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SHRI JAIPAL SINGH : I regret to say
that we do not interfere; we intervene.

MR. DEPUTY-SPEAKER : The hon.
Member has every right to inrervene at
any stage according to the procedure. But
I bave already put the question to the
vote.
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MR. DEPUTY-SPEAKER : I have no
desire to ignore anybody who waats to
intervene at any stage. But limitations of
time are there for everybody and he must
realise that. We shall take up the next
Bill now,

17.44 hrs.

CONSTITUTION (TWENTY SECOND
AMENDMENT) BILL

THE MINISTER OF HOME AFFAIRS
(S8HRI'Y, B, CHAVAN) : I move :

MARCH 24, 1969

(22nd Amdt) Bill 324

“That the Bill furthur to amend
the Constitution of India, as reported
by the Joint Committee be taken into
consideration.”

SHRI SRINIBAS MISRA (Cuttack) :
On a point of order. It appears that when
the Constitution is sought to be amended,
the draft of the Bill shows that we want
to abrogate the whole Constitution. It isa
serious matter which will have to be
decided : has this House the power to
abrogate the Constitution ? We are the
creatures of the Constitution; can we abro=-
gate thke Constitution without straightfor-
wardly giving the power to the House,
can we throw the Constitution overboard? I
am referring to clauses 2 and 3 of the Bill.

The scheme of this Bill is this. Article
244A is songht to be added, empowering
Parliament ‘0 make laws regarding the auto-
nomous States in Assam: the names are
not given. Here, in the Bill, at page 2, cla-
use 2 (3) says as follows :

*“An amendment of any such law as
aforesaid in so far as such amend-
ment relates to any of the matters
specified in sub-clause (a) or sub-
clause (b) of clause (2) shall have no
effect unless the amendment is passed
in each House of Parliament by mnot
less than wo-thirds of the members
present and voling.™

Then, sub-clause (4) says :

“Any such law as is referred to in
this article shall not he deemed to be
an amendment of this Constitution
for the purposes of article 368 mnotw-
ithstanding that it contains any prov-
ision which amends or has the effect
of amending this Constitution.”™

The last two lines of this-sub-clause are
important. The question is whether Parlia-
ment can give to itself the power to amend
the Constitution in any other way or to pass
a law which is contrary to the provisions of
the Constitution saying that it will not be
deemed to be an amendment of the Const-
itution. That amounts to amending article
368 itself, which relates to amendments of
the Constitution.
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Article 368 of the Constitution says :

“Provided that if such amendment
secks to make any change id.....

(a) to (d) and then.......
(e) the provisions of this articles

‘the amendment shall also require to
be ratified by the Legislatures of not
less than one-half of the States....... =
and so on,

So, this House cannot make any laws
by simply changing the nomenclature and
saying that such and such an amendment
of the Constitution will not be deemed to
be an amendment of the Constitution. An
amendment of the Constitution is an amen-
dment of the Constitution. and to the Cons-
titution itself. We cannot make any law by
saying that this will not be an amendment
of the Constitution. Even if it is hit by the
Constitution, we say in this Bill that it will
not be an amendment of the Constitution.
This is my objection No. 1 to the constitu-
tionality of the Bill itsell.

MR. DEPUTY-SPEAKER: Will you just
clarify one point for my understanding ?
Your assumption scems o be this :  assu-
ming it is an amendment of the Constitution,
it will not be considered as an amendment.
That is your contention about the Bill. And
also whether it fits in with article 368 of the
Constitution,

SHRI SRINIBAS MISRA : Yes.

MR. DEPUTY-SPEAKER : Yes;
develop your second point.

now

SHRI SRINIBAS MISRA : It is done
notwithstanding anything in the Constitution.
Even if it is hit by the Constitution, it will
nmot hit. [ say that this House has no power
#0 far as the decision in Golaknath’s case
stands, and until the Bill that is pending
before the House-Mr Nath Pai's Bill-is
passed. We cannot do this, We cannot say
as it is, that this is valid; that this will pot
be deemed 1o be anameniment of
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the Constitution. Because article 13 (1)
of the Constitution is attracted. The funda-
mental rights come in. This power which you
seck to take will affect the fundamental
rights. Can we say, even if they affect the
fundamental rights, it will be valid and that
this House has still the power to make such
an amendment ? this is absurd on the face
of it.

MR. DEPUTY-SPEAKER: If there is a
provision specifically excluding the funda=-
mental rights provision from the Constitu-
tion, according to you, then, it would be
all right. I just want a clarification.

SHRI SRINIBAS MISRA : Yes; in that
case it will partially meet my objection, If
it is said that it excludes the fundamental
rights, to a large extent, my objeition will
be met.

There is one thing more. The Assam
tribal areas are governed by the Sixth Sche-
dule. The Sixth Schedule has one entry,
entry No. 2I. Item 21 relates to the amen-
Perhaps, under an
assumption relating to this item, they wan-
ted to follow this.

Entry 21 says :

*(1) Parliament may from time to time
by law amend by way of addition,
variation or repeal any of the prov-
isions of this Schedule and, when
the Schedule is 50 amended, any
reference to the Schedule in this
Constitution shall be construed as
a reference to such Schedule as so
amended."

(2) No such law as is mentioned in

sub-paragraph (1) of this paragraph

shall be deemed to be an amend-
ment of this Conatitution for the

purposes of article 368."

But this Bill says that notwithstanding
anything in this Constitution, any such
Jaw as is referred to in this article
shall not be deemed to be an amend-
meat of the Constitution for the
purposes of article 368, “notwithstanding
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that it contains any provision which amends
or has the effect of amending this Constitu-
tion.” This is something like Asvaplutham
i.e. trotting of the horse far ahead of
the constitutional provision, It is not
there in entry 21 of the Sixth Schedule

Entry 21 only refers to amending the
schedule. What is provided in the Bill thr-
ows overboard the whole Constitution, if we
pass an amendment to the Constitution and
say, it is not an amendment to the Constitu-
tion, This amendment should have been pla-
ced in Part [ of the Constitution, under
article 3. But it has been placed in Part X,
whether inadvertently or purposely, 1 do not
know.

Part X refers to the administration of
tribal areas But article 3 is the proper
place for this amendment. In our Constitu-
tion, we have no provision for an  Autono-
mous State, If we are making such a prov-
ision, it should really come under Part 1. But
there is some sinister purpose behind it 1
do not want to ascribe any motive, But it
appears to me like that. I feel it is being
brought in under Part X because if it comes
under any other article, there is the question
of ratification and previous consent of the
State concerned. That is being avoided by
bringing this under article 244, It "has got
some relevance under article 244, but it has
greater relevance under article 3. This must
be clarified before we can proceed further
with the Bill.

SHRI SWELL (Autonomous Districts) :
8ir, I submit that Mr Misra's reading of the
provisions of the Bill and of the Constitu-
‘tion is wrong. It is in no way an abrogation
‘of the Constitution. 1 do not know why it is
being misconstrued. I will draw your atten-
tion to Part I and certain relevant provisions
there. Article 3 pives Parlisment power to
make any law to form a new State, to incr-
case the area of any State, to diminish the
‘area of any State and so on and so forth.

Article 4 (2) says :

*‘No such law aforesaid shall be dee-
med to be an amendment of this Con-
stitution for the purposes of article
.358." .

This ls one provision of thd' Constituilbn,
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1t does not mean that it is an abrogation of
article 368. It is a provision of the Constitu-
tion and as long as it is there in the Constit-
ution the Parliament draws its power from
this provision of the Constitution. | submit
that what the Bill here provides is going to
be an amendment of the Constitution. The
moment the Constitution is amended by this
Bill, the provision of this Bill becomcs a
part of ihe Constitution. | do not see any
conflict between this provision of sub-clause
(4) of section 2 of the Bill, to which Shri
Misra objects, by saying that we are secking
to abrogate the Constitution by providing
for an amendment of this Constitution and
article 368 of the Constitution which deals
with amendment of the Constitution. Clause
2 (4) says :

“Any such law as is referred to in this
article shall not be deemed to be an
amendment of this Constitution for
the purposes of article 368 notwiths-
tanding that it contains any provision
which amends or has the effect of
amending this Constitution.™

As | have submitted, this is a Bill to
amend the Constitution and the moment
this House adopts this Bill, this article bec-
ome parl of the Constitution. It is in the
same line as what the Constitution has alre-
ady provided under clause (2) of article 4
of the Constitution. Therefore, there is no
conflict and there is no abrogation of the
Constitution,

17.57 hrs.
[MR. SPEAKER in the Chair]

SHRI R. D. BHANDARE (Bombay
central) : My first point is regarding rule 74,
which dcals with motions afier introduction
of Bills. My hon. fiiend raiced the qucstion
under rule 72, which deals with motion far
leave to introduce Bill. So. on the question
of procedure, since the Bill has already been
introduced, he should have challenged the
validity of the Bill at the initial stage. Of
course, this is a technical point.

Secondly. let us read para 21 (2) of Pari
‘B of the Sixth Schedule. It says :-
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“No such law as is mentioned in sub-
paragraph (1) of this paragraph shall
be deemed to be an amendment of
this Constitution for the purposes of
article 368.”

That provision is copied 1n this Bill.
MNothing has been added beyond what is
given in the Constitution itself. This provision
of the Constitution specifically says that if
there is any amendment of the Sixth Sche-
dule it shall not be considered to be an ame-
ndment of the Constitution under article
368. That has been simply copied here

SHRI SRINIBAS MISRA : No, that is
not so,

SHRIT R. D. BHANDARE : I will again
recad sub-para (2) of the Sixth Schedule. It
|ays :

‘“No such law as is mentioned in sub-
paragraph (1)--" Which is sub-paragraph
(1) 7 It speaks of the power to vary, to
amend, to modify, to change, to add or
subtract--

~of this paragraph shall be deemed
to be an amendment of this Constitu-
tion for the purpose of article 368."

So, it clearly says that if there is any
modification of the Sixth Schedule, it will
not be construed to be an amendment of
the Constitution, and that provision has been
copicd in its entirety in this Bill,

SHRI SRINIBAS MISRA : No, that is
not correct; it has not been simply copied;
wmethln; more is added; you say that even
if it is hit by the Constitution, still it will be
construed as an amendment of the Constitu-
tion.
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“Any such law as is refeired to in
this article shall not be deemed to be
an amendment of this Constitution
for the purposes of article 368 notwi-
thstanding that it contains any prov-
ision which amend< or has the effect
of amending this Constitution. *

wTq 29 fF oz faar wafeadr &1
41 2T & fan 7 Afag fF ag arg @
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“Any such law as is referred to in

this article shall not be deemed to be
an amendment of this Constitution™
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hall of the States
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18 birs.

SHRI BISWANARAYAN ' SHASTRI
(Lakhimpur) : T would only like to add that
in article 239A (2) it has been clearly
Stated: -
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*“Any such law as is referred to in
clause (1) shall not be deemed to be

an amendment of this Constitution
for the purposes of article 368
notwithstanding that it contains

any provision which amends or
has the effect of amending this Cons-
titution.”

It is already there in the Constitution
and now it has been incorporated in this
Bill. Therefore, no constitutional point can
arise on this.

SHRI Y. B. CHAVAN : 1 do not want
to take more time of the House except to
give some information to this House. During
the discussion of this Bill in the Joint Com-
ittee the very same question was raised when
the Attorney-General came to give evidence
before the Joint Committee. Naturally, this
question was agitating the minds of many
ether hon. Members, and rightly perhaps 1|
would like to read the relevant portion of
the evidence. The question was put by
Shri Chandra Sckharan :

*May I invile the Attorney General's
attention to clause (4) of article 244A
and clause (3) of the new article 244A
and the law to be enacted by Parlia=
ment in terms of sub-article (1) of
article 244A, the provisions therein
for the making of the law do not
appear to be in conformity with the
provisions in Art. 368-"

1t is exactly the same question which
Shri Misra has raised. The aoswer of the
Attorney-General is as follows:
think it

““With great respect I isa

littlefallacy--

1 would like 1o repeat it-with great
reapect 1 think it is a little fallacy.

1 said once these provisions come
into the Constitution they form part
of the Constitution. Once they bec-
ome a part of the Constitution there
is an end of the matter. So far as
this point is concerned, which is tro-
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ubling the hon. Member, I will invite
his attention to the fact that there
are other articles af the Constitution
where Parliament has been given the
power to do certain things which, on
the face of it, look like amendment
of the Constitution™

a point mentioned by Shri Swell--

“as for example article 4 or, for
that matter, Schedule 5 or Sches
dule 6"

Shri Bhandare raised this.

“You will find provisions to the sim-
ilar effect that Parliament lay by law
do certain things regarding Fifth
Schedule or Sixth Schedule, even
amend or vary the provisions of the
Sixth Schedule which really relates
to the Constitution or administration
of Scheduled Areas or Tribal areas.
1 do not see any objection 1o this
clause at all.™

Again, Shri Chandrasckharan asked:-

“May I put it this way that when
once Article 244 A is incorporated in
the Constitution, it would be in terms
of restricted amendment of Article
368 7

To this the Attorney-General, Shri Nir-
en De, said:-

“l would mnot say that. There are
two provisions: onc is Article 368"

this is onc thing which one should bear
in mind-

‘and the other is where the Constit-
ution itself provides the way in which
certain matters would be amended.”

If we see article 4, we have practically
the similar provision in this Bill. Clause (2)
of article 4 says:-

*No such law as aforesaid shall be
d d 1o be an d of this
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Constitution for the purposes of article
368."

Once this amendment of the Constitu-
tion is accepted and when this provision
becomes a part of the Constitution, as the
Attorney-General has said, the matter ends
there.

it fira @ex 3% : weqer AR, TE
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MR. SPEAKER : No further argument
about it.

SHRI S. KUNDU (Balasore) : The que-
stion that was raised has mot been covered.
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MR. SPEAKER : No, please; all of you
will have to sit now. There is no argument;
I am not going to argue with anybody. 1
bave heard both the sides.

I do not think the Chair is asked to
decide about constitutional issues; that is
for the courts to decide. We have been amen-
ding the Constitution so many times. And
it is not an amendment of the fundamental
rights. Golak Nath's case was pointed out.
That is about the am of fund
tal rights. This Bill is not for that.

As to the point that we are creating new
States or dividing old States and further
subdividing them, so many times we have
done that. Whether it is legal or not, 1 am
not going to express my opinion. That is for
the courts to say, whether it is legal or
not.

Then, in the Joint Committee also it was
raised and he has read the Attorney-Gene-
ral's opinion. I do not think further than
that [ can elucidate or explain the legal
aspect of the question.

Of course, your points appear to be very
valid. They are arguments for oppoding the
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Bill. You can move an amendment or de
something of that kind. It can be argued
further. To that extent I agree but to say
that the Bill cannot be moved here, 1 cannot
agree. We have passed so many Bills, crea-
ting so many States and abridging States.
Therefore, we can proceed with the Bill. You
can bring forward an amendment and then
we shall see. The hon. Minister,

SHRI Y. B. CHAVAN : Sir, while we
discussed the Bill at the first reading stage,
1 had explained the history of the problems
and had said that the present solution
represented a consensus among the partics
concerned in the Assam State.

While discussing the Bill in the Joint
Committec. again all the provisions were
very critically examined and 1 would like
to invite the attention of hon, Members to
the fact that the Joint Committee was
plrased to accept only two amendments.
One was a very formal amendment, am
amendment of the enacting formula, and
the other was about the regional commitice
of the State Assembly which is to be
appointed. There the right to amend the
rules of the Assembly has been given to
that body but it is made clear as to for
what purposes this was to be. Only to
achieve that purpose. the Joint Committee
“had accepted one amendment to clause
4 of th: Bill which seeks to insert anm
addition in article 371 B, which reads :

“for the constitution and proper
functioning of such committee.”

There is a provision wherby are bringing
into existence a committee, constituted of
the members of the State Assembly repre-
senting the Scheduled areas and other areas,
which is expected to comsider and give
its opinion about the Bills which
are of *common interest to”  those
areas. In order to facilitate the fun-
ctioning of this committee certain rules
of the 'Assembly were supposed to be
amended. That power has been confined
by specifying the purposes for which these
rules are to be amended.

These are the only two amendments
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which the Joint Committee in its wisdom
felt necessary. Butl do not mean to say
thereby that th: Joint Committee was very
much unanimous about the purpose of
the Bill. If you will be plzased to sec
the report, there arc a large number of
minutes of dissent.

1 would merely summarise some of the
points that have been explained there.
One point of view is represented by the
minute of dissent of the hon. Member,
Shri Hem Barua and the hon  Member,
Shri Prakash Vir Shastri. The other point
of view is represented by the Member of
Jana Sangh. The third point of view is
represented by the hon. Member, Shri
MNambiar. In the case of Shri Hem Barua,
his criticism is that the sced of disinte-
gration is inherent in the proposal to re-
organise the present Statc of Assam and
that these disruptive forces have emerged
not only within Assam but also within the
country. He has also raised another point
that, unfortunatcly, this proposal enshrines
the idea of a federation within a federation
which is India. This is one point of view.

The second point of view is represcnted
in the minutes of dissent by the Members
of Jana Sangh. They have expressed their
point of view on practically similar lines.
But they have suggested that instcad of
giving this sort of an Autonomous Statc.
it is better to treat every District Council
as a Union Territory. This is their con-
structive suggestion.

The third point of view which is repre-
sented by Mr Nambiar is that the creation
of an Autonomous state itsell is not suffi-
cient and that it is much better to give a
full-fledged State o these arcas.

. These are the three different views. |
may say that these three different view are
not new in that sense because all these
three trends of thought were trying to
“assert themselves during the whole period
when we discussed this question with
different leaders of the hill arcas and the
leaders of Assam also. When we discussed
this quostion with other party leaders also,
theee three ideas always came in.  To meet
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certain  aspirations of particular areas
which are special by themselves, we arc
trying to give them a special treaiment.
Therefore, to compare this question with
othe: areas is fallacious. The constitution
itsell directs us to treat these areas as
spzcial arcas, to treat the problems as
special problems and to give some special
privileges also to them,

Now, the problem has its own history
and in the last decade, I should say, this
question came 1o be discussed with different
lecaders and the Prime Minister of India
had once enunciated the principle to deal
with the problem and that was full auto-
nomy within the framework of the Assam
State.  So, what we have done, really
speaking, is implementing that principle
which the Prime Minister of India had
once formulated.

Therefore, the criticism that we
arc trying to creal some dangerous
principle which is going to disrupt the rest
of the country is unjustified and, I should
say, is rather misconceived. Again, I per-
sonally feel that if the view to give full
State hood to the area had been agreed to
possibly, it would have meant starting a
further phase of division in the country.
So, we persuaded them and 1 am glad
indeed that the leaders of hill areas accep-
ted this point. There are other aspects
of the problem also. There is the aspect
of national security in that area. I know
the Members of Jana Sangh who have
given their minute of dissent have specially
emphasized this particular aspect. They
have said that this should be considered
by a defence-oriented commission. [ would
like to say, it is not only. a commission
which should be defence-oriented but our
entire approach to the problems of eastern
region should always be security-oriented.
1 have no doubt about that in my mind.
When we considered these problems, the
different facets of the problem, we did
take into consideration the security aspect
as well. It is from this security aspect that
we thought that some sort of adjustment,
some sort of compromise between the two
conflicting views, was called for and neces-
sacy and, keeping this point of view, we
laboured, tricd for months together, 'if I
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may say so, for yearstogether, and ulti-
mately reached this consensus.

I therefore, do not agree with the diffe-
rent view points that have been expressed
in these minutes of dissent. 1 am indeed
glad to rccommend to this hon. House the
Bill, as reported by the Joint Committee,
for their unanimous acceptance.

MR. SPEAKER : Motion moved :

“That the Bill further to amcnd the
Constituiion of India, as reported by
the Joint Commitice, be tokcn into consi-
deration.””

Mr. O Prakash Tyagi.
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fufaedr a0 3.fzgd ar | % fAF 9&7
qegex faar i g8 AT I avE Gl |
% wgar ArgAr § & wrd @@ WA W9
g G @ ¢ | wfoge & &l A e
aeqar =rfed, fagar & &t e & fv sq
#1 gAGIAE €z Afgd | DI Fhr oA
ggy smed &1t aw faad smdEme
forer #ifgeg & =% ag AraAT A A€ &
fis gaTTr ey a9t A &9

Constitution

fag /¥ 9T ATTHIE & AT A
&Y g1 wr A7 SFFyg el 7 gae 4y
fwar qr BT &g7 91 fF a9 W wweEar
&1 qrewdt= gurarE 77 F16, g cgrEt
wfaa} & gaear 1 A FT 0F Ie0{E-
w1 grea s &t frgfe afar st
T AT e N A © o 7
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@ AR R qgdt ofar s am ¥
T w1 F1 guraE 4w w3 ) FfE o-
" & IH GHIT T AIHL A AL AAT |
TR T S F1 FeHy @ | g
gar fawer ? @ ¥ ATUET T ST
gamar | wfeT 99 Wi & a7 § qEEAT
T AWraTT AF g1 97, See 9@ _A A
T AT T

79 1967 & 319 & €24 qFRH
FHATHI 3 T gFT & area fay e @
fagzamrer wafrai a1 s\Fr faar sk
TR & &t F1ve gOr I F & O sl
@i § wg qar gmr, sAE aferw §
wgealT gt T sferar wid o 3w
AIAAT F1 FFT fagzasdr a@l 7 9K
FATAT | 9EIET A1 a1 WFAT gHIL A1
2, oeeg fagelt @wii & azE@ g@ @i
o7 {2 J Fgi AT wAAT F]1OFEAL,
Tadr, fagRea #@ St T waw

gL F I9% my fFar, 3q 1 racage
Y TA T & ATL ANTF |

N SFHIT FiFAET AaT @At amy
w1ar #, 7z WY WRRT 7 IAdH qiad A
Fgr f& gud =AAT ofvqw foar 8,
feas &Y 21 59 wmar g fr W 997
21, W1 g faar quenur § w9 Y
gewar & fay gAFAar Aw Fwar § o
9% AT A 4 FY @ "EAAr aar §
oY @& WY 9X 99 § | WY 9WE ARY
qT 9 ¢ & A9 WEE F3 99 F) 99
war a1 | A9y 91 fagaw aAm@r @ s§
yarag gw ¢ f fag gem & A a3
nr §) §e gy sER E R R wEA &
qvaTy a8 g wWheHz Wiy ¥ owg &
Oy FY TaFT 9fEmE ager AT SEar
g1 wow &y nw & 3, fag & maede £t
ow B wfe fear ar, vy g wg
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FTOw ot qUH QA €7 |1 gd 99 Y
wifew &7 § eftw FT@ Eofeaw &
fad, R T e F@ F qE=E
T e o @ & faars amaw ge &
w€ | few w2z femrwifes dtoew ordf
Ia% faares amaa gw 3 & @R w0
fF gt gawase &2z =rfed | 3@ AL A
2 T 39 A F gara w1 foEe w1
fear 1 31 &Y afat & @t ™ A
qrirelt Tghcr fEar T M &) AT OF
T8 et o 71 faar

9 F gfafas o3 g9 a@
qgAT A1ZAT g | BFdT FAH A A
gar 4r, f5 mw ag wiEHe & #3
forar F17 @1 Fur gl & gfar guAr
SR AR FT AN | FAT A IW
a<g *1 wrearaa =gt o oAt & & famr
# 1 ag fz At ofgena 481 ge T am?
gatagg nx W1 qidf 7 @@ A T8
sTwEET At fgar 1wt 9g An Agay
gf® AT W W AT A SrEA
ST T T & | TH A WA /T AIHAT |
fwe gqfcama aqn gr ag A & 519 8
qAAT T |

fufat fgem & @l 7 oF sqfa-—ax
fagr 2 1 99 &1 & 7 & el d wgAr
3 z71 § | fafa facw fefigaz aYaa &
Al w1ag Aq £ f# ¢

We  deem it fair that similar status of
administrative  arrangements proposed
for the Khasi--Jaintin Hills as appear
in the latest proposals be extended to
Mikir and North Cachar Hills, It is
more a guestior of recognising the dis-
trict political entity of our tribes and it
is not a mere question of joining or not
joining the proposed State of Megha-
laya.
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o fafFc fgem awi T qe & e o
o} Fg 9T WRFWNE €T JA § a7
a1y fafe fgm R g S fgm &
faa s 7 wa) Y aAnd ?

WiE & anda F a9 ¥ & aga
a1 T A & @ fr fgw w2 & s
& Ufeqier & ST & wiEed § 1 99
F1 TeAIfaE T waT S wrwaw § )
¥ gq @@ @t a@ar g AT EEwR @)
T g fs @it earaifas Ay &
9 WU ag a1 g e qar 9 9 a9g
wrETearg gfefaa & ar wew-wean wifs
aeq ag & fF faat anfrai agi & @t
I-HeT qIr-Ar) wifaai § ST &
s tfeqtneg &, w9 AET-NAT -
a1d & fF 3w we ufedy war ey
g 97 #t gifeF mfaemar g ofes
TaTHE  dadEa wafear 91 A fgse
s fgew @ mifaw ®T <@ &, o
AR G AT AN ] | F q TR
SN A | qg wEAd gnm, qumAE
®IGQUA TE g0 |

@ fg7 ofam 7 argrfeds @
WA &, AN A A @I o
AWITEA JAST FHE & @qraF grar |
37 Fgr & fF gardr grar & fag «ar
g 7 zEar @ ad 1w oF awenr
FF agt AT 1T | W IAE fau feg
cfedma sroeq T | ag ®B fF o
TGAT AT ZME WIRUEH § SART #4T
gy | TAAT A wEATIE AT 2 7 @
a% wifooeq #t fagha Y7 s3m ? @
& 413 ST HfeT GA€aT WHA WA ¥y
ag fe T37g 1 qzaTU 47 1) wwq ¥
oy oY g efegma eqemwz gw @ ag &«
daEr @ HEMI 2 R A 6
it 7'zfigam tqmaaz 7€ gar ¢ 1 foad
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[t wita smrw @it

21 grel ¥ qgrdr A F NE A gADN-
o F2 H 9 ¥ earfoa w4 KT AT

gT: W W w3 g A I
SqTET ATEre ¥ S 1 e T & i
o 7 wgea X @ Efs matee
o AG @ FF I A qqAT ) FAE
fawrr ¥ At wTH qzAT w7 WA AT AT
§ 1 7@ qT G¥ T 99 €@ 9 F4) @9
A & | I 4 WEHIAH T T @I
g ax ag WA Fn f& AaEr ¥ A
WY RER@TAE NgH A A
®aTe ¥ wew g T 9183 & fE &g ge1y

g1 TEAT AE RS € | AW 43 Tg
HEAATFLAI A T E

ot & @14-919 UF HI gAEAT A
o & qred gy | 98 38 5 we g
g z1ea & yaw-wan fogzra ¢ faw
Fresw F At g7 A E 0 Adfea 2, fom
w gyadmw sorer fael g, Wiez faw
Lk 4

MR. SPEAKER: The hon. Member may
continue tomorrow.

18.30 hrs.
HALF-AN-HOUR DISCUSSION

Grnat of Rcgistration Certificates and
Industrial Licences to Firms

MR. SPEAKER : We will take up the
half-hour discussion now. Even now 1l am
getting chits from members saying  that
they want lo participate, as though it is a
debate. A ballot is held of the namcs of
members who send advance intimation for
permission to ask question within the
prescribed time and from that four names
are picked up. This is the procedure we
have been following.

SHRI S. R. DAMANI (Sholapur) : 1
think you for the opportunity given to me
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to raise this important matter on the floor
of the House, The purpose of this discuse
sion is to have an appraisal of the policy
of granting registration certificates and
industrial licences and how it has worked
on industrial production in the country
since the last 17-18 years.

As we all know, the system of licensing
was introduced to achieve certain objetives,
namely, to canalise resources into industry
in accordance with plan prioritics, ensurc
successful implementation of the plan kecp-
ing the cmphasis on development, removal
of regional imbalance in industrial develop-
ment, check concentration of economic
power in a few hands, utilise the ability of
partics sccking licences to develop indus-
trial capacity in the shortest possible time
and so on. These are laudable objectives,
no doubt. But we have to see how far
these have been fulfilled and how far the
country has benefited by it. If we scc the
working report of the Ministry, we arc
satisflicd about it--therc is no doubt about
it.

I will give figures. In 1966, applications
reccived for licences werc 1291, disposal
1118, balance 143, percentage of pending
cases 11, percentage of disposal 9. In
1967, applications rececived were 849,
disposed of 701, pending 148. In 1968,
applications received were 905, disposals
369, pcending 563 or 60 per cent; this is
only for half the period; 1 hope many of
the pcnding applications wili have bcen
cleared before the year ended.

18.33 hrs.
[SHR1 VASUDEVAN NAIR in tie Chair]

Now we come to the effcct, whether
the objectives set forth when the policy
wis introduced have been achicved or not.
According to me, and also according to
Government, they were not successful in
achieving the objectives. Ciovernment
themselves appointed the following commi-
ttees to cxamine the matter: this Swamina-
than Committee which has submited its
report, then the Lokanathan Committee
which has also given its report, then the



