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MESSAGE FROM RAJYA SABHA

Secretary: Sir, I have to report the
following message received from the
Secretary of Rajya Sabha:—

‘I am directed to inform the Lok
Sabha that the Rajya Sabha,
at its sitting held on Tuesday,
the 31st July, 1956, passed
the enclosed motion concur-
ring in the recommendation
of the Lok Sabha that the
Rajya Sabha do join in the
Joint Committee of the
Houses on the Bill to provide
for the transfer of certain
territories from Bihar to
West Bengal and for matters
connected therewith. The
names of the members nomi-
nated by the Rajya Sabha to
serve on the said Joint Com-
mittee are set out in the
motion.

MOTION

“That this House concurs in the
recommendation of the Lok
Sabha that the Rajya Sabha do
join in the Joint Committee of the
Houses on the Bill to provide for
the transfer of certain territories
from Bihar to West Bengal and
for matters connected therewith,
and resolves that the following
members of the Rajya Sabha be
nominated to serve on the said
Joint Committee:

. Shri K. P. Madhavan Nair
Kakasaheb Kalelkar

Dr. Radha Kumud Mookerji
Dr. Nalinaksha Dutt

Prof. Humayun Kabir
Shah Mohammad Umair
Syed Mazhar Imam

Shri R. P. N. Sinha

Prof. R. D, Sinha Dinkar
. Shri P. N. Sapru

11. Shri Abdur Rezzak Khan
12. Shri Satyapriya Banerjee
13. Shri Kishen Chand

14. Kunwarani Vijaya Raje

Hew e w e

o
S

15. Shri Rajendra Pratap 3Sinha
18, Shri Govind Ballabh Pant.”’

COMMITTEE ON PRIVATE MEM-
BERS’ BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Frrrvy-Seventa ReFonrt

Sardar Hukam Singh (Kapurthala-
Bhatinda): Sir, I beg to present the
Fifty-seventh Report of the Commit-
tee on Private Members' Bills and
Resolutions.

ESTIMATES COMMITTEE

MmnuTtes (1855-56) Vor. 5, Nos. 2 & 3

Wt o Mo wgm (wifgTaTE) :
s, § oeee afafa (texw-ue)
FY FIATET T ST, W ¥, WE 7 AT
ERL LR S0 8 &

STATES REORGANISATION BILL—
contd.

Mr. Speaker: A list of selected
amendments to clauses 2 to 15 of the
States Reorganisation Bill has been
circulated 1o Members last night.
These amendments have been indi-
cated by Members to be moved sub-
ject to their being otherwise admis-
sible. Their numbers are as follows: —

Clause No.

No. of Amendment

2 270, 431, 42, 269, 210,
61, 211, 1R3, 212, 184,
63, 271, 18s, 186. 213,
187, 214, 146, 383,
218.

3 452, 372, 373. 216. 420,
421, 165, 66, 132,
217. )

4 261, 188, 189, 190.1 o1
192, 166, 193.

s . 375, 274, 133, 218,
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Clsuse No. No. of Amendment

— .

7 12, 167 (same as 12), 219
(same as 12 & 167), 70,
220, 148, 43, 134,
353 (same as 134), 135,
354 (same &5 135), 321,
322, 44, 71, 136, 355
{same as 136). 137, 356,
357, 376, 138, 139,

140.
8 462, 45, 323, 46. 389,
47, 4R, 141, 149. 194,
390, 391, 422. 423.
8A 118,
(New).
9 263, 222, 49, 150, 358,
: 50, 1, 13 (same as 1),
324 (same as 1 & 13),
394, 395, 278, 3285, 326,
3, 291, 292, 168, 327,
151, 396, 378, 379, 226,
397.
10 265, 279, 4. 444, 445,
280.
1 281, 169, 293, 398, 282,
333
12 283, 399, 284, 400,285,
13 266, 401.
14 352, 296, 8%, 297, 465,
299, 300, 170, 336,
171. 153, S, 24( same as
<), 302z, 2103.
14A 3sn.
(New)
15A 143. 144. 154, 364 (same as
(New). 154), 155, 365 (same as

155). 424, 429.

Clause 2.— (Definitions)

Shri N. R. Muniswamy
wash): I beg to move:

(Wandi-

Page 1, line 7—

for “the 1st day of October, 1956”
substitute:

“a day to be notified hereafter
by a special resolutjon passed by
a three-fourth majority of the
members present and voting in
each House of Parliament.”

Shri §. 5. Morg (Sholapur): I beg
to move:

(i) Page 1, line 7—

for “Ist day of October, 1856" sub-
stitute:

“26th day of January, 1957.”

(ii) Page 1, line 7T—

for “the 13t day of October, 1956"
substitute;

“a day to be notified by the

. President after the Boundary
Commission to be appoinied under
the provisions of the Act has dead-
ed the Boundary disputes.”

Shri R. .D. Misra (Bulandshahr

Distt.): 1 beg to move:

Page 1, line 7—
for “the 1st day of October, 18587
substitute:

‘a day as the Central Govern-
ment may, by notification in the
Official Gazette. appoint.”

Shri Gadilingana Gowd (Kurnool):

I beg to move:

Page 1, line 13—
Omit “Mysore".
Shri Krishnacharya Joshi (Yadgir)*

I beg to move:

Page 1, line 13 and wherever it
occurs in the Bill—

for “Mysore” substitute “Kamna-
taka".

Shri Gadilingana Gowd: 1 beg to
move:

Page 1, line 15—

jor “existing State of Travan-
core-Cochin, the new State of
Kerala” substitute: )

“existing States of Travancore-
Cochin and Mysore, the new State
of Kerzla and Karnataka respe:-
tively”. -

Shri -Veeraswamy (Mayuram-Re-
served—Sch. Castes): I beg to move:

Page 1, line 13—

add at the end:

“and in relation to the existing

Siate of Madras, the new State Tamil-

ad.”
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Shri Gadiltagana Gewd:

move—

I beg to

Page 1, lines 20 and 21—

for “and in relation to the new
State of Kerala, the existing State
of Travancore-Cochin” substitute:

“and in relation to the naw
States of Kerala ana Karmataka
the existing State of Travancore-
Cochin sni Mysore.”

Shri Veeraswzmy: ' beg to move:
Page 1, line 21—
add at the end:

“and in relation to the rew
State Tamilnad. the existing State
of Madras.”

Shri M. S. Gurupadaswamy (My-
sore): I beg to move:

Page 2—
omit lines 5 to 8.
Shri R. D Misra: 1 beg 1o move:
Page 2—
for lines 5 to 8. substitute:

*(h) *“law” means any law,
ordinance, order, byelaw, rule.
regulation or other instrument
having the force of law in the
whole or in any part of the terri-
torv of India. passed or made by
any Legislature. authority or
person having power to make
such a law, ordinance, order.
byelaw, rule, regulation or instru-
ment:”

Shri Veeraswamy: I beg to move:

(i) Page 2, line 23—

omit “Madras”.

(ii) Page 2, line 25—
after “Madhya Bharat"

“Madras”.

Shri Gadilingana Gowd: I beg fo

move:
Page 2, line 25—

after “Travancore-Cochin”
insert “and Mysore”.

insert
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Shri Veerasswamy: ] beg to mowe:
Page 2, line 26—

after “Madhya Pradexh® insert

“Tamilnad”.

Shri Gadilingana Gowd: | beg to
move:
Page 2, lire 27—

after *“Kerala” insert “and-
Karnataka”.

Shri V. P. Nayar (Chirayinkil): I
beg to move:

Page 21—

after line 31, add:

“Provided that in the case of
the State of Travancore-Cochin,
the persons who immediately be-
fore the dissolution of the Legisla-
tive Assembly were members of

that Assembly shall be deemed to
be sitting members.”

Shri Nesamony (Nagercoil): 1 beg

to move:
Page 3, lines 7 and 8—

for “the 1st day of July, 1956" sub-
stitute:

“the 2nd day of May, 1956".

Shri Balasubramaniam (Madurai):
1 beg to move:

Page 3, line 8—

Jor “July” substiture “March”,
Clause 3.— (Transfer of - territory

from Hyderabad to Andhra etc.)

Shri R. S. Diwan (Osmanabad): 1
beg to move:

(i) Page 3, line 20—

for “and Jukkal circles” sub-
stitute “circle”.

(ii) Page 3, line 25—
add at the end:

“Utnoor taluk, Bela circle of
Adilabad taluk, Ada and Wakdi
circles of Asafabad taluk.”
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Shri Gadilingana Gowd: 1 beg to

move:
Page 3,—
after line 25, add—
“(h) Kolar District of Mysure”,

Sbri M. R Krishna (Karimnagar—
Reserved—Sch. Castes): I beg to

move:
Page 3,—
after linc 25, add:

“(h) Bijapur, Dantevade, Konta
and Anantgarh taluks of Bastar
district of Madhya Pradesh;”

Shri Heda (Nizamabad): I beg to
move:

Page 3,—
after line 25, add:

“(h) Sironcha taluk of Chanda
district;

(i) Revenue circle of Chandra
Bandi of Raichur taluka in Raichur
district;

(i) Mudhole revenue circle of
Sedan taluka, Gurumitkal revenue
circle of Yadgi taluka and Miryan
revenue circle of Cincholi taluka
in Gulberga district;”

Shri K. G. Deshmukh (Amravati
West): 1 beg to move:

(i) Page 3, line 28—

for “State of Andhra Pradesh” sub-
stitute “State of Andhra”.

Shri Raghavachari (Penukonda): 1
beg to move:

Page 3—
after line 32, add:

“(3) As from the appointed day
there shall be added to the State
of Andhra Pradesh the territories
comprised in revenue firkas of
Bellary including Bellary Muni-
cipal area, Rupanagudi and Moka
in the Bellary Taluk of the present
Bellary District in Mysore. The
said territories;

{a) shall cease ip form part of
the existing District of Bellary of
the State of Mysore, and

(b) shall be included in and
become part of Anantapur Dis-
trit in the State of Andhra Pra- *
desh.”

Shri Shankargauda Patil (Belgaum

South): 1 beg to move:

Page 3—
after line 32, add:

“(3) As from the appointed day,
the Madakasira taluk of Anan‘a-
pur district, shall cease to be part
of Andhra State and the said
territory of Madakasira taluk will
form part of Tumkur district jn
the new State of Mysore.”

Shri Raghavachar: I beg to move:
Page 3—

after line 32, add:

*“(3) As from the appointed aay
there shall be added to the State
of Andhra Pradesh the territories

_comprised in the Sirugappa taluk,
the Bellary taluk, the Hospet
laluk and the area of the Malla-
puram sub-taluk in which the
Dam and head works of the Tun-
gabhadra Project are situated in
the present Bellary district in
Mysore State, The said territories;

(a) shall cease to form part of
the existing district of Bellary in
the State of Mysore; and

(b) shall become part of the
Bellary district in the State of
Andhra Pradesh.”

Claﬁu 4.— (Transfer of territory
jrom Travencore-Cochin to Madras)

Shri N. R. Muniswamy: 1 beg to

move:

Pages 3 and 4—
for clause 4, substitute:

“(4)- (1) As from the appointed
day, there shall be added to the
State of Madras the following terri-
tories, namely:—
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[Shri N. R. Muniswamy]

(a) the territories comprised in
the Agastheeswaram, Thovala,
Kalkulam and Vilavancode taluks
of Trivandrum district, and

(b) the territories comprised in
the Peermede and Devikulam
taluks of Kottayam district; and

(c) the Shencottah taluk (in-
cluding Puliyara Hile Pakuthy)
of Quilon district; and thereupon
the said territories shall cease to
! rm part of the existing State of
‘I'ravancore-Cochin.

2(a) The territories specified in
clause (a) of sub-section (1)
shall form a separate district to
be known as Nagarcoil district in
the State of Madras;

(b) the territories specified in
clause (b) of sub-section (1)
shall be included in and become
part of Mathurai district in the
State of Madras, and

(e) the Shencottah taluk (in-
cluding Pulivara Hile Pakuthy)
of Quilon district specified in
clause (c¢) of sub-section (1) shall
be included in, and become part
of Tirunelveli district in the State
of Madras.”

Shri Veeraswamy: 1 beg to move:

Page 35—
for lines 33 to 37, substitute:

4. As from the appointed day,
there shall be formed a new Part
A State to be known as “Tamil
Nad” comprising the existing State
of Madras excluding Malabar and
South Kanara districts and includ-
ing Agastheewaram, Thovala, Kal-
kulam and Vilavancode taluks of
Trivandrum district, Devikulam
and Peermede taluk of Kottayam
district and Shencottah taluks of
Quilon district.”

Shri Nesamony: I beg to move:

(i) Page 3, line 36—

after “Shencottah taluk” insert:
“as it was before the first day

of Juiy, 1956".

(ii) Page 3, line 38—

after “Quilon district” insert
“and Devikulam and Peermede

taluks of Kottayam district”,

(iii) Page 4—
for lines 1 and 2, substitute:

“(b) the taluks of Agasthees-
waram, Thovala, Kalkulam and
Vilavancode shall be constituted
into a district and Shencottah
u]uksh-llfonn]nrto('l‘lrmel-
veli district.”

Shri Veeraswamy: I beg to move:
Page 4—
for lines 1 and 2, substituse:

“(b) shall be included in, and
fompurtotlnewdm.riclhbe

Page 4—
after line 2, add—

“and thereupon this State shall
be known as the State of “Tamil-
nad".”

Shri Nesamony: I beg to move:
Page 4—
after line 2, add:

“(c) the taluks of Devikulam
and Peermede shall form part of

Madurai district.”
Clause 5 —(Formation .of Kerala -
State)

Shri K. P. Gounder (Erode): I beg

to move:

Page 4—
for clause 5, substitute:

“5. (1) As from the appointed day,

there shall be added to the State of
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Shri Raghavachari: I beg to move:
Page 4, line 27—
add at the end:

“excluding the terrilories tran:--
ferred to the State of Andhra
Pradesh by sub-section (3) of

comprised in—

(i) Malabar District, excluding
the islands of Laccadive and
Minicoy, and

(ii) Kasargod taluk of South
Canara district; and thereupon ¢ .
the said territories section 3.

(a) shall cease to form part of Shri Gadilingana Gowd: 1 beg to
the State of Madras; move:

Page 4, line 27— '
add at the end:

“except Kolar district”.

Shrimati Maydeo (Poona South):
I beg to move:

(b) shall form a scparate dis-
trict to be known as Malabar
District;
and the State of Travancore-
Cochin shall be known as the
State of Kerala."

Shri R. D. Misra: 1 beg to move:

Page 4, line 4—
omit “Part A"

Page 4—
for lines 28 and 28, substitute:

“(b) Belgaum district except
Chandgad, Khanapur, Belgaum,

Chikodi (Nipani Bhag), Hukeri
hri Shank tl: and Athni taluks; and Bijapur
mos;re: s areanda Patll: T beg to district; and Dharwar district; and
Kanara district except Karwar,
Page 4— Supa and Haliyal taluks, in the
omit line 12. existing State of Bombay;"
Shri S§. S, More: I beg to move:
Page 4, line 28—
for “taluka” substitute:

“and Khenapur taluks and pre-
dominantly Marathi speaking area
of Belgaum taluka to be deter-
mined by a Boundary Commission
and the Nipani Bhag of Chikodi
taluka or alternatively the pre-
dominantly Marathi speaking area
of Chikodi taluka to be determin-
ed by a Boundary Commission”.

for “Mysore” substitute “Karna- Shri V. P. Pawar (South Satara):
taka”. I beg to move:
Page 4, line 28—
after “Chandgad taluka” insert:
“predominantly Marathi speak-

Shri I, Eacharan (Ponnani—Re-
served—Sch. Castes): I beg to move:

Page 4—

after line 12, add:

“(iii) Gudalur taluk of the
Nilagiris district;”
Shri K. K, Basu (Diamond Har-
bour): I beg to move:

Page 4, line 25—

Clause 7.— (Formation of a new
Mysore State)

Shri K. G. Deshmukh: My amend- . . .
ment No. 187 is the same as amend- ing contiguous areas of 180 vil-
ment No. 12 moved by Shri K. K. lages from Khanapur taluka, 83
Basu. villages from Belgaum taluka in-

cluding Belgaum city, 4 villages

Shri Gadilingana Gowd: My amend- from Chikodi taluka including
ment No. 219 is the same as the Nipani, 22 villages from Hukeri
amendment No. 12 moved by Shri taluka and 10 villages from
K. K. Basu Athani taluka”.
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Shri H. G- Vaishmar (Ambad): My .

amendment No. 358 is the same as the
amendment No. 134 moved by Shn
V. P. Pawar:

Shri V, P. Pawar: 1 bcg 10 move:
Page 4, linc 28—
after “Chandgad taluka™ insert:

“and predominantly Marathi
speaking contiguous areas of the
districts of Belgaum and Kanara
10 be determined by the Boundary
Commission”.

Shri H. G. Vaishnav: My amend-
ment No. 354 is the same as the amend-
ment No. 135 moved by Shri V. P.
Pawar.

Shri Altekar (North Satara): I beg
to move:

(i) Page 4, line 28—
after “taluka” insert:

“and Khanapur taluka and pre-
dominantly Marathi speaking area
of Belgaum taluka to be determin-
ed by a Boundary Commission and
the Nipani Bhag of Chikedi taluka,
or alternatively the predominantly
Marathi speaking area of Chikodi
taluka to be determined
by a Boundary Commission, and
the predominantly Marathi speak-
ing villages contiguous to Maha-
rashtra State in Athni and Huker!
talukas to be determined by a
Boundary Commission.”

tii) Page 4—
for line 29, substitute:

“and Dharwar districts and
Kanara district except Karwar
and Halyal talukas and Supa
Peta, in the cxisting State of
Bombay".

Shri S. S. More: 1 beg to move:
Page 4, line 28—

for “Dharwar and Kanara Dis-
tricts™” substitute:

“and Dharwar districts and
Kanara district except Karwar
and W#-alval talukas and Supa
Peta;” .

Shri Krishnacharya Jeshi: 1 beg

{0 move:

Page 4, line 26—

for “Kanara" substitute “Kar-
war”.

Shri V. P. Pawar: 1 beg to move:
Page 4, line 29—
after “Kanara districts” insert:

“except the whole of Karwar
taluka, Hallyal taluka and Supa
Mahal.”

‘Shri H. G. Vaishnav: My amend-

ment No. 355 is the same as the
amendment No. 136 moved by Shri
V. P. Pawar.

Shri Shankargauda Patil: 1 beg
1o move:

Page 4, linc 29— ’
after “Kanara districts,” insert:
“Akalkot taluk, South Shola-

pur taluk and Sholapur city in

Sholapur district, Jath taluk of

South Satara district and Gadh-

inglaj and Shirol taluks of Kolha-
pur district,”

Shri H. G. Vaishnav: I beg to

move:!

(i) Page 4, line 30—
after “Tandur taluks™ insert:

»and contiguous Marathi speak-
ing arcas of Alnad taluka”.

(ii) Page 4, line 32—
'c'rftcr “Udgir taluks” insert:

“and predominantly Marathi
speaking contiguous revenue cir-
cles of Hulsur and Bhalki in
Bhalki taluka, Torna and Aurad
in Santpur (Aurad) taluka and

Ladwanti circle in Humnabad
taluka.”

Shri R. S. Diwaa: I beg to move:
Page 4, line 32—
after “Udgir taluks” insert:
“Bhalki and Hulsur circles of
Bhalki taluk, Aurad and Tomas
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circles of Santpur (Aurad) taluk
and Ladwanti circle of Humna -
bad taluk.”

Shri Shankargauda Patil: 1 beg to
move: *

(i) Page 4, line 35—

omit “except Kasaragod taluk".
(ii) Page 4, line 36—

after “Coimbatore district” insert:

“Talvadi firka of Gopichetlipal-
ayam taluk in Coimbatore di=-
trict, Nilgiri district and Hosur
taluk of Salem district”.

(iii) Page 5, lines 2 to 4 -

for “and the said Kollegal taluk
shall be included 1n, and
become part of, Mysore dis-
trict, in the new State of
Mysore.” substitute:

“and the said Kollegal taluk
and Talavadi firka shall be
included in and become pari of
Mysore district and the =aid
taluks of Akalkot, South Shrola-
pur, Jath, Gadhinglaj, Shirol
and the territory of Sholapur
city shall form a district called
Sholapur district » the ..o
State of Mysore.”

Clause 8.—(Bombay)

Shri Frank Anthony (Nominated—
Anglo-Indians): I beg 10 move:

Pages 5 and 6—
for clauses 8 to 10, substitute:

“6. As from the appointed day,
there shall be formed a new Part A
State to be known as the Sta‘c ol
Bombay comprising the following ter-
ritories, namely:—

(a) the existing State of Bombay
excluding—

(i) Belgaum district exoept
Chandgad taluka and Bijapur,
Dharwar and Kanara districts,
and

(ii) Abu Read taluka in the
Banaskantha district;

(b) Ahmadpur, Nilanga and Udgir
taluks of Bidar distriet, Nanded dis-
trict cxcept Bichkonda and Jukkal
circles of Deglur taluk and Mudhel
Bhiansa and Kuber circles of Mudhol
taluk, and Islapur circle of Boath
taluk, Kinwat taluk and Rajura
taluk of Adilabad distriet, in the
existing State of Hyderabad;

(c) Buldana, Akola, Amaravati,
Ycotmal, Wardha, Nagpur, Bhandara
and Chandu districts in the existing
State of Madhyva Pradesh;

(d) the territories of the existing
State of Saurashtra; and

(e) the territories of the existing
State of Kutch;

and thercupon the said ierrilories
shall cease to form part of the exist-
ing States of Bombay, Hyderabad,
Madhya Pradesh, Saurashtra and
Kutch, respectively.”

Shri §. §. More: 1 beg to move:
Page 5, line 5—

jor “As” substitute “Two years” and;
Shri Altekar: 1 beg to move:

Page 5—

1) line 5—

for “As" substitute “For two vears™
(ii) line 15—

add at the end:

“After the said period of two years
the said territories shall automatically
merge in the State of Maharashtra.”

Shri 8. 8. More: I beg to move:

Page 5, line 5—

for ‘“Part C" substitute “Part A",

Shri H. G. Vaishnav: 1 beg to
move:

Page 5—

omit lines 9 to 13.
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Shel 5. 5. Meote: 1 beg to move:

(i) Page 5—
for lines 9 to 13, substitute:

“(b) Thana. Kolaba and Ratna-

.after line 15 add:

«(2) After the termination of
the period of two years, as pro-
vided above, the State of Bombay
shall automatically merge with
and form part of the State of
Maharashtra.”

Shri V. P. Pawar: 1 beg to move:
Page 5—
after line 15, add:

“Provided that the State of Bombay
.shall automatically be integrated with
.and merged in the neighbouring
State of Maharashtra within a period
of five years, unless the Parliament
may resolve otherwise about the
future of Bombay.”

Shri Raghubir Sahai (Etah Distt.—
‘North-East cum Budaun Distt.—
East): 1 beg to move:

Page 5—
after line 15, add:

“Provided that after a lapse of
five years from the date of inaugu-
ration of the State of Bombay as
contemplated above, this decision
may be reviewed.”

Shri V. B, Gandhi (Bombay City—
North): I beg to move:

Page 5—
after line 15, add:

“Provided that the Government
of India shall, within a period not
exceeding five years, review the
question of continuance or other-
wise of the State of Bombay as a
Part C State and place the matter
before Parliament.”

Shri Telkikar (Nanded): 1 beg 1o

move:

Page 5—
after line 15, add:

“Provided that the so0 formed
Part C State of Bombay shall
automatically be integrated with
and merged in the State of Maha-
rashtra within a period of two
vears from the nppoinl.-ed day.”

Shri H, G, Vaishmav: 1 beg to

move:

Page 5—
after line 15, add:

“Provided that the said Part C
State of Bombay shall automati-
cally be integrated with and
merged in the neighbouring
State of Maharashtra within a
period of two years.”

Shri Dabhi (Kaira North): I beg to

move:

(i) Page 5—
after line 15, edd

“Provided that the Government
may, after ascertaining the will
of the people of the State of
Bombay through a plebiscite
taken after a period of five years
from the appointed day, review
the question of the State of Bom-
bay and place the same before
Parliament.”

(ii) Page 5—
after line 15, add:

“Provided that the Government
of Bombay may, after ascertain-
ing the will of the people of the
State of Bombay through a
democratic method after a period
of five years from the appointed
day, review the question of the
State of Bombay and place the
same before Parliament.™
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New Clause SA

Ehwi M. S. Gurupadaswamy:

beg to move:
Page 5—
after line.15, add:

“gA. As from the appointed
day, the offices of the new State
of Maharashtra shall be located
in the city of Bombay.”

Clause 9 — (Formation of
rashtra State)

Shri E. D. Misra: I beg to n* e
Page 5, line 17—

omit “Part A”".

Shri Gadilingana Gowd:

Maha-

move:

Page 5—
after line 18, insert:

“(a) Greater Bombay,

(b) Borivali taluka of Thana
district, except the villages of
Bhayandar, Dongri, Ghod
Bunder, Kashi, Mire, Rai Murdhe
and Uttan, and

(c) the villages of **Mulund
and Nahur in Thana taluka of
Thana district, and thereupon the
said territories shall cease to
form part of the existing State
of Bombay.* *"

Shri S. S. More: I beg to move:

Page 5—
for lines 19 to 35, substitute:

“(a) Greater Bombay, Thana,
West Khandesh, East Khandesh,
Nasik, Danga, Ahmednagar, Sho-
lapur, South Satara, North Satara,
Kolhapur, Ratnagiri, Kolaba, and
Poona Districts; Chandgad Taluka
and contiguous Marathi speaking
areas of Khanapur, Belgaum,
Chikodi, Athani, Raibag and
Mukeri Talukas of Belgaum Dis-
trict; Supa, Karwar, Halyal
Talukas and contiguous Marathi
speaking areas of Yellapur and
Ankola Talukas of Kanara Dis-
trict, in the existing State of
Bombay;

1

I beg to~

{(b) Osmanabad, Bhir, Auranga-
bad, Parbhani, and Nanded Dis-
tricts and Ahmedpur Nillanga and
Udgir Talukas and contiguous
Marathi spesking areas of Bhalki,
Santapur, Aurad and Humnabad
Talukas of Bidar district; conti-
guous Marathi Adilabad, Asifabad
and Shirpur Talukas of Adilabad
District and contiguous Marathi
speaking areas of Aland Taluka
of Gulbarga District in the exist-
ing State of Hyderabad; and

(c) Budana, Akola, Amravati,
Yeotmal, Wardha, Nagpur, Bhan-
dara and Chanda District and
contiguous Marathi speaking areas
of—

(1) Warasuni, Balaghst and
Baihar Talukas of Balaghat Dis-
trict;

(2) Sawnsar Taluka of Chhind-
wada District;

(3) Bhainsdehi and Multai Ta-
lukas of Betul District; and

(4) Burhanpur Taluka of Nimar
District;

In the existing State of Madhya
Pradesh; and thereupon the said
territories shall cease to form part
of the existing States of Bombay,
Hyderabad and Madhya Pradesh
respectively.

(1A) The various contiguous
Marathi speaking areas mentioned
in sub-section 1 of this section
shall be included in and become
part of those adjoining Districts
as may be determined by the
Boundary Commission, in the
State of Maharashtra.”

Shri V. P. Pawar : 1 beg to move:

Page 5—

for lines 19 to 35, substitute:

“(a) Greater Bombay, Thana,
West Khandesh, East Khandesh,
Nasik, Dangs, Ahmednagar,
Sholapur, South Satara, North
Satara, Kolhapur, Ratnagiri, Kola-
ba and Poona districts; Chandgad
taluka and contiguous Marathi .
speaking areas of Khanapur,
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{Shri V. P. Pawar]

Belgaum, Chikodi, Athani, Raibag
and Hukeri talukas of Belgaum
district; Supa, Karwar, Halyal
talukas and contiguous Marathi
socaking areas of Yellapur and
Ankola talukas of Kanara district,
in the existing State ot Bombay;

(b) Osmanabad, Bhir, Auranga-
bad, Parbhani, nnd Nanded dis-
tricts and Ahmedpur Nillanga and
Udgir talukas and contiguous
Marathi specaking areas of Bhalki,
Santapur, Aurad and Humnabad
talukas of Bidar district; contigu-
ous Marathi speaking areas of
Aland taluka of Gulbafga district
in the existing State of Hydera-
bad; and

(c) Buldana, Akola, Amravati,
Yeotmal, Wardha, Nagpur, Bhan-
dara and Chanda districts and
contiguous Marathi speaking areas
of —

(i) Warasuni, Balaghat and
Baihar 1alukas of Balaghat dis-
trict:

(ii) Sawnsar taluka of Chhind-
wada district;

(iii) Bhainsdehi and Multai
talukas of Betul district; and

(iv) Burhanpur taluka of Nimar
district;

in the existing State of Madhya
Pradesh; and thereupon the said
territories shall cease to form
part of the existing States of
Bombay, Hyderabad and Madhya-
Pradesh respectively.

(1A) The various contiguous
Marathi spcuking areas mention-
ed in sub-scction (1) of this sec-
tion shall be included in and be-
vome part of those adjoining dis-
tricts in the State of .Maharashtra
as may be delerminéd by the
Boundary Commission.”

Shri H. G. Vaishnav: I beg to move:

Page 5—
Jor lines 19 to 35, substitute:

“(a) Greater Bombay, Thana,
Nasik, Dangs, East Khandesh,
West  Khandesh, Ahmednagsr,
Sholapur, North Satara, South
Satara, Kolhapur, Kolaba, Ratna--
giri and Poona districts, Chandgad
taluka and contiguous Marathi
speaking areas of Belgaum (in-
cluding Belgaum city), Khanapur,
Chikodi, Athni, Raibag and
Mukeri talukas of Belgaum dis-
trict; Supa, Kerwar and Halyal

talukas and contiguous Marathi

speaking areas of Ycllapur and
Ankala talukas of Kanara dis-
trict in the existing State of Bom-
hay;

(b) Osmanabad, Bhir, Auranga-
bad, Parbhani and Nanded dis-
tricts, Ahmedpur, Nilanga and
Udgir talukas, and contiguous
Marathi speaking areas of Bhalki,
Santapur (Aurad), and Humna-
bad talukas of Bidar district, Adi-
labad, Asifabad and Shripur talu-
ka of Adilabad district and Aland
taluka of Gulbarga disirict in the
existing State of Hyderabad; and

(c) Bhandara, Nagpur, Chanda,
Wardha, Amravati, Yeotmal, Ako-
la and Buldhana districts; and
contiguous Marathi speaking
areas of—

(i) Saugar taluka of Chhind-
wada district;

(ii) Bhainsdehi and Multai
talukas of Betul district;

(iii) Warasuni, Balaghat and
Baihar talukas of Balaghat dis-
trict;

(iv) Bastar; and

(v) Burhanpur taluka of Nimar
district in the existing State of
Madhya Pradesh;

and thereupon the afore-men-
tioned territories shall cease to
form part of the exisling States
of Bombay, Hyderabad and
Madhya Pradesh respectively and
will be included in adjoining dis-
tricts of the State of Maharash-
tra.”
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Shri 5. §. Mere: 1 beg to move:
Page 5—
Jor lines 19 to 23, substitute:

“(a) Greater Bombay, Thana
district, West .Khandesh, Nasik,
Dangs, Ahmednagar, Sholapur,
South Satara, North Satara, Kol-
hapur, Ratnagiri, Kolaba and
Poona districts and Chandgad.
Khanapur and Belgaum taluks of
Belgaum district, in the exBting
State of Bombay;”

Dr. Ram.. Rao (Kakinada): I beg to
move:
Page 5— .
(i) line 19, before “Thana” in-
sert: “Greater Bombay and”; and
(ii) lines 19 and 20, omit:

“except the portions specified in
clauses (b) and (c¢) of section
8.".

Shrimati Renu Chakravarity (Basir-
‘hat): My amendment No. 13 is the
same as amendment No, 1 moved by
Dr. Rama Rao.

Shri Altekar: 1 beg 10 move:
Page 5, lines 19 and 20—

Jor “Thana district except the
portions specified in clause (b)
and (c) of section 8" substitute:

“Greater Bombay and Thana
«listriet,”.

Shri Nand La] Sharma (Slkar)
‘beg to move:
(i) Page 5, line 19—

before ‘Thana", insert “Greater

‘Bombay,”.
(ii) Page 5, lines 19 and 20—

omit “except the portions specified
in clauses (b) and (c) of section 8”.

Shri N. R. Muniswamy: 1 beg to
move;

Page 5, line 21—

omit “Dangs”.

Ebhrl Allekar: 1 bag to move:
(i) Page 5, line 23—

after “district” ingert:

“and Khanapur taluka, and
predominantly Marathi speaking
area of Belgaum taluka io be
determined by a Boundary Com-
mission, and Nipani Bhag of
Chikodi taluka, or alternatively -
the predominantly Marathi
speaking area of Chikodi taluka
to be determined by a Boundary
Commission, and the predomi-
nantly Marathi speaking villages
contiguous to Maharashtra
State in Athni and Hukeri
talukas to be determined by a
Boundary Commission.”

(ii) after “district” insert “and
Karwar and Halyal talukas and
Supa Peta of North Kanara dis-
triet,”,

Shrimati Jayashri
urban): I beg to move:

(Bombay-Sub-

Page 5, line 24—

omit “The villages Mulund and
Nahur in Thana taluka”.

Shri R. C. Sharma (Morena-Bhind):
1 beg to move:

(i) Page 5, line 30—

jor “Amravati” substitute “Amravati
excluding Melghat tehsil”.
(ii) Page 5, line 31—

Jor “Bhandara”
“Bhandara
tehsil”.

Shri K. G Deshmukh: I beg to
move:

Page 5, line 31—

substitute
excluding Gondia

after “districts” insert:
“Burhanpur taluk of Nimar dis-
trict; Bhainsdehi and Multai
taluks in Betul district and Saum-
sar taluk of Chhindwara distriet™.
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Shri Altekar: 1 beg to move:
Page 5, line 31—

after “districts™ insert:
“Waraseoni, Balaghat and Bai-
har tahasil of Balaghat district;
Saunsar tahasil of Chhindwara
district; Bhainsdehi, Betul and
Multai tahasils of Betul district,
and Berhanpur tahasil of Nimar
Jistrict™.
Shrimati Maydeo: I beg to muve:
Page 5—

after line 32, add:

“(d) Khanapur, Belgaum, Chi-
kodi (Nipani Bhag), Hukeri and
Athni taluks in Belgaum district,
in the existing State of Bombay;

(e) Karwar, Supa and Halyal
taluks in Kanara district in the
existing State of Bombay; and

(1) (i) Greater Bombay,;

(ii) Borivali taluka of Thana
district, except the villages of
Bhayandar, Dongri, Ghod Bunder,
Kashi Mire, Rai Murdhe, and
Uttan; and

(iii) The villages of Mulund
and Nahur in Thana taluka of
Thana district in the existing
State of Bombay;".

Shri Nand Lal Sharma:
move:

Page 5, line 34—

omit “Bombay”.

Shri Telkikar: I beg to move:

(i) Page 5,.lines 37 and 38—

after “Udgir taluks” insert:

“Bhalki and Hulsur circles of
Bhalki Taluk, Aurad and Toransa
circles of Santpur (Aurad) taluk
and Ladwanti circle of Humnabad
taluk.”

(ii) Page 5, line 40—

after “taluk”™ insert:

“Utnoor taluk, Bela circle of
Adilabad taluk, Ada and Wakadi
circle of Asafabad taluk of Adila-
bad district”.

I beg to

Shri Gadflingama Gowd: 1 beg fo

move:

Page 5-—
after Iine 41, add:

“(3) Bombay shall be capital of
State of Maharashtra”.

Shri 8. R Telkikar: I beg to move:
Page 5— .
after line 41, add:

“(3) The city of Bombay will
- continue to be the capital of both
the States of Maharashtra and
Bombay until the state of Bombay
is finally merged in the State of
Maharashtra”.

Clause 10.— (Formation of Gujarat
State)

Shri R. D. Misra: 1 beg to mave:

Page 6, line 2—

omit “Part A™.

Shri N. R Muniswamy: 1 beg to
move:

Page 6, line 6—

after “Broach™ insert “Dangs”.

Shrimati Jayashri: I beg to move:

(i) Page 6, line 6—

after “Surat” insert:

“Dang and Umargaon”

(ii) Page 6, line 6—

after Surat insert:

“and Dangs”

(iii) Page 8, line 6—

after “districts” insert:

“Umargaon taluka of Thana dis-

trict and Navapur taluka of West
Khandesh district”.

Shri N. R. Muniswamy: I beg to
move:

Page 6—
omit lines 12 to 14.
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Clawse 11— (Formation of a new
Madhya Pradesh State)

Shri R. D. Misra: I beg to meve:
Page 6, line 16—

omit “Part A™.

Shri K G. Deshmukh: 1 beg (0

move:

Page 6, line 16—
for “Madhya Pradesh” substi-
tute “Mahakoshal”.

Shri R. C. Sharma: I beg to move:
Page 6, line 19—

for “districts” substitute “areas”.
Shri Nand Lal Sharma: I beg to

move:

Page 6—

(i) omit lines 21 to 24;

(ii) omit line 26

(iii) line 28,—

omit “Madhya Bharat, Rajasthan”.
(iv) line 29—

omit “and Vindhya Pradesh”.

(v) omit lines 30 and 31.

Shri N. R. Moniswamy: I beg to

move:

Page 6, line 22—

for “Sunel tappa of Bhanpura Teh-
sil of” substitute “the”.

Shri 8. C. Singhal (Aligarh Distt.):
beg to move:

Page 6,—

(i) omit line 26

(ii) line 20—

omit “and Vindhya Pradesh”.

Clause 12— (Formation of a new

Rajasthan State)
Shri R. D Miara: I beg to move:
Page 6, line 33—
omit ‘Part A",

Shri Nand Lal Sharma: 1 beg to-
move:

Page 6, line 35 and 36—
omit “except Sironj sub-division of
Kotah”.
Shri N. - Muniswamy: I beg #o-
move:
Page 17, line 4—
for “Sunel tappa of Bhanpura
Tehsil of” substitute “the”.
Shri Nand Lal Sharma: I beg to.
move:
Page 7, line 7—
‘omit “Rajasthan”.
Shri N. R, Muniswamy: ] beg to-
move:
Page 7—
omit lines 9 to 13.
Clause 13.—(Formatiorn of ¢ new
Punjab State)
Shri R. D. Misra: I beg to move:
Page 7, lines 14 and 15—
omit “Part A”.
Shri Nand Lal Sharma: 1 beg to
move:
Page T—
(i) after line 19, add:

“{c) the territories of the .exist-
ing State of Himachal Pradesh.™
(ii) line 22—
after “Union” insert:

“Himachal Pradesh”.
Clause 14— (Amendment of the First

Schedule to the Constitution)

Shri R. D. Misra; I beg to move:.

Pages 7 to 9—
jor clause 14, substitute:

‘14. Amendment of the First
Schedule to the Constitution:—
As from the appointed day, for
the First Schedule to the Consti-
tution the following Schedule
shall be substituted, namely:—
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- {Shri R. D. Mista] .
“FIRST SCHEDULE
[Articles I and 4]

Name Territories

I. STATES

1. Andhra Pradesh . The territories !had:wmcmrpnndm&ihhlun. Visakapatnam,
mmmm«md-mumw'
mdhndhn&memﬂcmmadlkm&-cm
1953;

{-sjsﬂn districts of Hyd:nbad. Medak, Nizamabad, K.nmpr

and Gadwari n?uh of R:“ II di K
(h) Alampur whur districs; uhnpl
waluk of Gulbarga district; '

(¢} Tandur taluk of Gulbarga district;

e Torsk and Narsyeniied uding Nirne circeh Nyabal cicke o

l
() Bichkonda — Jukkal circles of Deglur taluk of Nanded

(DMudhol. Bhiansa and Kuber circles of Mudhol mluk of
Nanded district; and
(g) Adilabad district mp( Islspur circle of Bosth taluk,
Kinwat taluk and Rajura taluk of the Hyderatsd State added
mtheStlteofAndhnlmderwnimadtheSuteknp-
nisation 1956.
Nor!—AlurlndAdnmuluh.mmdudedmmdtmm
of Kurnool district, Rayadurg taluk of district
and the territories specified in (b), (c), (d), (¢) snd (f} above
were included in and became part of Mahbubnaga-, Hyders-
bad, Medak, Nizamabad and Adilabad districts respectively,
on the State of Andhra Pradesh
2. Assam . The termritories which immedistely before the commencement of
this Constitrurion were comprised in the Province of Assam, the
Khasi States and the Assam Tribal Aress but excluding the tenii-
rories specified in the Schedule 10 the Assam (Aheration of
Boundaries) Act, 195L

3. Bihgr . . . The territories Which immediately before the commencement of
this Constitution were either comprised in the Province of Bihar
or were being administered as if they formed part of that Pro-
vince.

4. Gujerat . . The territories which were comprised in Banaskantha district
except Abu Road taluks, and Amreli, Mchsana, Sabarkanths,
Ahmedabad, Kaira, Panch Mahals, Baroda, Broach and Surat
districts of the State of Bombay, the territories of the Swate of
Saurashtra; and the tenitories of the State of Kutch formed part
of Gujerat State under scction 1c of the States Reorganisstion

Act, 1956.
. <. Kerala .. (2) The territories of the Smte of Travancore-Cochin which
immediately before the commencement of this Constitation

were comprised in the corresponding Indian Swmie (excudirg

district_transferred to the Smte of Miadras by section 4 of the
Sutes Reorganisstion Act, 1956);3
(b) the territories comprised in Malabar dismrict (exchuding
the islands of Laccadive and Minicov); and
(c)ngadu}ukomenthrldimfmmdmd
E;‘lh :;te. under section § of the Stmtes Reorganisation
C 195€.
Nou—mtmnumﬁedm(b)md(c)ﬂ:mihlhn
scparate districy in the Sme of Kerala
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Namc Territorics
. of the § of Pradesh which imme-
6. Madhys Pradesh (n) 'I'hctemmnn e %
e e o e
tered
Buldlr:. ) . Anm!:“’;mul. Wardha, Nagpur, Bhan-

(b) the territories of the States of Madhys Bharat which imme-
dmdybefm!ﬂlcmmt of this Constitwtion were
comprised in the cmrnpmdmg Indisn Swmte excluding Sunel
tappa of Bhanpura Tahasil of Mandsaur district;

(c) the territories Which immedistely before the commencemes

of this Constitution was comprised in the Chicf Commissioner
Province of Pantha - Piploda;

rd)thS.:on; sub-division of Komh district of the Swune of Raas-

(¢) territories of the State of Bhopal which were i i
before the commencement of this Constitution being adminis-
tered as if they were a Cluef Commissioner’s Province of the

same Dame;

() the territories of the Swte of Vindhys Pradesh which imme-
distely before the commencement this Constitution were
comprised in the corresponding Indian Stare; formed part
of the State of Madhya Pradesh under section 11 of the Stares
Reorganisation Act, 1956.

No‘rl—Ssmm sub-division specified in sub-clause (d) was included
became part of Bhilsa district in the new State of
Madhya pradesh.

7. Madnas . . . (1) The territories which immediately before the commencement
of this Constitution were either comprised in the Province of

Madras or were being administered as if they formed part of that
Province, but excluding;

(a) thlmhlc-li-l. Vlﬂk;l]:;;lﬂl,xﬁlﬂ Godavari, West Godaveri
shna, Gunuur, ¢, Kurnog], Anantpur, Cuddapsh and -
Chinoor districts and Bellary district  (transferred to  Andhra
State and the State of Mysore under sections 3 and 4 of the
Andhra State Act 1953);

(b} Malabar district excepr Laccadive and Minicoy Islands
transferred 10 the State of Kerals under section s of the S:ates
Reorganisarion Act. 1956;

(c) Laccadive and Minicoy Island of Malabar district and
Amindivi Island of South Kansra district which formed a
Union territory under section 6 of th: States Reorganisation
Aci, 1956; and

(d) South Kanara district except Kasargod taluks and Amindi
Island, and Kollegal taluk of Coimbarore district u-lmfm::
10 the State of Mysore under section 7 of the Smtes Reorge-
nisation Act. 1956.

(z) The territories of Agasthceswaram, Thovala, Kalkulam and
mmdemhhofTrumdmdmmwdShumuhuhh
of Quilon district of the Travancore-Cochin State, formed part of

the State of Madras under section 4 of the States Reorganisstion
Act, 1956.

.

%. Maharashtra . « (1) The territories of Thana district (excluding Borivali taluk

except the villages of Bhayandar, Dongri, Ghod Bunder, Kashi,

Mire, Rai Murdhe and Uttan; and the V:lhgu Mulund and

Naluu'ln Thana tnluk}, West Khandesh, Esmt Khandesh,

Ahmednagar, Sholspur, South Sstara, North

S-un. Rt;l}::w Ratnagiri, Kolaba and Poona districts and
ﬁklwmdiﬂmﬁtksmdm

385 LSD.
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Name

‘Territorics

9. Mysorc

10, Orissa

11. Punjab

1 Rajasthan;.

3. Uuar Pradesh

N
Bich Konds and }

(2) Ahmadpur, Nilanga and Udgir tahuks of Bidar district, Nanded
dimrict except Bi ]
Mudhol, Bisnsa and Kuber ci

{
]
B
E
g

Reorganisation Act, 1956.

(1) The territories of the State of Mysore which immedistely _I:efm
the commencemer of this Constitution were comprised in the
corresponding Indian State;

2) Belgaum district Chandgad 1aluk and Byapur, Dharwar

¢ and Kanara districts of the State of Bombay;

(3) Gulbarga district except Kodangal and Thandu taluka. Raichur
district except r and Gadwari taluks, and Bidar district
except Ahmadpur, Nilangs and Udgir taluks and Zshirabad
taluk except Nirpa circle, Nyakal circle of Bidar taluks and Nara-
vankked taluk of Bidar district of the State of Hydersbad ; and

(4) South Kanara district except Kasargod taluks and Amindivi
Islands and Kollegal taluka of Coimbmore district of the State
of Madras; formed part of the State of Mysore under section 7
of the States Reorganisation Act, 1956.

The territories which immedistely before the commencement of
this Constitution were either comprised in the Province of Orissa
or were being administered as if they formed part of the Pro-
vince.

(1) The territories which immediately before the commencement of
this Constitution were either comprised in the Province of Punjsb
or were being administered as if they formed part of that Pro-
vince; and

(2) the territories which immedistely before tae commencement of

this Constitution were comprised in the Patiala and East Punjab
States Union; form=d the State of Punjab under section 13 of the
States Reorganisation Act, 1956.

. {1) Th: rerritories which immediately before the

commencement
of this Constitution were either comprised in the State of Rajasthan
or were administered as if they formed part of that State, except
Sironi sub-division of Kotah district;

(2) the territories which immediately before the commencement of
this Constitution were comprised in the Chief Commissioner’
Province of Ajmer-Merwara;

(3) dAbn Road taluka of Banaskantha district of the State of Bombay

an

(4) Sunel wpps of Bhanpura r1ahsil of Mandsaur district of the
State of Pradesh; formed the Suate of Rsjasthan under
section 12 of the States Reorganisation Act, 1956.

Note—The territories referred in sub-section (2) formed a separste

district of Ajmer, and the territories referred in sub-sections
(3) and (4) were included in and became part of Sirohi
and Jhalawar district respectively.

The territories which immediately before the commencement of
this Constitution were either comprised in the Province known as
the United Provinces or were being sdministered as if they
formed part of that Provinee.
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Name

Territories

14. West Bengal . .

15, Jammu and Kashmir

2. Delhi

3. Himachal Pradesh

4. Manipur .

§: Tripura

6. The Andaman and
Nicobar Islands.

2. The Laccadive, Mini-
coy & Amindivi

The territories which immediatcly befoge the commencement of
this Constitution were either comprised in the Province of West
Bengal or were being administered as if they formed part of the
Province and the territory of Chandernagore a3 defined in clause
(c) of section (2) of the Chandernagore (Merger) Act, 1954,

The territory which immediately before the commencement of
this Constitution was comprised in the Indian State of Jammu and
Keshmir.

11 THE UNION TERRITORIES

The icrritories of—

(a) Greater Bombay;

(b) Borivali taluka of Thana district except the villages of Bhayan
dar, Dongri, Ghod Bundcr, Kashi, Mire, Rai Murdhe and
Uttan; and

(c) the villages of Mulund and Nahur in Thana taluka of Thana
district of the Bombay State formed a Union territory under
section 8 of the Siates Reorganisation Act, 1956.

The territory which immediately before the commencement of
this Constitution was comprised in the Chief Commissioner’s
province of Delhi.

The territories which immediately before the commencement of
this Constitution were being administered as if they were Chief
Commissioner’s Provinces under the nsmes of Himachal Pradesh
and Bilaspur.

The territory which immediately before the cummencement of
this Constitution was being administercd as if it were a Chiefl
Commissioner’s Province under the neme of Manipur.

The territory which immediately before the commencement of
this Constitution was being administered as if it were a Chief
Commissioncr’s Province under the name of Tripura.

The territory which immediately before the commencement of
this Constitution was comprised in the Chief Commissioner’s
Province of the Andaman and Nicobar Islands.

The territories of Laccadive and Minicoy Islands in the Malsbar
district and the Amindivi Islands in the South Kanara distriat

Islande of the State of Madras formed a Union territory under section
6 o the States Reorganisation Act, 1956”.
Shri R. D. Mishra: 1 beg to move: specified in the TFirst Sche-
dule.”
Page T7—
. (b) As from the appointed
jor lines 23 to 25, substitute: day, in the First Scehedule to
“14. Amendment of article 1 the Constitution, for Part A, Part
and of the First Schedule to the B, Part C and Part D, the fol-
Constitution:—(1) In article of - lowing parts shall be substituted
the Constitution— namely: —
(a) for clause (2) the follow- Sbri Raghavacharl: 1 beg to move:
ing shall be substituted, name- Page 7, lines 30 and 31,—

ly:—

jor “sub-section (1)" substitute:

‘(2) The States and the
territories thereof shall be as “sub-sections (1) and (3)".
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Shri N. R. Musiswamy: I beg to

(i) Page 17, line 32—
add at the end:

“and the territory of the com-
mune of Yanam”™

(ii) (a) Page 8—
(1) for lines 7 to 8, substitute:

*4, Bombay .... the terri-
tories specified in section 8 of
the States Reurganisa‘‘on Act,

1956

(2) omit lines 31 to 33; and
(b) Page 85—

omit lines 24 and 25
(iii) Page 8, line 12—
add at the end:

“and the territory of the com-
mune of Mahe”

(iv) Page 8, line 30—
add at the end:

“and the territory now com-
prised in the erstwhile French
settlements of Karaikal and
Pondicherry”.

Shri K. G, Deshmukh: I beg to

move:

Page 8, line 37—

jor *Orissa” substitute “Utkal”.
Shri S. C. Singhal: I beg to move:
Page 9, line 7T—

add at the end:

“and the territories comprised
in the State of Vindhya Pradesh”.

Shri K. G, Deshmukh: I beg to

move:

Page 8, line 8—

for *“West Bengal” substitute
“Wanga Desh”.

Shri Krishaacharya Jeshi: 1 beg

to move:

Page 9, line 21—
add at the end:

“snd that part of Kashmir
known as “Axad” Kashmir which
is under the illegal occupation
of Pakistan™.

Dr. Rama Rae: I beg to move:
Page 95—
omit lines 24 and 25.

" Shri K. K. Basu: My amendment
No. 24 is the same as amendment
No. 5 moved by Dr. Rama Rao.

Shri N. R. Muniswamy: I heg. to

move:

Page 9—
Omit lines 30 to 34.
Shri R. D. Misra 1 beg to move:

Page 9—
(i) after line 44, insert:

“PART D"

(ii) line 45—

for “6" substitute “1".
(iii) after ¥ne 46, add:

“2 The Andaman and Nicobar
Islands.—The territory which im-
mediately before the commence-
ment of this Constitution was
comprised in the Chief Commis-
sioner's Province of the Andaman
and Nicobar Islands.”

New Clause 14A
Shri E. D. Misra: I beg to move:
Page 9—

after line 46, add:

‘14A. Comsequential, supple-
mental and incidental amendments
of the provisions of the Consti-
tution—In order to give effect
to the provisions of this Part of
the Act the supplemental, inci-
dental and consequential and minor
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amendments directed in the fol-
Yowing schedule shall be made in
the Constitution:—

“THE SCHEDULE

Article 1.—(a) for clause (2)
substitute the following *(2)
The States and territories thereof
ghall be as specified in the First
Schedule”™;

(b) in clause (3) for sub-
clause (b) substitute the fol-
lowing:—

“(b) the Union territories
specified in the First Sche-
dule”

Article 3.—In the proviso, omit
“specified in Part A or Part B of
the First Schedule”.

Article 31A.—In Sub-Clause (a)
of clause (2), for ‘‘Travancore-
Cochin” substitute “Kerala”.

Atticle 58—In the Explanation,
omit “or Rajpramukh or Uprajpra-
mukh”.

Article 66—In the Explanation,
omit “or Rajpramukh or Uprajpra-
mukh”.

Article 72—In clause (3), omit
“or Rajpramukh”.

Article 73—In the proviso to
clause (1), omit *“specified in
Part A or Part B of the First
Schedule”.

Arlicle 80.—(a) in sub-clause
(b), of clause (1), after the word
“Statces”, the words and “of the
Union territories” shall be added.

(b) in clause (2), after the
words “of the States”, the words
“and of the Union lerrilories™
shall be inserted.

(¢) in clause (4), the words
and lelters “specified in Part A
or Part B of the First Schedule
shall be omitted; and

(d) in clause (5) for the words
and letters “States specified in
Part C of the First Schedule” the
words “Union territories” shall
be substituted.
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Article 101—In clause (2), omit
“hpeuliedhl’.tAurPuth
the First Schedule”™, and for “such
a State” M"l State”.

Article 112—In sub-clause (d)
(iii) of clause (3), for “a. Pro-
vmoe corresponding to a State

Article 151.—In clause (2), omit
“or Rajpramukh”.

. Part VI1—In the heading, omit
“IN PART A OF THE FIRST
SCHEDULE".

Article 152.—for “means a State
specified in Part A of the First
Schedule” substitute “does not
include the State of Jammu and
Kashmir”.

Article 168.—In clause (1) in
sub-clause (a) the word “Bom-
bay” shall be omitted and ajfter
the word “Madras” the word
“Mysore” shall be inserted.

Omit “Part VII".

Part VIIL.—for the heading
“The States in Part C of the First
Schedule” the heading “the Union
Territories” shall be substituted.

Article 241.—(a) In clause (1),
for “State specified in Part C of
the First Schedule”, substitute
“Union territory™, and for “such
State”. substitute “such territory”.

Omit *“article 242".
Omit “Part IX".
Article 244 —Omit “specified in

Part A or Part B of the First
Schedule™.

Article 246.—In clauses (2) and
(3), omit “specified in Part A or
Part B of the First Schedule” and
in clause (4), for “in Part A or
Part B of the First Schedule”
substitute “in a State”.

Article 254.—In clause (2), omit
“specified in Part A or Part B of
the First Schedule”.
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Article 255.—Omit “specified in
Part A or Part B of the First
Schedule”.

Omit “article 258".

Article 267.—In clause (2), omit
“or Rajpramukh”.

Article 268.—In clause (1), for
“State specified in Part C of the
First Schedule” substitute “Union
territory”.

A .cle 269.—In clause (2), for
“Statc specified in Part C of the
First Schedule” substitute “Union
territories”.

Article 270.—In clauses (2) and
(3), for “States specified in Part
C of the First Schedule” substi-
tute “Union territories”.

Omit “article 278",

Article 280.—In clause (3), omit
“sub-clause (c), and reletter”
sub-clause (d) as sub-clause (c)".

Article 283.—In clause (2), omit
“or Rajpramukh”.

Article 291.—Omit “(1)” and
“clause (2)".

Article 299.—In clause (1),

omit “or the Rajpramukh”, and

in clause (2), omit “nor the Raj-
pramukh”.

Omit “article 306".

Article 308.—for “means a State
specified in Part A or Part B of
the First Schedule”, substitute
“does not include the State of
Jammu and Kashmir”,

Article 309.—Omit “or Rajpra-
mukh”.

Article 310.—In clause (1), omit
“or, as the case may be, the Raj-
pramukh”, and in clause (2), omit

“or Rajpramukh”, and “or the
Rajpramukh”.

Article 311.—In clause (2), omit
“or Rajpramukh”.

Article 315.—In clause (4), omit
“or Rajpramukh”.

Article 316.—In clauses (1) and
(2), omit “or Rajpramukh®,

Article 317.—In clause (2), omit
“or Rajpramukh”.

Article 318—Omit “or Rajpra-
mukh”.

Article 320.—In clause (3), omit
“or Rajpramukh” and “or Raj-
pramukh, as the case may be”
and in clause (5) omit “or Raj-
pramukh”.

Article 323.—In clause (2), omit

. “or Rajpramukh” and “or Raj-

pramukh, as the case may be”,

Article 324.—In clause (8), omit
“or Rajpramukh”.

Article 332.—In clause (1), omit
“specified in Part A or Part B of
the First Schedule”.

Article 337.—Omit “specified in
Part A or Part B of the First
Schedule”.

Article 339.—In clause (1), omit
“specified in Part A and Part B
of the First Schedule” and in
clause (2), for “any such State™
substitute “a State".

Article 341.—In clause (1), after
“any State” insert “or Union
territory”, omit “specified in Part
A or Part B of the First Sche-
dule”, omit “or Rajpramukh”™ and
after “that State” insert “or Union
territory, as the case may be".

Article 342.—In clause (1), after
“any State” insert “or Union ter-
ritory”, omit “specified in Part A
or Part B of the First Schedule”
omit “or Rajpramukh” and after
“that State” insert “or Union ter-
ritory, as the case may be”.

Article 348.—Omit “or Rajpra-
mukh”.

Article 356.—In clause (1), omit
“or Rajpramukh” and “or Rajpra-
mukh as the case may be”.

Article 361.—In clauses (2), (3),
and (4) “or Rajpramukh” and in
clause (4), omit “or the Rajpra-
mukh”.
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Article  366.—Omit “clause
(21)", and for “clause (30)" sub-
stitute—

“(3) ‘Union territory’ means
any Union territory specified in
the First Schedule and includes
any other territory comprised
within the territory of India but
not specified in that Schedule”.
Article 367.—In clause (2), omit

“specified in Part A or Part B of
the First Schedule” and “or Raj-
pramukh”.

Article 368.—Omit “specified in
Parts A and B of the First Sche-
dule”.

Second Schedule.—(a) In the
heading of Part A and paragraph
1, omit “specified in Part A of the
First Schedule”;

(b) in paragraph 2, omit “so
specified”.

(c) in paragraph 3, for “such
States” substitute “the States”;

(d) Omit “Part B";

(e) in the head of Part C, omit
“of a State in Part A of the First
Schedule” and for "“any such
State” substitute “a State”; and

(f) in paragraph 8, omit “of a
State specified in Part A of the
First Schedule” and for ‘such
State” substitute “a State.”

Fifth Schedule.—(a) In para-
graph 1, omit “means a State spe-
cified in Part A or Part B of the
First Schedule but”;

(b) in paragraph 3, omit “or
Rajpramukh”;

(c¢) in paragraph 4, in sub-para-
graph (2), omit “or Rajpramukh,
as the case may be” and in sub-
paragraph (3), omit “or Rajpra-
mukh”,

(d) in paragraph 5, in sub-
paragraphs (1) and (2), omit “or
Rajpramukh, as the case may be”,
in sub-paragraph (3), omit “or
Rajpramukh” and in sub-para-
graph (5), omit “or the Rajpra-
mukh”.

Sixth Schedule—In paragraph
18, in sub-paragraph (2), for
“Part IX", substitute *Part VII",
and for “territory specified in Part
D of the First Schedule” substi-
tute “Union territory”.

Seventh Schedule.—In List I.—
in entry 32, omit “specified in
Part A or Part B of the First
Schedule”.

New Clause 15 A

Shri R. N. §. Deo (Kalahandi-
Balangir): 1 beg to move: -

(i) Page 10—
after line 4, insert:

“BOUNDARY COMMISSION

15A. The Government of India
shall, before the 1st day of January,
1857 appoint one or more Boundary
Commission or Commissions, consist-
ing of Judges of the Supreme Court
or High Courts, to go into the exist-
ing border disputes of different
States, and such disputes of different
States, and such Commission or Com-~
missions shall after due investigation,
give awards on the disputes in ac-
cordance with the following prin-
ciples: —

(i) wishes of the people of the
disputed arca or areas concerned;

(ii) their historical, economic,
linguistic and cultural affinities;
and

(iii) considerations of adminis-
trative convenience;

and thereupon, the Government of

India shall take necessary steps io
implement such awards.”

(ii) Page 10—
after line 4, insert:

“BOUNDARY COMMISSION

15A. The Government of India
shall, before the end of 1956, appoint
Judges of the Supreme Court or High
Courts, to go into the claims of Orissa
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for the inclusion of the border areas
of—

(a) Singhbhum Sadar Sub-
division and Seraikella sub-divi-
sion of Singhbhum district of
Bihar; and

(b) the ‘Sankara Tract' of Rai-
garh district of Madhya Pradesh,
and the Saraipali, Basna, Mani-
pur and Deobhog thanas of Rai-
pur district of Madhya Pradesh,
and the Jagdalpur and Konda-
gaon tehsils of Bastar district of
Madhya Pradesh;

in the State of Orissa. The Boundary
Commission shall after investigating
the claims, give awards in accordance
with the following principles: —

(i) the wishes of the people of
the respectivc areas;

(ii) their historical, economic,
linguistic and cultural affinities;
and

(iii) considerations of adminis-
trative convenience;

and thereupon the Government of
India shall take neccessary steps to
implement such award or awards.”.

Shri V. P Pawar. | beg to move:

Page 10—
after line 4. insert:

"15A. Notwithstand.ng anxthing
contained in this Part. the dis-
putes rcgarding the inclusion of
any arcas or the borders of the
States, shall be determined by the
Boundary Commission to be ap-
pointed for the purposc. by the
President and the findings of the
Commission shall b: final.”

Shri H. G. Vaishnav: My amend-
ment No. 364 is the same as amend-
ment No. 154 moved by Shri V. P,
Pawar.

Shri V. P. Pawar: | beg to mave.

Page 10—

after line 4, insert: .

“15A. (1) For fixing the boun-
daries vl the States, the Union

Government shall appoint a Boun-
dary Commission.

(2) The Boundary Commission
shall fix the boundaries by trest-
ing a contiguous revenue village
as a unit.”

Shri H. G. Vaishnav: My amend-
ment No. 365 is the same as amend-

ment No. 155 moved by Shri V. P..
Pawar.

Shri Telkikar: I beg to move;
Page 10—
after line 4, add:
“Part 1IA
BOUNDARY COMMISSION .

15A. Boundary Commission.—The
Government of India shall appoint a
Boundary Commission before the 1st
day of January, 1956 consisting of five

. Judges of the Supreme Court of India

or High Courts of Stiates to scttle or
decide the border disputexs between
two or more States according to the
following principles: —

(i) contiguity of the disputed

arca to any of the proposed
States;

(ii) linguistic, historical, cul-
tural and economic affinities;

tiii) wishes of the people of
the disputed area:

tiv) administrative conveni-

onee:
(v) interests of tribes;

(vi) a revenue village as a
unit, if necessary; )

(vii) minimising discantent
among pcoplce as far as possible.

Provided that nothing in the fore-
going provisions of this section shall
be deemed to affect the power of a
Statc Government to alter after the
appointed day the name, extent and
boundarics of any district or division
in the State.”
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Dr. Rama Rae: 1 beg to move:
Page 10—
after line 4, insert:

*“15A. (1) Notwithstanding the
foregaing provisions of this Part,
one or more Boundary Commis-
sions shall be appointed by the
Central Government to go into
various disputes about boundaries
and their inclusions and exclu-
sions from the various States,

(2) The Boundary Commission
or Commissions shall decide on
the basis of the principles of—

(i) linguistic majority;
tii) village as a unit; and

(iii) contiguity of area.

(3) Regarding tribal areas peo-
ple belonging to the same tribes
should not as far as possible be
arbitrarily divided but attached
to those States where it is most
conducive for their speedy cco-
nomic, social and cultural pro-
Eress.

(4) The decisions of the Boun-
dary Commission shall be binding
on the States concerned and will
have effect as if included in this
Part.”

Mr, Speaker: These amendments
are now before the House.

Dr. Rama Rao who was on his legs
when the House adjourned yesterday
may continue his specch. .

Dr. Rama Rao: Yesterday I was
speaking un our joint amendment ask-
ing for a Boundary Commission t2
Settle various boundary d.spuirs. 1
also explained how the hon. Home
Minister’s proposal that Members
must settle them here is not practic-
able.
posed to it; it is not possible to abide
by the intransigence of any pgroup.
Here we want a judicial decision. The
Governmeant of India should not leave
anw party to these disputes at the

It is not realistic; I am not op-

Sweet mercies of any other purty. 1
gave an instance of the Sironcha
taluk in the Chanda distrit of
Madhya Pradesh which is predomin-
antly Telugu-speaking and which is
accepted. The Hyderabad Assembly
has passed a resolution tc¢ that effect;
and I request the hon. Home Minister
to call for a meeting of the M.P. mem-
bers and the Andhra members, As
far as Andhra is concerned, a couple
of members would be good enough
just as my friend Ella Reddi ur any
other Telen; na member. Let us see
its results. Here is a case of an
ovzrwhelming majority of Telugu-
speaking people. Just 6 or 10 per
cent. are Marathi-speaking and yet we
are unable to accept the inclusion of
it in the Andhra State. Tharefore,
there is no use leaving things un-
settled. We must evolve a practical
and realistic method. And, I do not
see anything more practicai than
having a Boundary Commission or
Commissions with judicial oficers.
For instance, we can hLave scveral
such Commissions appointcd, 10 or 12
and things can be settled completely
before this Bill is passed in the Rajya
Sabha,

For instance, this morning we read
in the papers that Dr. Rajhakrishnan
has declined to arbitrate petween the
parties in certain disputes. It is quite
right that we should not drag the
Vice President into these disputes. It
is for a judge to go into thezoe matters.
Therefore, I onc2 again appeul to the
Home Minister to consider the ques-
tion of establishing Boundary Com-
missions to settle these disputes. The
Home Minister should not b= dragged
in all these petty wrangles; he should
not be worried with statements, peti-
tions and sotyagraha. Let him take
?hc proper method, not only for ane
instance but for all the disputed areas
and let him establish Boundary Com-
missions. I do not know why Govern-
ment is dead against these Boundary
Commissions. The Home Minister
counts upon the Zonal Councils  for
settling these disputes. Surely, they
will not solve the problem. Lastly,
I appeal to the Home Minister not to
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Jeave these disputes unsettled but to
establish Boundary issions fol-
lowing the procedure for the

settlement of these disputes.

1 come next to the highest blunder
that the Government has committed
in this Bill, the question of the non-
inclusion of Bombay in Maharashira.
1 won't repeat all that has been said.
Many explanations have been given by
Government, by the Home Minister
and by the Prime Minister and we
have yet to receive a single explan=-
tion. logical and correct, as to why
‘Bombay is excluded from Maharash-
tra. There are many reasons tut they
are all invalid and untenable. My
reading of the debate has been that
the vast majority of this House are
in favour of including Bombay in
Maharashtra here and now. 1 am not
speaking of the voting which may be
different. Secondly, that Government
has practically conceded the point
that Bombay is part of Maharashtra.
Thirdly, the Prime Minister's state-
ment, 1 understood, as saying that no
plebiscite or referendum will be necvs-
sary. Fourthly, he has also....

Mr. Speaker: The hon. .Member is
‘not going to add anything to those
arguments, We have devoted 75 per
_cent. of the time to Bombay as if other
things did not count.

Dr. Rama Rao: Unfortunately, the
Chair will have the misfortune to hear
all those points. 1 am only summing

up.
Dr, Lanka Sundaram (Visakha-
patnam): The sting is in the tail.

Dr. Rama Rao: Things have changed
even during these few days. For in-
stance, the Prime Minister is now stat-
ing that no plebiscite or referendum is
necessary. He also said that a period
ofﬂvemr:isnotmceasaryandthn
it may be a shorter period. Then why
should we have this trouble? Many
Ministers have spoken; many hon
Members have spoken about the
wounds. Who has received these

wounds? Just remember that the per-
—— e ot

l)r.hnll.n:lam-nolrdmin‘
to that; I only give the remedy, the
pmperremedynndnoqmckmmedy.
Quackrmeclyisnotmdul. It will

nounce today that Bombay will be
pnrto!mashtnnndthenieethe

,reaction of the whole of Mgharashira

and also of the whole country. With
;heexcepﬁmdalewv&tedintm
eventheGujmticmnotoppmdb
it, 1 know the communist party of
Gujmthaspmedarewluﬁm de-
mmmmmmmymupmd
Maharashtra. Therefore, with the ex-
ceptiono(tlewhamlﬁno! persons
all want Bombay to be included in
Maharashtra, here and now. Why
avoidﬂﬁsmdkeepmwmdw
for further infection and complica-
tions?

If Government think that the Maha-
rashtra people will take this insult or
injurylyingdomuumymmisukm
They will agitate. I want them to
agitate non-violently and peacefully
but to agitate persistently till they get
it. 1 am not giving them the advice
oimyh-iend,Shrillurthy-nd ask
them to wait. We Andhras never
waited. As long as we waited, we
were made fools of. There is a saying
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Government will consider this even at
this late hour, at this elevepth hour,
of vote. It is not as if it is a question
of the Government and the Opposition.
It is a common point and, therefore,
Government must give the freedom of
vote to the Congress Members so that
they can vote for Bombay being in-
cluded in Maharashtra.

12 p.M.

Shri R, D. Misra: Yesterday 1 passed
on my chit indicating my amendmc:-ts
Nos. 275, 276 and 277, but 1 do not lipd
them in the list which has been cir-
culated now.

Mr. Speaker: Has he passed on the
<hit?

Shri R. D. Misra: 1 gave it yester-
day.

Mr. Speaker: Anyhow, let him send
a further chit and notice will be taken
of it. Evidently his slip has slipped
out,

Shri B. Shiva Rao (South Kanara—
South): My amendments are No. 116
to clause 5 on the formation of the
Kerala State, and No. 117 to clause 7
on the formation of the new Mysore
State.

The first amendment is on page 4
and reads as follows:

For line 12, substitute:

“(ii) the portion of Kasaragod
taluk of South Kanara district
situated to the south of the Chan-
dragiri river and its northern tri-
butary the Payaswani river;”

The second amendment is also on
the same page and reads as follows:

“In line 35, for “South Kanara
district except Kasaragod taluk”
substitute .*South Kanara district
except the portion of Kasaragod
taluk situated to the south of the
Chandragiri river and its northern
tributary the Payaswani river,”.

The scope of these two amendments
is the same. They seek to limit
area in Kasaragod taluk which, in
Bill, is proposed for tranSfer in
entirety to Kerala, only to the
south of the Chandragiri and
wani rivers. The meaning

amendments is that we in
Kanara district are prepared to gi
away two-thirds of Kasaragod taluk to
Kerala with our goodwill, because in
this area, the Malayalam-spesking
pomuonisbetwunwmdwm
cent. But we feel very strongly on
the point—and we in my district are

gi%%iﬁﬁ

tion of the Moplahs—and I emphasise
that phrase—no doubt Supports the
provisions as they stand, but this view
ottheiuisnotbmdonanymi-
deration of language. They want to
link up with and consolidate the posi-
ﬁondtheuusﬁmlngueinunhhr
entirely for pclitical ends.

This border dispute has often been
described as one between Karnataka
and Kerala, but my district above
these two rivers, which are mentioned
in the amendments, belongs, properly
speaking, neither to the Kannadigas
nor to the Malayalees. It is the an-
cient Tuluva Kingdom with a people
about a million in number, proud of
their past, proud of their culture, and
speaking a distinct language of their
own,'l‘ulu.which.infact.isthemnin
language of my district. ], therefore,
appeal in all earnestuess to this House
not to break up the region of these
people and transfer one part to Karna-
taka and the other to Kerala,

On a former occasion, when the
SR.C. Report was being debated in
December, I gave all the relevant facts
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factor, because il seems to me that
that factor should weigh more with us
in this House than any other considera-
tion in the reorganisation of States.
That factor is: what do the people
themselves in that area want? About
that there is overwhelming evidence
without any challenge. Thirty-four
out of the thirty-six Panchayat Boards
in this part of Kasaragod taluk have
adopted resolutions in favour of
remaining in South Kanara, and only
one Panchayat Board, by a bare majo-
rity of one, has expressed its prefer-
ence for transfer to Kerala. All the
elected members of the State Legis-
Jature and of Parliamsnt from the
region north of these two rivers—and
we are fourteen—are unanimous in
the derand that this area should be
retained in South Kanara. Not only
the elected members, but also
the P.S.P. candidates, who were our
main opponents in the last general
elections, are entirely with us in this
demand. And the District Board of
South Kanara has by a very large
majority also supported our demand.
Therafore, 1 ask, with all this evidence
in our favour, is it wise and proper
for the House to disregard the prac-
tically unanimous wishes of the people
and compel them to live in another
State?

We often claim to be a parliamen-
tary democracy, and we say that we
are the largest democracy in the world.
And so we are in numbers. But l=t us
ask ourselves whether our techniques
and our methods are ronsistent in this
matter with a proper concept of demo-
cracy. These enormous electorates of
ours, eighteen crores or possibly more,
create this sovereign Parliament and
can change its personnel every five
years; they can make and unmake gov-
ernments. We are proud of the fact
that our Prime Minister is a statesman
of world stature; but constitutionally,
he is Prime Minister only because
some 360 of us—I do not know the
precise strength of the Congress Party
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at present—gladly elected him our
Jeader after the last general elections.
And we, who oecupy the benches
w“mmmmm
tumwmeleeudwwmpuﬁn
constituents. We came into this House
ﬁwyemauoonawmit?dee-
tion programme. The reorganisation

to_rtunatelylwilluothmtom
that question because I am not seek-
ing re-election—whether they, who
can create and uncreate a sovereign
Parliament, cannot exercise evem the
right to decide for themselves whe-
ther the area in which they and their
ancestors have lived happily for cen-
turies should belong to one State or
whether they are to be forced against
their will into another State. I say
that we are grossly exceeding our brief
in this vital matter. Constitutionally,
what we are doing in maintaining
these provisions in the Bill in their
present form is highly improper. and
politically it is most unwise. I, there-
fore, appeal to the Home Minister and
to the Government to go back to their
original decision which was in favour
of the amendments that stand in my
name.

Shri Basappa (Tumkur): Mr.
Speaker, 1 thank you very much for
the opportunity you have given me. 1
have not taken part in this debate so

far.

Shri A. M, Thomas (Ernakulam):
After moving the amendments con-
cerning a particular State, some Mem-
bers from the other States concerned
may also be allowed to speak.

Mr. Speaker: Let others also think
about these amendments.

Shri Rasappa: This is a very im-
portant Bill and even a back-bencher
like me wants to take part. (An Hom.
Member: You are a middie-bencher).
This Bill has created such great pas-
sions not only inside this country but



different parts of the country and also

,E-

In this matter, 1 have to congratulate
the Government for taking a bold
decision and implementing it. Acharya
Kripalani and other grest men in this
House have bce. 1 saying that  this
should be postponed till the passions
cool down. 1 am not one with them
because we have gone too far. It is
not today’s occurrence. To say so is
like pulling them back and it is in-
Jjurious to the country. So, we must
all give support for the Govern-
ment to see that this Bill is passed
and implemented in its proper pers-
pective. However, 1 welcome this and
there is no question of postponing or
adjourning this issue,

The question has been  asked
several times in this House whether
it is the proper time to take up lingu-
istic redistribution. It has been
<learly stated that we are reorganis-
ing the States not only on linguistic
«<onsideration but that cultural and
other aspects are also taken into con-
sideration. If that is so, I do not know
why these people are afraid of these
linguistic States, Is it a crime? The
mere fact that we are translating into
action what we have been saying so
far seems to them to be bad. To call
them that they are linguistic States
based on language alone is something
which I cannot understand. It may
look like a linguistic State; they are
linguistic States. But at the same
time, other factors have been taken
into consideration. 1s it a fault if
they turned out to be linguistic
States. How does it lie in
the mouth of those people to
say that they are more patriotic and
that those who have been asking for
these. ljnguistic States are to be con-
demned in this House, After all,

parts of the country bas not taken
place in proper lines. Therefore, this
jidea has into being.

area and will turn its attention for the
development of the whole of India
Karnataka has its own achievements
and if I begin to narrate it will take a
long time.

Mr. Speaker: Nobody is opposed te
it.

Mr, Basappa: Having said that, I
now tell the House that the next ques-
tion is this. What is there to ask for
after having got Karnataka? For the
last 150 years, the Kannada State was
dis-membered and it was distributed
in five States and they did not get
their due share. The Dhar Commis-
sion has stated that the southern dis-
tricts of Bombay have been neglected.
They have pleaded the cause very
well. There were five or six small
bits in different States and they were
not looked after properly, There was
encroachment on every side, Itis
not as if Kannada people going and
occupying those areas. It was en-
croachment by the Maharashtrians or
the Telugus or the Tamils.

Take for instance= Sholapur. The
mother tongue of the people there is
Kannada. It is a pitiable sight to see
how they are not able to read eor
write Kannada. They speak it but
they read and write in Marathi; the
administrative work is carried on in
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that language. So, there should be
border adjustments. 1f there are
certain aress belonging to them, let
them take those areas but if there are
Karnataka areas let them come to
Karnataka. We are of course Indians
first and Kannada or Tamil or Telugu
people next. But, when we are orga-
nising the States, let us do it properly
and in a scientific manner, to the
extent it is possible. I think that we
have been proceeding on the right
lines and let us go a little further and
see that the process is completed. Let
it not be left to the future people to
say that we have not done this work
properly.

On the eve of this reorganisation, I
know there is a small ministerial crisis
in Mysore. But the moment this new
State is formed, I am certain that it
will set right all these things and it
will become a very good State in India.

I have a word to say about the
names of new States. You yourself,
Sir, I am told by Dr. Lanka Sundaram,
worked for the name of Andhra State;
I do not know if it is correct,

Dr. Lanka Sundaram: On a point of
personal explanation, Sir, I did not say
that you worked for the name of
Andhra State. In one situation, you
would have been called a Hyderabadi
and that disaster was averted. That
is what I said.

Shri Basappa: I am sorry if 1 have
misunderstood him. The idea remains.
The new States are celled Andhra
Pradesh, Kerala and s0 on. Then, why
not call this State Karnataka State. I
do not want to quarrel on this issue,
But, when we are doing things, let us
do it properly. Otherwise, there will
be bitterness left. We have accepted
the name here as our great leaders
advised us to do so for the time being.
Let it not be mistaken that justice has
not been done to them. The SR.C. has
called it by the name of Karnataka.
Because some leaders from Mysore
felt the other way, that name Mysore
has been retained, But, there must be

only point that 1 want to emphasise
and 1 leave it at that. I do not want
to press that matter very much.

With regard to certain areag, our
friend Shri B. Shiva Rao has already
stated about Kasargod taluk and I am
not competent to say much on that
But, from what I see, it is better to
have the whole taluk in Karnataka as
he has stated. 1f, for any reason, that
is not possible then at least Chandra-
giri River should be included. 34 out
of 36 Panchayats have already declar-
ed in favour of that proposal. Out of
the 169 schools that are thzre about
149 are Kannada schools. So there is
a clear case made out from the admi-
nistrative point of view and geogra-
phical point of view that it should be
with Karnataka.

There is another case about Mada-
kasira taluk. It has already been
argued and most of the Members who
spoke are agreed to a very great
extent on its inclusion in Karnataka.
The S.R.C. has completely argued th=
case for Karnataka. The High-power
Committee that was instituted almost
decided in favour of Madakasira taluk
going to Karnataka. I do not know
what happened subsequently to change
that decision. Now it has been left
there. 64 per cent. of the people there,
as eStimated by the SR.C. itself, speak
Kannada. And, what is distance from
Hyderabad to Madakasira? It is 400
miles and odd. From all these points
1 say that Madakasira taluk should be
put in Karnataka.
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there? But here is a case of geogra-
phic contiguity. It is a platesu of

feet above sea level The next adje-
emtﬂrhiss,mteetbelwhlll’m
i Palaya taluk in Coim~-
batore District. Thmismenmmuni-

spesk Kannads.
There is also geographical contiguity
and for all practical purposes it is now
under the police, criminal and civil
jurisdiction of Kollegal. Kollegal is
now given to Mysore and, therefore, in
the natural fitness of things this area
also should go to Mysore State.

About Hosur in Selem District I do
not say much because there are three

distinct languages spoken there.
Telugu forms the majority, next
comes Kannada and last comes

Tamil. So the Tamilians have no
place there. But we cannot give it to
Andhra because it is far away from
the capital of Andhra and the desire
of the people is the most important
thing. In my opinion, wherever there
is a question of difference, the ulti-
mate thing to decide the issue is the
desire of the people. And if you find
that the wishes of the people is for
going to Bangalore, which is only 25
miles from there and not 400 miles as
Hyderabad, I think it is a fit case to be
considered so that it should go to
Mysore.

There are other areas also. There 1s
the Bellary question. My friend Shri
Raghavachari asked me to hold my
soul in patience when I referred to
the bye-elxction in Bellary. I thought,
that bye-election which was fought
between Andhra and Kannada candi-
dates, had set at rest this question
Even a Congress candidate was not put
up in order to avoid these Members
saying that the whole Congress organi-
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to
Mysore and a by-election had proved
the result. Now my friznd asked me
to- hold my soul. 1 wish he would
ratherputmendtothkrnherthm
sticking on to that ‘dead question at
this stage.

Sir.Idonotwanttouke much
3 quelﬁonolnnmhyhu
roused passions and feelings of Mem-
Our Home Minister

doubumdmspieiom“hadinm
minds have already vanished, The
Governmenthasbeencornctindnoing
what has been done. At the same
time, our great financier, Shri C. D.
Deshmukh,—it is only the other day
thatwewmenltinghimua;reat
jewelolt}ﬁsmnistrymdtomwe
cannot say that he has gone out
any bad blood. He only gave expres-
sion to certain feelings. But at this
time we want his sound experience
especially when we are launching our
Second Five Year Plan. We want his
advice and guidance. Therefore. this
House, this magnificent hall, as our
Pantji has called it,—it hes become

:

to the people of India so that all may
feel happy.

Mr. Speaker: Shri A. M. Thomus.
Now I shall call Members from all the
South Tndian States.
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Shri Mohinddim (Hyderabad City):
Hyderabad is a South Indian State.

Mr_ Speaker: Hyderabad, Tamil Nad,
Karnatak, Malabar and so on.

An Hon. Member: What about Maha-
rashtra?

Mr. Speaker: Maharashtra has been
called and called. I would suggest this.
Whenever any hon. Member gets up
he may say what all he wantg to seay
all round his State.

Sardar A. 5. Saigal (Bilaspur): Sir,
you were kind enough to say that hon.
Members who have not taken part in
the general discussion will be given a
chance.

Mr. Speaker: I will call only those
who have not taken part. In those
States also there are people who have
not taken part,

Shri M. D. Joshl (Ratnagiri South):
Does that mean that Maharashtra will
not be called or will it be called during
the course of the day?

Mr. Speaker: I am not able to fix
any particular time. As soon as this
is finished, possibly I will call Punjab.

Shri R. S. Diwan: Some Members
have got their problems inter-mingled
with Andhra also. Should they speak
on them?

Mr, Speaker: Certainly, they should
speak all round.

Shri Krishnacharya Joshi: Sir, we
have moved our amendments.

Shri A. M. Thomas: As suggested by
You, Sir I will devote my time to ques-
tions affecting Kerala versus Madras
and Kerala versus Kamatak.

Mr. Speaker: If there is anything

versus others also, you may spesk.

Shri AL M. Thomas: When we are
on clauses 2 to 16, the question of
territorial adjustments affecting my
State crops up and that is why I want
to speak.

Sir, 1 would first address myself to
amendments 1186 and 117 moved by my
very respected colleague Shri B. Shiva
Rso. These amendments, although
taken by themselves have no material
bearing on the Stwieg Reorganisation,
have been given ap undue importance
by several members of this hon. House.
I should congratulate my friend Shri
Shiva Rao for having obtained the
sympathy of several Memberss One
honourable Member of this House had
occasion to remark yesterdsy, with
regard to territorial adjustmenis that
Kasargod taluk stands on a -pecial foot-
ing. I just want to disabuse the Mem-
bers, who entertain such a notion,
with facts and figures, Shri Shiva Rao
has rightly conceded that, if Kasar-
god taluk is taken as & whole, it is a
predominantly Malayalee srea. I will
just give the figures based on the 1951
census statislics,

Shri B. Shivag Kao: I said the area
south of river Chandkagiri is predomi-
nantly Malayalee. I did not say about
the whole of the taluk.

Shri A. M. Thomas: If you take
Kasargod taluk as a whole, the Mala-
yalee population comes to 73 per cent,
Tulu population 14 per cent, Kannada
population—my friend wamtis these ter-
ritories to be tagged on to Karnatak—
is only 5 per cent, Marathi popula-
tion 4 per cent, Konkini 3 per cent,
and other languages one per cent

My friend just referred to the area
north of the Chandregiri-Payaswani
river and he was addressing his argu-
ments with special reference to that.
What exactly is the picture of that
area and alsp with regard to South of
Chandragiri-Payaswani river based on
the statistics published by the Madras
Government based on the censug of
19517 1 have calculated the population
figures. The total population north of
the Chandragiri-Payaswani river is
185,000 out of which the Malayalees
number 101,000 forming 55 per cent
of the population; 50,000 Tulus form-
ing 27 per cent of the population; and
Kannadigas—again I emphasise—17.000
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Torming 9 per cent of the population.
“The lotsl population of Kannadigas is
only 17,000, out of the entire popula-
tion of 185000. Thc balance 17,000
form another 9 per cent. My friend
‘Shri B. Shiva Rao said that the Tulu-
speaking population is about 27 per
cent, He placed some emphasis on it.
We all know that Tulu language is
more akin to Malayalam rather than to
‘Kannada,

Shri M. §. Gurupadaswamy: What
<o the peon'e ssy?

Shri A, M. Thomas; The figures that
were given by Shri Gurupadaswamy
when he spoke during the general dis-
cussion show that the Kannada popu-
‘lation is 65 per cent north of the Chan-
dragiri river. I am glad that my friend
‘Shri Shiva Rao who knows more of
the area does not support my f{riend
‘Shri Gurupadaswamy. When some
Members speak about the particular
river it will appear that the Chandra-
giri-Payaswani river is an impenetra-
ble karrier or a sort of a cease-fire
line. Saveral Members asked me, “Why
do you want the portion north of the
Thandragiri river?” They asked me
that question without knowing any-
thing. This Chandragiri-Payaswani
river boundary has been given some
undue importance- If you take the
arca north of the Chandragiri river,
‘wou will find that majority population
‘there is Malavalee. The Kannadigas
form only nine per cent and my friend
Shri Shiva Rao wants this area to be
tacked on to Karnataka.

Al+ friend Shri Shiva Rao just men-
tioned that the majority of the people
there do want merger with Karnataka.
.But based on the information that i
have got. I am not in a position to sup-
port Shri Shiva Rao, I am rather un-
willing to bring communal considera-
tions into this debate. Shri Shiva Rao
himsclf wag pleased to say that g sec-
tion of the Moplahs alone do want a
‘merger wilth Kerala and nobody else.
*The Muslim population who, my friend
:says, want union with their compa-
triots in Kerala, comes to 25 per cent
north of the Chandragiri river, let
283 1.0

alone those to the south of
1 am afraid my friend bag wrongly as-
sessed public opinion in that mrea in
a particular way. My friend hag been
saying that most of the schools there
are Kannada. The educational institu-

P
i

considerable say in the matter. The
District Board in establishing or patro~
nising the schools, has not, bowever,
been able to inform Kannada Schools
south of the Chandragiri river where
the Malayalee population, according to
Mr. Shiva Rao, comes to 590 per cent
But they were able to suppress in a
way the Ilcpitimate feelings of the
Malayalees north of the Chandragiri
river who, even according to Shri
Shiva Rao, form the majority popula-
tion. Does it mean that those people
have to remain in Karnataka?

If you take the matterr of schools, 1
might point out this. With regard to
Gudalur, for example, almost all
schools have got Malayalam as their
medium of instruction, The documents
are all written in Malayalam. The
court language is Malayalam. Even
then. it has not been given to Kerala
due to several other considerations. If
we take a predeminantly Tamil-speak-
ing taluk in South Travancore which
has been taken from Kerala and givea
over tu Madras, we will find that the
bilingual schools are more in number
there rather than the unilingual
schools. There are considerable num-
bers of Malayalam schools there. So,
the arguments of my friend Shri Shiva
Rao cannot stand. As has been pointed
out by Shri Basappa. though Kannada-
speaking pcople were in a majority in
a particular area, the people were not
given education in their mother
tongue, Such developments have taken
place. That only supports my argu-
ment. In this particular case the
Malayalees were not given a fair deal
in this area.

With regard to the percentage of lite-
racy among the Malayalees, if the eu-
tire country is taken.into account, the
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Malayalces Lave been the foremost in
literacy. But the least literacy amoug
Malayalees is found north of the Chan-
dragiri river. What does it indicate?
Their aspirations were not being met.

Apart from these considerations,
what is the justification for sub-divid-
ing a taluk, and giving a portion to
a unilingual area from another where-
in the majority speak the same langu-
-age of the state from where they are
sought to be taken away. May I res-
pectfully ask Shri Shiva Rao whether
in the scheme of reorganisation, in
any area or in any State, this standard
which has been laid down by Shri Shiva
Rao, has been adopted? Shri Shiva
Rao mcntioned about the river. We
have not come across, in any place, a
river which has been adopted as the
boundary.

Shri B. Shiva Rao: Has not any taluk
been sub-divided in respect of the other
parts of the country?

Shri A, M. Thomas: It has been sub-
divided, but only in cases where #he
predominant population formg the non-
linguistic portion of the particular
taluk concerned. But here, in this
particular case, the Malayalee popula-
tion forms the majority. What is the
justification in this particular case?

My friend was speaking about
natural boundaries, mentioning the
Payaswani river. He referred to this
during the general discussion on a
previous occasion. In this instance,
shall refer to the position in the four
South Travancore taluks and espe-
cially the Vilavancode taluk. Right
in the middle of this taluk runs the
Kuzhithua river. Some arguments
were advanced that this river could be
taken as the boundary of the portion
north of the Vilavancode taluk, and
it should be retained in Travancore-
Cochin State. But that argument has
not been accepted. One argument
was that even when the Tamil taluks
demanded merger with Madras; they
hoisted their flag south of the Kuzhi-
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thua river, But 1 submit that ail
thmargmnems_molnownil.shr
as we afe concerned,

My friend Shri Shiva Rao has re-
ferred to the opinion expressed by the
various panchayats. You must under-
stand that when the elections to the
panchayats took place linguistic for-
mation of the States was never the
issue. But I may point out that in at
least three elections to Presidentship
oi anchayats, this issue was definite-
ly imade one of the grounds on which
decision was sought at the elections.
The Malayalees have won those elec-
tions. When this issue was clearly
put before the people, they won. I
may refer to the speech of one mem-
ber in the Madras Assembly. His
name is M. Narayan Nambiar. He
has referred to the fact that with
regard to the recent election of three
panchayat Presidents, this issue was
prominantly there, and the Malay-
alees heve won, The fact that the
panchavats have expressed their
wishes in a particular way is of no
consequence.

My humble submission is that there
is absolutely no necessity for depart-
ing from the provisions contained in
this Bill. Before I close, 1 just want
to make one or two observations,
because I may not get a chance to
speak on these clauses when the other
amendments are moved. 1 am refer-
ring to Kerala and Madras. 1 do not
think this Hous® will seriously con-
sider the questiong regarding Devi-
kulam and Peermedi which have been
the subject-matter earlier and which
have been discussed at length. I had
a full say in the matter when the
report of the States Reorganisation
Commission was discussed, and I need
not repeat those arguments now. But
there is the fact that the Gudalur
taluk should go t6 Kerala. There is
also an amendment regarding this.
On all considerations, I would think
that Gudalur ought to have come to-
Kerala, But I do not know whether
T should reconcile myself to the pro-
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visions in the Bill as they stand,
especially having been a Member of
the Joint Commitice to whose report
1 have not uppended a dissenting note.
Although we have got only a mutilat-
ed Kcerala, we have adopted ourselves
to it for the sake of good relationship
between the neighbouring States, 1
am glad to say that the Madras Gov-
ernment has also reconciled itself to
the decision with regard to Devikulam
and Peermedi; and is taking necessary
steps in co-operation with the Travan-
core-Cochin Government to implement
the provisions of the Bill as they stand.
1 do not think there is any use of
raking up these pld issues.

1 just want to say one word with
regard to the name of the State of
Madras. While the hon. Home Minis-
ter Pandit G, B. Pant was speaking,
an interruption was made, I think, by
Shri Boovaraghasamy that the name
of the Madras State should be changed
into Temil Nad, I am sorry to say
that this is carrying the linguistic
fanaticism too far. We all know that,
though Madras is going to be more or
Jess a unilingual State, there is much
in favour of retaining the name of
Madras. There is tradition and his-
tory behind it. I respectfully ask, by
removing that name {rom the map
India, what does it profit the Tami-
lisns. It is hardly fair to the other
linguistic groups that have also con-
tributed to build up the city and that
bave contributed to the growth of the
State. The opinion of the Madras
legislature is to the effect that the
name should not be changed. There
is a lot of goodwill in that name, the
value of which cannot be measured in
rupees, annas and pies, I ask the hon.
Members who want to change the
name, why should you squander the
treasure in the good name that you
have got?

An Hon, Member: What about
Travancore-Cochin?

Shri A. M. Thomas: With regard to
Travancore-Cochin, from the very
start we have been agitating for a
Kerala State. Even now, you will find
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in the . the Travancore-
Cochin Assembly is described as the
Kerala Assembly. We were wanting a:
Kerala Statc from the beginning.

Shri Matthen (Thiruvellah): Cer-
tainly not.

Shri A. M. Thomas: My hon. friend
may not agree; he will never agree.

Shri V. P. Nayar: What is the name
of the PCC.?

Shri A. M. Thomas: Might be Tamil
Nad because it was on & linguistic
basis, so that if it was called Madras
P.CC. Malabar would have come in.
1 do not know why my hon. friend
Shri V. P. Nayar should be very
particular about the change of the
name of the Madras State into Tamil
Nad. 1 am sure that a majority of
the Members of this House irrespec-
tive of the party considerations, would
not like to drop the name Madras
from the map of India, There is
another thing that I forgot to mention.
Even with regard to the people com-
ing from the south. whether Tamilians
or others, from our dress, from our
language—even though I speak Malay-
alam—1I am askzd, are you a Ma

Shrimati Renu Chakravartty: The
South Indians object to that very
strongly. :

Shri A. M. Thomas: They may ob-
ject. What I want to cmphasise is
that Malayalees have contributed their
quota to the building up of the
Madras city and the Madras State.
Even if you are reorganising the
States on linguistic considerations,
feel that the name of Madras should
be retained. As I said, even & Malay-
alee is called a Madrassi though his
language is Malayalam, Whenever

- we go to big cities like Bombay, Cal-

cutta or Delhi, from our dress, eic,
the people in the north ask, “Are you
a Madrassi”? There is something in
that name. I feel that that name
should be retainsd.

With these words, I support the pro-
visions of this Bill,

S_h'l C. D. Deshmukh: (Ko'sba)-
1 did mot at first wish to irtervene
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[Shri C. D. Deshmukh ]
in this debate, having had my
opportunity. But, I feel that 1 u'.lght
t0o correct a few statements wnich
were made by the Home Minister
yesterday which, in my opinion, are
wrong.

He said that there was full ecun-
sultation at all stages, that there
were 14 meetings and nine months
deliberation and so on. Now, these
matters have nn great bearin: on the
Cabinet Ministers’ responsibility. The
specific point 1 made was that be-
tween the 10th or 11th when the
Cabinet decided that there should be
a separate city State of Bombay and
on the 16th when the Prime Minister
made his announcement that Bombay
should be Centrally administered,
there was no cabinet meeting which
took a decision to alter the previous
decision and also there was no power
given to any Committee of the Cabi-
net to arrive at such a decision.
Therefore, whether after the announ-
cemz2nt it was reported to the Cabi-
net or not is immaterial with regard
to this point, There is also the other
point that the Prime Minister, with-
out consulting his rolleagues, should
not have made that announcement
of June 3rd. Not because I am not
prepared to trust the Prime Minis-
ter’s leadership. If he were alone,
if the decisions had been left to him,
even now I say, Jet him decide every-
thing. But. we arc¢ working the
apparatus of western democracy. 1
think the responsibility for securing
that that apparatus is used properly
rests on Parliament. The Prime
Minister is not like the President of
the US.A, who can hear the Secre-
taries and come to a decision by
himself. Therefore, to say that there
was full consultation including con-
sultation with his Cabinet colleagues
and then decision was taken by the
Prime Mirister or one or two col-
leagues in addition, really iz not a
sound defence. As I said, had it been
a matter of the Prime Minister
alone, I should not have bothered.

Bul, this kind of thing is likely
be infective. This kind of thing,
my knowledge, happens in
other States. 1 think in the cause of
democracy, it is a very bed trend
because other people who are in

Lpp

Cabinet as a whole is being diluted
at all levels. That is why I attach
great importance to this point,

Then, the Home Minister said that
I resigned—I have the speech before
me; 1 am not quoting from memory
—after the three-States formula was
agreed to, ] suppose in the Cabinet
meeting of 10th Januarv. That can't
be. He says—

“Shri Deshmukh also did not
like it sn much so that he
tendered his reSignation after
the publication of that proposal”

There was no publication of that
proposal. The proposal that was
published was that Bombay should
be Centrally administered, if 1 have
followed what he said. He said that
1 had been associated with the Sub-
Committee. Here again, I think he
is not knowingly perhaps, causing a
wrong impression, I did attend gome
of the meetings of this Committee.
That was in connection with bound-
ary disputes all over, Belgaum cdity,

Adilabad, and so on. I attended no. ..

meetings of the Committee which dis-
cussed Bombay. The only relevance
of this maller is that at one time
I did think that the general formula
recommended by the SR.C. about the
70 per cent. was right and that is why
I advisedly said in my speech that on
mature consideration. I think that it
inflicts an avoidable measure of hard-
ship on large numbers of people and
that it is our duty to minimise it and
that is why 1 have supported this
propossl that there should be a
boundary commission which will do
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it in accordance with proper orderly
procadure. If these questions are
going to arise, it I no answer to say
that zonal councils will be able to
deal with them, hecause the dispute
will be there, The only differsnce is
that the zonal councils, being what
they are, will not be able to deal
with this question in a proper way,
in accordance with the proper pro-
cedure, whereas a boundary com-
mission will have far greater autho-
rity.

1 pM,

Well, then, reverting to the chrono-
logy, 1 am in a difficulty now. 1 have
correspondence with the Prime Min-
ister which 1 wish to place on the
Table. My own Jetter of resignation,
I think, is not secret, and I do not
think that I reguire the permission of
the Prim= Minister to place it on
the Table of the House. It is not
marked personal or secret or any-
thing. Anyvway, it is my resigna-
tion. So, I would like to place it on
the Table in proof of wihat I am
saying that I resignad on the 22nd
January after the Prime MiniSter's
announcement on the 16th that Bom-
bay was to be Centrally adminis-
tered,

Now, the question will arise why
I waited these six days. 1 did not
know what kind of talk the Maha-
rashtrian leaders had had with
either the Home Minister or the
Prime Minister between the 11th and
16th. They did not report to me.
They did not see me afterwards.
They saw me before they went to
the Home Minister, but not after-
wards. Therefore, T thought, well,
it may be that they had accepted
Centrally administered Bombay. It
was not for me, then, being a finan-
cial expert, shall we say and not a
proper politician, to raise any diffi-
culties. But, when the Executive
Committee of the Maharashtra Pra-
desh Congress Committee denied
that they had agreed and protested
and went to the length of saving that
they should resign, then I made up

my mind that whnatever they had
done, it was not acceptable to their
colleagueg on the Maharashira Pra-
desh Congress Committee, far less
was it acceptable 1o the people of
Mazharashtra, and I formed the view
that was as their supposcd Ilcaders
had' failed them in getting what they
wanted or in securing their best
interests. Therefore, I thought it was
only right that plenipotentiaries who
had failed in the2ir job should resign
their job and make way for better
people. I cannot see anything wicked
or wrong in this.

The next question is why 1 did
not press my resignation. That will
be clear from the Prime Minister's
reply, but I cannot place it on the
Table of the House. I made a gencral
reference to it, and that wag that it
held out hopes of bigger bilingual
States, Dakshina Pradesh and so on,
and since as you know 1 have never
wavered in my support of the
bigger bilingual Bombay as the best
solution. 1 thought I had better wait.
In any case, as violence had broken
out I also thought it was the duty
of everyone not to do anything that
would exacerbate the people furthsr.
Therefore I held my hands. Then,
there were N embers of Parliament
who came to me. 1 did not mention
any names, but I do not think thev
have so turned against me that they
would mind my mentioning  their
names. It is a fact that it was Shri
Feroze Gandhi and Shri Dev Kant
Borooah who came to me and said:
“This matter will now be in the
hands of Parliament. Why a1z vau
in a hurry?” This was January ;vou
must remcmber and the s2ssion of
Parliament was to come in  Feb-
ruarv. Also, I was in a responsible
position. I had prepared the
I had to deliver it. I had to secure
the passing of the taxation measures.
'.[then there were various other
Pieces of legislation which wer=
Important. The Plan had
finalited. In my humble v::y b;
thought it was my duty to stand by
the country and not to press the re-
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[Shri C. D. Deshmukh]
signation. I do not sce therc was
anything wrong in it. I claim that
in those three or four months 1
worked harder than 1 worked in the
previous five years. 1 am hoping—I
have® some “faint hope—that Some
Members at any rate will acknow-
ledge that something valuable had
been done for the country as a
result of my holding back the resig-
nation. But my resignation was never
withdrs n. As 1 said, 1 refrained
{from p. «sing it because of these

considerations.

There is only one more letter ~I
would place on the Table, but that
can be only with the Prime Minis-
ter's permission, but I have to read
out of it. It is marked “personal”,
not “sacret” or “private”, and it
says—this is when I offered to resign
again towards the end of April when
1 found that things were no better—

~your resignation will ob-
viously not be helpful “even, 1
think, from the point of view of
helping in a solution which you
so much desire. The Bill is
going to be referred to the Select
Committee. The final stage will
arrive when it comes back from
the Committes. I would like
vou at least to wait till then™

And that is what 1 did. 1 waited
till then, But, in the beginning of
June I found that the Prime Minister
had made a statement which, to my
mind, spiked the guns of the Joint
Committee, In other words, in the way
pointed out by Shri Kripalaniji,
naturally the Members of the majo-
rity party who were in the Joint
Committee found that because the
Prime Minister had now more or less
made a pronouncement, it was not
right for them to go any further.
Now, as 1 pointed out, had it been
something which would help the
cause as 1 understand it, what I
stand for, then I would mnot have

, Bill 1 AUGUST 1956 States Reorganisation Bill ;778

pressed the resignation, but it is my
honest view that it places

comprehe! )
that, but 1 consider that five years 15

a longer period than one year or two
vears or three vears. That is a simple
matter of arithmetic. Also, when it is
a Centrally administcred ares, whether
wpassanhctoranpusanM
to terminate it is entirely at the will of
Parliament. but they have added a
rider by way of an execulive pro-
nouncement that Parliament will not
be moved to take thai step unless the
wishus of the pecople of Bombay ar2
ascertained, not by regular voting but
the sense. 1 do not know how one as-
sosses ihe sense, There again 1 thought
that that was worse than if Parliament
had entirely been seized cf the
matter. The trouble with this finding
out of the sense of the people is that
nobody knows how it has been as-
ceriained. Today, can anyone put his
hand on his heart and say that the
people of Bombay City want Bombay
City to be separate from Maharash-
tra? What proof is there? The only
evidence is that about 43 per cent.
minus one want that Bomhay City
should go to Maharashtra. Now.
there are five or seven per cent.
Konkani-speaking  people who, 1
know, will be taking the same view
as Maharashtrians. Then there are,
as 2n hon. Member said, about five
lakhs of Tamil clerks. I see no reason
why the Tamil clerks should object
to Bombay City going to Maha-
rashtra. They are going to ply their
living or whatever it is, irrespective
of it. They are not allowed 1o
use Tamil there as an official lan-
guage for the region. They have to
learn Gujarati or Kanarese or Mara-
thi for that purpose. So, it makes
no difference to them whether they
or their children learn Marathi or
Gujarati, We have not gone to that
length. We are prepared to give
any kind of safeguards to minorities
1f Bombay should have Gujaratis and
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Mawathis, let them have the freedom
«of choicc. Gujerati is a very important
language for the business of Bombay
and 1 would like to make it compul-
sory for every child in Bombay City
1o know Gujarati because he then
understands business and therelore
instead of having only valour or more
valour, he will have a litlle more dis-
-cretion, Now, therefore, 1 say that
therc is no one here who can prove
-today that Bombay City wishes 1o
remain separate. If that is so, why
give an option?

So, according to my visw, what
‘the Prime Minister stated did make
‘the matter very much worse, and
‘that statement was made without
any reference to any person, to my
knowledge, in the Cabinet—at least
it was not a Cabinet meeting or
‘Cabinet commitlee meeting—and poor
me who was known then to have
‘offered his resignation. who was
asked to hold his soul in patience
till the Joint Committee sat and
pronounced, was not even consulted,
or asked: “Is this likely to meet your
wishes? Do vou think that would
help vou? I am not worth very
much, I have always held that no
man is indispensable. T have always
acted on the maxim that everv man,
every officer in a high job, should
deliberately trv to make himself dis-
pensable and build up his office so
that he is not missed afterwards, and
I am quite certain I will not be
missed: 1 have been written oft
already.

So, that is my reason why 1 attach
very great importance to this, and
whether this correspondence goes

‘on record or not depends on your

discretion. I am not anxious to put
‘the Prime Minister's letter on the
“Table of the House if you are going
to believe me that this is the extract
from that letter. But if you are
going to say I am quoting from some
fabricated letter, then I must put it
forward because his signature is
there. 5o, will you kindly give your
'Tuling as to what I should do?

Mr. Speaker: I think the House is
satisfied with the hon. Member’s oral

statement.

Shri C, D. Deshmukh! Later on, 1
dare say the Prime Minister will
permit me to publish this corres-
pondence.

Only one short point. 1 asked for

‘{en minutss. 1 think I have taken

eleven minutes. The hon. Home Min-
ister said that I agreed to the States
Reorganisation Bill as every member
and therefore there is a kind
estoppel against me. 1 cannot see how
an estoppel can act against me, when
my resignation is pending from the
22nd of January, when on the 24th of
April, the Prime Minister says, ‘Please
wait and see what the Parliament
does’, when Members of Parliament
come to me and say, ‘Please wait and
see; maybe, we shall be ‘able tp do
something to bridge the gulf’. I do
not remember now the date on which
the States Reorganisation Bill was in-
troduced, 1 have not yet had time to
make that research. But I think it
was sometime towards the end of
April. I think it was about that time.

When the States Reorganisation Bill
was introduced. I said to the Prime
Minister that ‘Since you are not now
going to make a change, will you please
allow me to speak against the Bill and
to vote against it, and if for that pur-
pose you think that 1 should not be a
Cabinet Minister, then I am entirely
agreeable that I should not be a Cabinet
Minister’. That letter is on April 26th,
to which this other letter is the reply.
That is my own letter. It is only
marked ‘confidential’. But it is no
longer confidential. Therefore, 1 am
going to put a copy of that on the
Table too. It shows that no estoppel
can operale against me. I have always

Mr. Speaker: That is not the main
issue or the very relevant issue here,
though, no doubt, I allowed s oppor-
tunity for the hon, Member......

Shrd C, D. Deshmukh: I shall finish
now.
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Mr. Speaker: It is not a question ro
much of time as of the relevancy of
that particular paper to be put on the
Table.

Shri C. D. Deshmukh: These state-
ments made by the Home Minister
would make me out to be an incorrect
person. Now, I have no other oppor-
tunity of correcting them, And 1 have
documentary proof that it is he who is
wrong, and not I. How do I manage
that? Would the Speaker tell me?

Shri Gadgil (Poona Central): Even
under the general provision of offering
a personal explanation or clarification,
he is entitled to do that.

Mr. Speaker: Then and there, he
may have asked. As soon as these state-
ments had been made, he might have
asked immediately for an opportunity
to give a personal explanation. 1 do not
want to stahd on any formality. But,
fs it necessary top put a particular
paper or his resignation letter here on
the Table?

Shri C, D. Deshmukh: 1 do not
mind. It is in the rules of the House
that if 3 Member reads from a letter,
he should put it on the Table. I am
not very familiar with rules.

Shri S. S, More: Is it not necessary
that other Members also should know
all the relevant facts before they come
to some conclusions? From that point
of view, all these documents will be
of great importance.

Mr. Speaker: Are we deciding this
issue on the grounds of resignation or
otherwise of Shri C. D. Deshmukh?

Shri C. D, Deshmukh: Then, I shall
abide by vour advice. I shall not place

any paper on the Table of the House.
I have done,

Shri T. Subrahmanyam (Bellary):
The decade 1947-57 is likely to be the
most eventful decade in our history. I
think it will go down as a decade of
revolution. Our country. became free

in 1947, and then hundreds of princely
States covering 360,000 square miles
and with a populstion of about 60
million people were integrated. The
next step that we are taking now is
to reduce the number of these Part

will dlso be the Centrally administered

social, political or economic change
Since we have really brought about
these fundamental changes, this is
going to be described, I am sure, as a
momentous, eventful and revolution-
ary decade.

Some matters must be treated as
finally closed. We cannot go on end-
lessly treating a matter as closed and
then trving to reopen it. In this con-
text, 1 feel that Bellary is one such
matter. 1 would not have referred to
this, but for the fact that some Mem-
bers of the Opposition tried to reopen
this issue through amendments No. 66
and No, 217.

They say in those amendments that
three firkas of Bellary taluk and
Bellary town should go to Andhra
Apgain, in amendment No. 217, they
say that three talukas of Bellary dis-
trict, namely Bellary, Hospet, Siru-
guppa and that portion of Mallapu-
ram sub-taluka where the Tunga-
bhadra project and the dam are situ-
aled, should be transferred to Andhra,
according to the recommendations of
the Reorganisation Commission

The Government of India have
tzken a final decision regarding these
matters. After the very careful and
full consideration that they gave to
this matter, they stated in the explana-
tory note on the draft States Reorgani-
sation Bill and the proposals for
amendment to the Constitution, after
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the decisions of 16th January, as

follows:

“Three decisions did not cover
the Commission’s recommends-
tions relating to the proposed
Punjab State, and the formation of
a residuary Hyderabad State or in
the alternative of a larger Telugu-
speaking State and the transfer of
certain areas of the present Bellary
district, of Mysore to the State of
Andhra. The Government of India
have since considered the out-
standing issues verv carefully in
consultation with the State Gov-
ernments and the parties and in-
terests concerned, and the deci-
sions which have been taken as a
result of such consideration are
based largely on agreement.”

1-15 P

[Mr. DEPUTY-SPEAKER in the Chuir]
Then, they say at page 2, para 7,

“As regards the proposed trans-
fer of certain areas of Bellary
district from the existing State of
Mysore to Andhra, the Commission
has recommended the review of the
previous decision mainly to ensure
the smooth and efficient execution
and working of the Tungabhadra
project. The Government of India
recognise the vital interests of the
people of Rayalaseema in thig sub-
ject. However, they feel that the
territorial adjustments proposed by
the Commission are not necessary
to secure the object in view. The
high level candl scheme, to which
the Andhra Government rightly
attach great importance, has al-
ready been examined jin some
detail by the Government of India,
nndthepmectasprq:osedhythat
Government has been broadly
found to be in order. It is the
intention of the Government of
India w0 take all necessary steps
to ensure the satisfactory and
speedy execution of this scheme.
The purpese which the Commission
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had in view in making its recom-
mendation will, therefore, be
achieved, without making any
territorial changes, or reopening
the question of the future of
Bellary, which has déiready been
settled after detsiled enqguiries.”,

1 do not want to go on this occasion
into the various enguiries made be-
fore, right from the time of Mr. N. C.
Kelkar up to the time of the Dar
Commission, the JVP Report, the Parti-
tion Committee’s Report, and the re-
ports of Justice Wa: noo and Jusiirc
Misra, and finally the decision of the
Government of India in 1953.

referred to, wids based mainly on the
Tungabhadra project. It is interesting
to mention here that a conference was
held in Bangalore on the 18th of June,
between the representatives of the
Andhra Government and the represen-
talives of the Mysore Government. By
a good and lucky coincidence, I hap-
pened to be there at that time, when
talks took place. Shri N. Sanjeeva
Reddi, Deputy Chief Minister of
Andhra and Shri Kadidal Manjappa,
Minister of P.W.D, and Revenue, and
Dr. R. Nagana Gowd, Minister for In-
dustries, Mysore, were present in that
conference, and thé talks proceeded in
a very cordial and friendly atmos-
phere. An agreement was reached
there to the effect that 35 per cent. of
the waters of the high level canal
should go to Mysore and 65 per cent.
to Andhra. The agreement gave full
satisfaction to both the sides, and it
was made in a friendly and cordial
atmosphere.

My hon. friend Skri Raghavachari
#nd one or two other Members referred
to the question of the bye-election.
Hon. Members may have read from
the papers that recently in Bellary
taluk, a bye-election took place. The
bye-election was caused by the resigna-
tion of the then sitting member of the
Mysore Assembly from Bellary taluk,
who has been supporting the Andhra
cause. He gave his resignation as a

of challenge, #nd it was accepted
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(Shri T. Subrahmanyam]

‘as a challenge by the leaders of the
Andhra State. The Deputy Chief
Minister of Andhra and the ou:er
leaders of Andhra said, “This is
virtually a plebiscite. We shall
abide by what the result would
be. I we get defeated, we shall not
reopen this question. This question
will be treated as closed. But if we
_succeed, it is virtually going to be a
plebiscite.” The Kannadigas did m_;t
take it as a plebiscite. They took it
merely as a bye-election, Whatever
it may be, in the bye-election, the
candidate that supported the Andhra
cause was defeated by a clezr majo-
rity. Then, the Deputy Chief Minister
.of Andhra, Shri Sanjeeva Reddi said,
“1 accept the dafeat; I shall accept the
matter as closed. We are not going
to refer to this subject again”. But
some friends have fallen into the
habit of reopening matters over and
.over again. Shri Raghavachari was
irying to analyse the result of the
polling by saying that In” three firkas
the Andhra candidate got a majority.
1 do not know where he got his figurcs
from. , Probably, his other colleague.
:Shri Ramachandra Reddi, appears 10
be better informed. He stated that it
was only in one firka that the Andhra
-candidate got a majority., In all the
others, the Kannada candidate got a
majority.

It is also a matter of . significance
that in the Joint Committee no at-
tempt was made to reopen this issue.
I consider that it was not a mere acei-
dent. I have reason to believe—the
President of the Andhra Pradesh Con-
gress was there; there were also other
Andhra Members—that thev must
have felt that after this agreement
with regard to sharing of the Tunga-
‘bhadra under the high level and the
result of this bye-election, no purpose
“would be served by reopening this
subject. Therefore, no amendment
was moved there.

I shall now appeal to the Andhra
friends to treat this matter as closed
‘and help in creating a healthy and
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co-operative and constructive atmos-
phere in that district.

1 must say a word with regard to
border problems. Border problems
are to be found between the borders
of all the States throughout India.
Therefore, 1 shall not refer to all the
border problems. There is slways
room for give and take with regard
to these border disputes. For instanece,
between Mysore and Andhra, there is
a claim for some portion ef Rajule-
banda, for Andhra. There is a claim
for part of Alur, Adoni and Rayadrug
on behalf of Mysore. There is also a
claim for an adjustment near Madak-
sira. These matters, I hope, will be
adjusted amicably if not now, in the
future. )

Now, I must say a word with re-
gard to Bombay and Punjab. Since
we are all citizens of India and should
not take a mere parochial view of the
situation, I feel bound to refer to
these matters. 1 also raise my humble
and small voice in appealing for a
cordial and constructive climate being
created in Bombay and in Punjab.
The House will be interested to learn
that Shri Lokmanyva Bal Gangadhar
Tilak is the only Lokmanya of India,
He visited Bellary & few months
before his deporiation to Mandalay.
He came for an inaugural function.
Then he said that Maharashtra deriv-
ed much inspiration from the tradi-
tions and history and greatness of the
Vijavanagar Empire. He said that the
history of the Vijayanagar Empire
was inspiring to the founders of Maha-
rashtra. They took the same tradi-
tions and ideals. He referred to the
fact that Shivaji was assisted in found-
ing the Maharatta Empire by Samarth
Guru Ramdas, the saint of Maharash-
tra, and the founders of the Vijaya-
nagar Empire, Hukka and Bukka,
were helped by sage Vidyaranya.
Therefore, the greatness of the Vijaya-
nagar Kings has a special significance
in modern times also. Those people
bent all their energies and resources
for constructing irrigation projects,
for opening tanks, completing canaks
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and building big temples. Besides
this, they showed a remarkable spirit
of toleration with regard to religious
and linguistic matters, 1 want to lay
special emphasis on this fact. One of
the titles by which the Vijayanagar
rulers were described was:

Chatus Samaye Samuddharta.

‘Samaya’ means religious path. They
protected and encouraged all the reli-
gious faiths, Shaivism, Vaishnavism,
_Jainism and Buddhism. Besides, they
gave toleration and protaction to
Muslims and Christians. With regard
to linguistic matters, they encouraged
poets and writers in Sanskrit. in
Kannada and in Telugu. Krishna-
devaraya is described as a Karnatak
ruler. He wrote a monumental work
in Telugu and the theme of it was the
life of a lady saint of Srirangam in
‘Tamil Nad. That was the spirit which
animated them. It is a fine example
-of religious aud linguistic toleration
and encouragement, It is even today
very helpful and is to be copied by
us.

In Maharashtra, Shivaji was a very
brilliant and shining example of tol-
eration and the spirit of encourage-
ment of all religions and languages.
W2z have similar examples in all parts
of India. Maharashtira has produced
the only Lokmanya. Gujarat has pro-
duced the only Mahatma. Therefore,
I appeal to all the friends of Gujarat
and Maharashtra to take an active
part in setting up a cordial, construc-
tive and co-operative atmosphere and
solve the problem of Baombay in
which all sections of this HouSe are
interested.

With regard to Punjab...

Mr. Deputy-Speaker: It would be
‘best if he concluded with the appesl.
Appeal would be the most effective
‘way of concluding. He has already
‘taken ten minutes.
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Shri V. P. Nayar: Let him make a
more fervent appeal.

Shri J. Subrabmanyam: ] am con-
cluding with a reference to Pum-
jab. With regard to Punjab, I feel
it has a bright history. It has a
great future also. We have examples
of the lives of Guru Nanak and the
great saints that followed him. They
are all part of our precious heritage.
Therefore, even in the case of the
Punjab, I appeal to the people con-
cerned to accept the regional formula
in a good spirit and work it in a co-
opcerative and constructive spirit.

HWR Qo fio AW : &1 aATIH
(i) guT? W SRE A gl
Jufeqa #t &, 37 & I F 9w fawAx
T WARAT § | AT VE F wRT &
Fryvas FoT W § T W@
& For aremare fo@ & arvgR, aren-
fas w1 i aE AR g S ¥
fre #1 TEEIT TG, Tg JF AT
74T e N2W aA 99w 8 fAew W%
a4 wrre & faen fad sl vt s
§ 7z qaTx § % agr & SF T4E A
§ IR AT A a0 N = E
Rﬁm#mﬁmm» Yy,
4o, Y, 3, IS WX 3R faaht
fort & ag ava foret TE €1

T+ g arq gk oy o e
Moo ZA AT Ao vy & § ¥
I gAT §

“(b) the ‘Sankara Tract' of
Raigarh district of Madhya Pra-
desh, and the Saraipali, Basna,

_ Mainpur and Deobhog thanas of
Raipuwr district of Madhyw Pra-
desh, and the Jagdalpur and
Kondagaon tehsils of Bastar
district of Madhya Pradesh*
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[T wo fae HET)

ey sdaT ¥ o @z § I
fore femr W W & T AW
fi5 W WY ¥2gE FoarrTEaea i
(ew grieT sfagw) W A A
o7 W qar 9w fe fer woe ¥
TER W w39 7 e &
famrfow 8 ¥ | & WOE A I
& A § g ¥y N Al FHEAT E
Tww & A § wgw foarArgeE
friR (T grie SfaagT) ¥ dW
133 R qTuTs ¥ei | foar §

“The Utkal Sammilani's claim
to portions of the ‘Bastar district
js based, among other reasons, on
an alleged’ affinity between Halbi
and Parjhi on the one hand and
Oriya on the other, which in our
opinion has not by any means
been adequately proved. Besides,
our more general remarks in the
immediately preceding paragraph

are also applicable in respect of
this demand.”

TI% ATT A9 F W9 X 7T e
w=m & ot s g fant
¥ wrsdl & 9w fa=i ) 5w A
I ¥ o 7 FgE & e ¥sv
Hgq were A frmT

“The claim which has been ad-
vanced on bchalf of Maha
Vidarbha to Bastar, it is interest-
ing to note, is also based on the
argument that Halbi is a dialect
of Marathi. Eminent linguists
like Grierson and Sten Konow
have, however, differed on this
point; and Vidarbha's claim can-
not, therefore, be considered to be
stronger than that of Andhra or
Orissa which we have found it
necessary to reject.”

& wa NS, IoTeme WER, WY
Foar? & Je 5, ¥ 123 9z fasimr g

el 9N A fgdiforw dwen
(chrgrfre aar) ot oF w3 § W

mgitfft-wmiﬂ'!ﬂﬁgﬁr_ﬂ
o faer wrd 1 Bfer &Y vy -
% Gz & WL X W (R A
miqimﬁwﬂgjn&mm
g | st & we foie & awr e
P LER L £

“Overemphasis on the historical
factor is likely to lead to the:
growth of a sense of rivalry, ex-
clusiveness and narrowness in
different regions. This revival-
ism; which is the basis of many
claims to statehood, is not in
itself an evil thing so long as it
is kept within bounds and is
related to the main currents of
Indian history.”

fe=Zifors e, @7 @ fasit ®
FE W ¥ X & W ASH T AR §,
o7 aTX | 91 TR &9 arem T a
T §, ag v Y e d 7 %0
& Ja SIe(l %1 AH § T T -
oA § T FaeE o e ()
foam & w7 o ot wridey WM T
S A9 &1 FHEH T OF 76 W
forar & 1 ¥ A & g § B o -
A % faerfod §, S rasnam
w7 wré e 7 &1 | g fam &
ATEGT { AT ATHH g WY § A% ;7
7 I T A0 & i A, amme
Ta1 TEEX aTid A fefgw &
T W # T W AU wRe
weu # foemd ad ) §F ¥ S A
HAAT § 1 ISR W@y, A W
ag ¥ § v w9 e § o i
¥ frae & 7t 128 7 TH Voo
afed | TR IT T W7 w6
wm 1 fars famar € 1 woirsrr 1w
g —

“The suggestions made to this

Commission regarding the exact
extent of this State have been.
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various and conﬂ;cting. In parti-
cular, the following claims and
counter-claims have been made..”

Tg A ¥ AW A6 T
oy ar @ ¢, ww 9wz foami-
IMRITA whgT 7 ¥q e foR
Tt oft, 39 T QO a3 ¥ fI W
o ar e A AR Aw W AR
frar o 5 cAT & A F v S
F wedt 7 fr x@ W & AvE €
A T 5T TAMHT 7 §AF 7
wifowfemg, e ten§ 10w
a7 W A D Iw W § o
T ST AT VT | FHYIA T TG &

“(i) it has been argued on

behalf of Maha Vidarbha that
the boundaries of Mahakoshal
.should be so drawn as to excluae
the following areas, namely, the
Marathi-speaking portions of the
Nimar, Betul, Chhindwara, Bala-
ghat and Bastar districts:”

TH AF FHISH A AT A S0
o Z11 WX o w7 ¥ "= @
TG, AT WATT T WA 7T 5 eF
# 35 w17 ¥ N9 #7157 e § faw
A F | T W FAT AAEHEAT ¥
o w1 § fF o ae & a1
fan e § ud v N g
TEE T W § AT oA §, AT
WIqE STHA W AT |

& wwT 37 St FqwEn wear §
f£ v@ == fo o T wEm
s § fawr @ @ °n, for Y
T srifea 7% 9 g €, sad o=
TG T AR § @ @ v oy
frer s §:

“A pew Staie of Madhys Pra-

desh comprising 14 Hindi speaking
Districts (Mahakoshal). ...

A new State of Maharashire,
comprising the  Marathi-speaking
areas of the Bombay State (ex-
cluding Greater Bombay), e
Marathawada districts of Hyderas-
bad and the Marathi-speaking
areag of Madhya Pradesh be form-

ed....”

w7 S w1 3 faawr T & and
TET AT 47 AT I AR EA AR & AN
A U SFT § W7 I AT 9 WS
AT A 4 6 T T A & gF q 4G
AT TF | & WL WIgA A DA WA
4 oY oot aCE T ST §HA G )
SAHT HAH AT AT a7 Qe wifgd
a1 f 31 Wegwer (F9ew) A7 fear
TAT 9T WY AW B FHER M aRE T
TN T A AT IR FEA T AN
M § 1 A I WPy, 73 9
F g 1 T T AT IR I g
& T T NE§ —

“This House approves of the
provisions contained in the Draft
States Reorganisation Bill aed
recommends its introduction in
Parliament”.

AT & w FAT g § o afe agi
¥ qTsx (sfafafT ) T W facd
# faemam wga 9 a1 IR W\ E
AT T F7E TR 7 T ) Iy
IJ1feq av fs § a7l oW w2

& A Y AT 7 W we
aTRaT § 5 g aga & 9o & Wit
0 7g SRE TN g 2
few o 1 o A § R o aoim
T Y A § 1 W9 IEAT N wirae
st (T ) M, W
9T At wmwr T NN W few S

This House, after considering the
States Reorganisation Commission's
Report, hereby resolves that

M IS RiRI TR Efe @
T %1 IEET 7 ey fogr oo
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forq o aar faelr gAY s 7 faew
&qqﬁ.ﬁwaﬁﬁ_nﬁvﬁﬁ{ﬁmﬁ
o s2ui ¥ st & o A A
@ o e g T fEm
T FTE S} AT Y § W T 9
F §9Eg ST O A & 1 A AR
7w w7 g T wr fra aw ZH
g w1a @ § W7 79 oF A fae a1
w1 favan & R #9 & vt faem w7 &
wTit @ § 1 T O F T@d g A
n@wﬁmﬁmffﬂﬁmaﬁa
A& & 1 & il 7 FrE Hra T g |
o are & g g i @ A e A
FEFARN

T T F JTG [T qOEE a8 T
AT T A e Fg

Shri Gadilingana Gowd: SIr, after
hearing the speeches of several coi-
leagues of mine, 1 was very much
anxiously waiting for the speech of
the hon. Home Minister. After I hear.}
the speech of the Prime Minister 1
thought the Government is going to
concede this just request of the Maha-
rashtrians by ordering the immediate
merger of Bombay with Maharashtra.
It is an utter disappointment to wme
that the hon. Home Minister, though
he took a lot of time in replying to
the debate and devoted three-fourths
of hig time to clarify the two points
raised by Shri C. D. Deshmukh, left
those two points unanswered in spite
of his clever and intelligent and well-
worded sentences.

The two points raised by him are
those relating to the creation of the
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Andhra State and  the position of
Bombay. The hon. Home Minister, if
1 remember aright, said that the
principles and policy were laid dowm.
in 1948 and the matter was not placed
before the Cabinet. Similarly, regard-
ing Bombay he said that the Bill was
placed before the Cabipet. Naturally.
one can understand that a Bill will
be drafted only after the decision has.
becn taken by somebody. So. that
means that at the time of taking the
decision, the Cabinet was nol consult-
ed. and the two points which were
raised by Shri Deshmukh remain un-
answered. The hon. Minister’s effort 10
create the impression in the minds of
the people that every matter was bheing
conducted or decided in a democratic
manner is not successful. The people
are now aware that evervihing is
going on in a most undemocratic
manner though we are told that we
are being ruled under democratic-
methods.

Mr. Deputy-Speaker; The hon. Mem-
ber may remember that he has only
a very limited time.

Shri Gadilingana Gowd: I am
aware of it and shall try to finish
within the time allotted to me.

1 frankly submit that dictatorship is
going on in the name of democracy.

We have been agitating for the last
40 vears or so for the formativn of
these linguistic States. The Govern-
ment have now come before the House
with a Bill for the reorganisation of
States in linguistic basis. But 1 submit
that when States are being carved out
on a linguistic basis, I do not under-
stand why Punjab Suba and Harana
Pranth should not be created. The
Government must stand on some
policy, which is definite and clear. Il
they are going to carve out these
States on linguistic basis, let them do
so on that basis alone, either taking
village or taluk or district as the unit.
Let them not give some places to one
State on a linguistic basis. When they
do not want to give some places to
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seme States, they gave their sevond
reason, administrative convenience,
and in some cases, & third reason, the
wishes of the people. 1 therefore,
urge that one principle should be
adopted in carving out the States, and
on the basis of the linguistic principle,
it may be either village or taluk or
district as the unit.

Coming to Andhra, which is the
State I represent, | thank the Govern-
ment for bringing the two parts of
Andhra together by creating Andhra
Prad- : Our Stat- has some more
claim on Kolar, Parlakimedi and Pav-
gada of Mysore State. I do not propose
to stress my claims particularly, but I
only wish to emphasise my claim on
the basis of language. If there are any
Kannada-speaking areas in Andhra
State. 1 have absolutely no objection
to their going away to Mysore.

L5

The new State of Karnatak is going
1o be called the Greater Mysore. Kar-
natak has got its own culture for the
last thousand years or so. I, therefore,
submit that it should not he called
Mysore. but it should be called Kar-
natak. In fact. some of my hon. friends

. from Mysore have also expressed their
view in favour of this. Similarly,
Madras should be called Tamil Nad.
As you know, Dravida Kazhagam is
the most important party in Madras
State and its leader has expressed that
the State should be called as Tamil
Nad and not as Madras.

Coming to the question of protection
of minorities, if only the Government
would take some more trouble and
see that these minorities are reduced
as far as possible, taking contiguity
into consideration, many problems will
be solved. If the minorities are left
in unilingual States, again new pro-
blems will be created, because they
will have to be given education in
their mother-tongue, and posts or
appointments will have to be reserved
for them in the services. Therefore, I
submit that these minorities should be
minimised as far possible by applying
a certain fixed policy. Of course, you
cannot help pockets occurring in the
middle of some States, for which some
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safeguards are essential. 1 am glad
that the Government is moving in the
right directien so far as this problem
15

Let me give you some statistics -
nhoutthisdcbatebdorelchn.'rﬂl
4 poa. yesterday, about 70 members of
this Sabha took part in the debste on
this Bill. According to my information,
about 31 spoke in favour of Bombay-
being given to Maharashtra, and oaly
10 against Bombay going to Mahs-
rashtra. You say that Government is -
administering things on democratic -
methods. After hearing the 31 Mem--
pers in favour of Bombay going to
Maharashtra—out of 70, 31 were in
favour, and 10 against—things are -’
decided in this manner by Govern-
ment. Still the Hon. Home Minister:
says that the Bombay should be cen--
trally administered 1 do not under-
stand whether it is democracy or auto--
cracy, and it is for you to kindly come
to some mnc]u\sion.

Mr. Deputy-Speaker; But both sides
might not have been given equal
opportonities to speak, but the blame
might lie with the Chair.

Shri Gadilingana Gowd: Ou: of the
70 Members that spoke....

Mr. Deputy-Speaker: Still more can
speak; that cannot be conclusive.

Shri Gadilingana Gowd: In that case-
if a free vote is given to Members, I
am sure there will be a large majority
in favour of Bombay going to Maha-
rashtra. It is not too late even now,.
and Government may kindly think
over the matter and see that things are
amicably settled and that Bombay is
given to Maharashtra.

Shri V. P. Nayar: 1 do not wish
1o entangle myself in any boundary
question or any of the controversial”

jssues which have been debated at

sufficient length.

1 propose an amendment which 1
want the hon. Home Minister to con--
sider in &ll seriousness.

You will find that under the defl--
nition, as given in the Bill, of “sitting:
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[Shri V. P. Nayan]

.membar”, a whole ares comprising
.of about 12} million people will be
denied the benefit of this definition—
1 mean the area which is now Tra-
-vancore-Cochin and which will form
a substantial part of the {future
‘Kerala State. We know that in Tra-
-vancore-Cochin we are having what
35 called the President’s rule. I am
not going into the details of how we
had it or the Government's case for
‘having it. ‘1 want the Government
now to consider what harm is there
in allowing the members, who func-
tioned as members of the Travancore-
‘Cochin Assembly before it was dis-
solved by the President by the
Proclamation, to function as mem-
bers of the Assembly of Kerala
‘State, which is to be constituted. At
the time when we were discussing
the President’'s Proclamation, the
hon. Home Minister’s argument was
that if elections were held from
October 1st, this year, we are likely
to have new States and, therefore,
another election will also have to be
‘held. He does not apply the same
-argument to Andhra unfortunately.
But I want the hon. Home Minis-
ter....

Mr. Deputy-Speaker: Unfortunately
\life can be knilled but canno:. be
restored.

Shri M. S. Gurupadaswamy: He
is speaking about the Travancore-
Cochin Assembly and revival of that
Assembly, 1 think that the hon.
Member's point may, be relevant
when we take up for consideration
.clauses 30, 31, 32, etc.,, under the
heading “The Legislative Assem-
‘blies” because those clauses deal
'with that question.

Shri V. P. Nayar: I am thankful
1o the hon. Member. Later on when
we take up those provisions, and if
the definitions which come earlier do
not provide for this, then we will be
forced to the necessity of coming
back to the definitions and changing
them.

This is the first place where we
can introduce the amendment and on
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als

" its basis we can build up later amend-

that I have tabled are within the
competence of this House. 1 may,
with your permission, read article 4
of the Constitution:

“Any law referred to in
article 2 or article 3 shall con-
tain such provisions for the
amendment of the First Sche-
dule and the Fourth Schedule as
may be necessary to give effect
to the provisions of the law and
may also contain......" mark
the words, “....such supple-
mental, incidental and conse--
quential provisions (including
provisions as te representation
in Parliament and in the Legis-
lature or Legislatures of the
State or States affected by such
law) as Parliament may deem
nccessary.”

So, 1 submit that it is very clearly
specified that, if this House wants
any law relating to representation of
an area in an Assembly, it can be
made the subject matter of legislation
in this House. In view of the very
clear provision in -article 4, I do sub-
mit that it is within the competence
of this House to pass this amendment.
There is nothing repugnant to the
Constitution, nor does it go against
the sense of justicee. We have enact-
ed and given to ourselves this Cons-
titution.



all this is only an interregnum and
it cannot last for ever. There is
bound to be general elections.

"~Shri Mohinddin: May 1 enquire
whether the Proclamation made by
the President dissolving an assembly
can be revived legally?

Shri V., P. Nayar: 1 would very
earnestly ask my friend to read the
Constitution, especially article 356
under which the President has issued

- Mr. Deputy-Speaker: 1 admit that
"both have read it but interpret it
differently.

-.Shri V. P. Nayar: I would like him
to read it with a little more care.
Under article 358 (1) the Proclama-
tion has been issued. It is within the
power of the President to revoke or

385 LSD
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meaning at all. The Constitution
no meaning for them We know
the people of Travancore-Cochin
know that the Comstitution has thi
very good sentence: .

EFEEsE

Where is the political justice for
the Travancore-Cochin people? Are
we not entitled to be governed by our
elected representatives till such time
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dent, left to himself, has no power o
dissolve the Travancare-Cochin .State 3
Assembly. He has taken power from
mmm‘mukhmmm 1). .
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transferred from Travancore-
Cochin to Madras may. now be
” .

. No complaint can be made ' against
it becawse the revenue officers of ‘the
Travancore-Cochin State and the re-
Mmdmmdmﬂt -
ment had agreed that the area lying
to the west of the watershed must go
to Travancore-Cochin and the area fo
the east should go to Tirunelveli So
his amendment does not stand. Mr.
Nesamony has brought another
amendment about Devicolam. This
matter was discussed and all argu-
‘ments for and against made during
the discussion at the conSideration
stage of this Bill. My point is that
the time has come when we should
not bother about these things.

1 have one word to say about the
linguistic minorities. There must be
provision made in this Bill by which
if at all there are some linguisti
minorities they must feel safe that
nothing wrong would happen to
them, and their culture, their langu-
age, the education of their children

the national interest all these matters
should go to the background. The
Akali Dal has shown that it is not an

the topmost leaders of that organisa-
tion, one of the few level-headed

great grand leaders of this land. You
should give that kind of advice to the
Akali Dal. '
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my mouth during all the stages of the |

di’cm?moyerthhﬂin.

Mr. Deputy-Speaker: Now he can -

open his heart as well

Shri Shankarganda Patil: Sir, the
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a Marathi biss. A compisint was
made and Mr. Bowman, who was the
man in authority, had to run down to
Belgsum. His decision on that is well-
known as the Bowman Award. Ac-

gress Session was held in Belgaum
and nobody objected at that time.
The Maharashtraian leaders like Shri
N. C. Kelkar, Shri P. V. Kane and
others have in a statement admitted
Belgaum as part of Kamatak. I now
think it worthwhile to place before
this House one statement issued by
the Maharastrian leaders at the time
when the Marathi Literary Confer-
ence was called in Belgaum. A re-
solution was brought forward by some
persons and as it was objected to by
some Kannadigars, the Maharashtra
leaders had issued a statement which
is as follow:

“Our purpose was only to con-
centrate attention upon, and to
clinch the fact that the Belgaum
District has been 50 long, and is
at present a district in the Kar-
natak Province—a fact borne
out both by the British Govern-
ment treating the Belgaum
District as an administrative umit
and by ' the Congress including
it by the common consent of
both Maharashtra and Kamatak
People’ within the territorial
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Commerce College,. and the
Kannada Training Colleges are esta-
to cater to the of Kar-
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and
gress of this area, Belgaum and other
parts have been included and the Com-
mission have rightly donie so.

Now it may also be noted that the
Kannada people and the other minori-
ties of the Belgaum town who come
to roughly 50 per cent. have pleaded
before the Commission, before the
Government and before Congress Sub-
Committee that it should go with Kar-
natak and that Belgaum should form
the headquarters of Belgaum district.

By Mm@
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Section II. Chapter X of Census of
India, 1931—Volume VIII, Part }—
Bombay Presidency, General Report.
The extract reads thus:
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1041. It should also be censider-

Thirdly, 1 shall quote from the
memorandum submitted to the States
Reorganisation Commission by the
Konkan Institute of Arts and Science,
Bombay. It says:

“The language of the Konkan is
Konkani which is sn independent
Yorm of Indo-Aryan speech evolv-
ed by the fusion of the Magadhan
Prakrit with the particular form
of Dravidian speech spoken in
the Konkan during the Mauryan
rule.”

1 submit that this material will en-
lighten the House on the point tha
Konkani need not, for the purpose
reorganisation, be considered as part
of Marathi

an

There is another angle from which
we will have to approach this problem
in the context of this reorganisation.
In the light of the reorganisation of
the States, there is an opportunity
afforded to all the linguistic groups
or the cultural groups to come with-
in one State or at least to form an
integrated unit under ome administra-
tion. The whole of the Kanara dis-
trict was formerly part of Bombay
Presidency. The British Government
divided if into North and South
Kanara and South Kanara was added
on to the Madras Presidency and
North Kanara was retained in the
Bombay Presidency. Before the
British effected this change, the whole
district formed one single unit. When
we are now given an opportunity to
readjust things, when there is a chance

reason  why two groups of people be-

W o Ro e forurdt (Gur) :
T {R N R W R g aww
fere & wrew W AT
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fication before the Lok Sabha at
its next session.”
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Shri Telkikar: Mr. Deputy-Speaker,

-1 have proposed some amendments re-
lating to clauses 3, 7 and 9 that deal
with the formation of Andhra, Mysore
and Telengana. In these amendments
I have suggested that some portions
have to be excluded from one State
and included in another State. Whe-
ther these portions belong to one State
or the other has to be decided on the
basis of population. I am not going
to take the time of the House in giving
those figures here. In short I may
say that, on the basis of population,
the revenue circles that I have suggest-
ed here should be included in Maha-
rashtra. 1 am sure we cannot decide
this question here and now; because,
there will be other arguments. We
are not going to decide on the basis
of population here. Taking into con-
sideration this aspect of the problem, I
have suggested one amendment to
clause 15 which demands a boundary
commission.} That boundary commis-
slon should decide the border issues

principle is there, f you ftzy
to negotiate as was said yes-
terday by the hon. Home Minister,
nobody would agree, and %0 negotis-

is no use attributing motives to
anybody. After all it is a matier of
inference and it is difficult to read the
minds of others and find out what ex-
actly they thirk. This is a solitary
example of distinction, something
different from the others. Tbe reason

more than 30 per cent. while the
Mohammedans are 51 per cent, the
rest comprising Marathas Kannadigas
etc. It has been given to Andhra. In
Bombay the Maharashtrians form 43
per cent. and Gujaratis are only 14
per cent. They say it is for the sake of
these Gujaratis, because of the possi-
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they ‘are not going 1o get this gity for
their State. I at all, they are
interested they are interested omly in
depriving Mabarashira of this great
city which is the only port and source
of commerce and industry.

. It is said that Maharashtrians have
Jost their case becsuse of the violent
activities and other bappenings in
Bombay City itself, but I am at a Joss
to understand why there should be so
much value attached to it As a
lawyer 1 know of cases where some-
times a lawyer provokes the
magistrate or the judge and uses
abusive language, as a result of which
the case is decided against his client,
but we praise only those judges or
magistrates who decide the cases only
on merit in spite of the provocation
from the lawyer. Similarly, some
thousands of people living in Bombay
might have indulged in violent
activities, but should the three crores
of people in Maharashtra, who are
waiting for a just decision, be pun-
ished for this? You may punish or
find fault with those who are guilty,
but not the others for no fault of
theirs. That would be wrong. Let
not our leaders think of their prestige
or the steps they have to retrace. Let
them decide on the merits of the
case alone. By that their prestige
and the prestige of the country will
be enhanced not only in the eyes of
the Maharashtrians, but the world as
a whole.

At page 5 in line 24 there is a mis-
take. Instead of the present line, it
should read:

“(b) Aurangabad, Parbhani,
Bhir and Osmanabad districts,”.

A correction has also been issued
along with the Bill but some Members
might not have geen it. In view of
the correction, I do not think I need
press my amendment to this effect.

In Bhalki and Hulsur circles »f
Bhalki taluk, Aurad and Torna circles
of Santpur (Aurad) taluk and Lad-
wanti circle of Humnabad taluk, the
majority of the people are Marathi-
speaking and - these areas should be
included jn Maharashtra. Again, in
Adilabad District there are some

permission, | want to read ot my
amendment 149 to clause 8 which runs,
thus: ’

Page 5, after line 15, add:
“Provided that after a lapse of
five years from the date of inau-
guration of the State of Bombay

as contemplated above, this deci-
sion may be reviewed.”

We have heard very passionate-
speeches og this subject in this august
House during the last few days.- My./,
object in moving this amendment is.
not to give any advice to my friends
from Maharashtra, because, 1 have-
no such pretensions to give &ny’
advice to anybody, but only in the
discharge of a public duty I have

thought it proper to move this
amendment,

There is no secret about the feelings
of the Maharashtrian people regarding
this question, and 1 do not want to
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"[{Shri Raghubir Sahai]

 In this controversy, several hon.
Members have quoted the examples of
Calcutta and Madras, and just a little
while ago, one bon. Member quoted
the case of Hyderabad. With very
great respect to all these hon,
Members, 1 would submit that all
these examples are beside the point,
mr,mlnthewofthc&na
Reorganisation Commission, it bhas
been said that so far as Calcutta and
. Madras are conctrned, they bear no
" comparison to Bombay, because in
‘both these cities, the majority com-

munity is about two-thirds. There js

«one other reason also. It is true that
-Calcutta is a metropolitan city, Madras
4s a metropolitan city and in the same
way, Bombay also is a metropolitan
«city. But tbe cities of Calcutta and
Madras, or Hyderabad for that matter,
‘have not been the subject of enqui-
ries by independent commissions and
commitiees.

In the case of Bombay, we see that
‘the Dar Commission, the JVP Com-
ittec, and even the States Reorgani-
satiop Commission have given definite
i findings on this question, namely that
_ should not go to a unilingual
-State. I do not want to go into the
-various reasons. I know that the
‘Maharashtrian friends do not agree to
-those reasons; it is quite open to them
not to agree. But it is also clear that
4here are many peopie in this House
and there are many people outside,
who agree with them or are prepared
40 attach very great importance to the
findings of these commissions and
committees. After all, they were very
.able persons. Some of them are Mem-
‘bers vuf this House and of the other
House. Before them, all points of view
were put forward, and after coansider-
ing all of them, they have come to
these conclusions. So, those conclu-
slonlc-mntbebru.lhedu’?de.

Shri R. S, Diwan: One of the mem-

‘Maharashtra? I do nmot understand’.
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either in the country or out-
side, the decision on this question
should be postponed for some time.
As everybody knows our international
reputation has gone very high And
for what reasons has it gone high? It
has gone high, not because of our
mammm&ﬂ our
industrial production, not because of
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_government. It was in 1947 th
our dream was realised. So, it took
nearly thirty or thirty-one years.
Can my friends from Maharashtra not
wait for five years to obtain Bombay
as a part of Maharasthra? They come
from a State which has produced
Lokmanya Tilak, of whom the entire
oountry is proud What does his life
show? If we have learnt anything
from his life, it is infinite patience,
perseverance, tolerance and restraint.

Bhri Sivamurthi Swami (Kushtagi):
Fight for the right.

Shri Raghubir Sahai: Will it be
proper for friends from Maharashtra
to be precipitate in this matter or
rash in this matter, guided by their
emotions and passions? We know
their feelings. We respect those
feelings. We honour those feelings.

As one coming from Uttar
Pradesh, 1 am supposed to be possess-
ing a detached outlook. I am not a
Gujarati, I am not a Maharashtrian,
and therefore, I can speak with a
certain amount of detachment I
my friends can appreciate that 1
cam speak with some amount of de-
tachment. :

&

Clause No. Name of Amendment

3 452

5 116, 456.

6 27s.

7 276, 457 (samc 8 12),
384 (same =z 43), 385
(same as 134), 386 (same
as 135). 387 (same 33
44), 458, 117. 459,
460, 461.

8 388 (same as 45), 438, 277,
430 (smme, . a3 46), 431
(same a3 47), 262, 439.

9 392, 393 (same as s0), 223,

432 (same a3 395), 2, 224 »
433, 225, 264, 434 (Samc a3
378), 435 (same as 379)._

13A 295, 335, 360.

(New,

14 361, 362, 436.

15A 402 (same as 154), 40F
(New). (same as 155), 228.

Clause 3.— (Transfer of territory from
Hyderabad to Andhra etc.)

Shri Mohiuddin: 1 beg to move:
Page 3, line 15—
after “Gadwal taluks” insert:

“and revenue circles of Chan-
drabandi, Raichur and Yorgiri”.
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Clawse §.— (Formation of Kersla
State.)
Shri B. Shiva Rae: I beg to move,

Page 4—
for line 12, substitute:

“(il) the portion of Kasaragod
taluk of South Kanara district
situated to the south of the Chan-
dargiri river and its northern
tributary the Payaswani river;”
Shri Sivamurthi Swaml: I beg to

‘move:

Page 4, line 12—
after “Kasaragod taluk” insert:

“except the part north of Chan-
dargiri River.”

.Clause 6.— (Laccadive, Minicoy etc.)

Shri R. D, Miwra: I beg to move:
Page 4, lines 18 and 19—

for “a new Part C State™ subs-
‘titute: “a Union Territory”

«lhamse 7~(Formation of mew My-
sore State)
Shri E. D. Misra: I beg to move:
_Page 4, line 25—
omit “Part A"
Shri Sivamurthi Swami: My amend-
sment No. 457 is the same as the

amendment No. 12 moved by Shri
X. K. Basu

Bhri Bhatkar: My amendments
Nos. 384 to 387 are the same as Nos.
43, 13, 135 and 44 moved by Shri
S S. More and Shri V, P. Pawar.

Shri Sivamurthi Swami: 1 beg to
move:

Page 4, line 29—

' after “Kanara districts” insert:
“Sholapur city, South Sholapur

taluka, Akkalkot taluka in Shola-

pur district and Jath taluka in

South Satara district” «

Shri B. Shiva M:J beg to move:

Page 4, line 35—  ~

for “South Kanara district except

“South Ksnara district except
the portion of Kasaragod taluk
situated to the South of the Chan-

river and its nerthern .

dargiri
tributary the Payaswanl river.”
Shri Bivamurthi Bwami: 1 beg to

move:

Page 4, line 35—

after “Kassragod taluk” imsert:
“South of Chandargiri River”
Shri M, 8. Gurupadaswamy: | beg

1o move:

Page 4, line 38—

after “Amindivi Islands” insert:

“Madakasira taluk of Anante-
pur district and Thalavadi firka”

Shri Sivamurthi Swami: 1 beg to
move:

Puage 4—

after line 38, add:

“(f) Madakasira taluk in
Anantapur district and Adomi,
Alur and Raydurga except Telugu
majority firkas in Andhra State
1951 census;” '

Clauwse 8.— (Bombey.)
Shri Bhatkar: My aumendment No.

388 is the same as the amendment
No. 45 moved by Shri S S More.

Shri K. G. Deshmukh: I beg to
move:

Page 5, line 5—

for “shall” substitute: “may™
Shri R. D, Misra: I beg to move:
Page 5, lines 5 and 6,—
for “a new Part C State”
titute “a Union Territory”

Shri M. D. Joski: My amendment:
Nos. 430 and 431 are the same as the
amendments Nos. 46 and 47 movea
by Shri S. S. More. )

subs-
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Shri Begawat (Ahmadnagar South): Marathi spesking areas of Bhadki,

I beg to move: Santapur, Aursd and Humsabad

talukas of Bidar distriet; Adila-

Page 68— bed, of Asifabsd, and Bhirpur,

line 18, edd: talukas of Adilsbed district and

after 5, - contiguous Marathi  spesking

“Provided that this new Part C areas of Aland taluka o Gul-

State to be known s State district in the existing
be a State of Hyderabad; and

rashtra after a period three
and that Bombey shall be mwmm.n:
the upi:ll of Maharashtra then pa wcm“ mh" illu-
onwards. d_l'”“
Shri K. G. Deshmukh: I beg to M W i Balaghat sad
; Baihar talukas of Balaghat dis-
Page 5— triet;

after line 18, add:

“(2) The Central Government
may however, by notification in

the Official Gazette, merge the talukas of Betul district;
above State of Bombay into the
State of Maharashtra at any time m(hr) m taluka  of
but not later than two years '
from the appointed day and place (v) Former Indian State of
this notification before the Lok Bastar in the existing state of
Sabha at its next session.” Madhya Pradesh; and there-
Clawse 3.—(Formation of Maharash- upon ::'-" :_:‘ M““ d“’": d._""“
tra State.) ting states of Bombay, Hydera-
Shri Bhatkar: I beg to move: bad and Madhya Pradesh res-
. pectively.
(i) page 5—
(IA) The various contiguous
jor lines 19 to 35, substitute: Marathi speaking areas men-
tioned in sub-section 1 of this
“(a) Greater Bombay, Thana, section shall be included in and
P, Soutn: Satara, Novth' Satara, districts in the state of Maha-
pur, Sou tara, rashtra as may be determined
Kolhapur, Ratnagiri, Kolaba, and Boundary Commission.®
Poona districts; Chandgad taluka by the
and contiguous Marathi speaking My amendment No. 383 is the same
areas of Khanapur, Belgaum, as the amendment No. 58 moved by
«Chikodi, Athani, Raibag and Shri S. S. More.
Mukeri taluks of Belgaum dis-
trict; Supa, Karwar, Halyal taluks wsmvuh_u(hrbhni}:lbeg
and contiguous Marathi speaking move:
areas of Yellapur and Ankola Page 5—

talukas of Kanara district, in the
—existing State of Bombay;

(b) Osmanabad, Baihar, Auran- West Khandesh, East Khandesh,
gabad, Parbhani, and Nanded dis- Nasik, Dang, Ahmednagar, Shola-
tricts and Ahmedpur, Nillanga pur, South Satara, North Satars,

" and Udgir talukas and contiguous Kolhapur, Ratnagiri, Kolaba and
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[ﬂhrlwwl w ' "'»‘l.-rr-.'_""'.
Pooona Districts, Chandgad taluka “(b) the villages of Muland’
and contiguous Marathi speaking and Nshur in Thana taluks,
aress of Khanapur, Belgaon, Chi-
kodi, Athani, Raibag and Kukeri
talukas of Belgaon district, Supa,
'Knrwnﬂllyaluluhsmdeon-
tiguous Marathi speaking areas
of Yellapur and Ankola talukas
of Kanara district in the existing
State of Bombay.”

Shrl H. G. Vaishnav: My amend-
ment No. 432 is the same as the
amendment No. 395 moved by Shri
Nand Lal Sharma.

Shrimati Jayashri: 1 beg to move:

Piige “5—

(i) line 20, before “West Khan-
desh” insert “and Umergam Taluk”;

Mudholuluk) and Ahemadpur,
Nilanga, Udgir hluksdm
district; Bhalki and Hulsur d;-
cles of Bhalki taluk; Auradahd
Torna circles of Santpur (Aurad)
taluk and Ladvanti circle of
Humnabad taluk of Bidar . dis-.
trict and Islapur circle of Boath
taluk, Kinwat, Rajpura and
Utnoor talukas of Adilabad dis-
trict, Bela circle of Adilabad
taluk, Ada and Wakadi circles of
‘Asifabad taluk of Adilabad dis-
trict- in the existing State of

(ii) line 20, after “West Khan- Hyderabad; and”
desh” i-nsert “except Navapur _ .o
Taluk”; .. Shri Waghmare: I beg to move:

{i.i.i) line 21, omit "Da.ngs" Page 5—

Shri Waghmare: I beg to move:
Page 5—
for lines 24 to 29 substitute:

“(b) Osmanabad, Bhir,
Aurangabad, Parbhani districts,
Ahmadpur, Nilanga, and Udgir
talukas and contiguous Marathi
speaking areas of . Bhalaki,. Sant-
pur, Aurad and Humnabad talukas
of Bidar district, Nanded district
except Bichkonda and Jukkal cir-
cle of Deglur taluka and Mudhol
Bhainsa and Kuber circle of
Mudhel taluk and Islapur circle
of Boath taluk, Kinwat taluk,
‘“Rajura taluk and contiguous
Marathi speaking areas of Adila-
bad, Asifabad and Sirpur talukas
. of Adilabad district and conti-

guous Marathi speaking areas of
Aland taluk of Gulbarga district
in the existing State of Hydera-
bad.”

jor lines 30 to 32 substitute:
“(c) Buldana, Akola, Amra-
vati,’ Yeotmal, Wardha, Nagpur,
Bhandara and Chanda Districts
and contiguous Marathi speaking
areas of Waraswani, ' Balaghat,
and Baihar talukas of Balaghat
district, Sawsar taluk of Chhind-
wada district, Bhansdehi and
Multai talukas of Betul district

and Barhanpur taluk of Nimar

district in the existing State of
Madhya Pradesh.

Shri Bogawat: | beg to move:
Page 5—
after line 35, insert:

“(1A) All contiguous villages
and towns having Marathi or
Konkani as the mother tongue and
having a population of 55 per cent.
or more in these villages and
towns now forming part of

Hyderabad, Madhya Pradesh,

Shri H. G. Vaishmav: I t

move: v beg 1o Karnataka or Gujarat shall be
merged in Maharashtra™ .

Page 5— Shri H. G. Vaishnay: My amend-

Jor lines 24 to 29, substitute: ments Nos. 434 and 435 are the same
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as the amendments Nos. 378 and 379
moved by Shri Telkikar.

New Cilause 13A

Shri U. R, Bogawat: 1 beg to
maove:

Page 7—
after line 22, insert:

“13A. A Boundary Commission
shall be appointed by the Govern-
ment to solve the boundary ques-
tions so far as the merger of conti-
guous villages or towns is concerned
taking into consideration the langu-
ages of these villages and towns on
the borders of the States about
which there are disputes about their
merger.

Shri S. C. Deb (Cachar-Lushai
Hills): I beg to move:
(i) Page 7—

after line 22, insert:

“13A. As from the appointed day,
their shall be fromed a Part A State
to be known as the State of Assam
comprising the following territories,
namely: —

(a) the territories  which
immediately before the com-
mencement of this Caonstitution

were comprised in the Province
of Assam, the Khasi States and
the Assam Tribal Areas, but ex-
cluding the territories specified
in the Schedule to the Assam
(Alteration of Boundaries) Act,
1951;

(b) the territory which imme-
diately before the commence-
ment of this Constitution was
being administered as if it were
a Chief Commissioner’s Province
under the name of Tripura; and

(c) the territory which imme-
diately before the commence-
ment of this Constitution was
being administered as if it were
a Chief Commissioner’s Province
under the name of Manipur.”

385 LSD.

(ii) Page 7—
after line 22, ingert:

“13A. As from the appointed day,
there shall be formed a2 Part A State
to be known as the State of Assam,
comprising the following territories
namely:—

(a) the (territories  which
immediately before the com-
mencement of this Constitution
were comprised in the Province
of Assam, the Khasi States and
the Assam Tribal Area but ex-
cluding the territories specified
in the Schedule to the Assam
(Alteration of Boundaries) Act,
1951; and

(b) the territory which imme-
diately before the commence—
ment of this Constitution was
being administered as if it were a
Chief Commissioner’s Province
under the name of Tripura.”

Clanse 14— (Amendment of the
First Schedule to the Constitution)
Shri S. C. Deb: 1 beg to move:

(1) (i) Page 7, line 39—

add at the end:

“and also the territory com-
prised in the State of Tripura;
and the territory comprised in the
State of Manipur”; and

(ii) Page 9—

omit lines 35 to 44

(2) (i) Page 7, line 39—
add at .the end:

“and also the territory com-
prised in the State of Tripura™;
and .

(ii) Page 9—

omit lines 40 to 44

Shri M. D, Joshi: I beg to move:
(i) Page 8—

after line 6, insert:

“3A. Bombay...... The terri-
tories specified in section 8 of
the States Reorganisation Act,
1956."
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[Shri M. D. Joshi] ,

(ii) Page 95—

omit lines 24 and 25.
New clause 15A

Shri Bhatkar: My amendments
Nos. 402 and 403 are the same as the
amendments Nos. 154 and 155 moved
by Shri V. P. Pawar.

Shri V. G. Deshpande (Guna): I beg
to move:

Page 10—
after line 4, insert:
“BOUNDARY COMMISSION

15A. The Government of India
shall before the first day of January
1957 appoint one or more Boundary
Commission or Commissions consist-
ing of Judges of the Supreme Court
or High Courts to go into the exist-
ing border disputes of different
States, and such Commission or Com-
missions shall after due investiga-
tion, give awards on the disputcs in
accordance with the following prin-
ciples;

(i) contiguous revenue village
shall be treated as a unit of fix-
ing boundaries;

(ii) wishes of the people of
the disputed area or areas con-
cerned;

(iii) their historical economic,
linguistic and cultural affinities;
and

(iv) consideration of adminis-
trative convenience; and there-
upon, the Government of India
shall take necessary steps to
implement such awards”.

Mr. Deputy-Speaker: These amend-
mentg are also bzfore the House.

Dr. Jaisoorya (Medak): It seems
to me that today's discussion is total-
ly unrealistic for one reason. Who
is the deciding authority as to what
the boundaries are going to be?
There are s0 many claims that are
being put forward. Who is going te

listen to them? Who is going to de-
cide them?

It is stated that the House has a
right to decide. That is theoretical
Practically, we have been precluded
from that by the statement of the
Home Minister that it is the Zonal
Councils that will decide. If that
is so0, let us stop our discussion here,
and with all our hissab kitabs and
go to the Zonal Councils when they
are formed. If and vhen they are
formed, let them decide. If the Zonal
Council is not going to do it, we had
suggasted a Boundary Commission.
But the Home Minister says that he
is not willing for a Boundary Com-
mission. He has put the whole onus
on us without powers and privileges.
Between ourselves—and we are very
high class people, very learned
people, very good people, as Mem-
bers of Parliament, very nice people—
we could come to good compromises.
But we know what happens. They
will say, ‘Yes, but the State Govern-
ments are not agreeable’. This has
happened to me. After all the 13
days of labour, suddenly some wret-
ched, little party Under-Secretary
of a provincial group says, ‘No, it
must be discussed at a  higher
levels’.

Let us decide today what the ins-
trument is going to be. Is it going to
be a Boundary Commission, if and
when formed? Is it going to be the
Zonal Council? Or is it going to be
this House? After we are decided
on this, let us come together and
continue our discussion.

Finally, 1 want to say this. There
is no doubt that up till now we have
had minorities in every State as it is
today. They were settled minorities.
By a strange freak of geographical
thinking, we have created, accord-
ing to the SRC recommendations, all
along the borders new minorities
who are unsettled. We have said,
let us have a Boundary Commission.
They know their job. They have
got fixed terms of reference. Let
them settle this question. We will
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carry on with our work. The. Bound-
ary Commission’s decision will be
final. People somehow have a faith
in Boundary Commissions, that their
decisions are absolutely impartial
Let us get on with our work. But
that is not done. The other thing
also is not done. The Zonal Councils
are in a nebulous condition. It seems
to me that we are working in a
vaccum. '

New conditions and new problems
have arisen. We are facing those
problems. It is a very funny thing to
have large new enclaves which were
there never before. Take, for i.ps-
tance, Madaksira. It should certain-
ly go to Mysore by which it is sur-
rounded on all sides. Then there
are others. But these are minor
items.

I have moved an amendment. 1
have put it only as a stick to beat
the dog with. It is useless in our
putting on claims and counter-claims
when there is no forum entitled to
practically settle these matters.

So I want to know from you what
is to be done. Shall we continue
our long, long list of claims and
counter-claims or shall we decide
today whether we shall have a sort
of instrument to settle these matters?
Otherwise, we will be simply talking
in the air like in a share bazaar,
where people make all sorts of
noises. Nobody seems to know what
is being said. Up till now, I do not
know who is the deciding authority.
I genuinely believe that the claims
ahd counter-claims are very genuine.
These are very big border problems
created. The minorities are in a
panic. We have a duty to see that
not only our settled minorities are
kept as they are, but we have also
to absorb all the new minorities. It
is a huge problem, almost as bad as
the refugee problem.

Therefore, I am asking you, what
is the instrument, what is the practi-
cal way we can tackle all these
questipns? Otherwise, it seems to
me that the whole day has been
wasted.

S ra

Pandit Thakur Das Bhargava
(Gurgaon): 1 feel the same difficul-
ty as my hon. friend, Dr. Jaisoorya.
As a3 humble Member of this House,
I am anxious to understand what is
going on. The hon. Prime Minister
said that every Member represent
the whole of India. Thus every
member has full responsibility to
determine equally all questions
debated here. But when the debate
is going on, I feel I am at sea in
regard to boundary amendments.

When yesterday Shri Raghavachari
was propounding some arguments
about firkas in Bellary, 1 felt I knew
something about it, because with res-
pect to Bellary there were certain
previous reports of Commissions.
At the same time, I want to know
the ins and outs and pros and cons
of particular questions which are
being agitated here by hon. Members.
I want to give an in‘elligent vote. ;i
want to support every good cause.
But my ‘difficulty is that I do not
know how to appreciate the details.
I am not supposed to be acquainted
with all the geographical questions,
the percentage questions etc.
involved in the various amendments
relating to the different parts of the
country.

The Home Minister has said that
he is not going to accept the amend-
ment about a Boundary Commission.
I can understand if the amendment
relating to a Boundary Commission
is put to the House. I it is carried,
then I can understand that all these
amendmentis can be brushed away.
If it is not carried, then I think we
should not waste any more of our
time, because I understand that aM
other Members are feeling like me.
They are not appreciating what is
being said. They cannot look to the
merits of the questions. They cannot
understand the qQuestions. I cannot
know anything about what exactly is
the situation and what is happening
in a village or taluk in the south.

Therefore, my humble submission
is that if this Boundary Commissios;
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[Pandit Thakur Dag Bhargava)
amendment is carried, let us stop the
discussion so far as amendments
relating to a particular village or
tuluk etc. are concerned. If it is
not carried, let us not waste any tin.c
sny further. Let us stop [urthe:r
discussion on these amendments so
far as these clauses are concerned.
Let us proceed further so that thc
rest of the time allotted may not be
wasted. 1 am very anxious that the
time of the House should not be
wasted. We are very hard up for
time. There are other amendments
and other things to which wc may
not be able to devote suficient
amount of time.

Therefore, I feel that the time is
not being properly utilised. I woula
beg of you to kindly decide this
question either by yourself or in
consultation with the Speaker, so
that the time of the House maiy bo
utilised in the right manner. i
agree with what Dr. Jaisoorya has
caid, and I think every other Men;-
ber of the House agrees with that
I would beg of you Kk:dly see
that we do not waste our *imc and
we do not feel the frustration of
sitting here and not being abic !
vote intelligently on all these an.en ‘-
ments. I would make a ormai
motion in this respect if you cid«:
me to do so.

Mr. Deputy-Speaker: 1 feel that
the difficulties are rezl. 1 wui coa-
sult the Speaker and Lave the
matter decided in the next few
minutes. But let the debate gn on.
Let the debate proceed. 1 wiil cun-
sult the Speaker and see whal can
he done.

Shri M. S. Gurupadaswamy: The
discussion on the clauses would have
been more ruitful if every clause had
been taken separately for dicsussion.
1 feel that you may consider this
matter once again with the Speaker.

Clauses 2 1o 15 are very important
as they deal with the very question
of reorganisation. Part 1 deals with
the definitions and Part II with the

scheme of ° reorganissiion. H hon.
Members go carefully through the
various implications of Part II, they
will realise that the suthors of the
Bill........ :

Mr. Deputy-Speaker: If the hon.
Minister of Legal Affairs hag heard
the objections of the bon. Members
and the difficulties that they experi-
ence, I will request him tgy consider
this matter . because I would like to
kn... his reactions also,

The Minister of Legal Affairs (Shri
Pataskar): 1 would like to have con-
sultations with Shri Datar or the
Home Minister, who are primarily
concerned with it and are in charge
of this Bill. Shri Datar Las gone
home and as soon as he comes, 1 will
consult him.

Shri Matthew (Kottayam): 1 am
not a lawyer nor am I a constitutional
pandit. But, theoretically it may be
that when one has sponsored an
amendment he may be able to ecarry
conviction to the Home Minister or to
the whole House, It may be that the
Government might consider the
amendment and decide to accept it.
though not at present. But the future
always holds possibilities which we
cannnt rule out. Anybody m:zy be
able to carry conviction with the
Home  Minister or with the whole
House and, therefore, to say that there
is no use in discussing is not right.

Pandit Thakur Das Bhargava: But
where is the Home Minister?

Mr. Deputy-Speaker: Let there be

no discussion over this now.

Pandit Thakur Das Bhargava: How
will the conviction be earried to the
Home Minister when neither he nor
his Deputy is present here.

Mr. Deputy-Spesker He will be
coming in a short time.

Shri Mathew: My submission is that
when you place this before the hon.
Speaker, you may also place this be-
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fore him as also the view cf the
Hanellm when he gives his
view,

Mr. Deputy.Speaker: This will also
be taken into consideration.

Shri M. 8. Gurupadaswamy: I the
hon, Members go through the various
clauses of this Bill, they will realise
that no single principle or set of prin-
ciples has been followed in respect
of reorganisation. In some cases,
language has been followed; in other
cases it has been disregarded in
some cases, geography has been para-
mount and in other cases it has been
over.ruled; in some cases, administra-
tive convenience has been considered
and in other cases that has alsa been
over-looked. So, you will see that
no uniform policy has been followed
by Government in respect of reorgani-
sation. The result is confusion

Many of the general problemys con-
nected with reorganisation have al-
ready been dealt with. 1 feel, how-
ever, that 1 should refer to one matter
which. has been engaging the attention
of every hon. Member, and that is
about controversial border questions.
1 am sorry that the Home Minister is
not responsive to the constructive
suggestions that have been made by
various Members. _ Many Members
have felt that the Boundary Commis-
sion is the proper machinery 10 deal
with this problem. I have no disagree-
ment with this suggestion but the
hon, Minister seems to have turned
down this request. The party to which
I have the honour to belong has pass-
ed a resolution stating that in con-
troversial ereas a plebiscite might be
adopted as the method of ascertaining
the will of the people. If the result
of the plebiscite shows that cne State
should get a parfjcular arvea, then,
that area should go to that State. I
commend this suggestion to the Home
Minister. If plebiscite ‘s accepted as
the proper thing for solving burder
controversies, there will be no heart-
burning or bitterness in anybody; and
therefore, I hope that this proposition,
which is reasonable, will be accepted
by the House,

If this is not accepted, I would
again say that the Boundsry Com-
mission is the second best. I feel
that if there is no proper and ex-
clusive machinery to deal with the
problem of boundary dispules, much
injustice and bitterness would result
and friction is bound to comtinue in
some form or other. That is not con-
ducive to the growth of harmony
and good relation between people and
people, So, there are two sroposals
before us. I commend both the pro-
posals to Government and thev inay
accept either, the proposal for a ple-
biscite or, in the alternative, a pro-
posal for the Boundary Commission.

In the scheme of the Bill the matter
iz left to the Zonal Councils. 1 am
afraid, the Zonal Council are not
qualified to deal with this very im-
portant question, because in the Zonal
Councils there will be Ministers of
various States represented, and, when
Ministers are represented, the questioi.
becomes more or less a political one.
This matter of boundary disputes;
should be decided outside the politi-
cal table. So, I say, that either as-
certain the will of the people :hrough
plebiscite or appoint a Boundary Com-
mission.

I said in the beginning that no un.-
form method has been adopted by
Government in regard to reorganisa-
tion. 1 am one who feel that langua-
age should be the major consideration
for rational distribution of States.

I feel that Punjab should be re-
organised on the basis of language.
Again, 1 feel that other areas, as far
as possible and practicable, shculd be
reorganised on the basis of language,
subject to other minor considerations
such as geography, history, administra-
tive convenience and the like. S¢ 1
feel that the present reorganisation is
not a proper reorganisation because
no definite or consistent policy is fol-
lowed for all the States.

Having said this, I may now turn to
@ local problem which concems me.
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the north of Chandragiri river in
Kasaragod taluk is not predominantly
ted by Kannada-speaking peo-
think that iz not true. He
taken the Tulu people as belong-

to the fold of Malayalees.
ost of the Tulu people there want
Kamatak. He said that
of the various Pancha-
ts is not a democratic decision be-
cause it was not made an election
issue during the Panchayat elections.

say that the reorganisation of
States also was not made an election

He
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Then again, there is the question of
Talawadl, firka. Nearly 95 per cent
of the people there speak Kannada.
There is no communication and no
contnctbetween.thltenchvemdthe
rest of the Coimbatore district. There
is no dispute regarding the comple-
xion of that territory. Even the
Tamilians admit that the majority
and their contacts are with Mysore.
The people of this area have expres-
sed their opinion in favour of merger
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referred to it beg of the bon.
Minister to see this pocket of Mada-
taluk is joined with the pros-
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‘grte W) & stvea w6 forar €Y 1 g
wim & oy § fs fex & fame SR Y
T THT WY, WEY WY WY WA Ty
T g7 WY Agreee w1 gur fgear §
g W @ | F v fadw wan § o
T AR A Wi o i § e ag
o o arw ¢ fs PR o o -
iy faw § IEA W< i 7 g
N ¢ 1 ¥ OF o Mo W AT A
& ag wiv wr § 1 Fgre Wi wém
ol A o ¥ a<g H v Wi g g
oK tu faefad & ®w foamimaee
witer 7 vt ol & & vev §
w=ft Al T § 1 vy 2w g
7 wrevan i FEa w1 gETHT Wow R
{ g AT gy | Ty 527 WX IW
SRY F A ALTQ & FATH 7T #YE |
G271 & 7Y g1 wfge 1 e, Wiy A
T R YT G I G i
© & Ve w1 fm s o o @

- I § 1 gafag wE s g S aw
& & | THF HWE A §G T A
TET qT I HiT ¥ T § ITHT 0«
1€ e T § | 49 o7 wiede g9
(gama 2ar) far § S9F WO 9T
Tat wieRey & fadw w<ar § i s
FAAA § ITHT WO FAA afga TG
F@E!

Shri R. D. Misra: Sir, there is a

point of order. I am in great diffi-
culty because I have also given some
amendments. -My point of order is
this. Rule 85 of the Rules of Proce-
dure reads:

“A Bill, which is dependent
wholly or partly upon another
Bill pending before the House,
may be introduced in the House
in anticipation of the passing
of the Bill on which it is depend-
ent:

Provided that the second Bill
shall be taken up for consi
deration and passing in the

House only after the first Bill
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depends on the passing of the
stitution
Sir, if you will be kindly enocugh to
see the statement of Objects
Reasonsg of the Constitution (Ninth
Amendment) Bill, 1956, which was
originally introduced in this Fouse,
you will find that on page 16 it is
written:

“In order to implement the
scheme of States reorganisation,
it is necessary to make nume-
rous amendments in the Constitu-
tion with effect from the 1st
October, 1956. This Bill seeks to
make these amendments and also
other amendments ‘o0 certain
provisions of - the Constitution
etc.” '

Then under “Clause 2" it i: writ-
ten: -

“The reorganisation scheme
involves not only the estatlish-
ment of new States and altera-
tions in the area and boundaries
of the existing States, but also
the abolition of the threce cate-
gories of States (Part A, Part B”
and Part C States) and the cias-
sification of certain areps as
Union territories. Article 1 has
to be suitably amended for this
purpose and the First Schedule
completely revised.”

Similarly, in the other Bill, which
was about the reorganisation of Sta-
tes, orginally introduced in this
House, you will find in the State-
ment of Objects and Rersons....

Mr. Deputy-Spesker: Why should
we take the Bills as they were intro-
duced? Now we have to refer to

2



not passed by this House, can this
States Reorganisation Bil! te enforced
in the country? If it can be enforc-
ed without the passing of that Bill,
then it is dependent on that Bill
Therefore, that Bill should have been
here and that should have been
passed first by the special majority
required Afterwards we could have
taken up this Bill, because this Bill
uires only a simple majority while
the Comstitution (Ninth Amendment)

Bill requires two-third majority of the
Members present and voting and a
majority of the whole House. For this
purpose I have given several amend-
ments, but because the discussion is
going on on minor things as to whe-
ther a portion should be given here
or should be given there, my amend-
ments have not been considered I
have given several amendmerts. If
my amendments are out of order
then they cannot be taken up.

Mr, Deputy-Speaker:; Amend-
ments are a different thing. They
will be considered when the hon.
Member gets an opportunity to move
his amendments. Then we will con-
gider their value or what their effect
is. But, so far as dependence of one
Bill on the other is concerned, he has
made a general statement and not
shown how we shall fail in enforce-
ing thik Bill without passing the Con-
stitution (Ninth Amendment) Bill
If he has anything concrete to say,
he may do so.

The Parllamentary Secretary to
the Minigler of Exierna] Affairy (Shri
Sadath AH Khan): Sir, this is just
like asking, ‘whether the hen comes
out of the egg or the egg comes out

:
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stitution and empower thig Parliament
to do away with these legislative
assemblies of States and create new
legislative assemblies, how can we
break up the existing
assemblies and creal
those States?

Similarly, the
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tion is only this Can we proceed
with this Bill in the present form
without amen the Constitution

ding
first? H you think, Sir, that this can

8. 8. More: May I make one
submission, Sir? This point of

of a
schedule of the Constitution (Amend-
ill should be incorporated in
If that is done, to some
tent that difficulty will be obviat-

Then, in accordance with that rul-
ing the Hrme Minister was pleased
.to table a motion by way of secur-
ing an instruction from this House
that that Schedule may be incorpo-

i It we look to

My feeling is, I was not satisfied
with the ruling nor am I satisfied
with what has been done by the Joint
Committee and a point of order can
be raised which will go deeper and
will cover a wider canvas than has
been taken up by my friend.

Sir, in case we are vitally con-
cerned wi certain fundamental
procedural matters. In this clause 14
you will find that in the Schedule
which Is going to be incorporated in
the Constitution, in respect of every
State there is a reference that the
partlcuhrsuteshﬂlheasdeﬂned
in the States Reorganisation Act of
1956. Aguinst the State of Andhra
Pradesh thers is reference to that.
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say and he can have a new point of
udu'axbuqmﬂy also, if he wants

to consider and de-
point of order that was

continue so that we might have
a fuller discussion on the point of
order raised, afterwards. 1 am in-

sequently and then decide on it.

Shri R. D. Misra: Now, 1 am raising
another point of order. It is this.
When this Bill was referred to the
Joint Committee, the principle of the
Bill was mentioned. This is what is
said in the Statement of Objects and
Reasons:

“The main features of the re-
organisation proposed are the
abolition of the existing constitu-
tional distinction between Part
A, Part B. and Part C States,
the establishment of two cate-
gories for the component units of
the Union, to be called States
and Union. territories,” etc.

These are the principles laid down
in the Bill. This House decided that
the Bill be referred to the Joint Com-
mittee,

Now, in the report of the Joint
Committee, we find the following in
‘para. 11:

“The Committee consider it

advisable to bring the provisions
of the Bill into conformity with
the existing provisions of the
Constitution. They have, there-
fore, maintained the distinction
between Part A, Part B and Part
C States s0 far as the present
Bill is econcerned”.

theongﬁulBilJmth-tﬂnm
distinctions should be removed,
namely, -that the Rajpramukhs should

be abolished, etc. This House gave
the.lmnt(:mm.meemm
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consult May's Parliamentary Practice.
I cannot find any precedent for this
in this House. Otherwise, I' would
have quoted any ruling given in this
House. You may decide the point as
you like.

Mr. Depnty-Speaker: Ordinarily, a

. Bill does not have only one object

and reason for its being introduced
There are many reasons. It was not
the sole object of the Bill, namely,
that it should bring in the alteration
or modification regarding the present
classification of States and it should
obliterate the present
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existing classification of the States
has to be removed was not the sole
object of the BillL

Dr. Rama Rso: Main object

Mr. Deputy-Speaker: It was not
even the main object. There were
other more important objects of this
BillL. If the classification has been
adhered to, if that minor object of
abolishing the classification has not
been fulfilled, that does not make
such a difference as to entitle the hon.

. Member to raise this point of order,
and to suggest that the hon. Minister
in charge should withdraw this Bill
and that the Joint Committee had no
powers or jurisdiction to modify the
principle or do anything like that
I hold that it is perfectly in order if
the classification is retained. What
the Joint Committee have done is
perfectly in order, and there is no
force in the point of order raised by
the hon. Member.

Shri H. G. Vaishnav: My learned
friend could have raised that objec-
tion when he spoke yesterday for
half an hour, when he quoted Bhaga-
vat Gita, Mahabharat, etc.

Mr. Deputy-Speaker: Let us not
have any quarrel about it. Let us
proceed further.

The Minister of Defence Organisa-
tion (Shri Tyagi): Your ruling does
not become a precedent for the
future, I suppose. 1 am still at a loss
to find out whether there is anything
specifically mentioned in the Bill and
whether that matter, major or minor,
has been altered by the Joint Com-
mittee. What is your ruling? What
is the precedent to be followed in the
future?

Mr. Deputy-Speaker: I have given
my ruling on the facts that were
given and that were involved in this
case. When any future opportunlty
comes and when such an occasion
occurs, the points, as they come,
would be decided on merits.

Shri H. G. Vaishnav: Coming to
the discussion of this Bill, I first com-
pletely agree with the objentions just

now raised by Dr. Jaissorya and
Pandit Thakur Das Bhargeva, be-
cause the clauses under discussion
are from 2 to 15.

Mr. Deputy-Speaker; It has been
decided that it would be considered
later. The hon. Member need not
emphasise it again.

Shri H. G. Vaishnav: ] shall &rst
speak on my amendment Nos. 364
and 365 to clause 15A. By these
amendments, 1 have prayed inat there
should be a boundary commission to
fix the boundaries of the various
States after the reorganisation 1
implemented, and that some principle
should be laid down about the fix-
ation of boundaries so that the
cording to those principles. These
border disputes between one State
and the other should be amicakly
decided and there should not be
unnecessary heat generated on this
subject later on. But I do not sec
any reason why this simple demand
is not conceded. We are told that
there would be no boundary com-
mission after the implementation of
this Bill. When there is no boundary
commission, is it the desire of the
Government that there should be con-
tinuous disturbances and unrest bet-
ween one State and the other for
ever? Otherwise, how are the
boundaries to be decided and settled?
Regarding each and every State,
there are disputes. There is not a
single State which says that they
have not got disputes.

4 pmMm.
An Hon. Member: UP.

Shri H. G. Vaishmay: They want
some portions of Vindhya Pradesh.
Of course, they have not said so
expressly; but some Members have
spoken of that What I mean to sy
is, whatever amendments have been
given to clauses 3 to 9 or 15, they
are all regarding the boundaries. Is
there any Member aware of all the
details of the towns and villages and
populations in these areas?! Every
Member speaks of the grievances of



“ {Shri B’ G. Vaishnav]..
the State from which he comes. He

says that the population speaking a
-- particular language is so much, con-

50 many because the whole State is
being disintegrated. Specially com-
ing to Marathwada, there are dis-
putes between Marathwada and
Andhra, Marathwada and Madhya

if there is unanimous agreement,
that would be given effect to.
Again, the question will arise how
this mutual agreement is to be arriv-
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mission. We may sit together. But,
the Members do not agree. They say,
the Marathi population may be there;
but the decision is in our favour and
50 we are not prepared to consider.

So also is the case with Madhya
Pradesh. I am given to understand
that Waraseoni, Balaghat, Baihar,
Bhainsdhei and Multai
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give that area. My humble submis-
sion is though mutually we are pre-
pared to do certain things, we can-
not go on because there is no provi-
sion in this Bill. The Boundary Com-
mission is essential

As regards the other two points, I
may say this. I do not want to say

. national

There are also my amendments
357, 433, 364 and - 365 regarding
boundaries which 1 humbly submit
should be accepted in view of the
just demands made therein.

Shri R. §. Diwan: So, far, argu-
ments for the inclusion of Bombay in
Maharashtra were advanced in the
interests. Today  Shri
Raghubir Sahai advanced one inter-
national argument. 1 &m persuaded
to remind mysef of the Prime



boil on the body. It can only be
cured by means of the blood which is
surrounding that boil That way I
say if Bombay is included in Maha-

yesterday, that unless you decide on
some principles, some unit for the
settlement of the border dispute, you
cannot solve the problem. The
Reorganisation Commission

per cent. should be the population for
the inclusion of a district or a taluk
or an area from one State into an-
other, but they have made exceptions
in that respect also.

For example, in Bidar District, the
total population is 11 lakhs out of
which 5.5 lakhs is Marathi-speaking,
that is about 50 per cent. Three lakhs
are Kannadigas and one lakh Muslims
who speak Urdu and one lakh Telegu-
speaking people. In view of the
majority, it should have gone to
Marathwada, but it was tagged on to
Telengana. There was no reason for
that. In this way, the trouble was
started by the Commission itself. As
they did not fix up any principle or
unit tor settling the undaries, I
request that Government should have
some unit, a revenue circle or a taluk
or the village, and then we must
prepare ourselves for a settlement.

As regards Bidar District, I would
say that three taluks which are com-
pletely Marathi-speaking have been
given to Maharashtra, but Bhalki and
Hulsur circles of Bhalki taluk, Aurad
and Torna circles of Santpur (Aurad)
taluk and Ladwanti circle of Humna-
bad taluk which are predominantly

Telugu-speaking population in the
taluk is 4,259 and the Marathi-spesk-
ng population is 4,560, whereas the
tribal people number 21,104. The
tribal people are mostly Gonds who
have infiltrated from the Gond area
of Madhya Praiesh intp Hyderabad,
and they are influenced mainly by
Marathi. Their names, their culture,
their behaviour and ways of worship
education is given today in Marathi.
So, this taluk should also be added on
to Maharashtra.

Then, Islapur circle of Boath taluk,
and Ada and Wakadi circles of Asafa-
bad taluk of Adilabad district can be
added to Maharashtra because the
majority of the people there speak
Marathi. Similarly, Sirpur circle
from Sirpur taluk should be added to
Maharashtra.

Then again, as my predecessor has
said, in respect of the border of
the same area, ] may add that Sawn-
sar, Burhanapur, Bhainsdehi, Wara-
seoni, Balaghat and Baihar taluks have
a population of about five lakhs of
Maharashtrians, and they should be
given to Maharashtra jinstead of
Medhya Pradesh as hag been done
today.

Shrimati Maydeo: I have given
notice of some amendments to this
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_group of clsuses.  For jnstange, 1 have
given an amendment to clause 7 which
steks to provide that the five taluks
of -Khanspur, Belgaum. Chikodi
(Nipani Bhag), Hukuri and Athni in
Belgaum district, .and the three taluks
of Karwar, Supa and Haliya]l in the
North Kanara district should be in-
cluded in the Marathi-speaking aress.

Now, the States Reorganisation Com-
misgion have stated in their report,
in respect of Karnataka, as follows:

suffered
most, with their area split up in-
to four units in three of which
they were at the tail end and
reduced to the position of ineffec-
tive minorities....'the Kannadi-
gas would prosper and be able to .
manage their affairs much belter
under their own government, if
such a government were possi-
ble.”

That shows that language was the
main _ consideration before them.
Everyone in this country, and even
the States Reorganisation Commission,
have felt that if people speaking the
same language are brought together,
they w'll progress better, and good
government would be possible. But
while bringing all the Kannadigas
together, what they have done is 1o
bring the people in these five taluks
of Belgaum district and these three
taluks of North Kanara district to the
position of tail-end minorities. That

is why their problem has become
more difficult,
Ths members of the States Re-

organisation Commission were aware
that these people had repeatedly com-
plained that injustice was being done
to them, and so, their case should be
reconsidered. But the Commission
bave stated that just as Bellary was
given to Andhra, so should Belgaum
go over to Kamataka. They
have said in their report that now
that Kolar having no Kamataka
complexion, and Belgaum also having
no Karnataka complexion have been
given over to Karnataka, the Kamna-
taka people should not complain if
Bellary which has no Telugu comple-

385 LSD.

xion is given over fo Andhra? But
what is the position in regard to
Bellary? Earlier, the Commission had
given it over to Andhra. Now, It is
mmmmmum
Why should not the case of Belgaum
and Karwar also be considered on the
same footing?

Some hon. Members have said that
the population in these areas has no
absolute majority of Marathi-speak-
ing people, Marathi schools and so
on. But if we see the records, what
do we find? We find that in all these
five taluks, the -Marathi-speaking
population is in a majority; it is 76.9
per cont. in Khanapur taluk, as com-
parcd to only 119 per cent. of Kan-
nada-speaking people. In Belgaum
taluk, it is 60 per cent. as compared
to only 23 per cent. of Kannada-
speaking people. In Chikodi (Nipani
Bhag), it is 75 per cent. as compared
to 17 per cent. of Kannadigas
Similarly, you will find in
Karwar, Supa and Halival, the
Marathi-speaking pofpulation is 71 per
cent. as compared to 17.6 per cent. of
Kannada-speaking people.

If we take into account the num-
ber of schools also, we find out of
19,000 pupils, about 13,000 are Mara-
thi-school-going pupils, and oanly
about 4,000 are Kannada-speaking
students.

Similarly, in regard 16 »oulrol duties
also, we find there is an important
point to be noted. The Commission
have mentioned that in Belgaum, there
is trading in cotton and oilgeeds. But
if we analyse the income, we find that
out of Rs. 12 to 15 lakhs of octroi in.
come in Belgaum, only Rs. 150 are
accounted for by the octrui in cottom,
and about Rs, 14,000 are accounted for
by the duty on ocilseeds. These figures
will go to show that Belgaum or that
part{ of the Karnataka border, which
is now given to them, does not have
colton and oilseeds as Mg main crops.
Its main crop is paddy, and the Kon-
kan area of Vengurla and Savangadi
is supplied with paidy and rice when
it is in shortage of that commodity.

One hon. Member had mentioned
that in Bombay, there are about three

!
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[Shrimati Maydeo] )

lakhs of Karnataka peeple, and they
have all unitedly voted that Bombay
should remain out of Masaharashira.
Now, why did they do so? ‘There
must cvidently be some reason behind
what they did. When al] these five
taluks in Belgaum district and three
taluks in North Kanara district were
given over to Kamataka, the Kama.
takag very gladly joined handy with
the other party and voted that Bombay
should remain out of Mahrashtra,

There is one other point alv to be
noted in this connection. The Joint
Commitiee had requested that the
parties should come to some {erms
amongst themselves, but it was the
Kannadiga friends whg were not ready
for any sort of terms. Now, why
should this be so?

Shri Bogawat: Decrease in  their
favour,

Shrimati Maydeo: They had got
something. and they were happy with
. it. and they did not want to part with
.

Then, it was said by some hon.
Members that the population there
fr mostly Kannada-speaking, and
therefore there is no reason why
Belgaum should not be where it is.
But you will find from the report that
hundreds of meetings were convened
by the DMarathi-speaking people in
Belgaum distriet. and resolutions were
passed by them saving that these
tehsils should b joined to Llahurash-
tra.

Again, if we take ‘info account the
result of the elections in the village of
Galatga in Chikodi taluk, we shall find
that in the gram panchayat clections,
cent per cent. of the members who
have been elected are Marathi-speak-
ing: not a single Kannadiga member
could get elected in this village. What
does this show? If such injustice is
done to the Marathi-speaking popula-
tion, then it iz impossible to carry
on the administration there. This
village may be called a Karnataka
village, with Kannadigas, but all the
gram panchayat members in that vil-

lage will be Marathi-speaking. How
will they be able to administer that
village? Will it be in the interests of
the Karnatakas that this should be
s0? This shows clearly that if reason-
able terms are not followed, the
administration will be very difficult
1 am sure such questiong will be there
in other States also.

should be asked to take village as the
unit, and contiguity as the main
principle to be followed In arriving
at their findings. I have to touch on
another amendnfent of mine. It is to
clause 9, that the areas mentioned in
clause 8 should be added on to clause
9. In his speech yesterday in reply
to the general discussion, the Home
Minister has admitted that the Com-
mission had recommended that Vidar.
bha should be a separste independent
State for an indefinite period He
also admits in his specch that if
Vidarbha had remained out, Maha-
rashtra would have been somewhat
truncated. This is our main com-
plaint. The SRC admitted that re-
erganisation should be on language
basis. Here they have brought all
Kannada-speaking people together.
What have they done with regard to
Mahrathi-speaking people? Out of 3
crores and 50 lakhs of people, they
have only formed a small State of
Vidarbha consisting of 76 lakhs popu-~
lation. Then giving brotherly or
fatherly advice, they were telling us:
‘Look here. A completely Marathi
State has been formed. Why should
you grumble now'? Out of a popula-
tion of 3 crores and 50 lakhs, they
nave formed a State with a popula-
tion of only 76 lakhs, and now we
are told that we must be satisfied.
They say:‘Here you have an oppor-
tunity to show good administration
and all that. You are now 76 lakh
people together’. But what was the
result? It resulted in separatist ten-
dencies.  All the Vidarbha and Nag-
pur people wcre very Tfriendly
towurds the Maharashtra people, bat
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when they got their separate adminis-
trative wunit, they bggan to show
nmnﬂl;tendm

Aa Hon. Member: That is gone
now

Shrimati Maydoo; Similarly, these
Six lakhs of people were split up and
sent to Karnatak. So ]I would like to
say that all the Marathispeaking
people also should be brought toge-
ther.

1 do not understand why such a big
town like Bombay, which is so impor-
tant to Maharashtra—Bombay and
Maharashtra are interdependent on
each other; they will not be able to
<carry on without each other—should
not be given to Maharashtra. When
all this is clear, the High Command
are closing their eyes to all injustices
being done in Bombay State against
Maharashtrians and turning a deaf ear
to anything that is said by the Mara-
thi-speaking people. Some hypno-
tic effect has come over their courage
of conviction. I hope that this spell
will clear off very soon and we will
get justice.

The Home Minister also compared
1be position of Telangana ' with that
«f Bombay. But now Telangana is
united with Andhra. Therefore, the
same thing should be done in the case
of Bombay vis-a-vis Maharashtra. I
would only read one part of the Home
Minister's speech yesterday.

“What 1 feel is that Bombay
should be given over to Maha-
rashtra, and then the other com-
munity which has fear....”

There is fear on both sides. If
Bombay is left out of Maharashtra
for the next five years, the Marathi-
speaking people there will be reduced
in number, there will be tension ang
mistrust, and so many other things.
Similarly, the other community,
which is 18 per cent. in Bombay, the
Gujarati community, are also afraid
about how the administration will be
carried on if Bombay is given “over
10 Maharashtra. But the same para-
graph can be applied to the other
party also. The Home: Minister
said:

I think it will be the duty of
Centre to see that no foul play is
tolerated, and nothing is

1 want to tell my Gujarati friends
that this paragraph applies to them
also very well. Why should not the
High Command or our leaders request
the Gujaratis to come to a compro-
mise and allow Bombay its proper
place in Maharashtra? .

Shrimati Jayashri: - 1 aave moved
my amendments Nos. 2 (to clause 9)
and 444 and 445 to clause 10.

We are now dividing the various
States on the basis of language. So
it would be our duty to see that
those districts and talukas which are
on the borderlines of the various
States do not suffer. We have to see
that they are properly developed.
That is the main reason why I hav:
moved these amendments.

In the original Report, the recom-
mendation was for a bilingual State
so far as Bombay is concerned. Then
we thought that no injustice would be
done 1o those districts and taluks
if they were kept as they were.
But as we have changed our decisirn
and as we are going to divide the
Bombay State into three States,
Maharashtra, Gujarat and Bombay, it
would be necessary to take into con-
sideration the case of these few taluks
and districts. I refer in my amend-
ments w the Dangs district, the
Umergaon taluk in Thana and Nava-
pur taluk in West Khandesh. Jus
now the hon. lady Member had
emphasised her argument on the basis
of language In respect of division of
districts and taluks. 1 also stronly
put my case on the same ground. .
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Mr. Depuly-Spékker: 4t 15 good
both the sisters agree.” . _

§ri C C  Shak (Gohilwad
Sorath): Let them settle it between

Shrimatl Jayashrl: 1 will take the
1 feel that great in-
justice is done to the Bhilpeople.

Their cut-. s not properly brought
before this House.

Sir, I will only read a few lines
from the Bombay Assembly debates

“I do not wish to add salt to
the wounds; nor do I want ....”

This was spoken by another mem-
ber but he used the words of Shri
Kher. A question was asked ‘as to
what is the mother-tongue of the
Dangs and the reply given by Shri
Kher, who was then the Chief Min-
ister of the State, was ‘Dangi’.

We have got a great authority on
language, Sir George Grierson. In
1904, Sir George Grierson, an Indian
Civil Servant, made a meticulous
and scientific study of the languages
and dialects and has left his impres-
sions in the monumental 10 volumes
of The Linguistic Survey of India.
Sir George Grierson says that, ‘due
to long and close contacts with
Gujeratis the Bhil dialects came to
be influenced by it. Bhili is nearer
to Gujerati and Rajasthani than to
any other Indo-Aryan language.
Bhils and other inhabitants speak
mixed languages which are dialects
of Gujerati’ This is given in the
Imperial Gazetteer of India, Vol. L
page 369.

8hrl Dulekar (Jhansi Distt.—
South): Doyoumtam:i.lcolmy
in Gujerlt"‘

lhrl-aﬂ Jayashri: Everybody
wants it; not only Gujeratis. You

have got your big UP.

have nothing to say. ‘

with Surat district. Their village

of
pwpleofDanclbw gtok
in

Tribzs of Dangs form about 843 pér
cent. of the population—against a
Congress candidate who was Marathi-
speaking. That clearly proves' ‘that
the Dang people want Dangs to come
to Gujerat. Out of 18,000 voters
14,000 have sent representations that
it should be joined to Gujerat My
amendment also refers 10 two other
talukas, one Umergam taluk in Thana
district and another Navapur in West
Khandesh district.

With regard to Umergam, 1 can
say that even the MP.C.C. delega-
tion which was appointed to consider
these cases have agreed that Umer-
gam should be joined o Gujerat. In
1941, out of the total population, 52
per cent were Gujeratis. I am sorrvy
to say that the census was not pro-
perly taken. Here again, if you will
allow me, I would like to .read an-
other quotation from the Bombay
Legislatiove Assembly Debates. - Mr.
Amul M. Desai, who was not a Con-
gressman said this: If you wil]l per-
mit me, I would like 10 read from
the Debates.

Mr. Deputy-Speaker; Wilhin her
time she may do it -

Shrimati Jayashri: He said that there
is a great difference between the
number of the population given in
the 1931 census and the 1951 census.
Those who were formerly put ag Adi-
vasis were entirely taken as Mar-
athi-speaking. 'You can see that there
are a larger number of Gujeratd
schools and a greater number of the
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. Depuly-Speaker: 1 wanted (o
one thing. A point has been
i that the debate is not real
t was suggested that we might take
on the point whether a Bound-
Commission should be appointed
not. So far as 1 can see, there is

Eé"is
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can find out a better method as ta
how we can decide. The Home Min-
ister had announced that the Mem-
bers concerned might sit  together
and if they arrive at a decision that
would be very nice, though there is
a very remote passibility of arriving
at such a decision. I do realise that.
1 do not see, for the present there
is any other method by which we
can proceed and come to a decision.
‘Therefore, 1 propose to proceed in
the manner that we are doing for the
present.

Shri Altekar: My hon. friend,
Shri Raghubir Sahai, gave us a
voluntary counsel that we should
follow the advice of the late Loka-
manya, that Maharashtrians should
wait and be patient. We are, from
our childhood, inspired by the tea-
chings of the late Lokamanya and

“The late Lokamanya started a new
progressive political school for coun-
teracting such advice and for going
ahead. He insisted that when you
have got a right, you must ceasless-
1y it. I would like to bring
10 the notice of my hon. friend that
wre are i ing to that ad-

that he is an advocste and, there-
fore he knows that justice delayed
is justice defeated. Still

What will happen i
for five yesrs
like to urge that if we
got a just cause, if ve

by
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like to bring this [act to the
of my hon. friends. As a matter of

1 would like to bring to the notice
of my hon. friend, Shri Dabhi, that
just as Rameswaram, being an is-
land, is part and parcel of Madras
State, just as Chadd Bet being an
island in Kutch belongs to Gujerat.
Bombay, which is connected to the
hinterland of Maharashira, by land
route equally, bdlongs to Maharash-
tra. Then he said: “what if water be
flowing from Maharashtrg into Bom-
bay? That argument doeg not stand
at all. 1 would like to bring to his
notice that—because he gave the in=-
fance of Delhi and its water—the
Jamna flows by the side of Delhi.
But there is no river flowing by the
side of Bombay. The Tansa, Vaitama
and Tulsi supply water to Bombay
and they are far for away and water
is artificiallv brought from them to
Bombay from far off places in Maha-
rashtra. Natural water that is avail-
able to Bombay is only that of the
Arabian Sea, but that is of no use
to the people. We have no objection
to water from Maharashira going to
Bombay.

Bombay lies on the lap of Maha-
rashtra, and sucks its susienance
from - Maharashtra.  Therefore, it
should go to Maharashtra. Let Bom-
bay not deny the percentage of
Maharashtra. ® ;
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Mr. Deputy-Speakers The hoo.
Member, in the present cas:, necd
not look to the Arabian Sea.

Shri Alickar: We have no objection
to give water from Maharashtra.
Therefore, I would say that the
people of Maharashtra should not be
denied their claim to Bombuy.

My hon. friend, Shri Shah said
that while we were reorganizing the
States on linguistic basis, geography
should not come in. I wouid like

to point out to him that if there are -

enclaves of some other language in
a particular State, it would mean,
according to him, that those en-
claves should belong to the respec-
tive States although there is no con-
nection and contiguity. When ‘the
language argument does not help
them, they bring in geography, and
when geography does not serve their
purpose they resort to linguistic
argument.

Shri Dhulekar: Let Ahmedabad go
to Telangana.

Shri Altlekar: My friend, Shri
S. K. Patil stated that it was Shri
N. C. Kelkar who decided that Bom-
bay should be a separate Congress
Province. 1 would like to point out
to him that it was also Shri N. C.
Kelkar who decided that the four
Marathi districts of Nagpur should
have a separate Pradesh Congress
Committee, and the four Marathi
districts of Berar should have an-
other Pradesh Congress Committee.
With all that, it does not mean that
while we are reorganising States,
we should, on that analogy, have a
separate Marathi state of Berar and
another separate state of Marathi-
speaking beople of Nagpur. As a
matter of fact we have to consider
size, population and various re-
sources, when reorganising States.
We should take all these points into
consideration, and I have discussed
these points in my minute of dissent.
I do mot ,wish to_dilate upon them
now. e

Only ome point with respect o

Shri S. K. Patil's arguments 1 would
like to answer and that is why the
question of asceriaining the wishes
of the people of Bombay does not
arise on this occasion. 1 would like
to point out that the question of the
wishes of the people or plebiscite or
vote is relevant only under two
circumstances—one is when we are

linguistic basis, the question of border
areas also has to be tackled in.a
similar manner. Otherwise, it may
happen that a certain area in which
a certain section of people speaking a
particular language are ina majority
will be turned into a minority by
being put into another State. That
should not happen. If a few dis-
tricts of Karnatak had suffered in
the previous State of Bombay, then
a few portions of Maharashtra which
now lie in Karmatak may also equal-
ly suffer. The only test that is to

cumstances wc should make reorga-
nisation in such a way that the irkso-
meness will not in any way be en-
hanced but be reduced to the mini-
mum. From that point of view, we

should take up this question of re-

_ organisation and decide it in such a

rity by being put into another State.
Saome of the tests laid down by the
SR.C. like administrative " conven-
ience, etc,.should be subordinsted to
the question of the convenience: of
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the people, becausc peopic are not
for administration but administration
is for the people. Thercfore, this
question will have to be approach-
ed from this point of view.

It was suggested that the recpre-
sentatives of the different States sit
together and come to an agreement.
We on our part were discussing with
our Kamatak friends, and altogether
1 believe 1 zat at 19 mcetings and
had long . discussions. During the
discussions I gathered very valuable
information about geography, his-
tory, topography, etc. of Kamatak,
but beyond that we could not pro-
gress. We felt that there was some
difficulty, in the way of our Kasrratak
friends, and therefore we could not
come to a compromise. I do not
wish to assign blame to anyone. The
point is that left to ourselves it is
not possible in the delicate circum-
stances to come to any decision or
compromise, and the only course,
therefore, is that a Boundary Com-
mission with suitable terms of re-
ference should be appointed to de-
cide this question. No other method
will prove to be of any useful result.

When we have got that thing
before us, the only question that I
would like to dwell upon is that cer-
tain areas which we, as a matter of
fact, deserve to get in Maharashtra
should lge included in Maharashtra.
If 1 begin to dwell on the merits of
the case of these various areas, possi-
bly many of our friends will not be
in a position to find interest in to
follow and to appreciate them, but
there are really several such griev-
ances which will have to be looked
into. From that point of view I
would like to put the case before this
House in a brief manner.

Let us take the question of the
Kannara district—the three northern
talukas of Karwar, Halyal and Supa
Peta. They are one compact Mara-
thi-speaking area. They speak
Marathi or Konkani. Konkani is a

dialect of Marathi. Sir Vithal Chan-
davarkar had issued 3 memorandum,
long long before there was 8 comtro-
vwwetlﬂcmmxm-.
kani is a dialect of Marathi. He is

Oudhi and Wagheli of Purva Hindi
and Bhojpuri and Mathili of Bihari,
s0 Konkani is also shown as a dialect
of Marathi and it ig truly a dialect
of Marathi. This is in India 1956,
a Government of India publication.
There is also a resolution of the
Bombay Government to that effect
and 1 have quoted it in my minute
of dissent. I would like to point out
that these three taluks do form a
compact arca. They are big areas of
Marathi-speaking people and they
should be put in Maharashtra.

5 P.M.

My hon. friend, Shri Patil from
Karnataka said something about the
history of these areas. During the
British rule, they added on these
areas according to the circumstances
at that time. Thus Nipani division
of Chikodi taluk was added on to

on at the time when the last Sir-
lt!shkar, lieut. General of Peshwas
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[Shri Altekar])
Britishers had no Marathi-speaking
territory in their hands at that time
was no fault of the Nepani people.

There are several other points
which have been raised So far as
Nipani town is concerned, 67 per
cent. of its population s Marathi-
speaking and only sixteen per cent
is Kannada-speaking. Even in the
case of Belgaum along with Shaha-
pur, 53 per cent. are Marathi-speak-
jng und 25 per cent. Kannada-
spealiing. Under such circumstan-
ces, it will be found that, if this
area is taken together, it will form a
highly compact area and the popula-
tion of this- area comes to 6,25,000.
It will form a good district. To this
can be added the southern taluks of
Vengurla and Swantwadi of the
Ratnagiri district which are far away
from Ratnagiri. It will form a fine
Konkan Belgaum district. It is in
the fitness of things that these
border areas should go to Maharash-
tra; it is only just.

My Kamataka friends said that
~as a jail in Hindalga near Belgaum.
If there are some such difficulties,
we shall build for them a jail in
their own Karnataka portion. The
good people of Maharashtra should
not be dragged in the Mysore State
for the convenience of the culprits
in K;: rnataka.

Mr. Deputy-Speaker: The hon
Member should not give such pro-
mises at this moment.

Shri 8. §. More: He iz Zollowing
the practice of the Government
which gives promises but does not
fulfil them.

Sbri Alekar: I would, in this
vonnection, like to point out what
tJustice Mishra said about the head-
~uariery, in connection with Bel-
lary. When we are reorganising
States largely on linguistic basis,

* that the Dang

things will have to be taken in these
mnﬂu_eymmlmm

advantages. That is what
The Andhras complained that their
headquarters and Central Jail for the
whole of Rayalascema was
lary. There was the TB

and other Government buildings
also there. Therefore, they wan
Bellary to be retained in Andhra
But that was not accepted and it
was not given to Andhra. There are
only 32 per cent Kannada-speak-
ing people in Bellary and Karnatak
got that town because they formed 3
language i

£

zig

speaking people in Belgaum, should
it not go to Maharashtra? Other-
wise it will be sheer injustice. It is
like using one argument in one case
and another in other similar case. It
is just like a pleader who arguéd
two appeals beforc a court which
were of exactly the same nature but
being arraved on different sides. In
one case he argucs and gets a deci-
sion in his favour; but in another
he tries to argue on the same facts
differently on the opposite side. I
believe that no judge with a sense
of justice and equity will sllow such
things.

Mr. Deputy-Speaker: The hoa
Member’s time is up.

Shri Alekar: My hon. friends
from Vidarbhas and Marathwada have
spoken in connection with certain
Marathi parts of Madhya Pradesh 1
would not like to dwell on them gs 1
have no time now. My sister here
spoke about Dang. Dang means forest
in Jnaneshwari. And every one knows
District is a forest
area. There is one thing which 1
would like to mention in this con-
nection. The former Chief Minigter
of Bombay, Shri B. G. Kher and the
Present Chief Minister, Shri Morar-
ji Desai, both- went to that area and
held several meetings. One ad-
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dressed in Marsthi and the ether in
Gujarathi. They wanted to as-
certain which was under-
stood. Shri Morarji, most honestly
and impartially, stated that they un-
derstood Marathi and that it was a
Marathi ares and not a Gujarathy
one. So, if my sister wants a boun-
dary commission to sctitle such

We want a just solution. We want
the same principles to be applied
everywhere. The idea of a boundary
commission should be accepted to
decide these questions satisfactorily
and there would be no other suita-
able method to solve these disputcs.

ot WM : @ WENT 9T WA
wred & forg qw 9 auy fon §, o9%
frw & wmawt R 2 g ) e e
[ wran g, I $H A WY & WRA
@ WA § | # EaE ¥ a0
Al vod & wren g, foad qiw O
wgrag & farem few we § ) wd v
i fo® & dm ae® @ Ty
# faen feg wa § 1 foe o agi & @i
aeTwl & qiw @Y woew (TR
wHa) w wgraw § @miaw 78 fem
mr &, gwife gk & afswar sm
AT § | § T §—ATw
ATE & AT, G FEA, THAAR
AR T ATTAA WA, FAYL & W
R 1T g au g, o &
7 @A AW AR SOTRT WA
afraa wafed o S A= ¥
e oy faw 3 7 wwg I 7S
A AT T B W T Q@Y I
FARw § faer femrwar | S x@wEEa &
wfiw we fe § qan® g 7 firer
fed a, w=f I At o W aced
AP I TG RN SRy ST A E
fe Rzu ®1 W 7% § awiw w0
fe I wafe @Y WK wet & faaw
@ w gfawr €1 30 aww § o wren

fis 7y fagre avl O 9X B =
o o) 3w st & are oo mfY famrrar
e, farre) wrrAmaT 2% § 1 X0 e
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ot worw & g o fafew (Fazir)
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9 v e i & @
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% qrra § ¥E 9IVE 9N AT N
wTgE § | R AT o wgrag §
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wag 7 A fa® § srax
AT T o5, Y, GHT ATAS ¥ ¥, 3
AR gaT areTw W (8. 1 IEe (sfa-
WA ) AT A AT Y JrHEEr g )
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forel & ag wower forem gan & 1 & g
Fawan € son R 9 Y 5o YT A
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¥ 9% qg wigd € v ag W e
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it { wgr 1 T fag € R v
2§ 1 T ) Ay & gUR W e
TN gRE Wi & I ¥ wifgw
a1 g Ay fad & ¥ wer fear
# gt ywpw wew & fad ferwrae won
g g |
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v & wfeear & fad a3
am § 1 ofewar & & e
fere, Tqm @R TE e
wdfes viaws ta & fed w0 § ) ¥%
sraray X o wre wfea § foed wady
S W W apeenr § &, d®
= afvw wm wiwd Wi faR
a%w §, T oy § ST anTE § 7w
e wret & e vyts § W wEw
waTa ZTew (AT ) Sw A 39 A E
 svare & 1 g Farfree W & s
ot fr ¥ ATETQ WA T FH §
woqr 1 & @ wdfw v § feow
% qg ATTTQA WA YH TE w3
IW Tw 4% T W% & A § w1
RTE ®Y g e § & % & TG W
%3 1 Zreaw of@r | gl aT%
HETE WA Wigd § | AT FHE
& A AT ST & wT AR E |

it ag ¥ o A At faw
& § o A g § 1 SEA A WS
9T WS W § | W WY TS
n fefes  (Fwenaw) S@
qU § wTAT wTEd § av A AS A
AT v g v % wE W fed
¢ g1 g A for fw ) 2w
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aw) § wgH WUE A AW QA %
2 feed fed 79 € Sfew v fast Wik
g W o # faen fear ww g
W g R AWM 1 AR E
& wrgen § Foe g W IO AR §E WS
AT AW (TR € I W wgras
& forenn fiean o, S fe vz vk &
¥ W § watie % W Afe word €
e agt Gar @ gur fawd wgrosy
T AgA T WA GUT § ) T ATE A
Tt W JEy wew fewr ar @ g,
faa® faer wg GOT @ wEW G fw
famr feck vz g A § 1 gEQ TS

qg A | AW AW AT TR TTT
e v= feq wq € 1 fxomn & 3y =)
W X ST O T G W Wy g
i s e &
are g v oY & gk gefuw foy
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T ¥ 7z W il g Al S aar
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fE AR W gaTE A W1 § ey
wgrag & faen € & aga wwa
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faor & wen W WA AW T IE® W=
o fawTT ®31 | FTE X ATS § ¥
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*1 IE § | e g @ fag
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¥ wRRY SO woh Wi wod ann
Tt § 1 W STt v & wmR € e
a e wN =t w1 Agrog § af
frd gr W T A €1 W Wi
et oft At W o) ¥ TH 37 Ag-
T w1 v § wud wré wroer A
¢ WX ¥ % fay gfewr § 1| FRTR
e Wt w1 §1 Jud weTan A O
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At TW ALTALTT ATAT TET HT 74 |
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9T ag 3T feur & fawrr < w2 gwrdd
AT /T EY g FL |

A F AT W L WETE
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1§33 WEH § WL, ITHT WIAT W9
AT ¥ wifge

it wremTt - & g foere s

& w7 A ug WE TG fae
T oz & Aré Ty A ar X ow gy
@A T I ¥ | A W9 i frq <A
% & formn o wwen w1 o foran ST
AT W WRT WR § 1| R W
AT w3 YFE T & ot ag 51
¥ WY & ¥ 2 1 3y AR T=A
O Wl g A €
sufay § grow ¥ Wi fafaex age
¥ A w1 e aeTd A
T fear am mfs sa el ) &
foray wr &%

Shri 8. 5. More: Mr. Deputy-
Speaker, I have moved aniendments

5-21 p.m.
[MR. SrEAker in the Chair.]

That is our demand. Unless cogent
arguments are advanced, convincing
arguments are advanced, why Bombay
is being separated from Maharashtra,.
the agitated mind of Maharashtra will
not derive the necessary consolation.
I am reminded of a Judge whom I
met during my legal career. He used.
to write the main judgment and show:
it-to both sides, both the plaintiff and:
the defendant.

used to happen? In the body of the-
judgment, the arguments used to be
given for one party and the operative-
order or decree was for the other
party. As he had received something.
from both and as he was out to please
both if the party, against whom the-
orderwasmnde.wcntto him, the-
Judge used to say, I have given all
the reasons in your favour in the-
body of the judgment If
party asked, you have decreed,
what about the reasons, the Jwige-
used to say, whatever was due to you,.
I have given and passed the final
orderinyourhm, Thug he used
to appease both
pealthejudmentnaedtobe

Then, he used to say, what can I de-



speech of the
found that he has given all reasong in
favour of the claim aharashtra,

sense of prestige iz standing in the
way. If a sense of prestige stands in
the way, poor people like Maharash-
trians cannot help.

A five-year period has been men-
tioned as a necessary period. The
Prime Minister in his Bombay declara-
tion has stated,—! am quoting from
the extract which has been cir-
culated—

“] added, however, that subject
to the Central administration of
Bombay, it was our intention to
make some suitable arrangements
to associate representatives of
Bombay with this administration.”
What is the way of associating

representatives of Bombay with the
administration? The Bill is silent
about it. How is this to be executed?
Is the decision to be left to the execu-
tive Government or is the decision to
be left to the Congress organisation?
Because, it has been our experience
that the leaders of the Executive
Government functioning in their
capacity as leaders of the Cong-
ress, consult nobody else, but their
Congress lieutenants in the provinces
If that is the way of associat-
ing representatives, it means that
only Congress representatives
shall be consulted off and on
<arried en according to their advice.
It will be unfair to a large section

i
el
i
i’s
]
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control of the Centre because the pre-
sent provision in the Bill takes

Bombay to 1854.

Mr. Speaker: Leaving that alone,
what ig the legal position? That is
what 1 wanted to know.

Shri S. §. More: According to the
present Conititution if Bombay City
is made an A State, it will have a
full-fleged assembly. Then all the
items in List 2 of the Seventh Sche-
dule will be under its jurisdiction and
to that extent.........

Mr. Speaker: It is only a*cily con-
verted into a State. That is all.

Shri §, §. More: Yes.~ As far as
the Constitution is concerned, Lists 1
and 3 give a large measure of power
to the Centre and the only sphere
which is exclusively reserved for the
State Goveraments is under List 2.
To that extent it is a sovereign State
but even that sovereignly of a very
progressive people we are taking
away to appease somebody, My sub-
mission is that it is a retrograde step.
The least that I can demand is %o
make Pombay a Part A State with
an assembly elected by the adult
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population of the ares, and Jet all
thess matters remain with them,
Then, even if it is nol 'found feasi-
ble for the preent, I would urge
amendment 48. Let Bombay City be
under the Centie for a period of two
years from the appointed day. My
amendment says:

“After the termiination of the
- period of two years, as provided
above, the State of Bombay shall
sutomatically " merge with and
form part of the State of Maha-
rashtra.” .

Give them a period of two years
The Government, the.high leaders of
the Congress Party, should go about
and move .among the Maharashtrians
and the Gujeratis and try to assuage
the estranged feelings and remove the
bitterncss. In this period of two
years they should create a healthy
climute in the country so that Bombay
can automali:ally go to Maharashtra
without causing any diwontent any-
where, without causing any bitterness
anywhere, without giving any ground
for untoward incidents as it has been
unfortunately the case at present.

This is a very reasonable demand.
Government spokesmen in the lobby
and out:ide this House at different
places have been telling us: *“Well,
fve year<' noriod iz not the minimum.
We shall do something about this
within five years. It mayv mean six
months, one year or two vears, Pro-
vided feelings are restored to nor-
malcy, to their peaceful character,
we are prepared to concede the claim
of Maharashtra and give Bombay to
them.” Why not incorporate that
which you are promising every-one
into a legislative garb and introduce
it as a sub-section in this so that all
minds which are agitated and which
do not show any signs of reverting
back to normalcy, may have sonw
concrete hope so that they can say:
“Let us <top all agitation now. We
shall get Bombay within two years.”
I cant assure my hon. friends here that
every Maharashtrian .who is responsi-
bie, who knows the importance of
the unity of this country, who is pre-

Shri S. S. More: Yes. 1 hope you
will permit me. ...

Mr. Speaker: I would appeal to hon.
Members to come forward at this
stage with their arguments and sug-
gestiong as to why they are moving
their amendments.

Shri S. S. More: 1 have tabled
amendment :.

Mr. Speaker: The hon. Member has
said thut already. So far as general
injustice is concerned, it has been
repeatedly referred to by several hon
Members,

Shri S. S, More: I am not elaborat-
ing that point. But I have tabled my
amendment, and I feel over this
matter. 1 hope you will permit me
10 express my feelings. I do not want
to add to the present volume of bitter-
nex. But let me be allowed to ex-
pres; myself as freely as is pessible
under the rules of procedure.

Mr. Speaker: 1 thought the hon,
Member had referred to all his
amendments. Hag he got any new
amendment?
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Shri 8. 8, More: ] have spoken only
20 commend one er twowof my amend-
ments. | do know the fate of . the
amendments, but hope is eternal,

My, Speaker: 1 would not alter the
dute of the amendmentg at all. Ot
«course, it is left for the House to
«decide. So, far as I am concerned. ...

Shri 8. 8. More: I am trying to
Persuade the House 1o accept that
amendment, at least as far as that
part ig concerned. I am sure you will
sallow me the utmost freedom to do s0.
The Stateg Reorganisation Commis-
:sion, while making their recom-
mendations, were very generous, I
-‘would say, more generous than even
Karna as painted in the Mahabharata.
But Karna was generous at his own
-cost, while the States Reorganisation
«Commission tried to be generous at
the cost of Maharashtra. Some big
wmoneyed elements are entertaining ap-
;prehensions, and therefore, they said
that there should be a separate Bom-
bey State. Then, the Kannada people
-were laying some claim to Maharash-
rian territory. Without going into the
data, the Commission gifted away
some inseparable part of Maharashtra,
1limb by limb, to the Kannadigas, A
Kannadiga friend who was talking to
.me this afternoon said. ‘Mr. More, do
:you know......"

Mr. Speaker: I have to cadl other
'hon, Members also. 1 have no quarrel
“with the hon. Member going on. But
“the hon. Member had an opportunity
o take part in the general discussion.
Now, he has moved his amendments,
:and he has spoken for some time. 1
have zllowed him freely to speak to
‘the House what his amendments
-are intended to be for. The hon.
‘Member may try to give some oppor-
tunities to the other Members also,
‘who have not spoken so far in the
:general discussion, So far as Bombay
ds concerned, these are all general
aarguments, and they have been ad-
wanced already.

Shri §. S. More: I do abide by your
pleasure. ...

Mr, Speakor: It is only for want of
time that I am .saying this. ] have
to regulate the debate here.

ties and handicaps. It really pains
me, 1 shall abide by the time-limit,
But 1 hope that you will permit me
to say whatever 1 want to say to plead
the cause of Maharashtra, and wha
ever points 1 want to urge for  the
consideration of the House, .~

Mr, Speaker: 1 am afraid 1 have
been misunderstood. What 1 wanted
to say was that in the course of the
general consideration, the gquestion of
the viability of the Maharashtra State,
the advantages of including the
Bombay city in that State, the argu-
ments for and against it, the question
of comtiguity, historical and geogra-
phical considerations ete, have all been
touched already. Now, we are con-
cerned with the diuuuion of the
amendments. Enough has been said
already as to why Bombay city should
bemcludedmthelhharuhmm

and so on.

v

But I have got to call some more
hon. Members. There are boundaries
in other parts of the country also. 1
have got on my list today about 20
fo 25 names. 1 do not know how
many more names Wwil] be pouring in
tomorrow. It is only in view of this,
that 1 wanted the hon, Member to be
brief. 1 have already allowed fifteen
minutes to the hon, Member. I shall
give him a little more time, if he has
got any particular new point to urge;
I have no objection to that.

Shﬁ&s.him:Onoeusimuwhen
we feel very emotionally and pain-
fully on certain points, repetition has

Mr, Speaker: 1 shall give the hon
Member five more minutes: ..

Shri §. 8§, More: This is a rare
occasion. I nlwn‘yq_ fal 'in line with
you.



a population of more than five lakhs
of Marathis has been given to the
Kannadigas, They are my best
Iriends, Jet them ha all the

But let that be a fair exchange. Now,
Bellary has been given by the S.R.C.
to Andhra, which hag the proud privi-
lege of returning you here. But by
way of giving compensation to
Karnatak they took away a slice of
. Maharashtra and gave it to Karnatak,
Maharashtra is the sweet cake from
which slices have to be distributed to
erying children. So a slice has been
taken away from Maharashtra to
serve ag compensation for Bellary,
which was to part company with
Mysore in favour of Andhra. Now,
what has happened? Government
have kept Bellary with Mysore, and
the compensation which was to be
given to Mysore for the loss of
Bellary also remains with them.

Mr. Speaker: Has the hon, Member
tabled an amendment

Shri S, S. More: Yes. 1 have no
right to say that Bellary should be
given to Andhra. As far as Maha-
rashtra is concerned, | have tabled an
amendment. As regards whether
Bellary should be given to Andhra or
not, I know there are more powerful
~uices and more competent voices to
<+ay that.

‘Mr. Speaker: I am only asking about
$lelgaum,

Shri S. S. More: 1 am not speaking
without amendment. My submission
is that we are there retaining the part
which was to be given away, and also
the compensation which was to be
given for parting with that portion.
My Kannada friends are very fortu-
aate to that extent, I do envy their

remedy.
not to be influenced unduly by this
party or that party which can go into
the merits without any personal parti-
san spirit will be the best assurance
of justicee. What is needed in this
country is a sense that this Govern-
ment is out to do justice fairly and
squarely to everybody irrespective of
any other consideration. If such an
assurance is there, it will belp us to
implement the Five Year Plan. It

the Community projects. But if they
remain smarting under this grievance,
that ‘because I am poor, I have no
strong voice in the Government, and
I am likely to suffer’, they will remain
there sulking, In that state, the eco-
nomic progress of this country, not
of Maharashtra or Gujerat, but of the
whole country, will come to an end.
If there is a single weak link, if there
is a single discontented section of the
population in this country, then what-
ever we may do will mnot function
smoothly,

The Home Minister was pleased to
say vesterday that when an engine is
off the rails something goes wrong
with it. I believe thal a discontented
section of the people who have been
martially trained to fight for their
rights, if they go off the rails, not
only will *kejr own progress be
stopped but the progress of those
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{Shri 8 8 More]

engines which are tyryifig to rin on
the rails will also be stopped. That
is what 1 have to say.

‘Shri Raghsnath Singh (Banaras
Distt.-Central)—rose.—

. Mr, Speaker: What has Banarr; got
to do with this?

The Minister of Trade (Shri
Karmarkar): It is the holy city.

An Hon. Member: Let it be Central-
ly administered.
Shri A, M, Thomas: It is just to
purify the atmosphere,

oY vome fay : agi & aad W
A §, IS A T agi 97 A -
foarz gwr § Sw wgraE W A,
AT & @ 9T A daw o@ fag wA
¥ wifery A §, f& @ @y 3T
ama @ & 1 & o fag w7 & fag sor
g g 5 o o1 wew e g
ar &g 7 g g &, af | fggmm
¥ & 1w d ¥ folt o A E,
s A RREW ET§ 1 w7 W
ifer any far M (i dwadi
TMAT) %1 TN A7 ATIET ST wAW fE
e fafomm &1 wron (ww) fggmm
Toam §fmd & & vo s @ &
w1 fad weart ¥ graaT o A g,
wqly 1 ¥WE (WEw) @ e
(frain) srmt o gt § SR 3o
s fad et *F greae T Iare
QT wFT FT FRIT § | T WATAT 7@ A
#F ot ®AT AT gRAA (TAal) w
VYT (9R) ¥ I ver v
foredl ¥ e 3¢ W T fas il &
are Tt war §, wafy 3y s 3@
v w1 91 fe g ¥ ez § fag
o g, O g & e g
TN AT )
Shri A. M. Thomas: We are not now
on the division of assets and liabili-
ties.

oft g Fog : 1y sfov i
o v & fgeer o7 ag vk o) -
¥ grn § Wi wrw f 9 Yo sfewn
W it g § ag Nt b B @
g & g € o weTT afe e A
ot wrewt qon waw fs aak a1 wnew
i fggrm & § 1

A AT e (wTaeT)
o1 ¢ wiv & sifaq | TenSew ¥ ar
wnret fegem o1 g §, ¥y 12
WIT T Rt & 1 X9 & VY s
v v ot § gt §, el 5w
ATHTA ¥ 2o TTHZ $4w wut § wyrr
t 1590 (Fmges) S afk o &
AT wIwT qar we fr Le v S waar
AT $RTT § e R § 1
Mr. Speaker: The general mile is
that the amendment should first be
placed before the House so that the
arguments may be followed by the
House ag a whole. Hon. Member may
give a substance of the amendments
so that. we may follow. 1 am not able

to follow how this is relevant to this
discussion.

Shri Raghunath Singh: My amend-
ment is that Bombay city should be
made an A class State,

Mr, Speaker: In terms of the dis-
cussion we had so far, Bombay is a
City State.

@ fag g e @afs
e @ farh wrmsst ge & sl &
L5 TUT T wai| Yo I wreoh
Faw wowt 19 T EH e § 1 A=
v AWt wT § W I e FOT
¥ WTEAl gRiY §, TN A e WO
o fas vt & grn § vt awan
Yo wfawa www vt & § ¢ umeh
gt § 1
Shri R. D. Misra: 1 want to ask ooe
question. He hag referred to the
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Centre’s income. g allthis income to

be transferred to the“A class State?
ot .
at wrw fag : I will say
o & g wgr g a1 fiv gw s
%1 Yo g Suaw vk ¥ dow Wgw
(¥ vvew) F wrn & 1 x@ AR
& wen wigm § fe wmat a0 §,
¥ “¢” YA T a9 9g §1 WA
W Y s &2 T wm o s
N W fafreoy (waww) @
fasdardt ¥z & ST ) | 7 qg 3 wgAr
wigw § & wwiT, dam, g,
oy w2w WX IO W2W § WY 9w &
¢ 3 dv e (qfr & fegy) 44 &
Rk fror @i ek wg
=g R

W AR § 7§ ¥ wgaw § fo
Tt ¥ WA R ATEES ¥ § 6
g W oW WO § @ g @
wifgd 1| Tt 9T $EAw AP H
& % @ afed gu R ¥ W A
TR & 1 7T AT AN G o fo FwTHT
@AY § )W AR W ar A @ A
wfaf|ge (W7 o) § @
T wifgd g oY ¥ ‘v wow e €9
w3 wwd d o wafy g, S
W1 Wi ¥ fa=r fear s sfgg)

g A ATEa W WTew F
wfwsiew o gy urey feg & | 3 =1
& f sifasiva & garg ¥ a2 W S
o+ fom o § W I @Ak F
gog A a1 7k § 1 I faa qr e
qfea sagE™ AgE W wE w9 H
o e w1 sRg (Waer) @
X AT Wifgq & 1 & A A frarn
R g e ety F aw g_w A
W W IR fear ar ot @ daen
dﬁmiw{iﬁmwﬂtw%m
fafrex (swrr shft) m@ram
385 LSD
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sy W ifevw (vova) B @
R § ey (ot i oY sifeee (swgT)
fraw (wwfire) wuft § o8 el §
o1 wrew fafr ¥ fag ag wewrs wff
a1 fs ag dfiz ¥ wfevu @ 1w
fwsn & smew- fafweee fo $faie &
Q¥ 12ty ¥ w7 fenda s wd
& &Y W e wmgeTr age & Wik
Fwre o fear oY cud SRR R oY
T WA & xad O wfa
A g o

Shri R. D, Misra: Before anybody

else begins, may I say this? You, Sir,
had promised to give me some time

.10 speak on my amendments.

Mr, Speaker: The hon. m
spoke Yyesterday.

Shri R, D. Misra: I think I should be
given time today or tomorrow so that
1 may speak on the amendments that
1 have tabled.

Shri M, D. Joshi: 1 want to know
whether I shall get some time to speak
tomorrow.

Mr. Speaker: I am not speaking my-
self. I am giving the opportunity to
all Members here on all sides. I have

and which have been indicated in the
Bulletin. Those amendments will also
be treated as having been moved. All
hon. Members who may have tabled
amendments may not have chances to-
morrow or for that matter even if we
sit for four or five days mere. I am
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I submit, Sir, that it was
absolutely dictatorial on the part of
any government to run over the heads
of the Tamil Nad population in that
area.

Then, the Travancore-Cochin Gov-
ernment has not got a single scheme
in this area to develop it On the
other hand there had been recommen-
dations at varjous stages to show that
the Travancore-Cochin Government
never cared to develop this area, It
will be seen from the 3rd Volume of
the Travancore-State Manual publi-
shed in 1940—page 423—that:

“The only other tract of country
in Travancore where artificial irri-
gation exists to" any extent is the
Shengottah Taluk, where the area
irrigated iz nearly 8500 . acres,
lying in ‘patches interspersed with
British territory. A scheme for
the impovement of irrigation in
Shencottah at ah estimated cost of
Rs. 3,390,300 . was “sanctioned in
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ought to go to Shenkottah and the deci-
sion of the State Government, or of
any government on this matter, was
absolutely based upon wrong infprma-
tion or it was rather ill-infarmed of
the actual position,. My admendment
No. 188 has, therefore, to be accepted.
I believe that the Central Government

and Peermede in the Madras State -
Various reasongs have been advanced



At least in one State let your principles

areas are necessary for the economic
development of Kerala State. As re-
gards Shenkottah, more than half of

people of Shenkottah and developing
the resources of Shenkottah. Still
these schemes were not executed. But
the remaining part of Shenkottah
would not have the benefit of those
schemes as most of this taluk has been
given away for Kerala. I do not see
any reason why Devikulam, Peermede
and the whole of Shenkottah should
not be given to Madras State,

6 r.a.

My next amendient is No, 191. It
relates to the constitution of the four
talukg mentioned in the amendment
into a separate district. I should lke
to refer here to Ajmer, Coorg and
other areas which have been constitut-
ed. into separate districts in the reorga-
nisation scheme. 1 umderstand that
Ajmer has a population of 6.,93.000.
Coorg has a population of 2,29,000. The
Nilgiris District of the Madras State
has 3,11,000 as its population. But the
Jopulation of these four taluks that
have been transferred to Madras State
is as much as 826,000, It is a com-
pact area and is an administrative
unit, and yet, the Joint Committee did
not deem it wise to constitute these
taluks in*o a separate district. In
clause 15, there is a discretion given

Shri Nesameny: It is a judicial
district. It ‘has g district court with
a district judge and two additional
district judges and six munsifis’
courts. There is also a sub-divisional

cutive division for public works. The
whole set-up_is there, to make it into
a district.

Mr. Speaker: What is the average
population of a district in Travancore-
Cochin?

Shri Nesamony: It ranges from tem
lakhs to 15 or 18 lakhs,

Shri A. M. Thomas: More than 20
lakhs. There are only four - districts
now in Travancore<Cochin,” making a
population of 92,81,000 in all

Mr. Speaker: 5 not Nagercoil
district? .

Shri Nesamony: Nagercoll  along
with the southernmost parts, constl-
tutes half of Trivandrum district
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From the point of view of popula- I commend my amendments to e
tion, the four taluks in the southern- scceptance of the- House.

most part of the existing State of 6.0 P38

Travencore-Cochin should be consti-

tuted into a separate district off The Lok Sabha then adfowrned till
Madras It i3 only 4air that, they Eleven .of; thes Clock on Thursaay, the
should be constituted into a district 2nd August, 1956





