When some talk
of more power, nobody will raise his hand
and say that the Constitution should be
amended. When it is a talk for the snke
of some Supreme Court judges or high
court judges or sume Others, the privileged
¢lass, then of cpurse the fundpmental
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11ght 19 always there, the green signil is
to be given, uothing to he touched This
15 how we are thunking 1hcse are smaller
things. Let us be broad and let us have 1
broader thinking lct ws have a bioadet
outlooh 10 sec thit something 15 done only
within the ambit of the ¢ onstitutron

There 15 ab<olutely no necessity for
a Bill like th s 1o amend the Constitution
on this giound There 1s every opportu-
aity, there v evely piosision, which s
enshrined in our Constitution through
which we con constitute anybody, we can
constitute somebody at the instance of
the Government, with the co-operation
of all sections of th. House, and thereby
some reliel can be gnen to the govein-
ment or the people concerned Or, this
Dehmitation  Comnussion will come again
withip 10 wears to go into 1t If you are
nterested in raising the populition, you
will 80 deal with famly plinning and
raise the population and take 1 wieater
guota, But 1% it our intention to wee that
Parliament should give represwnintion by
having sav, a thousand Membeis heie ?

So, this 1s not the object with which
we have to function Therefore T re Juest
the Mover to withdriw this Bill in the
broader interests ol the notion and to
safeguard the C onsutution wnd the inten-
tion of the framers of the (onstitution

1 thank the Ch n o1 the ¢ ppoitunity
gventno me to sprll out myv  tnoughts
on this Bill

st wree o a® (ATAW) Az W
wietggua fier raw & amy A T
 ov¥ O g vw @ TN 7z femr g @

“It 1 seen that the mamn reason for
decrease 1n population n the State
was the effectine implementation of
the Family Plhning Programme by
this State,”
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TE%! AT qg § WIT WA qaeq
w1 g1 ag # % afvyarg = g s dfgen
AT A% #Toaar # 9l 39 s |
IF T ASAT FH Z1 A% &, T queA
1951 F1 dag fost a1 forar oen =7 87
T3 S QW <AIGT TAT § 2 F HIQQ AL
11951 A HFT 1971 % meawEW ar
7R M X qr@wa 3z wf 2 v fr
TRt Ry TqAwA a3 78 2 @AY Ay ¥
Aar Y wfafalgs ¥ § afa @ Aw
78) gvr 1 zAwy wive fifasdom argw &
AWM, TATFTAT NG AGNE 1 @ FzEw
v afz @ far s ag sgew 7 fr afa
fafars 27 & afqa T v a1 7 =8
aqw FAC g A fang s oz
gora 34 fat w1 i |1 0% wom 72
atar o 4 05 1951 & vy afaw Ay
g aantrafar oo A avg § F1-
asmawEiwE R 1 X A g7 fy
FAGT] ¥ A &1 I K10 F | GE
wiv 7RG A AFA R wnw W
ADAMI B AN T ¥ 77 ¥ AW, AT
At gzt 31 QIR T2t § vy 9w T oW
wi R A=l A awr e qia
aq w3 A wrm ol A wwaw g
F afgay= 6 cqdma v @ 7§ Q1 |
&g vgar 2 Tr agt dfwelt oafan
AVTAET TN g 2 1 gar o K
Ia¥r fenrd 3a9¢) asvflw wr g ¥
=rfzY 5 1951 #t Ot qrgira IawT @t
I9%! 717 %7 396 frlgdws fror org 7
"® AT3 ® OTIAC wAT QA7 ) G wAT
I T & gt grare s )



da Congtitution

1951 TAX ® FIU FTOT & ° gAY
TR Grawr gar ¢ TAw faor wie w1

FIW AG! AT &1 1949 ¥41 78 W@
?? o gag Sy afqe ¥ faen g
R Agnwat g B sam Yy wew &I
gy 21 73 IJFor—81 T wfefew
¥ foar gar & —

“‘There shall be allotted to such State
a number ot seats in the House of the
People in such manner thit the ratwo
between that number and the popula-
i1on of the Htate v s0 far as  practi-
cable the same for all States ™

zgawet &1 oY fyfaqer @faarq @ faar
gar g, Ta TR ¥ Tafgom #Y @ 3
T FWIATZN 2\

zafae & amrar g fs 1951 & d-aw
FT FIGI7 F7 FC Fg A7 T K ATY
WA T @ ¥ 17z wed 2 R gy SR
¥ qrgRwa & a3 o7 weor ag & 6 A
& At & o farely emifae &1 AgtwoamaT)
7 faa & qgiww @@ F AR
W wE W 3 @ & o g
wrfeartaa & agaet sy wafaT §, €@
g sasY qrgdnem sarar Fad A FWTEAT
§ 1 AEAAW H qGAAT TIX HT TH HQ
gl Paward | du O R
frr R0 7 orgir @ W€ §, I
fa wrarg ¥t figar omd 1 af qrn-far
Bfwett corfa ¥ %, Y gk awel ®1 I
& sfewrt & dfgr @t fewr o
wigr 1 9'fe I fam gagr vafedt &
frferw % foars 8, tw Fofww
ﬁﬂlﬂmzl
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1949 # ledlzne Gyweet & WHA
W az aave wAT AT 1 IW F daEw *
T 408 77 gfiga Ftedzqm SHE &Y
fratE &1 g wor fear war @,

“The (ommittee did not go into the
details of the revised scheme of alloca~
uon of seats 1n the Council of States
prepared by office, us owing 10 mergers
of svarious types the position of the
fndian States v still unsettled, They
Were of the view that it was advisable
to  postjone consuderation  of the
detarled allocation of seats to a later
date  Ihe Committee while rettelating
thenn previous decision that the repre-
sentation of units 1n the Council of
States shill be on the scale of one
represeniative for every million of
the population up to five mtllions of
the ropulation plus one representative
for evety addiional two mmllwas of
the population therealter, considered
It unnecessary to adhere to the
Othet decision that the Maximum
number ol representatives from any
one umit shall be himited to  twenty
five It was Tound that only two States,
namely, Madias ahd United Provinces
would be affected by the imposition
of such a limitation and that an abro.
gation of this himit while securing
unilormity would .nvolve only an
incrense by seven seat in the total
number of seats which would be well
within the overall maximum of 250
members provided for in article 67 (1)
of the Draft Constitution,”

o 7 %1 141 g e g srfarorr & s
wiX I NIW & @19 qreT weary g,
#fea foe N wiEiggue oeae.y §-
fadt %1 sww Wy 5 fog mftw 81
w1X 82 Ty fsd

A gxer 1951 st dvw W
WIATE TAAT XA 2 | WA 1949 @
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[ sree dvo a®]

IGY TN N gmT fErd &, @ qeq
R F AW g s ¢ Kaawng fe
arAdlT gz 1951 & &-o@ & a3 =
far wg @ § % ad s 22z w1 wRr
Frm

REANT G270 A gz AagT = 2 fs
Tz %1 AN A & wrar B, ¥ 1951 M
g Samr e A I @A
agad g 6 2za ) gpeq R 7 WY
LT ¢ | qor 3w §) Fadd o T &
ark ¥ g wf 31w e I § fs &
¥ g%t g dar A famar § 1 e
&7 Ha9T 9§ A7 & 6 gw gy w1951
& Sgq 1 Wy A T IEH & /A
¥ fom zq % A wAry dar @ 9AE)
woAt wrza @ gfg 0 & far s wear
mifen 1 & aft agwar fn sara arew
mE 37 § fan FEdTgwd 7 vHZRE
fear srr arfgn | T AR ad® 2

¥fe = faq o g R & ag a7
sg *7 warg fem sw wwr d fe gt
&faet canfan welaga A Zar F, @
faa 8 caw fade FTaar

SHRI N, K P “SAIVF (Bewl) Mr
€ hairman, 1 113e 10 oprose this Bill totally,
not because 1 am opposed to any large
representation to the State of Tanilnadu in
this chamber, nor am 1 opponsed to more
just and edwitable allocation of funds
trom the Centre to Tamilnadu—in fact,
it would be oyver-simplhification of the
entira matter to say that the Bull purely
secks these two added facilities and con-
cessions o1 Tamilnadu, namely, laiger
reproscntsiion in the House and better
allocation of funds from the Centre~—but
because the 8111 dislodges and dispenses
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with a cardinal and a very basic and
fundemental concept on which our entire
polity and our ( onstitution has been built
up

This RBill in fact hits 2t the root of
the equality of people to which
M1 Bhandame 1elerred He brought 1n
a lot of erudition in his speech, 1 wish
to confine mysell  to the common
point only  The object hay been fauly
well explained in the purpose of the Bill
I was wondering whether thete 15 o case
to be consideied After T heaird the
arguments of the leiwrned Mover of the
Bill 1 am ever moic com ioced that this
Bill deseinves vut night reeciion, the
so0oner we do 1l, the hutter 1t will be,

Sir, 1 can vnderstand the grievance of
the Mover of the Bill  His grievance
to my mund, 1s thix  Thu 1%, the people
of Tanulnadu wete Sunsible enough after
1951 to smplement the teachings of the
Family Planning Department, they behaved
with ceitun caution and 1estraint and
discipline 1n the bedroomms ifter 1951 and
Jas a4 result of thit there 1s a direct
penmlty to the people of 1amilnadu

SHRI MURASOLI MARAN We
took 1t up only after 1951,

SHRT N Kk P SALVF That s,
ought we to penalise anybody retrospec-
tively ” Why did they not do 1t before
1951 7

Why should they not be penalised
retrospectively ?

SHRI MURASOL]1 MARAN .

I said,
we 100k it up only aftet 1951

e

SHRIN. K, P SALVE Tf all the
States want 10 undo the damage, how can
they do 1t retrospectively now 7 That is
the point. There should be n falt chance,
That 1s his grievance. 1 approciate the
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argument, His point was this, The
Tamilnado citizens, ns responsible citirens
took the Famil Planning programme more
seriously. There arc other States also.
They took this programme seriously and
therefore they must not be penalised.
That is absolutely clear. AIl right; but
then, is this the only way?

Is this the only manner, the only
method, by which the grievance—if as all
genuine—could be redressed ? Would it
make any difference if insted of 30, there
wonid be 32 Members here? My
responsible submission is that that by itself
would not make any difference such,

Nor, Sir,do 1 see any point in the
contention raised by the Mover of the
Bill that the existing provisions of Art.
81 in the Constitution is giving =2
tremendous incentive to the success of
family planning. This is contrary to human
mychology. Can a man behave himsell,
because he is worried that as a result of
his mishehaviour there is going to be
lesser representation or more representation
10 the Lok Sabha? As | said, itisa
common-sense point of view, 1 am not
a constitutional lawyer.

Argument have been advance, Tt has
been said that Art. Bl as it is enshrined
postulates or contemplates representation
to States on the basis of population,
People would not take family planning
teachings very seriously, for, if they take
it seriously, representation in this chamber
would bo less, Sir, rarely have 1 heard
arguments which are more fantastic than
tl'!is. They have no idea; it makes little
difference to people whether there are 30
tepresentatives of Tamilnadu or 31 or 32,
33 or 35. 35 of them can do as good work

as all 520 of us put together., So, there
is no qualitative evaluation,

After all, the Mover seems to reduce
the entire human problem to a simple
mathematical formula like the Malthus
theary, He worked this out with some
geomelry and cams out with certain
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Malthusian proposition on population—
someone said he propounded this theoty
without consulting his wife and that is
why the human aspect was completely
forgotten, But. Sir let us not be puilty
of amending the Constitutions without
proper  consultations. IT ,one were
{0 see carefully and cxamine the scheme
of Article 81, one would find that in
terms of Article 81, the entire country is
divided into territorial constituencies in
different States.

There are 500 such constituencies
and 25 constituencies for the Union
territories. The Constitution as such
does not speak of s0 muny Seatd per state.
It postulates that fise hundred people
would be elected 1o this Chamber and
would consider the interests of the
country or the national  interests
Over and above any parochial
or natrow intetests, My very serious
objection to all that has been stated today
is this, Voluminous statistics have been
quoted by my hon. friend. I was simply
overwhelmed by it; 1 am a student of
accounts, but 1 was overwhelmed by the
statistics T was reminded of the saying
that there are three types of lies, namely
lies, damm lies and statistics,

MR CHAIRMAN : The hon, Member
may continue his speech on the pext
occasion,

16.31 hrs.

The Lok Sabha adjourned till
Seventeen of the Clock

The Lok Sabha reassembled at
Seventeen of the Clock

[MR. SPBAKER in the Chair.
GENERAL BUDGET, 1971.72

MR. SPEAKER : The n, Fi
Minister. ho nance



