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JOINT SITTING OF HOUSES OF PARLIAMENT

ALPHABFTICAL LIST OF MEMBERS

A

Abdul Latif, Shri (Bijnor).
Abdul Rahim, Shri (Madras).

Abdul Rashid, Bakhshi (Jammu and
Kashmir),

Abdul Salam, Shri (Tiruchirapalli).

Abdur Rahman, Maulana (Jammu and
Kashmir).

Abha Maity, Kumari (West Bengal)
Abid Ali, Shri (The Deputy Minister
of Labour).
Achal Singh, Seth (Agra),
Achar, Shri (Mangalore),
Achint Ram, Lala (Patiala).
Agadi, Shri (Koppal).
Agarwal, Shri J. P. (Uttar Pradesh)
Agarwal, Shri Manakbhai (Mandsaur)
Agarwal, Shri R, G. (Bihar).
* Ahmad, Shri Ansaruddin (West Ben-
gal;
Ahmad, Dr. Z. A. (Uttar Pradesh)
Ahmad Husain, Kazi (Bihar)
Ahmad Ali, Mirza (Delhi)
Akhtar Husain, Shri (Uttar Pradesh)

Ajit Singh, Shri (Bhatinda—Reserv-
ed—Sch. Castes).

Ali, Shri Mohammad (Madhya Pra-
desh) .

Alva, Shi Joachim (Kanara).

Alva, Shrimati (The Deputy Minister
of Home Affairs).

Ambalam, Shri Subbiah (Ramanatha-

puram),
Amjad Al Shri (Dhubri).
Amrit Kaur, Rajkumari (Punjab).
Anand Chand, Shri (Himachal Pra-
v desh).
Arey, Dr. M. S. (Nagpur).

Anis Kidwai, Shrimati (Uttar Pra-
. desh).

536 (Aii) LS—1.

Anjanappa, Shri (Nellore—Reserved—
Sch, Castes),

Annapurna Devi Thimmareddy, Shri-
mati (Mysore).

Ansari, Shri Faridul Haq (Ufttar
Pradesh).

Anthony, Shri Frank
Anglo-Indians).

Anwar, Shri N. M. (Madras).

Arora, Shri Arjan (Uttar Pradesh).

Arumugam, Shri R, S. (Sriviliputhur
—Reserved—Sch, Castes).

Arumugham, Shri S. R. (Namakkal—
Reserved—5Sch, Castes).

Ashanna, Shri (Adilabad).

Assar, Shri (Ratnagiri).

Asthana, Shri Lila Dhar (Unnao).

Atchamamba, Dr. (Vijayavada).

Awasthi, Shri Jagdish (Bilhaur).

Ayyakannu, Shri (Nagapattinam—
served—Sch. Castes).
Ayyangar, Shri M, A, (Chittoor).

(Nominated—

Babunath Singh, Shri
served—Sch. Castes).

Badan Singh, Ch. (Bisauli).

Bahadur Singh, Shri (Ludhiana—Re-
served—Sch, Castes).

Bajaj, Shri Kamalnayan (Wardha).
Bakliwal, Shri (Durg).

Balakrishnan, Shri
servoed—=Sch, Castes),

Baldev Singh, Sardar (Hoshiarpur).

Balmiki, Shri  (Bulandshahr—Re-
served—>Sch. Castes).

Banerjee, Shri Pramathanath
tai).

Banerjee, Shri S. M. (Kanpur).

( Sarguja—Re-

(Dindigul—Re-

(Con-



Banerjee, Snri Tara Shankar. (Nomi-
nated.)

Banerji, Shri P. B. (Lucknow),

Banerji, Dr. R (Bankura).

Bangshi Thakur, Shri (Tripura—Re-
served—Sch, Tribes),

Bansi Lal, Shri (Punjab)

Barlingay, Dr. W, S. (Maharashtra)

Barman, Shri (Cooch-Behar—Re-
served—Sch. Castes),

Barooah, Shri Lila Dhar (Assam).

Barrow, Shri (Nominated—Anglo-
Indians).

Barua, Shri Hem (Gauhati).

Barupa) Shri P, L. (Bikaner—Reserv-
ed—Sch, Castes),

Basappa, Shri (Tiptur).

Basavapunnaiah, Shri M., (Andhra
Pradesh)

Basu, Shri Santosh Kumar (West
Bengal)

Basumatari, Shri (Goalpara—Re-
served—Sch, Tribes).

Beck, Shri Ignace (Lohardaga—Re-
served—Sch, Tribes).

Bedavati Buragohain, Shrimati
(Assam).

Bhadauria, Shri Arjun Singh (Eta-

wah).
Bhagat, Shri B. R. (The Deputy Mi-
nister of Finance).
Bhagavati, Shri (Darrang),
Bhakt Darshan, Shri (Garhwal).
Bhanja Deo, Shri (Keonjhar).
Bharathi, Shrimati K, (Kerala)
Bhargava, Pandit M. B. (Ajmer).

Bhargava, Pandit Thakur Das (His-
sar).

Bhargava, Shri B. N. (Uttar Pradesh).
Bhargava, Shri M. P. (Uttar Pradesh).

Bharucha, Shri Naushir (East Khan-
desh),

Bhatkar, Shri (Akola—Reserved—
—Sch. Castes).

Bhattacharya, Shri C. K. (West Dinaj-
pur),

Bhawani Prasad, Shri
served Sch, Castes),

Bhogji Bhai, Shri (Banswara—Re-
served—Sch. Tribes).

Bholi Sardar, Shri
served—Sch, Castes).

Bidari, Shri (Bijapur—South).

Birbal Singh, Shri (Jaunpur),

Birendra Bahadur Singhji, Shii (Rai-
pur).

Bisht, Shri J. S. (Uttar Pradesh)

Bist, Shri J, B. 5. (Almora).

Biswas, Shri Bholanath (Katihar:

Borooah, Shri P. C. (Sibsagar).

Bose, Dr. A, N. (West Bengal)

Brahm Prakash, Ch. (Delhi Sadar).

Braj Raj Singh, Shri (Firozabad).

Brajeshwar Prasad, Sari (Gaya).

Brij Narayan “Brijesh”. Pandit (Shiv-
puri).

(Sitapur-Re-

(Saharsa—Re-

C

Chakradhar, Shri A. (Andhra Pra-
desh.

Chakravartty, Shrimati Renu (Basir-
hat).

Chaman Lall, Diwan (Punjab).

Chanda, Shri Anil K. (The Deputy
Minister of Works, Housing and
Supply).

Chandak, Shri (Chhindwara).

Chandra Shankar Shri (Broach).

Chandramani Kalo, Shri (Sundargarh
—Reserved—=Sch. Tribes).

Chandravati Lakhanpal,
(Uttar Pradesh).

Chatterji, Shri J. C. (Uttar Pradesh),
Chaturvedi, Shri (Etah).
Chaturvedi, Shri B. D. (Madhya Pra-

Shrimati

desh) .

Chaudhuri, Shri  Tridib Kumar
(Berhampore),

Chauhan, Shrj Nawab Singh (Uttar

Pradesh),
Chavan, Shri D. R. (Karad).



Chavda, Shri (B inuskantha).

Chavda, Shri K. S, (Gujarat)

Chettiar, Shri Ramanathan (Puduko-
ttai).

Chettiar, Shri T. S. Avinashilingam
(Madras).

Chinai, Shri Babubh-i (Maharashtra)

Choudhry, Shri C. L. (Hajipur—Re-
served—>Sch. Castes).

Choudhury, Shri S C. (Dumka).

Chuni Lal, Shri (Ambala—Reserved—
Sch, Castes).

Daljit Singh, Shri
ed—Sch. Castes).

Damani, Shri (Jalore).

Damar, Shri Amar Singh
—Reserved—Sch. Tribes).

Dange, Shri 5. A. (Bombay City—
Central)

Das, Shri Bishwanath (Orissa)

Das, Shri K. K. (Birbhum—Reserved
—Sch. Castes).

Das, Shri N. K. (Orissa).

Das, Dr. M. M. (The Deputy Minister
of Scientific Research ang Cultural
Affairs). ’

Das, Shri N. T. (Monghyr—Reserved
—Sch. Castes).

Das Gupta, Shri B. (Purulia).
Dasappa, Shri (Bangalore).
Dasaratha Deb, Shri (Tripura),

Datar, Shri (The Minister of State in
the Ministry of Home Affairs).

Daulta, Shri P. S. (Jhajjar).

Dave, Shri Rohit M. (Gujarat).

Deb, Shri N. M. (Midnapur).

Deb, Shri P. G. (Angul),

Deb, Shri S. C. (Assam)

Deo, Shri P. K. (Kalahandi).
Deogirikar, Shri T. R. (Maharashtra).

Deokinandan Narayan, Shri (Maha-
rashtra).

Desai, Shri D. B. (Maharashtra).
Desai, Shri Janardhan Rao (Mysore).

(Kangra—Reserv-

(Jhabua—

i

Desai, Shri Khandubhai K. (Gujarat)

Desai, Shri Morarji (The Minister of
Finance).

Desai, Shri Suresh J. (Gujarat).

Deshmukh, Shri K. G. (Ramtek).

Deshmukh, Dr. P. S. (The Minister of
Agricultare).

Deshmukh, Shri R. M, (Maharashtra)

Dey, Shri S. K. (The Minister of Com-
munity Development and Co-epera-
tion). L

Dhanagar, Shri (Mainpuri),

Dharam Prakash, Dr. (Uttar Pradesh).

Dharmalingam, Shri (Thiruvannama-
lai).

Dige, Shri (Kolhapur—Reserved—Sch.
Castes).

Dikshit, Shri Umashankar (Uttar Pra-
desh)

Dindod, Shri (Dohad—Reserved—Sch.
Tribes).

Dinesh Singh, Shri (Banda).

Dora, Shri D, S. (Parvathipuram)

Doogar, Shri R. S. (West Bengal).

Drohar, Shri (Hardoi—Reserved—Sch.
Castes).

Dube, Shri Mulchand (Farrukhabad).

Dublish, Shri (Sardhana).

Dutt, Shri Krishan (Jammu & Kash-
mir). .

Dwibedy, Shri Bairagj (Orissa).

Dwivedi, Shri M. L. (Mamirpur).

Dwivedy, Shri (Ken-
drapara).

Surendranath

Eacharan, Shri V. (Palghat).

Elayaperumal, Shri (Chidambaram—
Reserved—Sch, Castes).

Elias, Shri Muhammed (Howrah).

Ering, Shri D, (North-East Frontier
Tract)

G

Gaikwad, Shri Fatesinhrao (The Par-
liamentary Secretary to the Minis-
ter of Defence).



Gaikwad, Shri B. K. (Nasik).

Ganapathy, Shri (Tiruchendur).

Gandhi, Shri M. M. (Panchmahals).

Ganga Devi Shrimati (Unnao—Re-
served—Sch. Castes).

Ganpati Ram, Shri (Jaunpur—Reserv-

ed—Sch. Castes).

Gautam, Shri C. D, (Balaghat).

Ghodasar, Shri Fatehsinh (Kaira).

Ghosal, Shri Aurobindo (Uluberia)

Ghose, Shri Bimal (Barrackpore).

Ghose, Shri Subiman (Burdwan).

Ghose, Shri Surendra Mohan (West
Bengal) .

Ghosh, Shri Atulya (Asansol).

Ghosh, Shri M. K. (Jamshedpur).

Ghose, Shri N. R. (Cooch-Behar).

Ghosh, Shri Sudhir (West Bengal).

Gilbert, Shri A. C. (Uttar Pradesh).

Godsora, Shri S. C. (Singhbhum—Re-
served—>Sch. Tribes).

Gohokar, Dr, (Yeotmal).

Gopalakrishnan, Shri R. (Madras).

Gopalan, Shri A. K (Kasergod).

Goray, Shri (Poona).

Gounder, Shri Doraiswami (Tiruppat-
tur).

Gounder, Shri K. Periaswami (Karur).

Gounder, Shri Shanmuga (Tindi-
vanam) .

Gour, Dr. R. B. (Andhra Pradesh).

Govind Das, Dr. (Jabalpur).

Guha, Shri A, C. (Barasat).

Gupta, Shri Bhupesh (West Bengal).

Gupta, Shri C, L. (Hardoi).

Gupta, Shri Indrajit (Calcutta—South
West).

Gupta, Shri
nated)

Gupta, Shri Ram Krishan (Mahendra-
garh).

Gupta, Shri Ramgopal
desh).

Gupta, Shri Sadhan (Calcutta—East).

Gurudev, Shri (Madhya Pradesh).

Gurupada Swamy, Shri M, S. (My-
sore)

Maithilisharan. (Nomi-

(Uttar Pra-

H
Hagjer, Shri J. B. (Assam).

Hajarmavis, Shri (The Deputy Minis-
ter of Law),

Halder, Shri (Diamond Harbour—Re-
served—Sch. Castes).

Hansda, Shri Subodh (Midnapur—Re-
served—Sch, Tribes).

Hardiker, Dr. N. S. (Mysore)

Harvani, Shri Ansar (Fatehpur).

Hathi, Shri (The Deputy Minister of
Irrigation and Power).

Hazarika, Shri J. N. (The Parliamen-

Heda, Shri (Nizamabad).
Hem Raj, Shri (Kangra).
Himatsingka Shri P. D. (West Ben-

gal).
Hukam Singh, Sardar (Bhatinda).

Hynniewta, Shri (Autonomous Dis-
tricts—Reserved—Sch, Tribes).

¥
Igbal Singh, Sardar (Ferozepur).
Iyer, Shri Easwara (Trivandrum)}.

Iyer, Shri N. Ramakrishna,
(Madras)

J

Jadhav, Shri Yadav Narayan (Male-
gaon).

Jagjivan Ram, Shri (The Minister of
Rallways).

Jahanara Jaipal
(Bihar).

Jain, Shri A, P. (Saharanpur).

Jain, Shri M C. (Kaithal).

Jaipal Singh, Shri (Ranchi West—Re-
served—Sch. Tribes),

Jairamdas Daulatram, Shri (Nominat-
ed).

Jangde, Shri (Bilaspur).

Jedhe, Shri G. K. (Baramati).

Jena, Shri K, C. (Balasore—Reserved
—Sch. Castes).

Singh, Shrimati



Jhunjhunwala, Shri (Bhagalpur).
Jinachandran, Shri (Tellichery).
Jogendra Sen, Shri (Mandi).
Jogendra Singh, Sardar (Bahraich).
John, Shri M. (Bihar).

Joshi, Shri A. C. (The Parliamentary
Secretary to the Minister of Infor-
mation and Broadcasting).

Joshi, Shri J. M. (Gujarat).

Joshi, Shri Liladhar (Shajapur).

Joshi, Shrimati Subhadra (Ambala).

Jugal Kishore, Shri (Punjab)

Jyotishi, Pandit J, P. (Sagar).

Kabir, Shri Humayun (The Minister
of Scientific Research ang Cultural
Affairs).

Kalelkar, Kakasaheb (Nominated)

Kalika Singh, Shri (Azamgarh).

Kamal Singh, Shri (Buxar).

Kamble, Shri B. C, (Kopargaon).

Kamble, Dr (Nanded—Reserved—Sch.
Castes).

Kanakasabai, Shri (Chidambaram).

Kanungo, Shri (The Minister of Com-
merce).

Kapoor, Shri Jaspat Roy (Uttar Pra-
desh)

Kar, Shri Prabhat (Hooghly).

Karayalar, Shri S, C. (Madras).

Karmarkar, Shri (The Minister of
Health),

Karni Singhji, Shri (Bikaner).

Keshiram, Shri (Nalgonda-Reserved
Sch. Castes).

Kasliwal, Shri (Kotah).

Katti, Shri D. A, (Chikodi).

Kaushal, Shri J. N, (Punjab).

Kayal, Shri P N, (Basirhat—Reserved
—>5Sch, Castes).

Kedaria, Shri C. M (Mandvi—Reserv-
ed—Sch. Tribes).

Kesar Kumari, Shrimati (Raipur—Re-
served—Sch, Tribes).

Keshava, Shri (Bangalore City).

Keshvanand, Swami (Rajasthan)
Keskar, Dr. (The Minister of Infor-
matiop and Broadcasting).
Khadilkar, Shri (Ahmednagar).
Khadiwala, Shri (Indore).

Khan, Shri Akbar Ali (Andhra Pra-
desh)

Khan, Shri Osman Ali (Kurnool).

Khan, Shri Pir Mohammed (Jammu
and Kashmir),

Khan, Shri Sadath Ali (The Parlia- "’
mentary Secretary to the Minister
of External Affairs),

Khan, Shri Shahnawaz (The Deputy
Minister of Railways).

Khanna, Shri Mehr Chand (The Mi-
nister of Rehabilitatien and Mino-
rity Affairs).

Khimji, Shri (Kutch),

Khobaragada, Shri B. D. (Maharash-
tra),

Khuda Bukhsh, Shri M.
bad).

Khushwagt Rai, Shri (Kheri),

(Murshida-

Khwaja, Shri Jama! (Aligarh).

Kiledar, Shri R. S. (Hoshangabad).

Kishori Ram, Shri (Bihar).

Kistaiya, Shri (Bastar—Reserved—
Sch. Tribes).

Kodiyan, Shri
Sch. Castes).

Koratkar, Shri (Hyderabad).

Kotoki, Shri Liladhar (Nowgong).
Kottukapally, Shri (Moovattupuzha)
Kripalani, Acharya (Sitamarhi).

Krishna Shri M, R. (Karimnagar—
—Reserved—Sch. Castes),

(Quilon—Reserved—

Krishna Chandra, Shri (Jalesar).

Krishna Kumari, Shrimeti (Madhya
Pradesh).

Krishna Rao. Shri M. V. (Masulipat-
nam),

Krishnaiah, Shri Balarama (Gudi-
vada).



Krishnamachari, Shri T. T. (Madras—
South) .

Krishnappa, Shri M. V. (The Deputy
Minister of Agriculture).

Krishnaswami, Dr. (Chingleput).
Kulkarni, Shri G. R. (Maharashtra)
Kumaran, Shri M. K. (Chirayinkil).
Kumbha Ram, Shri (Rajasthan)

Kumbhar, Shri (Sambalpur—Reserv-
ed—Sch. Castes),

Kunhan, Shri (Palghat—Reserved—
Sch. Castes).

Kunzru, Dr. H, N. (Uttar Pradesh)

Kuree], Shri B N. (Rae Bareli—Re-
served—Sch. Castes),

Kureel Urf Talib, Shri P L.
Pradesh)

Kurre, Shri Dayaldas (Madhya Pra-
desh),

(Uttar

L
Lachhi Ram, Shri (Ramirpur—Re-
served—Sch, Castes).

Lachman Singh, Shri (Nominated—
Andaman and Nicobar Islands).

Lahiri, Shri (Serampore),

Lakshmi Menon, Shrimati (Bihar)

Lal, Prof. M. B. (Uttar Pradesh).

Laskar, Shri N. C. (Cachar—Reserv-
ed-—Sch, Castes).

Lalif, Shri Abdul (Tripura).
Laxmi Bai, Shrimati (Vikarabad),
Lila Devi, Shrimati (Himachal
desh).
Limaya, Shri 5, K. (Maharashtra).
Lingam, Shri N. M. (Madras).
Lohai, Shri L. T. (Gujarat).
Lonikar, Shri (Jalna).

Pra-

Madhok, Shri Balraj (New Delhi).
Mafida Ahmed, Shrimati (Jorhat).

Mahadeo Prasad, Shri (Gorakhpur—
Reserved—Sch. Casaas).

Mahagaonkar, Shri (Kolhapur).
Mahanty, Shri (Dhenkanal).

Mahapatra, Shri Bhagirathi (Orissa)
Mahendra Pratap, Raja (Mathura),
Mahesh Saran, Shri (Bihar).

Maiti, Shri N. B. (Ghatal).

Majhi, Shri R. C., (Mayurbhanj—Re-
served—Sch. Tribes).

Majithia, Sardar (The Deputy Minis-
ter of Defence).

Malaviya, Shri K. D. (The Minister
of Mines and 0Qil).

Malkani, Shri N. R. (Nominated).

Malhotra, Shri Inder J. (Jammu and
Kashmir).

Malliah, Shri U. S. (Udipi).

Mallik, Shri D. C. (Dhanbad).

Malvia, Shri K. B. (Shajapur—Re-
served—Sch. Castes).

Malviya, Shri Motilal (Khajuraho—
Reserved—Sch. Castes).

Malviya, Shri Ratanlal
(Madhya Pradesh).

Manaen, Shri (Darjeeling).

Manay, Shri (Bombay City Central—
Reserved—Sch, Castes).

Mandal, Shri J. (Khagaria).

Mandal, Dr. Pashupati (Bankura—
Reserved—Sch, Castes).

Mani, Shri A. D. (Madhya Pradesh).
Maniyangadan, Shri (Kottayam).
Manjula Devi, Shrimati (Goalpara).
Masani, Shri M. R. (Ranchi—East).
Mathen, Shri Joseph. (Kerala).

Kishorilal

Masuriya Din, Shri (Phulpur—Re-
served—Sch. Castes).

Maya Devi Chetty, Shrimati (West
Bengal).

Matera, Shri ( Thana—Reserved—Sch.
Tribes).

Mathur, Shri Harish Chandra (Pali).
Matin, Qazi (Giridih),

Mazhar Imam, Syed (Bihar).

Mehdi, Shri S. A. (Rampur).

Mehta, Shri Asoka (Muzaffarpur).
Mehta, Shri B. G. (Gohilwad).
Mehta. Shri J. R (Jodhpur).



Mehts, Shrimati Krishna (Jammu and
Kashmir),

Mehta, Shri M. M. (Gujarat).

Melkote, Dr, (Raichur).

Menon, Dr. K. B. (Badagara).

Menon, Shri K. Madhava (Kerala).

Menon, Shri Krishna (The Minister
of Defence).

Menon, Shri Narayanankutty
kandapuram).

Menon, Shrimati Lakshmi (The De-
puty Minister of External Affairs).

Minimata, Shrimati (Baloda Bazar—
Reserved—Sch, Castes).

Mirza, Shri D. A. (Madras).

Mishra, Shri Bibhuti (Bagaha).

Mishra, Shri L. N. (The Deputy Mi-
nister of Planning and Labour and
Employment).

Mishra, Shri M. P. (Begusarai).
Mishra, Shri R. R. (Faizabad).
Mishra, Shri Shyam Dhar (The Par-
liamentiary Secretary to the Minister
of Community Development and
Co-operation),
Mishra, Shri S. N. (The Deputy Mi-
nister of Planning).
Misra, Shri B, D. (Kaisarganj).
Misra, Shri Bibudhendra (Orissa).
Misra, Shri Lokanath (Orissa).
Misra, Shri R. D. (Bulandshahr).
Misra, Shri S. D. (Uttar Pradesh).
Mitra, Shri P, C, (Bihar).
Modi, Shri J. K. (Gujarat).
Mohammad Akbar, Shaikh
and Kashmir).
Mohammad Tbrahim, Hafiz (The Mi-
nister of Irrigation and Power).

Mohammed Imam, Shri (Chitaldrug).
Mohan Swarup, Shri (Pilibhit).
Mohideen, Shri Gulam (Dindigul).

Mohiuddin, Shri (The Deputy Minis-
ter of Civil Aviation).

Morarka, Shri (Jhunjhunu).
More, Shri (Sholapur).

Mudaliar, Dr. A, R. (Madras).

(Mu-

{Jammu

Mukerjee, Shri H. N. (Calcutta—Cen-
tral).

Mullick, Shri B. C. (Kendrapara—
Reserved—Sch. Castes).

Muniswamy, Shri N. R. (Vellore).

Murmu, Shri Paika (Rajmahal—Re-
served—Sch. Tribes).

Murthy, Shri B. S. (The Deputy Mi-
nister of Community Development
and Co-operation).

Murty, Shri M. 8. (Golugonda).

Musafir, Giani G. S. (Amritsar).

Muthukrishnan, Shri (Vellore—Re-
served—Sch. Castes).

N

Nadar, Shri Thanulingam (Nagercoil).

Nafizul Hasan, Shri (Uttar Pradesh).

Nagpure, Shri V. T. (Maharashtra).

Naidu, Shri Govindarajalu (Tiru=
vallur),

Naik, Shri Maheswar (Orissa).

Nair, Shri C. K. (Outer Delhi).

Nair, Shri Govindan, (Kerala).

Nair, Shri K. P. Kuttikrishnan
(Kozhikode).

Nair, Shri K. P. Madhavan (Kerala).

Nair, Shri Vasudevan (Thiruvella).

Naldurgkar, Shri (Osmanabad).

Nallakoya, Shri (Nominated—Lacca-
dive, Minicoy and  Amindivi
Islands).

Nallamuthu Ramamurti, Shrimati T.
(Madras).

Nanda, Shri (The Minister of Labour
and Employment and Planning).

Nanjappan, Shri (Nilgiris).

Nanjundaiya, Shri B. C. (Mysore).

Naraindin, Shri (Shahjahanpur—Re-
served—Sch. Castes),

Narasimha Rao, Dr. K L. (Andhra
Pradesh).

Narasimham, Shri K. L. (Andhra
Pradesh).

Narasimhan, Shri (Krishnagiri).



Narayanasamy, Shri R.
kulam).
Nariendar Kumar, Shri (Nagpur).

Naskar, Shri P. S. (The Deputy Mi-
nister of Rehabilitation),

Nath Pai, Shri (Rajapur).
Nathwani, Shri (Sorath).

Nayak, Shri Mohan (Ganjam—Re-
served—Sch. Castes).

Nayar, Dr. Sushila (Jhansi).
Nayar, Shri V. P. (Quilon).

Nayudu, Shri
(Cuddalore).

Negi, Shri Nek Ram (Mahasu—Re-
served—Sch, Castes).

Nehru, Shri Jawaharlal (The Prime
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JOINT SITTING OF THE HOUSES sons of our land, Pandit Motilal

OF PARLIAMENT

Saturday, May 6, 1961/Vaisakha 16,
1883 (Saka).

Thg Houses of Parliament met in joint
sitting in the Central Hall of Parlia-
ment House at Eleven of the Clock.

[Mr. SPEARER in the Chair]
WELCOME ADDRESS

Shri M. L, Dwivedi
On a point of order. ...

(Hamirpur):

Mr. Speaker: Order, order. There
can be no point of order before the
proceedings commence,

Members of Parliament, I welcome
you all to this Joint Sitting of both the
Houses of Parliament. This is a uni-
que occasion in the annals of, in the
history of, our Parliament since its
inception. I hope and trust that good-
will will prevail among all sections
during the déliberations, that they will
be conducted in a spirit of harmony
and peace, and that as far as possible,
an attempt will be made by all sections
to arrive, if possible, at an agreed
solution.

TRIBUTE TO MEMORY OF PANDIT
MOTILAL NEHRU

Mr. Speaker: Before we proceed
further with the work assigned to us
for the day, 1 would like to pay my
humble tribute, along with you, to the
memory of one of the most illustrious

Nehru.

Today, his centenary is being cele-
brated all over our country, without
any distinction of either party or
colour or creed. Though he was born
a prince, he made himself a prince
among men quite early in his life. He
was a lawyer and made his mark in
that capacity. He was, no doubt, in
those days, a moderate politician, but
soon, he changed over into almost a
revolutionary. Jallianwala Bagh
marked a change in his career. He
agreed to be the Chairman of that
committee, and after he found out
about those atrocities, he was easily
converted and became one of the fore-
most disciples of Mahatma Gandhi.
The manner in which he shed all his
old clothes and from a prince's life
began to lead a very hard life and
never hesitated to go to jail as often
as it was necessary shows that he
was an outstanding figure, who made
his mark and who has left behind him
a mark to be copied by all of us.

Sc¢ far as we parliamentarians are
concerned, he has left his indeliable
mark within the precincts of this
House; at a time when the vista was
bleak, and when there was absolutely
no chance of dislodging the previous
rulers, he, here, as a bold fighter in
the Opposition. as leader of the
Swaraja Party, laid strong foundations
of democracy for all times to come,
which we can usefully copy. May
his memory be ever green!

Though he is not physically pre-
sent with us, his stately figure both
in his person and in his spirit is here
in this Hall to inspire us. Let his
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spirit dominate over all our deliber-
atlons and guide us to our destination.

He could have easily lived a full
hundred years to see the fruition of
his efforts both inside Parliament and
outside, but he did not live to see it.
H, during those days, there had been
a responsible government, then, on
account of the many resolutions which
he threw out almost unanimously and
defeated the Government, he, in a
responsible system of  government,
could have changed the Government
and taken up the Ministry himself, but
he did not do so. Fortunately for us,
he has left and made a gift to us of
his illustrious son who has taken that
place and who is guiding the destinies
of our land. There is not a single
member of his family, whether man
or woman, who did not sacrifice and

place his or her all at the service of
the Motherland.

He was a great statesman. He
drafted a Constitution in those days.
He was a bold fighter. He fought
without rancour and took defeat -ith-
out bitterness.

Let us follow his example today.
Let his memory be kept alive in our
minds. Let our parliamentarians take
his lesson to heart and make this
Parliament one of the, if not, the,
most outstanding Parliaments of the
world.

Now, let me proceed to the work
before us.

DOWRY PROHIBITION BILL

LA oN THE TABLE, As PAsSSED BY
Bore HOUSES WITH AMENDMENTS
AGREED TO

Shri M. L. Dwivedi (Hamirpur): 1
have got a point of order....

Mr. Speaker: Order, order. 1 am
coming to his point of order.

We are meeting today in pursuance
of a summons issued to all Members
of both Houses of Parliament to meet
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and deliberate and decide upon mat-
ters of difference which have arisen
between the two Houses. Formally,
1 shall ask the Secretary to lay the
Bill over which we are going to have
discussion and with respect to which
amendments on points of disagree-
ment hove to be tabled, on the Table
of the House. Let that Bill be formal-
ly laid on the Table. Thereafter, I
shall hear the point of order.

Secretary: 1 lay on the Table the
Bill to prohibit the giving or taking
of dowry as passed by Lok Sabha
and Rajya Sabha with the amend-
ments agreed to by both the Houses.

11.05 hrs, .
POINT RE: PROCEDURE

M wo wmo fpat (FWTIT) ¢
sers wEXEm, W9 &1 A1 g A
gt w1 oA @7 qETn T
gux fo@ sfem § spfae ®,
forar gom & 97 o WECR

«The Secretary shall issue a
summons to each Member speci-
fying the time and place for a
joint sitting.”.

ot 77 A8 e @ fE
P w7 g & At wifed
Afer wa & ama o & F fown

g &

«At any joint sitting the proce-
dure of the House shall apply
with such modifications and varia-
tiong as the Speaker may consider
necessary or apropriate.”,

WEl aF ¥ =W, W AT A
PeE e S S
t o T a1 @ @ FTETE W
eafiy T X7 AMEA AT WA AT
wﬂmwﬁ&ﬁ#ﬁﬂmﬁl
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IH gFo A § qg YETW ST ATEan
g & ot gag & @At O et
i & ol frgw a0 §, oA W A
aay fraife 72 frar man & fr frae
fet qd g Y nfed doF wt A
Ffod ) e §amgoed e
ferart g & fir, afx were wEtew s
96 a1 § TOA qim FF wAr
TAT AT F AFA § | W aF e
g 7 1 aoiy S @ A
afew arg @ ag s ¥ A
fram, aTod Sl qoUOd € § %@
dz% F ford wmp &t & 1 ArE-ET R
S dex 3 # sfem e 3 @, gER
foar gom 2 1

“Provided that when a session
is called at short notice or emer-
gently, summons may not be is-
sued to each member separately
but an announcement of the date
and place of the session shal] be
published in the Gazette and made
in the press, and members may
be informed by telegram.”.

¥ Fgm g & g dow ard
ifewm o A s o, 7 et g
Tt qerE 7% @, ifr dzw g I
FRN I ET G A G X AEA
g

Mr. Speaker: The hon, Member will
kindly resume his seat. I have heard
the point of order. A point of order
has only to be stated and not argued,

The point of order that has been
raised is that individual notices have
not been sent to hon. Members. But
1 find that summons have been sent
to Members.

Shri M, L, Dwivedi: The summons
have not been issued in time. Accord-
ing to the convention of Parliament,
one month’s notice was necessary for
issuing the summons, and that has
been the practice in respect of the
joint sessions held so far. That has not
been followed in this case.
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Shri Bhupesh Gupta (West Bengal):
No notice is required. The articles of
the Constitution clearly say that you
have ample powers to conduct the
proceedings of the House.

Some Hon. Members: The hon. Mem-
ber is not audible. He may move for-
ward to the mike.

Shri Bhupesh Gupta: I stand here to
oppose the point of order that has been
raised. It is dilatory in approach. In
article 108 of the Constitution, it is
laid down in what circumstances the
President may be pleased to summon
a Joint Sitting of both Houses of
Parliament. The question is whether
the requirements under article 108
have been fulfilled in this matter, and
as far as we can make out from the
summeons that we have received, these
requirements Thave ‘been fulfilled.
Therefore, on that score, no question
arises so as to challenge the validity
of the summoning of the session or the
sitting here.

With regard to the Rules of Pro-
cedure and Conduct of Business in the
Joint Sitting, it has been clearly stated
in the rules that have been read out
that formally, the rules of the House
will apply, and the term House’ has
been defined in the rule preceding the
one which the hon. Member cited.
The term ‘House’ means in this case
the House of the People or the Lok
Sabha, and the term ‘Council’ means
the Rajya Sabha or the Council of
States.

Therefore, you are perfectly entitled
to proceed and no question of time
and no other convention arises. Even
assuming that it does, these rules en-
able you to modify them. Modifica-
tion may be by word or may be by
action. I take it that when you are in
the Chair, you have modified the rules
by your conduct and action.

Therefore, the point of order is in-
valid, frivolous and dilatory, and 1
submit that it may rejected.

Shri M. L. Dwivedi: The Law
Minister should reply.
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Mr, Speaker: There is no right of
reply to the hon. Member.

We are meeting today in accordance
with the Notification issued by the
hon. the President. He has summon-
ed us to meet. The Secretary is
is authorised under the rules
which have been framed under article
118 of the Constitution to give the
date and time of the meeting. The
date of the meeting has been given
as the 6th May. As regards the time
of the meeting, we have met at
11 AM. Further it is in the hands
of the House as to how long we should
sit to dispose of the business before
us. I intend devoting both today and
the 9th for the purpose of discussion
and voting of this Bill. But if the
House so desires, it can conclude it
earlier; if it so desires, it may sit for
a longer time, today. The rules do
not impose any restriction on us in
this respect. Therefore, there is no
point of order.

30 days’ notice

So far as the
is not a normal

is concernd, this
Under The Rules of the

session.

House of the People, 30 days'
notice is prescribed for the
purpose of enabling hon. Members

to table their Bills and Resolutions so
that by the time the House meets, the
Bills, may be ready, the ballot might
have taken place and so on. For all
these purposes, notice is required,

So far as today's meeting is con-
cerned, notice is Tequired only for
amendments, For tabling amendments,
more than 2 nays have been allowed.
That i sufficient. That has been
done. There has been no controversy
with regard to that,

So far as the other rules are con-
cerned, from time to time I can regu-
late the procedure, in so far ag it is
not incongistent with the rules that
have been already framed. We are
not tied down hand and foot, From
time to time, we can find out what
ruleg are necessary, There is no harm
in that,

MAY 6, 1961

Re: Motion for 8
Adjournment

W W wo afee (v Tw

m_'rsrﬂ'{) : § AT T SR
Rex.-

(oo
Mr. Speaker: Order, order. Let us
proceed with our business,

RE: MOTION FOR ADJOURNMENT
Shri Braj Raj Singh (Firozabad)
rose—

Mr, Speaker: Shri Braj Raj Singh.

5ty fag : w=mw AgEEm,
A OF FTHART TR AT g &Y
4t | 7g iferariiz &1 afmfes wfy-
AT 99 @ & | e fE A w,
fege™ W9k §F ¥ a1 w adw
&1 ag Te9T wfwawT § | gofed &
Y T CF N IS AT E, W
9% 0% & f& = afwfea afeamm
Y AN Q@ @ gag § e
geey w1 ag wiusrc & a1 78 fF
#t fret faeeren & foq ag @27 &
QT FT A AW FT qH | T WA
@ *1 T wfaame @ wr ¢ Ak
g wfasr & fou qorad a9 &
TafeT F &0 awg HET S e
Fom e g fR A9 St wadwr
s&ma fear @ ag wwiwe fe faeet &
fawrett &Y g &vg g AT FETEET
JTEY T § | qg TRy T § fE wrer o
§g 799 ¥ e faeet 97 o &
g st )

The Minister of Law (Shri AL K,
Sen): On a point of order, Under the
Constitution, I object to the discussion
of any matter not covered by the sub-
ject-matter of the reference. Under
article 108 of the Constitution....

Mr. Speaker: When an hon. Mem-
ber gets up, until he speaks out, I do



9 Re: Motion  Vaisakha 16, 1883 (SAEKA)

not know what he is going to say.
Sometimes he gives notice, BShri Braj
Raj Singh gave notice of an adjourn-
ment motion, I disalloweq it on the
ground that we are meeting only for
a particular purpose indicated by the
hon, the President, In spite of that,
he wants to raise it.

He says we are meeting for the
first time, if there should be an
emergency, then it is open to any
hon. Member to move that the busi-
ness of the House must be adjourned
to consider that matter, It is prima
facie out of order. We have no juris=
diction, We have met only for a parti-
cular purpose, But he said he want-
ed to raise it, This is one of first im-
pression, As soon as he concludes, I
will hear the hon. Law Minister.

Shri Braj Raj Singh must conclude.

An Hon, Member: What you are
saying is not audible here, Sir,

Mr, Speaker: If hon, Members
maintain silence, they will certainly
hear me, There is no difficulty. I am
able to hear even the echo.

it woew fog ;. wemw wErEm,
Wit St ST A AERT T @ 4,
IE ¥ woAr wgwwfr gwT w0 E
AF-TAT W T qAT FT WwFgT
gfifa & & faq sofe &
2, af smawy 2 e awT F ey
#1 gg wiaw< o § fF s a7
FIE Hgaqul I 9&T g 9T ar Ml
gedl ®1 dE® qor wwd § |
gz A9 g w1 wfwmfag wfiEa
& W&\ F s ga g R oW
£ we ¥ fwlt 9o #r wiww &
fr o= g § 91§ o feafor dar
& ST AT gL At FrE Fawerar &
& vF g § FTAST TE@E
FT TFAT § | WO TW WG UL wfeT
¥ wfrer ¥ fag oo a1 gwfag
o fr & fF oo g & oW
a1 foiwe @ g saear

For . A8journment P i)

% foma fr afasr & o= & &€ qar
afada g dt wiagrie & frdt g
F g@C A fFE faewar & "
o WIHET & & (67 §eT &
wf| @ 1 TS| AW FE T
"fEFT 81 |

Shri Raghunath Singh (Varanasi):
The rule ig quite clear on the point.

Shri A. K. Sen: Mr. Speaker, it is
very rarely that I get annoyed with an
argument which may prima facie seem
to be lacking complestely in substance.
But this is an occasion on which I
feel possibly and justifiably a little an-
noyed, because the point which has
been argued against your decision dis-
allowing the so-called adjournment
motion is completely invalid by re-
ason of the limitation within which
thig Joint Session hag to function. I
will read only a sentence from article
108 of the Constitution, It says that
whep such difference oeceur:

“the President may, unless the
Bill has lapsed by reason of a
dissolution of the House of the
People, notifiy to the House by
message if they are sitting or by
public notification if they are not
sitting, his intention to summon
them to meet in a joint sitting for
the purpose of deliberating and
voting on the Bill”.

That is the sole and exclusive func-
tion to discharge which we have met,
to deliberate and to vote on the Bill
for which the President has summon-
ed us. Further clause 4 of that article
says that all amendments which may
be proposed must be relevant to the
matters with respect to which the
Houses haven ot agreed. So even with
regard to the Bill, it is not open to
anyone to propose amendments which
are not relevant to the matters of
difference between the two Houses.

I submit that the point which has
been sought to be argued not only
lacks in substance but is almost touch-
ing on the border of rivolity.
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Mr. Speaker: I entirely agree. As a
matter of fact, I was also of the same
opinion. As this sitting of both the
Houses has been convened for a
specific purpose and secondly, as is
enjoined in article 108 of the Constitu-
tion the scope of the amendments even
is limited only to those matters of
disagreement and none other will be
allowed, this cannot be raised.

This is not a sitting of either the
one House or the other. If the hon.
Member thinks that an emergency has
arisen and it has to be brought before
the House for discussion, since the
House have been adjourned only sine
die, it is always open to the Houses—
each House, the Lok Sabha and the
Rajya Sabha—to meet if such an
emergency arises. We would not be
sitting idle. The Houses will meet
independently and consider various
matters which may be brought up by
hon. Members of the one House or the
other in their respective Houses. We
are meeting here for a limited purpose.
No adjournment motion or other
motion unrelated to the subject-matter
which has been referred to us is re-
levant for discussion, As for the hon.
- Member’s motion, I had already dis-
allowed it. I am sorry the hon. Mem-
ber has chosen again to raise it.
Because it was a matter of first im-
pression, I allowed it to be raised.
This adjournment motion is disallow-
ed.

Shri Braj Raj Singh: Sir, may I say
a word about it?

Mr. Speaker: No; I am sorry.
The hon. Law Minister.

11:22 hrs.
DOWRY PROHIBITION RBILL

The Minister of Law (Shri A. K.
Sen): Mr. Speaker, I beg to move:

“That the Bill to prohibit the
giving or taking of dowry as
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passed by Lok Sabha and Rajya
Sabha with the amendments
agreed to by both the Houses
be taken into consideration for
the purpose of deliberating on
matters with respect to which the
Houses have not agreed.”

Sir, I do so in full appreciation of
the fact that the differences between
the two Houses have arisen on mat-
ters where there is abundant scope for
honest difference of opinion. But, 1
am very happy to say that the deli-
berations of both House have shown
conclusively that both the Houses and
the entire country is against the vice
of dowry. About that there has been
no doubt at any stage of our delibers
ations. All that the discussions in the
two Houses have disclosed is a differ-
ence on points of view for the purpose
of shaping a law which would be free
from the defect of excessiveness or
ineffectivtness. It is certainly true
that whereas we are all eager to re-
move social vices we are, at the same
time, as responsible legislators, quite
conscious of the fact that no law
should be passed, however laudable
the object may be, which may be
turned into an instrument of oppres-
sion. Therefore, while we shape our
policy and shape our legislative en-
actments we take due care of the fact
that what we do may not be utilised
by unscrupulous persons for the pur-
pose of abusing the processes of law.
And, it is really from that point of
view of reconciling these two im.
portant objectives that the differences
have arisen between the two Houses.

May I, Sir, indicate, first of ali, for
the assistance of the hon. Members”
what has been the difference exactly
and what is the nature of the differ-
ence? It is well-known to the hon
Members that dowry as an institution
became a social vice when it became
combined with an element of coercion,
and when it became a sort of bargain-
ing for the purpose of attracting the
best of bridegrooms for brides or the
best of brides for bridegrooms.
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The institution of dowrv is of ancient
origin and both in the Hindy and
Mohommedan law the origin has al-
ways been from the purest of motives.
In fact, the Hindu shastras lay its down
quite clearly that it is a pious duty
of the father and the relations of
bride to present her with gifts at the
nuptial time. And, those gifts have
always been regarded as exclusively
the stridhan property of the bride. n
fact, in the olden days when our
daughters were not enjoying the right
of succession and also the right to
participate in an equal share in the
property left by the parents, that was
the only property which they could
expect from their parents. And, there-
fore, it was not only a desirable in-
stitution but also a healthy institu-
tion for the purpose of enabling the
bride to get something, whereas by
the law of succession prevalent she
was prevented from sharing the pro-
perties left by her father.

But, as happens in regard to so
many social institutions or semi-social
institutions, this practice of dowry
has been completely corrupted 50
much so that there is hardly any
difference of opinion in the country
that the sooner it is eradicated the
better. In fact, many tragedies have
followed from the institution of
dowry, especially in the families of
those people who are hardly capable
of providing the bridegroom with the
demands that are made from time to
time.

Now, therefore, the difficult ques-
tion that was posed from the very
beginning was, what is this dowry that
we are anxious to prevent. Is it that
present or gift which is given by the
parents out of natural love and affec-
tion and which is pot tainted with the
vice of compulsion of purchase price
which is inherent in the type of dowry
which we seek to prohibit. If we are
not at all anxious to prevent parents
from giving to their daughters what
is given out of natural love  and aff-
ection, then, we should take care to
define what dowry we are seeking to
penalise.
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Therefore, the first difficulty which
we have had to face from the very
beginning is the definition of this word
‘dowry’ so that what follows is re-
lateq to the definition and what is
penalised is really something which we
want to penalise. So, the definition of
‘dowry’ which was givenin the
original Bill was, if I may read it from
clause 2 of the Bill, as follows:—

“In this Act, ‘dowry’ means any
property or valuable security given
or agreed to be given—

(a) by one party to a marriage
to the other party to the marriage;
or

(b) by the parents of either
party to a marriage or by any
other person, to either party to
the marriage or to any other
person;

at or before or after the marriage”.

and these words are important for the
purpose of understanding what type of
present or gift we are seeking to
penalise—

“ag consideration for the marri-
age of the said parties, but does
not include dower or mahr in the
case of persons to  whom the
Muslim Personal Law (Shariat)
applies.”

It is the gift made as consideration
for the marriage which we seek to
penalise and not gifts which are made
without being tainted with this vice
of the element of purchase. Consider-
ation means, if we would paraphrase
it in ordinary language, purchase price;
in a contract it is the price you pay
for the promise of the other party.
And, similarly, consideration for tha
marriage is the price which you pay
in the shape of presents or gifts for
the marriage. It is this we wanted
to penalise and not that which is
given purely out of natural love and
affection and which is so common and
so desirable.

Ag I said in both the Houses in the
course of the discussions gn this Bill,
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it would be a bad day for all of us if
we, in our enthusiasm to prevent a
vice sought to remove from our midst
the most desirable thing in the shape
of gifts and presents from parents
flowing from natural love and affection
and which every girl looks forward to
.at the time of her marriage. So in
our entRusiasm to remove this evil,
we must not confuse it with some-
‘thing which no one ever regards as
a vice.

Now, the point that arose in course
of the discussion in the two Houses
was whether something given indirect-
ly and which would be given none-
the-less as consideration for marriage
would be prohibited under the Act
and whether the definition was wide
enough to include a gift made indirect-
ly by way of consideration for mar-
riage. It was in the Select Com-
mittee first that this matter was raised
and the Select Committee inserted it
for the first time on the 4th of Nov-
ember, 1959. During the discussion of
this Bill, I told the Select Committee
as I say even now, that the words
‘directly on indirecely’ only emphaise
what is in the definition already with-
out those words and that the gift will
become a gift all the same whether it
is given directly or indirecely. Never-
theless what the Select Committee
felt—and what I consider to be quite
a proper thing, with due respect to
those who do not share that view—is
that even if it did not mean anything
these words should be there, if not for
anything else at least to make it quite
clear that the Parliament frowns upon
every form of dowry, whether given
directly or indirectly. 1 personally
think that such a view is very Te-
asonable, Though it may not in sub-
stance alter the law, yet from the
point of view of making its impact
on popular opinion and of giving a
lead to the public opinion also, this
expression should be there. In this
matter it would possibly be necessary
to have the words ‘directly or indir-
ectly’ inserted in the definition which
wag inserted by the Rajya Sabha and
which was not agreed to by the Lok
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Sabha This is one of the differences
on which this House will have to pro-
nounce its verdict.

1 can only say myself that I am in
favour of the insertion of the words
‘directly or indirectly’ and I support
the Select Committee and I support
the Select Committee’s amendment
and also the Rajya Sabha’s amendment
supporting the Select Committee not
because, as I said, I think that it will
alter the law in substance but because
it will have jts im on public
opinion in making it clear beyond all
doubt that this House along with the
entire country frowns upon every
form of dowry, whether given direct-
ly or indirecely and from the point
of view of social education, one of the
primary objects of this Bill being also
to utilise it as a form of social edu-
cation. It will, therefore, be neces-
sary to have these words ‘directly or
indirectly’ inserted in clause (2).
Then, there were those who felt that
nothing should be done in order even
to create a doubt that bona fide per-
sons or gifts were sought to be pen-
alised.

Dr. Sushila Nayar (Jhansi): It would
be better if illustrations of ‘indirectly’
giving gifts were given.

Shri A. K. Sen: If, for instance, I do
not pay anything directly but I ask
somebody else to pay or to receive for
me, if I am the taker of the dowry,
then it i dowry, in return to my
agreeing to selecting the bride. Or,
instead of my giving it directly, I
make somebody else pay it to the
taker so that I do not take it directly
but I get something done by indirect
process. There may be all sorts of
methods by which the same purpose
may be achieved through indirect
means. In fact, it is very difficult to
visualise all the forms of indirect off-
ences which might follow as a result
of the Act itseélf. But evasions are
written into any such law and it is
difficult always to make a la w so
perfect and so watertight as not to
allow any evasion. Let, it is neces-
sary for the law to make it quite clear
that no amount of evasion will be
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outside the purview of the law itself,
as I said, if not for anything else, at
least for social education, for inform-
ing public opinion and to give it a
lead.

As I said in the beginning, there
was a good deal of opinion in the
‘House as also outside the House which
felt that in our eagerness to cure this
evil, we must not do anything to pre-
vent the parents from giving presents
or gifts to their daughters as the time
of their marriage out of natural love
and affection, a right which is a valu-
able right for any daughter and also a
valuable right for any parent. It will
be, as I said, the most unfortunate
thing if the law was designed to pre-
vent bona fide gifts or genuine gifts
made by parents out of natural Ilove
and affection., In fact, I have wvery
grave doubts—I share the doubts with
others—whether gifts of this nature
can be, under the Constitution, at all
prohibited because 1 personally think
that it will be an unreasonable restric-
tion to prevent the father or the mother
from giving something out of pure
natural love and affection to their
daughter but that is a differert matter,
But the feeling was, in the Lok Sabha
and alsp in the Rajya Sabha, that the
definition in clause 2 might be inter-
preted so as to even cover gifts made
out of natural love and affection and
thus lead to largescale harassment.
Such a spectre of policemen coming
to the marriage parties or marriage
ceremonies may not be ruled out
completely, especially having re-
gard to the village factions and
feuds to which we are quite accus-
tomed. It was said that just to harass
a party, a policeman may be brought
or proceeding might be started to mar
the marriage ceremoney on the alle-
gation that the presents which were
coming were all by way of dowry in
consideration of marriage and there-
fore, it was felt that it was necessary
to make it quite clear, though I told
again the Lok Sabha it was absolutely
implicit and might even be regarded
as fairly explicit in the definition in
clause 2 which says that no gift made
out of natural love and affection would
be penalised and that only that gift
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would be penalised which was taint-
ed with the vice of being a considera-
tion for marriage.

Nevertheless, the Lok Sabha felt it
proper to make this quite clear in
Explanation I that bona fide gifts
would not be penalised. Rajya Sabha
found it difficult to accept this amend.
ment. It was freely expressed by the
hon, Members in the Rajya Sabha and
also, I think, many hon, Members in
Lok Sabha led by our women mem-
bers mostly, that this explanation
would teach people how to evade and
all sorts of fake documents will be
brought into existence for the purpose
of convincing any court of law that
what was given or taken at the time
of marriage was nothing but bona fide
gifts. I must say that that argument
is not without substance, And having
regard to the ingenuity of our people
and also the assistance that is readily
available for those who want to evade
such laws, all sorts of vague documents
made up for the purpose of giving such
gifts a clearance as bona fide gifts
could not be uncommon. Therefore,
while we deliberate, we have to take
into account these two aspects of the
matter before we pronounce our ver-
dict either in favour of retaining Ex-
planation I or against retaining Ex-
planation I. As I said, both points
of view flow out of genuine apprehen-
sions and both points of view recog-
nise the necessity of eradicating the
evil of dowry. And yet, from their
respective points of view, they feel
that the law would be much better
either by the retention of Explanation
I or without the retention of Explana-
tion I, Both points of view are to be
appreciated and are to be understood.
I have no doubt that hon. Members
will give due thought to these two
aspects and consider with due care
whether in the interests of safeguard-
ing genuine gifts and the party from
being harassed and from being pur-
sued it is necessary to have an expla.
nation like Explanation I or whether
for the purpose of discouraging pos-
sible evaders it is necessary to with-
draw the Explanation I from the Act
itself,
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In regard to evasion, let us be quite
clear that even without Explanation I,
evaders would be quite plenty in num.
ber, and that those who want to evade
need no encouragement from Expla-
nation I at all. They will have plenty
of encouragement  either from
themselves or fram those who are
ready to assist them., Therefore, if it
is thought that the removal of Expla-
nation I would stop evaders, I must
say that I cannot share that view with
all the optimism that marks the atti-
tude of those who are in favour of
removing Explanation I. Let us be
quite clear that while we pass this law
evasiong will be there, that the system
of dowry will not be removed by this
Act alone but that notwithstanding all
these defects, we are passing this law
at least to reverse the process of social
thinking so that those who think that
they can with impunity and without
social adium demand and take dowry
may, after the passing of this law, not
have that confidence and they will
have the entire weight of law against
them and the entire process of social
thinking will start taking a reverse
direction from after the passing of this
law, That is the main benefit of this
law and of other sections to which I
intend to draw the attention of hon.
Members.

Therefore, no law can be passed,
for less a law dealing with a social evil
which has permeated every level of
our social strata, which alone can cure
the evil, The eradication of this evil,
by a penal law, is fraught with so
many difficulties. Let us be quite
clear that this law alone will not cure
the social evil. Let us be quite clear
aso that there will be very few pro-
secutions under the Act by reason of
the very fact that the giver and the
taker would not readily come forward
to lay a complaint against those who
have been guilty of the offence under
the law.

Mr. Speaker: I wunderstand that
many hon. Members in the back seats
are not able to follow speech properly.
1 would like the hon. Law Minister to
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come a little closer to the mike. (Inter-
ruptions),

Shrimati Renu Chakravartty (Basir-
hat): Could we not increase the
volume of the mike?

Shri A. K. Sen: It is very difficult
to lean too close to the mike and talk.
I am trying to speak as near to the
mike as possible—Now, it is better.

As 1 was saying, to those who think
that this law will once and for all
eradicate the evil of dowry, I must
sound a note of caution. Let us also
be quite clear that while we pass this
law, we do so with the fullest know-
ledge that this law by itself will not
cure this evil. But we do so notwith-
standing all these deficiencies, because
you know that by passing this law we
shall reverse the process of social
thinking and will bring to bear
the entire weight of law against
those who today demand and
take dowry with impuinty and without
incurring that odium and the penal
consequences which the law brings.
Therefore, those who think that either
the retention or the mon-retention of
Explaination I would stop the evasions
of this law are highly optimistic. As
I was saying, those who want to evade
this law will do so notwithstanding the
penal provisions of this Act and all the
known methods of evasion no doubt will
either be devised by them or those who
assist them. Therefore, I do not think
that in substance it will make much
difference either by the retention or
by the removal of Explanation I. ButI
have endeavoured to place before the
House the respective points of view
and also, in doing so, ! have tried to
place before the House as impartially
as possible the motive which impelled
the respective points of view being
expressed either in favour or against
the retention of Explanation L

The next point of difference is with
regard to clause 4 of the Bill, This
clause was in the original Bill when
we introduced the Bill in the Lok
Sabha. The Lok Sabha thought that
this provision should remain and that
it was necessary to penalise even the
demand of dowry though there was
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quite a volume of opinion in the Lok
Sabha which felt that if you merely
penalise the demand simpliciter it
might throw the door open to volu-
minous proceedings all over the coun-
try at the instance of disgruntled par-
tieg who have been unsuccessful in
having their daughters chosen. and
every refusal on the part of the brideg-
room’s party will be followed by pro-
ceedings in the court of law on the
allegation that the refusal was because
of the fact that there was a demand
for dowry which was not accepted by
the party which has become unsuccee-
ful. Having regard to our social con-
ditions and party factions and feuds in
villages this possibility cannot be
entirely ruled out. I must also frankly
confess that it will be easier to lay a
frivolous complaint on the question as
to whether a party had merely
demanded a dowry or not, because in
that event, the complainant has not to
prove anything by way of actual pay-
ment or gift in the shape of jewellery or
c'othes or ornaments or cash or any-
thing of that sort. For instance, if the
complaint is that actually a gift was
given or taken, the person will have
to prove from what shop he purchased
the jewellery or ornaments and so on
and how much money he has with-
drawn from his bank to pay for these
things: whereas if it is a mere demand,
the complainant need not put forward
any such proof. He will only have to
say: “This was the demand.” Having
regard to the penal nature of the
matter, no one would demand in
writing in which case it will be oath
against oath without any other proof
which would be necessary if we pena-
lise only the actual taking or giving
of dowry.

The second point that was wurged
against ca'use 4 was that if the taking
or giving of dorwy wag penalised, why
penalise demand, because no one will
demand unless he knows that he
can take it or he can give it, It is
said that penalising demand is redun-
dant in view of the fact that the actual
taking of it is penalised and demand
not followed up by actual taking is
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not really anything to worry about
What wag said was, if the man knows
that he cannot take it ultimately under
the law, he will demand it either.

The next important point which
strikes me is the question of frivolous
complaints being launched at the
instance of disgruntled people. I ven-
ture to suggest that having regard (o
these conflicting points of view, I think
it will be better to penalise demand
while taking due care at the same time
to see that frivolous complaints are
not possible, because if we do not pena.
lise demand, I think on a question of
principle, our main object will be
frustrated and we shall lay ourseives
open to the just criticism that we are
not really serious in our condemnation
of the practice of dowry, that while we
condemn the actual taking or giving
of dowry, we do not at the same time
condemn the demand of dowry equal-
ly firmly and with equal vigour,

Therefore, Government propose an
amendment of which notice has been
given this morning. I know that the
notice is not the normal notice which
under ordinary proceedings, the House
is entitled to, unless the House chooses
to waive any objection to it. But hav-
ing regard to the fact that we are herc
to find out a commeon basis for agree-
ment between these divergent points of
view and between the two Houses, :
think a proper compromise would be.
while taking into account the respec-
tive merits of these points of view, an
amendment like the one which the
Government have proposed this morn-
ng,

May I read out for the benefit of
those who have not yet got copies of
this amendment? We keep clause 4
as it is, but add a proviso as fol'ows:

“Provided that no court shall
take cognizance of any offence
under this section except with the
previous sanction of the State
Government or such officer as the
State Government may, by general
or special order, specify in this
behalf.”
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The purpose of this proviso is to make
it difficult for frivolous complaints be-
ing launched against persons merely on
the ground that they had demanded
dowry. It will be necessary to launch
a prosecution to have the sanction
either of the State Government or of
some officer which the State Govern-
ment may appoint either by general
or special order.

The meaning of allowing for general
or special order is this that if it is a
general order, then the State Govern-
ment can only appoint officers by
general order by designation like First
Class Magistrate or Advocate-General
or Standing Counsel, and so on and it
may be difficult for the ordinary man
in the wvillage to reach such officers
who may be nominated by general
order. Therefore, we have left it also
open to the State Government to ap-
point particular officers by special
orders, so as to meet the needs of par-
ticular areas, which may be inaccessi-
ble from the point of view of enabl-
ing persons from those areas to come
and get the necessary consent from the
officer designated by the State Gov-
ernment.

Therefore, in order to allow every-
one to have the opportunity of getting
access to an officer near at hand, we
have allowed the State Government
the option of nominating officers for
this purpose by special order, so that
every man may get an officer ncar at
hand, if he wants to launch a com-
plaint against a man who has demand-
ed dowry, The proviso, I think, will
eliminate the risk because of which the
Rajya Sabha had voted for the elimi-
nation of clause 4, viz., the possibility
of harassment by frivolous complaints.
So, we keep clause 4 as it was origi-
nally and thereby penalise the demand
for dowry and by the proviso we have
introduced a safeguard which will be
enough, 1 think, to prevent frivolous
complaints, irresponsible complaints,
being launched by persons actuated by
malice or personal grouse. I think thig
is a provisg which will be a good com-
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promise, which both the Houses would
find now easy to accept.

These are the three points of diffe-
rence on which the Bill has now comc
up before a joint session. There will
be minor alterations for the making
the Act up-to-date. The Act was call-
ed the Dowry Act of 1960; now we
are in 1961 and so it will have to be
1961, Then, instead of “Eleventh Year
of the Republic” in the Enacting For-
mula, it will have to be “Twelfth
Year of the Republic”. These are ab-
solutely formal amendments, over
which we need not at all devote any
time. It is with regard to these three
points of difference that we have now
to make up our minds to pronounce our
verdict,

May 1 summarise, therefore, the
points of difference on which we are
now called upon to express our final
opinion? The first is, whether we
should or should not insert the words
in clause 2 “given or agreed to be
given directly or indirectly”, as was
proposed by the Select Committee, ac-
cepted by the Lok Sabha, but rejected
by the Rajya Sabha. I think from the
point of view of social education, from
the point of view of making our voice
felt all over the country without any
doubt, those words are necessary, as I
have endeavoured to explain in the
course of my address.

With regard to Explanation I, I have
tried to place the respective points of
view as clearly as possible without
expressing any point of view for my-
self or for the Government. With re-
gard to clahse 4, I have said that it
will be good to have the proviso
which the Government have proposed.
It is now for the joint session finally
to pass this law, so that it will enable
us to turn another chapter in our his-
tory of social progress and possibly
also in our history for the emancipa-
tion of our women,

Though it is not directly concerned
with the question of emancipaiion of
our women, yet it is a vital step which
we must take in order to see that we
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do not live under a system which re-
gards our women as possibly objects or
chattle which can be bargained for
with or without consideration and that
they get what is due to them from
their parents only on their personal
rights and not because they form a
burden on society or on those who are
ready to give dowry to get for them
what they consider a desirable match.

But I do protest when women make
it a matter for thems:lves. I have
noticed not only in the Houses, but
also outside, a tendency for our women
to think that they are alone in this
great fight against the dowry system.
We had also a few of our sisters de-
monstrating before Parliament House
the other day. Our sisters forget that
it is the man who pays the dowry,
that it is the father who counts the
coin and not the mother.

12 hrs.

Therefore, it is an evil which men
and women are equally set against,
an evil against which we are equally
pledged, and the division should
therefore not be on the line of sexes
but on the line of genuine points of
difference. Therefore, from the very
beginning I would like to caution our
enthusiastic sisters against making it
a femininist issue. It is not an issue
for the femininists at all; it is an
issue, as I said, for the entire society;
it is an issue for our progress; it is
an issue for the whole country.

It is a matter, Sir, on which the
Parliament must give a lead. I have
said in the beginning that those who
think that the law by itself will cure
this evil are not correct, and yet the
law will mark a great step in this
fight against social evils of which the
system of dowry is only one. In this
wide and continuous process of social
education, the Parliament of a free
country must give the lead as it has
given in so many other matters, and
I have no doubt that we shall agree
on a firal shape of the law which will
not only be acceptable to the country
but which will give a good lead in
our mission of socially educating the
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people and thereby laying the founda-
tions for a true sanction against all
social evils.

May I only remind the House that
we place more reliance on the clause:
in the Bill which gives the bride the
right to appropriate exclusively
dowry given in contravention of the:
law, so that notwithstanding the penal
provisions, if anyone takes or gives.
dowry the dowry so given or taken
will belong to the bride exclusively,
and whoever takes it will hold it in
trust for the bride. This civil right.
given to the bride for the first time-
would be enforeced, I have no doubt,
because though possibly interested’
persons may not be willing to go to
a criminal court to send relations to
prison, yet they would be quite-
anxious to enforce a legal right, a
civil right in a civil court, which will
mean giving the bride what is her
due. In that even the husband will
join, as I have seen in my own experi-
ence in regard to other matters where-
bridegrooms have joined the brides-
in the fight against fathers-in-law to-
get the due share of the brides. There-
have been litigations in courts of law-
in which the bride and the bride-
groom together have filed suites to:
enforce the bride’s right to stridhan
on the allegation that what was given-
was stridhan and not something for
the bridegroom. They only show that
these rights are capable of being
enforced, and as time progresses they
will in fact be progressively enforced.

Therefore, I am not one of those-
who think that this law will be only
academic. It will be very important
not only from the point of view of”
penalising those who commit a social
evil but also giving a right to our
women, which right they had not
got before and which is capable of”
being enforced, and also bringing to
bear a terrific impact on our social
thinking, on our public opinion so
that, I have no doubt, in years to-
come people who will demand or take:
dowry will do it only in secret and'
they will not dare to do it in publie,
and even that would not be a very-
long affair.
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Let us, therefore, hope that under
the lead given by this House to the
-country, we shall in our own life-
time see the day when the system of
dowry will be a matter of history and
not a thing to worry about for our
.social thinkers and legislators.

Mr. Speaker: I shall place the
.motion before the House.

Shri Bhupesh Gupta (West Bengal):
Mr. Speaker, Sir, the hon. Minister
has made his speech. We have now
‘been circulated a copy of an amend-

Mr. Speaker: Order, order. I shall
-come to it later. I am aware that the
hon. Member wants to refer to the
-amendments notice of which has been
-given today by the hon. Law Minister.
I shall come to it later. 1 shall now
place the motion formally before the
House before I come to those amend-
‘ments. There are many more things
to be done. I shall give the hon.
‘Member an opportunity; there is no
«difficulty about that.

Motion moved:

“That the Bill to prohibit the
giving or taking of dowry as
passed by Lok Sabha and Rajya
Sabha with the amendments
agreed to by both the Houses be
taken into consideration for the
purpose of deliberating on matters
with respect to which the Houses
have not agreed.”

Now, before I call upon other hon.
.Members to speak, I desire to fix the
time-limit for speeches. The time-
limit for speeches will be 10 to 15
‘minutes for ordinary Members except
for leaders of groups for whom 20
‘minutes may be allowed. I have got
names of as many as 50 per cent of
-the Members present here who desire
to participate in the discussion—a
‘large number indeed!

There is one other thing. The scope
~of the discussion for which reference
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has been made to this House is limited
more or less to these three points.
The Bill was discussed threadbare in
both the Houses, and these are the
only matters on which some differ-
ences have arisen. Whatever hon.
Members want to say, they may
confine themselves to these three
points in which case we can dispose
of them quickly and also allow many
hon. Members to participate in the
discussion.

May I also ask Members how much
time they would like to be given for
general discussion, how much for the
consideration of these three clauses
in the clause-by-clause consideration
stage and how much for the third
reading of the Bill. If they decide
that only the leaders of groups will
speak, with a few others here and
there, we can dispose of the Bill this
afternoon.

Some Hon. Members: No, no.

Mr, Speaker: I do not want to limit
the time. I am prepared to sit for
another day. I understand the gene-
ral desire is that we must sit for one
more day. Very well, we will sit on
the 9th also. Then, shall we devote
the whole day today to the general
discussion and take up the clauses on
the 9th?

An Hon. Member: Eight hours for
general discussion.

An Hon. Member: Ten hours.

Mr. Speaker: From 11.00 to 5.00
today it comes to 6 hours.

Shri T. B. Vittal Rao (Khammam):
Will there be no lunch interval?

Mr, Speaker: Order, order. We
will allot the whole day today and
one hour on the 9th for the general
discussion. We will commence the
consideration of the amendments etc.
on the 9th at 12.00 and dispose of
them. Then whatever time is left on
that day will be devoted to the third
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reading when general remarks can be
made on the final Bill. I think hon.
Members are agreeable to this
arrangement,

MNow, I have received a few chits
from some hon, Members saying that
the practice in the Rajya Sabha has
been to adjourn for lunch. I want to
make one request to them. I will
throw open all the lobbies for them
to take lunch. Many hon. Members
want to participate in the discussion.
I am not going to call for a division
during lunch period either today or
on the 9th. Therefore, if they sit in
the lobbies during that period from
a distance they can hear what is
going on in the House. Let us con-
tinuously sit from 11.00 to 5.00. Those
hon. Members who want to have their
lunch may go and come back. I will
call them to speak after they come
back from lunch or before they go
for lunch.

Now, let us hear what Shri Bhupesh
Gupta has got to say.

Shri Bhupesh Gupta: We have been
just now given copy of one amend-
ment standing in the name of Shri
Hajarnavis.

Mr. Speaker: The Deputy Law
Minister.

Shri Bhupesh Gupta: It does not
say any such thing. But I take it
that he is a Member of this House.
This is the first time that we are get-
ting from a member of the Govern-
ment an amendment of this kind. We
have not heard of such a thing either
in our House or, I hope my colleagues
will bear me out, in the Lok Sabha.
We would like to know whether it is
an amendment by a private Member
in his private capacity or an amend-
ment standing in the name of the
Government.

Then, you will kindly see, from the
proviso it is provided thst:

 *“no court shall take cognizance
of any offence under this section
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except with the previous sanction
of the State Government...."

Mr. Speaker: He ought not to take
possession of the House for his speech
now. What is his point? 1 would
like to know if it is a point of order.
In that case, 1 will interrupt the pro-
ceedings to hear the point of order,
Otherwise, if the hon. Member just
wants to make a speech and wants
me to give him time to speak, I may
allow him or may not allow him; he
must catch my eye. So, if Shri
Bhupesh Gupta wants to raise a point
of order, I am prepared to hear him.
Otherwise, he must go back to his
seat and wait for his turn and catch
my eye if he wants to speak gene-
rally. Then he can include this point
also in his speech.

So far as giving notice of an amend-
ment is concerned, every one is equal-
ly entitled to table an amendment,
irrespective of whether he is a mem-
ber or a Minister. So, there is no
point of order there. So far as
amendments are concerned, they can
be tabled by Government as much as
by an individual member, That has
been the practice in the Lok Sabha.
There is nothing preventing him, or
any other member belonging to the
Government, or even a private mem-
ber, from tabling an amendment.
Even though he is the sponsor of the
Bill, after receiving some represen-
tations, he may consider that some
portion may require some amend-
ment and he can do so. So, there is
no point of order one way or the
other., If Shri Bhupesh Gupta wants
to speak on the Bill, I will give him
an opportunity later on. Now I ecall
Shrimati Renu Chakravartty.

Shri Bhupesh Gupta: I did not raise
a point of order. But, in our House
the practice is, if the Minister makes
a speech and he brings an entirely
new point, it is open to the member
to seek & clarification so that when
the speeches are made the clarifica-
tion given by the Minister may also
be taken into account. Therefore, the
whole point is this. Can I, at this
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stage, seek a clarification from the
Minister with regard to an entirely
new proposition which has been
sought to be introduced in the name
of Shri Hajarnavis? If you will allow
me to seek a clarification, I will seek
a clarification as that will help the
discussion that is to follow. It is for
you to decide.

Mr. Speaker: [ have no objection.
This is only one of the amendments.
Any hon. Member is entitled to table
a number of amendments. A number
of amendments have been circulated
and this is only one amendment to
clause 4. Some hon. Members have
given notice of an amendment to
delete clause 4. They want to vote
against clause 4 Some hon. Members,
on the other hand, want to retain it,
Evidently, the hon. Minister wants to
bring about a compromise befween
those two sections, one which wants
absolute deletion and the other which
wants complete retention. In order
to avoid people from rushing to courts
of law, he wants power to be given
to the Government to allow or not to
allow prosecution; that is to say, that
no court shall cntertain such a case
without the previous sanction of the
Government. This is an ordinary
amendment which any hon. Member
can move. No clarification is neces-
sary. In the end, one or the other
Minister will certainly explain this
matter. The hon, Member has to wait
for his turn to make his speech. Now
Shrimati Renu Chakravartty.

Shrimati Renu Chakravarity: Mr,
Speaker, Sir, the convening of the
joint session in the history of the
Indian Parliament to pass the Dowry
Prohibition Bill shows that whenever
social reform laws have been brought
forward, they have raised the most
sharp and bitter controversies, and
ingenious methods have been evolved
in order to delay as well to really
corrode the real purpose of thess
Bills. In spite of what the hon. Law
Minister has stated, very correctly,
that this is no feminist Bill but a Bill
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which seeks to end an evil which
every Indian wants to see removed
from free India so that the men and
women here have equal status and
dignity, even this last minute amend-
ment which he has tabled falls into
the same category as many pre-
vious amendments which had been
brought, both at the time of the Hindu
Code Bill, as well as today and earlier,
to nullify the very purpose, the limited
purpose, of social reform laws like
the Dowry Prohibition Bill.

Take this last-minute amendment,
amendment No, 23, which has been
tabled just now, in the name of Shri
R. M. Hajarnavis. I will deal with
it in detail when it is moved. The
very proviso in it makes the whole
thing redundant. The proviso says:

“Provided that no court shall
take cognizance of any offence
under this section.”

that is, the demanding of dowry—

“except with the previous sanc-
tion of the State Government or
of such officer as the State Gov-
ernment may, by general or
special order, specify in this
behalf.”

Think of our country, think of our
villages, think of our densely-
populated towns, think of the difficul-
ties of litigation. If you think of this
amendment in that background, it is
as well if you had not tabled this
amendment which had sought total
deletion for the demanding of dowry
will never be penalised if this amend-
ment is there.

The hon. Law Minister, when he
spoke, spoke eloguently saying that
he wanted to do away with the evil
of dowry but, at the same time, he
did not want to pass a law which
will be used as an instrument of
oppression. That is the second inge-
nious argument which is being put
forward—we do not want to pass a
law which will become an instrument
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of oppression. His argument is that
if we pass a Bill of this nature, or
the amendments which many women
members have tabled—I do not know
how many of them will stand by
them—it will lead to harassment. I
would like this joint sitting of the
twoe Houses of Parliament, to con-
sider: is the harassment which goes
on every day in almost every middle
class family, every lower middle class
family, the harassment to father,
- her and family not to speak ot
the daughter to be given in marriage
due to this dowry, is this harassment
more or the harassment which some
unscrupulous people—one two or ten—
may bring in, or they think those
people will bring in, more harmful?
We have a law to prevent vexatious
law suits. But the two have been put
on par.

1 have before me here so many
heari-rendering stories and many
irit~-: have come to me. I have some
letrer from Punjab. I was very surpris-
ed because I remember the elogquent
speech delivered by our hon. friend,
Pandit Thakur Das Bhargava, in
which he said that whatever is given
to the daughier in Punjab is kept in
trust by her husband's family or her
in-laws. May be there are many
such families. But it is also true that
from many States, including Punjab,
we have hcard stories of ill-treatment
of women for not bringing in dowry.
Only the other day, not even one
month ago, from Ludhiana we heard
the story of Shrimati Kamala Danda.
Her life was made a misery because
her parents could not pay the amounts
that her in-laws wanted for the
marriage. The marriage had taken
place earlier and she was constantly
ill-treated. Then, it is suspected, she
was pushed to death from the second
floor of the building. In her dying
declaration she stated that this has
"been done because her father could
not give a part of the landed property
which he had. I have many such
cases with me.

On this question of harassment 1
want an answer to the question which
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I am just now asking. We have
passed many good legislation. We
have passed a legislation by which we
want to stop corruption; we have
passed another legislation by which
we want to stop black-marketing.
Have we not passed such legislation?
Are they not amenable to harassment
by some unscrupulous people? I do
not at all agree with the Law Minis-
ter when he says that the demanding
of dowry is something on which we
need not have proof. I am not a
lawyer but I am sure in litigation
circumstantial evidence and other
types of evidence will have to be
brought forward. Without that, no
court is going to penalise anybody
under any law which we pass in this
House,

We know that laws can be utilised
unscrupulously by people—not only
the Dowry Prohibition Bill but other
acts also—and so it makes provisions
to protect people from vexatious law
suits.

Secondly, T want this House to con-
sider this. We have passed many
social reform laws. What has been
the practice till now? Why sheuld
we go on a hypothetical basis? I ask
this House to take one by one the
various social reform laws that we
have passed. Is it not our contention
that they have remained largely dead
letters and that they have been
evaded? Do we say that they have
really led to harassment?

Let us take the example of the
Sharda Act. I am not one of those
who say that there has been no bene-
ficial effect of the Sharda Act. I do
feel that the Sharda Act did do some
good at least amongst the middle-class
and the intelligentsia in the cities.
In the villages you do find that it is
not put into effect. Under the Sharda
Act you know that 14 is the mini-
mum age. In our country it is also
very difficult to prove whether a girl
is 14, 13 or 12 years of age. If vexa-
tious suits were not brought in a
very large number under the Sharda
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Act, 1 say that vexatious suits will
not also be brought under this.

Why do I say all this? The hon.
Law Minister said that in our society
there is so much tussle for a boy who
is earning well. We have now cate-
gorised our boys. For a B.A, pass
boy the demand is for Rs. 10,000, for
a B.Sc. pass it is Rs. 12,000, for an
IAS it is Rs. 25,000 and so on. We
have put them in various different
categories on the money market for
marriage. Now the argument Is
brought forward that when this is
the system we are not going to get
good boys for our daughters.

My point with regard to this ques-
tion of harassment is this. If really
we think about it, can anybody say
that in our society fathers who have
daughters to get married and their
relations do not hesitate ten thousand
times before they go to courts of law?
At least I can say that even in spite
of every humiliation they try to keep
away from law courts because they
have to get their daughters married.
Today I may have failed to get my
daughter married to A, T may be very
angry about it and I may want to
enter into a law suit. But I know that
tomorrow [ have to go to ten other
families and seek the hand of their
sons for my daughter. This will be
the greatest deterrent and the biggest
difficulty for us social reformers to
say to parents, “Go to the law court
and try to prove your case”. They
come to us and tell us, “We will not
go to a law court After all, even
though 1 am dissatisfled, tomorrow I
have to get my daughter married.
Where will 1 get a family which will
agree to give me their son when they
know that I have gone to the court of
law?”

This is the reality. It is not a ques-
tion of harassment. It is a question
of people wanting to evade, They are
permitted to evade because we have
not got that social concept. Secondly,
wre have a hatred for going to courts
of law because it is a social stigma.
That social stigma is the greatest
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deterrent against vexatious law suits.
Therefore I find absolutely no weight
in this contention made by the hon.
Law Minister.

Mr. Speaker: There is too much of
noise in the House. Unfortunately,
the acoustics of the House are not
quite good; but if added to bad
acoustics there should be talk also
carried on by hon. Members, we do
uot hear anything. Therefore may I
request hon. Members that if they
want to talk, the lobbies are open to
them and they may go there for a
talk?

Shrimati Renu Chakravartty: There-
fore this question of harassment
should not be brought forward. It has
not much of a wvalidity. Our law
vourts are there against vexatious law
suits. Secondly, the difficulties and
the social stigma attached to going to
law courts in social matters like
marriages are enougn deterrents, The
question is how to fight evasion. The
question is not of harassment.

Why do we want that the demand of
dowry be made punishable? To many
of us this seems to be one clause
which has some limited worth in this
Bill, because once the daughter has
been given in marriage, once she is
married, and the dowry has been
given partially or fully, it is next to
impossible for the good of the daughter
to go to a court of law. No sane
mother or father in the existing cir-
oumstances will go to a court of law.
Therefore the stage of “demanding” is
the stage where we may sometimes be
able to stop this haggling and, what
I call, the almost market auctioning of
the bridegroom that goes on.

I would like to resd out for the
good of our hon. Law Minister a letter
which I have just now received from
an honorary magistrate in Maharash-
tra.

Shri A. K. Sen: 1 have got thousands,

Shrimsati Renu Chakravarity: He
writes to me saying:
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“I do not have a copy of the Bill
but I read in press reports that
the ladies are trying to press the
clauses regarding the penalties for
demanding of dowry. Ag one
vitally interested in varieties of
marriage cases and the need for
reform amongst us, 1 consider the
clauses very necessary.”

It has just now come and it is a
magistrate who has written to me. He
Egoeg on to say:

“Their exclusion will defeat the
very purposes of the Bill. De-
manding dowry is demanding an
illegal gratification and giving
presents ig like satisfying it. The
whole system is based not merely
on offers but on the initiative of
demands. All initial negotiations
start with and are ordinarily
frusirated by the demands of
dowries and of heavy presents or
through subsidiary systems. I
wish your efforts every success.”

A magistrate has written this letter.

I would like this House to consider
that if dowry is to be made penal and
is 10 be regarded as a crime, why
should an attempt at that crime also
not be made penal? Not only murder
but an attempt to murder js also
made a pena] crime. Then why should
in this case only it be said that this
will lead to harassment? We, political
workers, know that such things as
harassment do happen for purposes of
political vindictiveness. We have cases
brought against us of dacoity. We
are charged with dacoity and culpable
homicide. All these things are
brought in. We know that such things
do happen. My peoint is that we do
not want to make harassment one
of the main aims of this Bill, but at
the same time we do say that if you
do not make this demand of dowry
a penal offence how are you going to
stop such humiliating conditions
where a bridegroom is brought to the
mandap and it is said, “You must give
a radio. You must give a car. If you
do not give that, I want so many more
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suits and so many thousands of rupees
more.” Is that not demanding? He
has not taken it but he has demanded
it. So I say that this is a most im-
portant clause.

‘What has our hon. Minister done?
Under pressure of public opinion, or
shall we say the opinion of the majo-
rity of the women hon. Members of
both the Houses, he has said, “Yes; we
can make it penal”, but he says that
no cognisance of this offence will be
taken except with the previous sanc-
tion of the State Government. I think
he should have been quite  honest
and said, “By our whip we are not
going to permit this clause"” instead of
going about in this back handed way.
He has explained it further which, I
say, is even worse because he says
that in inaccessible areas where there
are no officers, by a Government noti-
fication they may specify this on our
behalf.

When we had a discussion about 24
hours ago, although I was not in favour
of it, I was prepared for this com-
promise, of leaving it to a court of
first class magistrate. Do not leave it
to a State Government; do not leave
it to be specified by a general or
special order; do not leave it to special
officers. We have done it in the case
of the Divorce Bill, of the Marriage
Bill. Here it is advisable to leave it
to the court of a first class magistrate
if you must. If you so desire, make it
dependent upon preliminary enquiries
by him, but please do not make it an
impossible thing by the special order
of a State Government.

Now I find that the Deputy Minister
of Law has brought forward this
amendment. I feel that this complete-
ly nullifies the very idea. Every time
this question of harassment is brought
as an excuse. When we demanded
cognizability, we were told that there
would be harassment. We were told:
yon known our police; they would go
and harass every marriage partyr so
do not ask for cognizability. We know
that without cognizability, no social
reform can be implemented. Our
social consciousnes: has not advanced
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to that extent, Yet, many of us inspite
of the fact that we wanted cognizabi-
lity, agreed to the suggestion and said;
all right, for the purpose of this Bill
we shall not press for cognizability, as
it is said that it may lead to harass-
ment.

Now, again, another argument is
being brought forward that demanding
dowry should not be made penal be-
cause that also would lead to harass-
ment. This is a move to kill even the
small benefit that we propose to give
through this Bill.,

There is one more amendment: that
is regarding Explanation to clause 2.
1 would like to point out that many
hon. Members here, like Pandit
Thakur Das Bhargava, were very
much agitated that the definition as
it stood would not cover gifts, bona
fide gifts. Now we have all got chil-
dren. We will give them gifts or pre-
sents during marriage. It will be a
happy occasion and all of us would
give what we can. The rich will give
more; the poor would give what they
could afford. We do not want to
penalise them. It was made amply
clear by the Law Minister that if
it is not in consideration of marriage,
you can give anything. There was a
stage in our Bill when we had set a
limit, in terms of money for giving
gifts and if you read the Andhra Bill,
you will fing it is there also. They
have put a limit of R:. 300. But I am
sure there will be many many people
in this House and certain richer sec-
tions of our society who would say
that three hundred rupees is nothing
and that it is something which they
could not think of even. There are
some friends who have suggested
Rs. 50, Rs. 51, or Rs. 100. I am pre-
pared for that. But if you want to
insert an explanation that cash, oma-
ments and jewellery would be outside
the dowry, it would be very difficult to
impose any punishment under this
Bill. “In consideration of® are the
words which are of importance. Al-
ready it is difficult enough to prove.
The onus of proof is on the com-
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plainant and not on those defending
themselves. If on the top of this you
want an explanation, it would only
lead to prolonged litigation and you
would be making it absolutely im-
possible in any case to have any sort
of punishment for taking of dowry,

1 would in this connection like to
read out what Shri Kaleshwar Rao
said when the Andhra Bill was before
that legislature. He said that the ob-
ject was to prevent the bridegroom
from compelling the parents of brides
to part with large sums of money
under duress or coercion, and jewels
or other property given to the bride by
the bridegroom's party was not pro-
hibited,

The wording there is very clear, It
clearly states “in consideration of".
But if you want to add that presents
should be excluded you must accept
a limit of say Rs. 300. In our coun-
try it is the middle classes and the
lower middle classes who are suffer-
ing the most and who need protec-
tion, The rich can always afford to
give. That is why we are against
this and want this explanation to be
delected.

Lastly, Sir, I wish to say that
daughters should have a right to
something which their father leaves
in form of property. An pgual share
should be left for the dauphier as is
done for the sons, When we demand
an equal right they say: take it
from your hubsand’s property. So
many arguments are broughy forward.
We want that we should have in our
own rights as a daughfer an equal
share in the property of the father. Do
not deny that, It Is in our right

In conclusion, I would like to say
that we consider dowry to be an in-
dignity, leading to so many suicides
and so many deaths. Unfortunately,
the law does not go very far. That
is why we are agitating over this Bill.
At the Communist Party Congress at
Vijayawada we passed a resolution
saying that it is the duty of every
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communist wherever they may be to
flght against this evil, to rouse people
against this evil We hope that the
- Congress Party and all political
leaders and social reformers will take
this up and organise social boycott of
people who take dowry and will not
go to their weddings. This is the only
way by which we can rouse public
opinion, This i§ the only way to
eradicate the evil of dowry system.

Shrimati Renoka Ray (Malda):
Mr. Speaker, Sir, standing here on
this historic occasion when for the
firsy time the two House are meet-
ing in a joint session, I am reminded
of a much earlier time when we met
here to discuss and enact the Consti-
tution of this country, a constitution
within which the fundamental rights
that there would be no discrimination
on grounds of sex or any other
grounds, disabilities like untouch-
ability would be punishable, etc are
enshrined.

Sir, I am mentioning this becaus2
we all realise today that while we
believe in certain things while we
have enactments and legislations sup-
porting these as indicators of things
that we want to do, these would not
be achieved until there is g change in
the heart of society and until social
consciousness aroused. Today it is a
strange anomaly that in a country )ike
India, while the census shqws that the
number of women is much lower than
the number of men and if the law of
supply and demang were to operate
in the marriage market, it would be
the women who would be sought
after, due to social restrictions, the
whole thing operates the other way.
The tragedy is that even after our
marriage laws have been changed.
property laws have been changed and
women are coming into their own in
many ways, the evil of dowry system
stil persists

Now both the Houses are agreed
that dowry should be prohibited. We
are meeting today, to decide as to
how to give affect to it, because there
has been some difference of opinion
between the two Houses.
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1 do feel that while social legisla-
tion can never fully achieve its ob-
jective, and knowing—as the last
speaker has already pointed out—the
vonsequences that followed the Child
Marriage Restraint Act and how long
it has taken for it to be operative
among the middle classes in this
country, and knowing also, as I said
earlier, the fact that while untouch-
ability is a crime against the Consti-
tution, we find when we go round the
country that there are areas where
it still persisfs, in spite of all these
things, such laws are necessary as an
indicator, as a pointer towards what
society means to achieve towards those
objectives which society believes
should come in. And although gocial
thinking is progressing towards that
end because of certain customs that
prevail, the majority of men and wo-
ment find it difficult to overcome them.
If legislation comes in, it may not be
entirely operative, but it will at least
bring about a certain improvement,
it will be a pointor and it will help
many who do not wish to pay dowry.

First of all, we must make the
measure as operative as possible. The
Sharda Act did not make child marri-
age a cognizable offence. Of course,
today it is not within the purview of
this discussion because this was not
one of the points of difference between
the two Houses, but some of us de-
sired that an offence under this should
be made a cognizable offence, because
that is the only way in which it cou'd
be made fully operative, But since
it has not been done, we must see to
it, to the extent possible, that this
Bill as it stands becomes operative
and fully effective. I am glad that
the Law Minister has himself point-
ed out that the retention of the words
“directly or indirectly” in the Bil] is
essential. I am not going into de-
tails on this point; because, even
though the Lok Sabha had not agreed
to it in the second instance, I think
that the majority of the Members of
both Houses are in favour of the re-
tention of the words “directly or in-
directly” in the definitions clause. 1
do not intend to labour any argument
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on this behalf because I do not think
there is really much difference on
this point,

Then comes Explanation No. L
which was put in by the Lok Sabha
and deleted by Rajya Sabha. And
may I say that, unlike Shri P, N,
Sapru, I do not stand up for the pres-
tige of the House that whatever we
may have done we must stick to? Shri
P. N, Sapru, while he was speaking in
the Rajya Sabha asked: “When the
Rajya Sabha has passed certain things,
how dare the Lok Sabha change
them?” That was his main argu-
ment against it. I want to say that
on a careful consideration I fee] it
is quite right, and I think the Law
Minister when he spoke made it clear
that he also felt that the Explanation
No. I, if it remains, is likely to vitiate
from the effective operation of this
clause.

Shri P. N. Sapru (Uttar Pradesh):
The Law Minister made no observa-
tion of that character as far as I re-
member. He took a neutra] ling in
regard to that,

Shrimati Renuoka Ray: He first
pointed out that he felt that if this
remains—anyhow the Law Minister
is there and he can speak for him-
sel—but as far as I understood him,
he first said that he felt that if the
Explanation was there the Bill would
be less effective. And I think that
the Explanation is quite unnecessary,

‘What is the purpose of putting this
Explanation? It is obvious that pre-
sents that are not dowry, presents that
are given not in consideration of the
marriage but because the parents wish
to give them out of natural affection,
have nothing to do with dowry which
is a coercive measure as understood
in this country. Dowries gre of many
kinds; but dowry as understood in
India has only one meaning It
is a compulsory measure, it is a
coercive measure, in the sense that
the parents of the bride—or of the
bridegroom in some sections of society
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—have to pay the dowry. That is the
element of compulsion. Where there
is no element of compulsion, if rich
parents wish to give their daughter
presents, I do not think that the mat-
ter can be confused with the payment
of dowry where the element of com-
pulsion comes in and which is a pre-
condition of the marriage. So I do
not think there is any point in keep-
ing the Explanation, I would hum-
bly submit to the House, particularly
to those Members who have some
doubts about this Explanation, that if
it is not there, there might be some
difficulties, and where the parents
would like to give their daughters
some presents, that imght also be
affected that if they read through
the Bill carefully they would see that
there is no room for such a fear be-
cause it is not gperative in that man-
ner,

But this factor, however important,
is not so important as clause 4 of the
Bill. Clause 4 of the Bill is one which
the Lok Sabha did keep and which the
Rajya Sabha deleted. I hope Shri
P, N, Sapru will give this the same
consideration as I have given to the
Explanation which the Lok Sabha
wanted to retain gnd the Rajya Sabha
wanted to delete, and I would like
to say that the Lok Sabha which may
not have the wisdom or the maturity
of the Rajya Sabha can claim to be
the House where sit the representa-
tive of the people, can claim that they
do have something to say, that they
too can give some consideration to
these matters, however, lacking In
wisdom they may be. Perhaps they
know something of what is happen-
ing in the day-to-day affairs in the
remote villages and so on, and per-
haps my hon, friend and others who
think like him will give this some
consideration

Why is clause 4 of the Bill so im-
portant? Because it is at the stage of
demanding a dowry that negotiations
take place for dowry. If we want to
stop the custom of dowry, are we go-
ing to stop it after the dowry has
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been paid? After the marriage has
taken place, is the father or the mother
going to bring, against the daughter’s
interests, cases against the father-in-
law of the daughter or against those
who have taken the dowry in this be-
half? Is that a possibility? It is
very unlikely. You may say it is
equally unlikely—not equally unlikely
but it is not very likely—that st any
stage cases will be brought. The last
speaker has referred to this, I do not
want to go into the details. The Shadra
Act has been there on the statute-book
al] these years. But how many cases
have there been? It is true, because
it was not cognizable. How many
cases have there been where people
have gone to the law court over this
social legislation? And so far as
those who have given dowry are con-
cerned, they wil certainly not go,

So it iz only at the demand stage
that it can be done. There is some
possibility of doing something only at
the stage of demanding of the dowry,
which is very unseemly, when trage-
dies occur. It is at the stage of de-
manding dowry and when the nego-
tiations break off that these tragedies
occur. Shrimati Renu Chakravartty
told this Joint Session just now that
she has received letters about this, We
have all received letters from many
parts of the country, There is no
time to go into al] these. But there
is one point, and that is this. It is
at the negotiation stage that some res-
traint should come against the demand
of dowry. Because, when the nego-
tiations fail, what happens to the
daughter? She becomes an objecy of
ridicule and even ostracism, and very
often she cannot be married off again?
“This still persists: the marriage arrage-
ments are all complete, the invitations
are sent out, but because the demand
of dowry is not being fulfilled, the ne-
gotiationg fail, I think it is this stage
which is most important, and for this
purpose it is essential that this clause
should be retained, .

The Law Minister has suggested a
proviso tp this clause. It is a proviso
which we have to study and to take
into account, because there are some
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people in this House who have a fear
that there will be harassment in courts
in cases where after the demand for
dowry is made, the negotiations break
down, and because of the failure of
getting the daughter married, the
parents may feel frustrated. The last
speaker met that argument but what
is even more important js that while
the negotiations break  dowm,
there is very little chance
even of the negotiator going to
courts of law. But, since there is some
suspicion and some lurking fear in the
minds of many of our Members, and
since we are here to effect some kind
of agreement, it may be necessary to
prescribe that flimsy complaints should
not be entertained. I, do not think
that flimsy complaints can be enter-
tained in any case, but to give that
assurance to the people and to make
assurance doubly sure, certainly, if
that is the feeling amongst the
Members, we can accept some kind of
proviso here. The Law Minister has
tabled an amendment —or rather, it is
in the name of the Deputy Law Min-
ister,—which reads thus:

“Provided that no court shall
take cognisance of any offence
under this section except with the
previous sanction of the State
Government or of such officers as
the State Government may by
general or special order specify
in this behalf.”,

[ would suggest that it should also
be added to this, if that is possible,
that “the rank of such officers should
not be above that of a first class
magistrate, and wherever necessary,
even officers of lower status should
be specified” This is particularly
needed in the remote and inaccessible
areas from where it is difficult for
people even to come forward in front
of a first class magistrate. I hope that
with some slight change and altera-
tion, the Law Minister's amendment
will be accepted by the House, not
because I feel that it is necessary, but
only because I feel that it will bring
about a measure of agreement, on &
measure which is, after all, only an
indicator of what we want.
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In these days of dynamic changes,
it is surprising but true that in India,
we still have a system where women
are sold almost like chattel and we
must come to a stage when this will
go out, and all we can do here in this
joint sitting is to make this legisla-
tion as effective as such social legis-
lation can ever be.

The Prime Minister ang Minister of
External Affairs (Shri Jawaharlal
Nehru): Mr. Speaker, Sir, I am grate-
ful to you for calling me to speak on
this occasion. I have myself, for
rather a special reason, felt the urge
to say a few words, although frankly,
I have nothing very special to say-
The subject has been argued, and I
believe that, in so far as the main
purpose of this Bill is concerned,
there is hardly any doubt or difference
of opinion; in regard to stresses, em-
phasis or some implications, there
might be some difference of opinion.
Therefore, it is not really necessary
for me or for any one of us to argue
on the merits, as one might say, but,
as I said, I felt the urge to associate
myself with this occasion, not merely
because it is the first joint sitting, but
because it is a continuation of the
series of social legislation that from
time to time our Parliament has in-
dulged in.

Of all the various important mea-
sures lnat this Parliament has passed
during the last ten or twelve years,
I do attach very great jmportance to
the legislation passed in regard to
marriage, divorce etc, and I think
that that was a basically important
thing. It touched our social life; it
touched our customs; and it was al-
ways a difficult thing to do that.
nevertheless, this Parliament did
attempt to do that. People
may criticise and say that they
are not always being given effect to,
and there is evasion and all that.
That is true. Baut, it was, 1 think, a
highly important thing that this Par-
liament did, in so far ag social reform
is concerned, and more especially, in
8o far as the women of India are con-
cerned, it was a piece of legislation
which helped to some extent to libe-
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rate them from old bondage, because
there is no doubt at all that in spite
of the very high ideals that we may
have and which our history gives
about our women, the fact of the
matter is that in social life, social cus-
tom, social law etc, they have been
burdened by many things which have
prevented their growth. Of course,
today, other things are happening to
relieve them of these burdens, and
probably the most important thing of
all is not even the laws that this Par-
liament may pass, but it is the proces-
ses of education that are spreading so
fast all over the country, even in the
rural areas. That is a great liberating
and revolutionary factor than almost
anything. But all this has to be en-
couraged and helped and pushed on
by legislation.

Legislation cannot by itself normal-
ly solve deep-rooted social problems.
One has tp approach them in other
ways too, but legislation is necessary
and essential, so that it may give that
push and have that educative factor
as well as the legal sanctions behind
it which help public opinion to be
formed or public opinion which is
being formed to be given a certain
shape.

Therefore, I think that this piece of
legislation, obvious as it is, and al-
most accepted by everybody, is ne-
cessary. As regards this question of
dowry, I look upon it more from the
point of view of liberating our women-
folk than from any other. I do not
know what statistics say or what the
census reports reveal. But I remember
the great shock thal I had, when
many years, ago, I think it was in the
course of the discussions on the old
Hindu Code Bill or in the report on
it, the fact was brought out—it was,
I think, in regard to Saurashtra—that
there was an average of onc suicide a
day among girls there, one suicide a
day. There may be many reasons for
that suicide, of course, but the fact
that in a part of the country like
Gujarat, which is considered to be,
and rightly so, as one of the more
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advanced parts of India, educationally,
socially and economically, there should
be this vast number of suicides came
to me as a tremendous shock, and I
wondered what the rate would be in
the other parts of the country, be-
cause these things do not come out
into the public; they seldom do. And
what of those who do not commit
suicide but go through some kind of
tyranny which js worse than death,
throughout their lives? I was horri-
fied when I thought of that, and if
anybody seeks to justify this on the
ground of old custom and all that, I
think he does grave injury to the
whole social basis of our society. If
such a thing is justifiable on any
basis, that basis is completely wrong
and should be uprdoted. So that is
my broad approach to this problem.

13 hrs,

So as a small element in dealing
with this problem, a very small one,
1 admit—because the problem is a
much bigger one than this and it can
ultimately be solved only by educa-
tional and economic advance—this
legislation is helpful. 1 am glad to
see that this is being tackled educa-
tionally. A silent but widespread re-
volution is taking place, as our girls
and women go to school and college
and come out, more especially those
in the rural areas. I welcome, that,
realising of course, as every one
must realise, that when you uproot
any kind of old system, much good is
done and some harm also follows.
Some upsets follow; thag is inewvi-
table. We have to face that, We can-
not, for the risk of possibly having to
face some harm, jndividual or group,
hold on much to a harm which is a
continuing one. That is the normal
outlook, because we are accustomed
to the evils we suffer from and we do
not react to them, because we see
them daily and think thev are in the
order of existence, We always see
other people’s evily because we are
not used to them. Therefore, we
should not be afraid of taking any
step because it might, in individual
or odd cases, function in a way that
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is not wholly desirable. We must
take a larger view of it.

So far as this Dowry Prohibition
Bill is concerned, I do submit to this
House that it is a step, an important
step, in the right direction, and it
will, by and large, remove a certain
burden. It will naturally relieve vast
numbers of families of a certain bur-
den. Everyone knows when a gques-
tion of marriage occurs, all kinds of
demands are made from opur middle
class people, lower middle class people
or any middle class people, and may
be in the rural areas, too. I do not
say this will certainly put an end to-
it, but I think it will be a powerful
factor to that end. People will hesi-
tate to make these demands. Secretly’
they may do so. So I welcome this
and I shall be very happy when it is
passed, as I am sure it will be, by this
joint session.

Now, the points before this House
for argument are very limited. In
clause 2, there is the guestion of addi-
tion of the words ‘either directly or
indirectly’. In think it is desirable to
accept that amendment and add
‘either directly or indirectly' to
clause 2, In a sense, of course, it may
be said to be slightly redundant, be-
cause these things are supposed to be-
taken for granted. But it is better to
be clear on this issue. Therefore, 1
submit that we should accept that
amendment.

Then comes the Explanation, Now
about the Explanation too, as it is an-
explanation, presumably it is included
in the original. But to avoid any
doubt—it is obvious that certain per-
sonal gifts to the daughter or the
other party cannot be considered as
dowry—it is put in there. That is all
that it says. It spells it out a little
more. If you like, vou may have the
Explanation or you may not. But
the essence of the Explanation is jm
the original, and to spell it out may
not do much harm. If you do not
like, it, do not have it, but the fact
remains, whether you have it or not.
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Coming to clause 4, as the House
knows, an amendment has been pro-
posed by my hon, colleague, Shri
Hajarnavis, to add a proviso to it
An hon. Member has criticised that
proviso. I think he possibly misunder-
stood this proviso. She thought that
this was a major obsiruction in the
way of this being done. If everything
has to be approved by the State Gov-
.ernment, of course it becomes so cum-
brous and difficult a procedure that
nobody can take advantage of it. That
is obvicus, How can a poor villager
g0 to the State Government or the
Advocate-General to ask for permis-
sion? If that was so, I would strongly
.oppose it. The whole point is that
one has to keep a balance between
two things. One is not to make this
.a method of pure harassment, any
person bringing it in. There should
be some kind of slight check on it;
.at the same time, the check should
not be such as to check it completely
or very much so. It should be an
easy method, only a small check. The
‘The proviso says that the State Gov-
ernment—that is the way of putting
it—or an officer appointed in this
behalf may by general or special order
specify in this behalf. What does that
mean? General order means, let us
say, that every Firsy Class Magistrate
can do it. That is a general order—
not appointed for a particular case but
generally. A special order may be in
regard to a particular area, whatever
it may be. The point is to make this
easily accessible, and yey have some
kind of check there. I think, con-
sidering everything, the proviso is a
.desirable one, as I think that clause
4 is a desirable one and we should
adopt it plus the proviso, because
there is truth and substance in the
argument that if you leave out clause
4 completely, you take out the main
backbone of this Bill. Therefore, 1
should like clause 4 to be there, but
1 think the proviso sought to be
attached to it removes one kind of

«cobjection some Members have raised.
As such, it should be generally accept-
«d. taking the two together.
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Shri Goray (Poona): Will the Gov-
ernment have objection to putting it
very clearly that a First Class Magis-
trate will be empowered in this be-
half, instead of stating it in a general
vague manner?

Shri Jawaharlal Nehru: How can
he say First Class Magistrate? 1 may
have a Second Class Magistrate or a
Third Class Magistrate doing it. How
can you put that in a Bill?

Shri Goray: In many Acts it is
said ‘First Class’ and ‘Second Class"
It is not something that is new.

Shri Jawaharlal Nehru:
really think we can do that.

I do not

Shri Akbar Ali Khan (Andhra Pra-
desh): We can say ‘Judicial Officer’.

Shri Jawaharlal Nehru: Why should
we limit it to one party? Why not
give the widest possible scope? For
instance, we are going to have pan-
chayat raj. We may say the Pradhan
of the panchayat or Sarpanch may do
it. I am prepared to have that. But
the moment you put it down, you
limit it. You are not extending it. I
think it will be a very good thing if
the head of the panchayat in a village
is authorised to do it.

Shrimati Renu Chakravartty: We
are not willing to leave it to a
Sarpanch, but we will leave it to a
court not higher than that of a First
Class Magistrate. That will be keep-
ing it wthin easy reach. We should
not leave it to the Serpanches in
whom feudal prejudices are there to
a greater extent.

Shri Jawaharlal Nehru: May be.
Let it be First Class Magistrate. But
1 do not think you improve this
legislation by limiting this thing. I
do not thnk it is particulary easy to
reach a First Class Magistrate for
this kind of thing.

You are, at the present moment,
possibly thinking that the State Gov-
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ernment may not function, let us say,
in all honesty in this matter. That
is, it may be opposed to it. If &
State Government wants to function
in that way, the word of the jaw will
not make much difference. It may
delay mat'ers by way of procedure.
But I do not think there are State
Governments—whatever may be your
differences with them—who will in
this matter proceed in a way of
delaying or obstructing, because this
is a general feeling among all, I
admit that possibly, as the hon.
Member pointed out, sarpanches ete.
might take a more conservative or
reactionary v'ew. There is a possi-
biity of that, although the new
serpanches are somewhat different
from the old and they no doubt go on
changing.

T do submit that this matter is one
of drafing really. The draft was pre-
pared with some care by our Law
Ministry after the fashion of drafts.
One may not put odd things in draft
ing which create controversy in
interpretation of law. The real
purpose of the draft was to give the
largest scope. That is, it should be
made easy for those who want such
a remedy to get somebody to give it
That is the whole purpose of it. It
was not supposed to be limiting one.

It is better to have some kind of
clause which might have that little
:hec_k because, otherwise, there is the
pn_ss:bility of this being misuseq by
mischievous persons. I have no doubt
that when you pass this Bill there will
be people who misuse it and try to
evade it. That is so. That is partl-
cularly so in every piece of legislation,
Bgt, I think, on the whole, as it is
with the amendment suggested, it iIs
8 very substantial advance of which
ﬂusﬂousewim it hag passed it, may

Shri P. N. Sapru: Mr, Speaker, Sir,
it is some what diffieult to speak eriti-
cally about this measure after the
very distinguished pronouncement of
the Prime Minister that this measure
is a good one. I hope 1 shall not be
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lacking in courtesy to our great Prime
Minister if I venture to differ from
him in some respects in regard to this
measure.

Let me, first of all, Mr. Speaker,
make it quite clear that I am an
enthusiastic supporter of all wemen's
causes, I would like them to develop
a radical outook towards life; and I
would like our socia problems to be
viewed in a radical spirit. But, T do
not think that radicalism means ill-
advised legislation. And my grievance
against this Bill js that it sets before
us a wrong ideal.

You may abolish dowry by legis--
lation; but you will not, by doing so,
make girls get married. Your object
is to see that the get married. If a
girl has got looks she will get married.
It a girl has some property she will
have better chances of marriage than
other girls. You cannot equalise the-
opportunity for marriage so far as
girls are concerned by abolishing the
institution of dowry. It must not be
assumed that I am for retaining the
institution of dowry. I know dowry
is a monstrous evil. But the question
is whether legislation is the proper
method of tackling this problem.

There is one clause in the Bill
which 1 think is a good one and that
is clause 6. Apart from that, I find
that we are trying to tackle the
problem in the wrong way. I think
the ideal should be to allow parties to
choose their partners in life. This
system of arrenged marriages should’
go. You have thig institution of
dowry because you have this system
of arranged and caste marriages. If
you can do away with arranged and
caste marriages, if you can have move
a society in which young men and
young women have freely and choose:
their own partners in life, the
problem of dowry will not presenmt
the proportions it does in our country.

The second thing is, do not look
upon marriage as universal Our
principal difficulty is that we think
that marriage is essential for every
woman. It should be left to the
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-option of a girl or a young man to
decide whether she or he would get
married, and, if so, when and to
whom. If these two things are done,
T think, the evil will be tackled in a
manner which is consistent with
modern ideas.

Let me now, after making my
position clear, come to the mam
differences between the two Houses.
It is true as Shrimati Renuka Ray
suggested that I advised or I told the
Rajya Sabha that we should stick to
what we have done. Personally, I am
not enthusiastic about what we have
done in the Rajya Sabha because if 1
had my own way T wouid have
‘nothing to do with it in its present
form. But

the question is, what
should we do now in this Joint
‘Session? We have to consider in

this Joint Session the amendments on
their merits,

So far as the merits arp concerned,
the first difference is in regard to
clause 2. The words ‘drectly or
indirectly’ are sought to be introduced
in ciause 2. I think thehse words are
-of a redundant character. When you
say—

“DowTty’ means any property
or wvaluable security given or
agreed to be given—"

‘the words, ‘directly or indirectly’
are there The insertion of the werds
‘direct’y or indirectly’ is therefore
merely redundant, It will only
make the Bil, from the drafting
point of view, more defective than it

1s. I do not think you need to
!nsgrt the words ‘directy or
indirectly’. They are implicit in the

~clause as jt is to be found in the Bill.

Dr. W. 8. Barlingay (Maharashtra);
But don't they lend emphasis to the
‘whole point?

8Shri P. N. Sapru: In lending empha-
-8is you create difficulties so far as
interpretation by courts is concerned.
“‘Why make explicit what is implicit?
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Then comes the question of Expla-
nation. From my point of view it is
immaterial whether wyou have this
Explanation or you do not have it
Because, as I said, in the Bill as it
stands, the presents made at the time
of marriage to either party to the
marriage in the form of cash, orna-
ments, clothes or other articles, shall
not be deemed to be dowry unless they
are made as consideration for the
marriage of the said parties. The
most material words are, ‘as conside-
ration for the marriage of the said
parties’.

I may give my daughter any amount
of cash or ornaments; and that would
not bring me within the mischief of
this clauze unless there is a prior
agreement implicit or explicit that
these gifts are being given in consi-
deiation for the marriage of the par-
ties. Unless the gifts are given for
the purpose of enabling the marriage
to take place, these gifts will not be
covered by this clause. Therefore, 1
think, the Law Minister was quite
right in taking the line that he was
more or less not concerned as to whe-
ther Explanation I remains or does
not remain part of the clause,
Explanation 1 neither improves the
Bill nor wi!l it make it worse. But I
think it may be desirable to have it
because Explanation I emphasises that
there may be some doubts and in
order that these doubts may not exist
we are making something clear which
is implicit in the Bill.

I would now come to clause 4 and
here 1 must say that I find it very
hard to understand how this demand
will be proved or established in a
court of law. There will be oaths
against oaths. Unless there is some
documentary evidence to support
parties, it will be wvery difficult to
prove the factum of the demand. What
you will do is to open the flood gates
of perjury in your law courts. You
are giving encouragement to people to
go to your courts of law and to per-
jure. I think it is undesirable, there-
fore, to make demand an offence
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So far as the parent or guardian of
a gentlemanly type is concerned, he
will not go and complain before any
magistrate and say that so much was
demanded for the marriage of his
daughter, He will keep quiet because
if he has other daughters to get mar-
ried he will feel that it may be difficult
thereafter for him to get anv deecent
man to agree to marry his daughters.
So far as the blackmailer is concerned,
so far as scoundrel is concerned, so
far the as the scum of the society is
concerned, he will untilise this oppor-
tunity to harass someone who, he
thinks, has slighted him by not agree-
ing to accept his daughter in marriage.
Therefore, 1 think there will be many
frivolous complaints, I think the
Deputy Law Minister was wise in
suggesting a modification of the provi-
«ions ‘n regard to the procedure to be
adopted to the effect that when a com-
plaint of this character is made by one
of the parties to the ma-riage nego-
tiations, the comnlaint should in the
initia! stages be considered by the
State Governmen!. The relevant
amendment reads u; follows:

“Provided that no court shall
take cognizance of any offence
under this section except with the
previous sanction of the State
Government or of such officer as
the State Government may, by
general or special order, specify in
this behalf.”

1 think this will be a healthy course.
There are many enactments under
which action can not be taken without
the permission or sanction of the
State Government. f you go through
the Criminal Procedure Code or the
Indian Penal Code, you will find that
there are laws in regard to which it is
laid down that before you can take
action wunder those laws, you must
have the sanction of the State Gov-
ernment or you must have the sanc-
tion of someone authorised by the
State Government to act on its behalf.
Therefore, it is a salutary provision.
If we are going to penalise the
demand, let us at least modify the
rigour of clause 4 by adding this rider
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which has been suggested by the hon.
Deputy Minister of Law.

One reason why I feel a little diffi-
dent and not very enthusiastic about
this Bill is that in my opinion legisla-
tion should be such as can be easily
enforced and effectively enforced.
Laws should not be brought into con.
tempt by being ignored. Reference
was made to the educative aspect of
this Bill. I am g great believer in that
and I think the Sarda Act has done a
good deal of educalive work. But I
think it might have been more effec-
tive if there had been a clause to the
effect that any marriage of a person
below the age of 14 or 16—whatever
be the prescribed age—contracted in
contravention of the Act shall be null
and avoid. The marriage itself should
have been declared woid. Had we
taken these drastic line, I think that
Act would have worked better. But
I think there is a difference between
the Sarda Act and this Dowrv Prohi-
bition Bill. Here you are making the
demand of dowry illegal.

A man may very well say in the
course of a conversation: well, what is
the status, what is the property that
the parents have got or how much do
you- think the parents are likely to
give their daughter at the time of
marriage? This remark might have
been made quite innocently, just as a
matter of curiosity. A remark of that
character will bring a person so doing
within the mischief of this Bill. That
is the difficulty which I feel with
respect to this Bill. Amrd as I said, I
am not at all enthusiastic about this
Bill. It has been promoted and dis-
cussed in Joint Session. I know that
we have to pass it in some form or
other. But I venture to think that the
path indicated by it is not that path
of social reform which we want to see
effected speedily in this country.

Bhri Mulka Govinda Reddy
(Mysore): Sir, I would like to make
some observations regarding this Bill
that is before the House. I know that
this Dowry Prohibition Bill, when
enacted, will not eradicate the ewil
that is prevalent in the Indian society.
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A much more radical reform is neces-
sary to put down this evil in our
society. By mere legislation, social
evils will not be eradicated or rooted
out. By complete overhau'ing of the
present system of society, by a com-
plete social change, this evil along
with other social evils can be put
down. By education, by economic
progress and by social change, these
evils can be put down. I know that
mere passing of this legislation will
not be encugh to put an end to this
evil. It js much more necessary that
the social consciousness must be
roused among the people, and the
people at large in and around the
places where such a system is preva-
lent should be more vigilant, and
they should come forward to re-
port cases of this nature where viola-
tion of this law takes place. Such
cases should be reported to the con-
cernad authorities so that that system
will act as a deterrent to those who
indulge in this evil.

The differences of opinion between
the two Houses are only three in
numbce ', Regarding the principle of
the B Il, it has been accepted by all
concerned not only by the Members of
both Houses of Parliament but by the
general public at large. There was a
private Member's bill moved in the
Rajya Sabha which was later on with-
drawn on the assurance given by the
Minister that the Government them-
selves would be bringing forward a
Bill to eradicate this gystem of dowry.

First, the difference of opinion that
has been brought before the joint ses-
gion of both Houses of Parliament to
be resolved is with regard to the defi-
nition of the word ‘dowry’. In this
Bill, the dowry has been defined as
follows:

....means any property or
valuable security given or agreed
.ta nh ‘ivﬂﬂ "

Anmmdmmtwummbym
Rajya Sabha on the basis of the
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amendment that was suggested by the
Joint Committee. The Joint Com-
mittee, after giving much thought to
it in their deliberations, made it clear
that after the word “given"”, the words
“directly or indirectly” should be in-
serted. They wanted to see that there
was 50 doubt expressed about the defi-
nition, that the definition of the word
‘dowry’ should be wide and that there
should be no ambiguity about it.
Something could be evaded by deing
certain things indirectly. Therefore,
they inserted the words “directly or
indirectly”, after the word “given” in
the definition of dowry in clause 2.
The Rajya Sabha accepted that sug-
gestion of the Joint Committee and
passed the measure,

I really do noi understand why the
Lok Sabha did not accept this amend-
ment. In clause 4, they have said as
follows:

“If any person, after the com-
mencement of this Act, demands.
directly or indirectly...."”

The same words have been inserted in
clause 4, and therefore, | sec no reason
why the Lok Sabha should object to
the insertion of these words, *directly
or indirectly” after the word ‘“given”
in the definition. I therefore support
the amendment that has now been
brought forward and which has been
acccpted by the mover of this Bill

Regarding the Explanation, I would
like to say a few words. In the same
clause—clause 2—an Explanation has
been added by the Lok Sabha, which
runs as follows: —

“For the removal of doubts, it
is hereby declared that any
presents made at the time of a
marriage to either party to the
marriage in the form of cash,
ornaments, clothes or other arti.

consideration for the mlrrhae
the said parties.”
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How, we have defined the meaning of
dowry, and in this explanation we are
annulling what we have defined in the
word “dowry”, We want to put down
this evil. We want to prohibit and we
want to see that such a system does
not prevail, but by adding this Expla-
nation we will be allowing the parties
to indulge in this system of dowry.
In a way, we will be encouraging them
to evade this law which prohibits
dowries. 1 therefore feel that by
allowing the Explanation to remain in
the body of this Bill, we will be
encouraging the parties to indulge in
this system of dowry which will not
be put down. On the other hand, the
very purpose of this Bill will be
defeated if you allow this Explanation
to remain in the Bill as it is. I there-
fore plead that this Explanation should
be deleted,

The other point of difference is
about clause 4 which says as follows:

“If an person after the com-
mencement of this Act, demands,
directly or indirectly, from the
parents or guardian of a bride or
bridegroom, as the case may be,
any dowry, he shall be punishable
with imprisonment which may
extend to six months, or with fine
which may extend to five
thousand rupees, or with both.”

This is a very oppressive clause. It is
true that no parent will come forward
when a dowry has been given as con.
sideration for marriage to file a suit
against the bridegroom or the parents
of the bridegroom. It is wvery im-
portant that the demand of dowry
should be prohibited. But as the Law
Minister explained—and I agree with
him—in some villages or in most of
the villages there will be feuds. It is
quite likely that because of personal
animosity or of personal faud some
person might go to a court of law
saying that A demanded some dowry
from B. So, it will definitely lead to
harassment of innocent people. But
we do want to prohibit the demanding
of dowry which is genuinely made by
persons who want to get themselves
married. This is a very great evil
which should be put down.

536 (Ai) LSD—4.
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An amendment, by way of a provise,
has now been brought forward by the
Deputy Minister of Law, Shri Hajar-
navis, which says:

“Provided that no court shall
take cognizance of any offence
under this section except with the
previous sanction of the State Gov-
ernment or of such officers as the
State Government may by general
or by special order specify in this
behalf.”

This amendment can be accepted pro-
vided this proviso is changed and is
made more definite. As it is, it is
very vague. It now says:

“....such officers as the State
Government may by general or by
special order specify in this
behalf.”

It would be better if in this proviso
itself, the status of the officer is men-
tioned, such as the second class magis-
trate or the district magistrate of a
district, who may be empowered to
give sanction for going ahead with
cases of such a nature. If this proviso
is suitably amended so as to make it
definite—that such and such an officer
is empowered to give permission for
filing a suit against the offender—it
will be more desirable,

With these words, I support this Bill.

Shri J. N. Eaushal (Punjab): Mr,
Speaker, Sir, the points of difference
for resolving which this historic joint
session has met teday, I feel, have
mostly been narrowed down by the
powerful voice of the Law Minister as
well as that of our Prime Minister.
The main difference which still remains
and to which both the hon. speakers
have not given thought is regarding
the Explanation to the definition clause
of dowry. The view which has been
given by both the speakers is, whether
Yyou retain the explanation or delete it,
it is not going to make any differenece.
With great respect, I do not agree with
this point of view. In fact, the reten-
tion of the explanation, as pointed out
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by the Law Minister, will mean that
in a very naked from, you tell the law
evaders the wayin which the law can
be evaded. In support of my conten-
tion, I wish to bring to the notice of
the House what the joint Committee
had to say with regard to the original
clause which was in the Bill, when it
wag introduced in the Lok Sabha.
The clause read like this: After giving
the definition of dowry, it was stated
that it will not include any presents
made at the time of the marriage to
either party to the marriage in form
of ornaments, clothes and other articles
not exceeding Rs. 2000 in value in the
aggregate,

When this measure went to the
Joint Committee, they gave their
powerful opinion in these words:

“In the opinion of the commit-
tee, the fixation of a limit of Rs.
2,000 for presents, ornaments,
clothes, etc. made at the time of
marriage to either party thereto
may have the effect of legalising
dowry up to that amount and
encouraging the giving or taking
of dowry up to that limit. That
would be defeating the very object
of the Act namely, to do away
with the system of dowry. They
therefore feel that item (ii) may
be omitted.”

I would submit that the Joint Commit-
tee was of the opinion that this expla-
nation, which was inserted by the
Government legalising the giving of
gifts up to the limit of Rs.2,000 was
ommitted for two reasons. Firstly, the
Joint Committee thought that this
would be legalising dowry in another
form-in the form of gifts. they also
thought that this would in fact de-
feat the very purpose of the Act. 1
would, with very great humility, sub-
mit to the Housethat the retention of
the explanation would lead to peaple
giving dowry not in the shape of
dowry, but in the shape of gifts. 1
have not been, in fact, able to realise
the difference between dowry as such
and gifts as they are stated. The very
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purpose with which the marriages are
celebrated is to give a certain amount
of cash, ornaments or valuables; whe-
ther you call it dowry or gift, it is
one and the same,

The two objects with which these
articles are given are, firstly that the
parents want to give a certain amount
by way of dowry or gift because in
some cases they want to give it and
in most of the cases, they have to give
it because of extortion of the bride-
groom’s party. The other object is,
they want to show to the people that
they are well-to-do persons, they have
given so much in the marriage of their
daughters, in fact these unfortunate
people are not of that status.

Therefore, my submission is, once
you delete this explanation, it would
only mean taking away with the left
hand what you have given with the
right hand. The view which the Rajya
Sabha has taken is more realistic,
more practical and more in consonance
with the object with which this Bill
is being passed. All of us are agreed
that dowry is an evil and we should
take measures to stop the giving of
dowry. But we are not agreed as to
whether the giving of gifts should be
banned or not. I make bold to say
that if it is an evil which is eating
into the very vitals of the lower
middleclass, we must be bold enough
to say that we will not permit giving
of any cash or ornaments in any shape
whatsoever.

The argument which is being em-
ployed by the opponents of this view
is, who can ban the giving of gifts out
of natural love and affection? My
submission is, why show all types of
affection at the time of marriage?
There are a number of occassions
when you can show affection to your
daughter. People do show affection
to their daughters. Who is stopping
them from giving gifts? The only
question is, if you give gifts at the
time of marriage, it is very difficult
for anybody to say whether it is given
in consideration of the marriage or be-
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cause of natural love and affection.
Also, the origin of giving these gifts
and presents was, at that time, the
daughters did not inherit the property
along with the sons. Now that daugh-
ters have been given the right of
inheriting the property along with the
sons, the argument that these gifts are
the only stridhan and the only where-
withal given to the daughters, goes.

My submission is, in the garb of
trying to retain that, you can give any
amount of gifts and yet it will not be
considered dowry, you would be trying
to kill the very object of the Act.
Otherwise, if the House still feels that
some gifts must be allowed, the origi-
nal clause in the Bill which was intro-
duced by Government, with some suit-
able amendment regarding the value
of the gifts was more desirable That
had been done away with and you
want to say you can give any amount
of the gifts was more desirable, That
sion is, the deletion of the explanation
is of absolute necessity for giving
effect to the wholesome provisions of
the Act,

The other point of difference between
the two Houses is whether demand of
dowry should be made an offence or
not. The Government has come for-
ward with a compromise formula which
says that demand should be an offence,
but it should not be very easy to go
to a court of law for getting a man
punished if he has demanded dowry.
Government thinks it is a compromise,
but my submission is, again we are
going to strike compromises were
none are needed. We should take a
bold decision. Either we want
demand to be panalised or we do not
want demand to be penalised. If we
want that it should be penalised, you
say the frivolous prosecutions will be
launched, My submission js, the
courts of law are there and they will
certainly not punish people without
preper proof. What is the idea in
putting forward a further clause before
a person could go to a court of law?
My submission is, conditions in the
present day being what they are, this
further clause is not very essential
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The other point of difference is whe-
ther the words “directly or indirectly”
should be added to the definition
clause of dowry or not, All seem to be
agreed that if you do not add it, this
is very implicit in the very definition.
I do not agree with that view. But
assuming that argument to be correct,
where is the harm if we make that
patent, which according to the
protagonists of the other view, is
latent in the very definition of the
clause? Much of the arguments will
be taken away from the law courts if
yvou make things beyond any shadow
of doubt. I do not agree with Shri
Sapru when he said that by the addi-
tion of the words “directly or indirect-
1y" you will make it more complicated.
I feel that by addition of these two
words, you actually achieve an object
which you have in view. We want
to ban dowry in any shape or form.
Therefore, ‘“directly or indirectly”
must be added,

Somebody was also asking as to the
shape in which indirect dowry is
given,

Well, that has been given in spme
minutes of dissent attached to . the
report of the Joint Committee, Where
it is said that sometimes nothing is
given at the time of marriage but it is
agreed that the bridegroom will be
sent to some foreign countries and all
his expenses will be met by the bride’s
party, and then some other friend
also comes forward in order to help
him in that matter,

The main idea is that marriage
should not be commercialised, and
the only criterion for getting good
brides and bridegrooms should be not
money but ofther considerations.

Therefore, my submission to the
House is that the amendments which
have been suggested by the Rajya
Sabha should, by and large. be accepg-
ed. There is only one amendment
which has now been brought forward
by the Government. My submission
in that respect would be that the
House might consider it, although my
own personal submission is that the
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mere demand of dowry should not be
made punishable, and if it has tp be
made punishable then no further
obstacle should be put in the way; if
a person has demanded dowry, let
him be brought to a court of law and
let the court of law take care to see
whe'her proper proofs has come for-
ward or not.

Shrimati Manjula Devi (Goalpara):
Mr. Speaker, Sir, I am fully aware
of the limitation of time and the un-
limited enthusiasm of Speakers on
this subject. We have discussed this
matter again and again in full detail.
I would like to be precise on this
subject and come to the three points
of controversy.

The three points of controversy are
in respect of the definition clause on
page 1, the explanation in clause Z on
page 2 and clause 4. The amend-
men* suggested is: “At the end of line
9, after the word “given” the words
“either directly or indirectly” be
inserted”. That js the amendment
that 1 would like to support. because
there are many cases where dowry is
taken or given directly or indirectly
Insiances were given by the Law
Minister, and I do not like tp waste
time by giving many other such ins-
tanees. 1 am sure there is no cou-
troversy on this matter, and I am sure
that the House would fully agree to
the insertion of these words “directly
or indirectly”.

Now 1 come to the explanaton to
Clause 2. The explanation instead of
clarifying the matter makes it more
confusing. It leaves Ioopholes for
taking and giving dowry directly or
indirectly. Let me make it wvery
clear that voluntary gifts of any kind
are alliwed and “dowry” does not
cover these voluntary gifts. There is
a certan amount of apprehension, I
have found, in the minds of many of
our hon. friends here and also
in the minds of fathers. Let me
assure them that our concern is
more for the fathers and it is not
a limited concern of women only. We
feel that they should be protected
from this evil social custom. The
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explanation is not necessary, and I
am sure there is no controversy of
opinion about deleting the explana-
tion. Both the Houses are more of
less of the same opinion, and I hope
that this august House will now vote
for the deletion of that explanation.

The main point of controversy is
with regard to clause 4. The entire
trouble of taking or giving dowry
starts at the demand stage. It is at
the stage of demanding that people
start getting panicky and marriages
get broken. It is better, therefore,
that at this stage any such demand
should be penalised so that further
harm cannot be dome to marriages
and to the lives of young innocent
children. I cannot wunderstand how
we can buy and sell our children in
the name of dowry. It is greatly
inhuman and it is a blot on the pres-
tige of our civilisation, especially the
Indian civilisation and culture. Volun-
tary gifts are always allowed. There
is no controversy about it. They can
give it at any time, But why should
parents think of gifts only at the
time of marriage? Why should mar-
riage be the omly occasion when the
parental love should over-flow in the
form of gifts? It is the duty of all
parents to see to the welfare of the
children, either boys or girls, and a
certain provision should be made ac-
cordingly.

So this social evil must be eradicat-
ed, especially at the time of marriage.
Marriage is sanctified in our ancient
scriptures. It is not a commercial
enterprise. and I think it is not a light
event as is taken by the western
society. It is something very deep
and serious and of moral binding. Sc
it should not be polluted with the
contact of the practice of giving or
taking. Therefore, I fully advocate
for retaning clause 4.

I am glad that there is a certain
amendment suggested to clause 4 by
the amendment standing in the name
of Shri Hajarnavis, which says:
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“Provided that no court shall
take cognizance of any offence
under this section except with
the previous sanction of the State
Government or of such officer as
the State Government may, by
general or special order, specify
in this behalf.”

There need be no apprehension that
this will be misused. A government
officer is entrusted with such work,
and the State Governments are given
full authority to deal with this mat-
ter. I am glad that such a provision
has been proposed, and 1 hope that
both the Houses would agree to the
retention of clause 4 with this amend-
ment, and deletion of the explanation.

Shri Tyagi (Dehra Dun): Sir, I am
sorry to confess that I am not fully
in agreement with the Bill as a whole.
For a long time past I have been con-
vinced, and I feel even now, today,
more than convinced that laws of this
nature should as far as possible be
avoided. These things go deep into
the domestic field of our society.
Any reform of this nature can best
be effected by educational propagan-
da and other things, primarily by
leaders of the nation practising such
reforms. I know there are quite a
number of hon. Members here, includ-
ing Ministers, big leaders in the
country, who have given something
or the other as dowry, though not by
means of negotiations but voluntarily,
in the form of presents. After all,
marriage is one rare function in a
family which the family rejoices,
particularly among the Hindus; it
may be so in other religions also. It
is a rare opportunity for a family to
celebrate the marriage and guests are
invited, as it is a memorable day. I
do not want any law to mar the re-
joicing of the family in any way. So,
in principle, I am opposed to any
such legislation. But it is the coilee-
tive wisdom of the nation, assembled
in both Houses of Parliament. Both
Houses have taken a decision that
there must be a law.
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While enacting such a law, we must
also look int. the objective conditions
obtaining in the country. In the tribal
areas there are various types of cus-
toms. The House would, perhaps. be
surprised to know that in a ‘riba’
area in my State the custom 1s that a
marriage is never contracted unless
the bridegroom’s party is prepared ‘o
pay a heavy sum to the father of the
bride. Generally, people think of
dowry as the money offered by the
bride’s father or her party to the
bridegroom. In some of the tribal
areas the reverse takes place. Theire
can be no marriage unless the father
of the bridegrooms offers a cerlain
sum to the father of the bride. Thrre
are thousands and thousands of ycung
boys who are married according to
this old custom for centuries together.
Do we expect that merely by enascling
this law this custom will ceasa? It is
not a question of “open sesame; shute
sesame”; you cannot do it by magic.
Such reforms, which are far-reaching,
cannot be brought into effect hy pas-
sing a law.

A law passed by both the Houses
must enjoy all the dignity, enjoy all
the respect and all the veneration of
the whole country, by the literate
people, by the educated people, by
the social-conscious people. It will
be commented upon as a good law,
because it will not do any harm ‘o
the society. But, at the same time, do
we for a moment suppose, can we
really think. that this will be literally
practised? It will not be practised.
Because, it requires a lot of education
to eradicate this evil (Interruptions).
The law must only be a registration
of the conscious will of the society
as a whole. First of all, there must
be a general desire created in the
society. Law is always meant for
exceptional cases; law cannot control
the whole society. It is only when
there is a breach the law comes in.
So, law must be the registration of
the recognized will of the society as
such,
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Now we have not been able to get
this value recognized. It is a good
value, a good idea, a good reform.
But the reform must be universally
recognised by the people at large. It
is not being recognized yet. There-
fore, we cannot be satisfied by passing
a law. We have to ed@ate the peo-
ple to fall in line with this reform.
‘Therefore I say that we are putting
the horse before the cart.

Shri Bhupesh Gupta: Yes, that is
right; the horse is put before the cart

Shri Tyagi: If there is breach of
the law every time, every moment,
and the authorities in power are not
in a position to see that the law is
never broken and there is no breach,
if that is not guaranteed, then the
administration should not touch the
law. They must, first of all, make
sure that once they make a law, it
sghall never be broken, and if it is
broken it will be controlled adminis-
tratively. Unless you have such
powers, it will be futile to make a
law.

Coming to the amendments pro-
posed, whatever they be, the Lok
Sabha considered them threadbare
and came to some conclusions, after
seeing the circumstances obtaining
in the country and the various cus-
toms., Because, this one law cannot
control all the customs. We have not
fully studied all the customs, as there
are various types of customs. In
some places a village panchayat
meets and a divorce is effected.
Suppose a lady is already married but
some other person wants to marry
her. The panchayat meets and decid-
es “you want this lady; all right, you
pay Rs. 500 plus Rs, 250 more in
cash”. That money is paid and the
lady is allowed to marry another
husband, Whatever you may call it,
it iz a custom which is prevailing in
some parts of our country. So, that
has also to be taken into account. Do
you mean to say that all those cus-
toms will come to a stand-still imme-
diately after you pass this law? No,
they will curcumvent it. That is my
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fear. So, I am of the view that thers
should be no law which is not uni-
versally recognized by the soclety.

‘Then, we had decided that, to start
with, it will be something education-
al. For this reason, we had consider-
ed the feasibility and propriety of
i ing an explanation in which we
said:

“For the removal or doubts, it
is hereby declared that any pre-
sents made at the time of a mar-
riage to either party to the mar-
riage in the form of cash, orna-
ments, clothes of other articles,
shall not be deemed to be dowry
within the meaning of this sec-
tion, unless they are made as com-
sideration for the marriage of the
said parties”

The wisest piece in this Bill passed
by the Lok Sabha was this explana-
tion,

Now, every one of us make some
present or other when we go to attend
a marriage of some of our friend's
daughter or our kith and near rela-
tions. Suppose our relations are mar-
ried; there is a custom to give a pre-
sent. You cannot change or stop this
custom. Suppose I go to attend the
marriage of my niece or my sister or
B )is 0F }FNUW [ UORE[AI JUBISTD B
present. This is a custom which
should go on uninterfered with. We
wanted to guarantee that. That is
why Lok Sabha in their wisdom added
this explanation to see to it that every
respectable guest who makes a little
present to the bride or bridegroom is
not immediately arrested and send to
prison. There should be no such risk
to the guests who attend the marriage
and make some nominal presents.
Otherwise where will our society be?
The whole rejoicing will come to an
end and the function will become un-
natural. So, this type of law will
never be accepted by the society if
you put restrictions on small little
presents made at the time of the mar-
riage.
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Dr, Shrimati Seeta Parmanand
(Madhya Pradesh): What prevents
you from giving a present to your
sister?

Bhri Tyagi: All these ladies have
received many such presents. Now,
after having received those presents,
having fully enjoyed the benefits of
the customs prevailing then, they are
now saying that they should not be
given any presents. I cannot agree.

Dr. Shrimaij Seeta Parmanand: I
am asking you to answer my question
(Interruptions).

Mr, Speaker: Order, order. No
interruptions please:
Shri Tyagi: I must be protected

from this onslaught from ladies,

Mr, Speaker: Very well. The hon,
Member may go on:

Shri Tyagi: My points is that is
a usual custom observed by every-
body cent per cent. Everybody wants
to make a small little present at an
auspicious occasion like marriage.
It is more like an ashirvad. Every
elder wants to give ashish or ashirvad
to the couple. How can that be
stopped? It is for this reason that
we had come out with this explana-
tion so that such type of small pre-
sents might not be questioned. 1! in
their joint wisdom both the Houses
feel like withdrawing this I must
confess and venture to submit that it
will be wrong on our part. Let not
society be disturbed in this manner.

Therefore | insist that despite the
suggestion of the Rajya Sabha this
explanation should be retained. It is
explanatory. It will make matters
easy. The incidence of law will not
be sp hard as it is feared to be many
people. 1 can assure my fellow lady
hon. Members here that it will do no
harm. Whatever they desire is 2l-
ready guaranteed. They must just
be a little generous to the future
generations. That ig all I expect of
them. I know 1 have lost quite a
number of votes and friends amongst
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the ladies on account of opposing
dowry, but even so I hope they will
be generous. ... (Interruption),

Another amendment of the Rajya
Sabha is the deletion of clause 4
which reads:

“If any person, after the com-
mencement of this Act, demands
directly or indirectly from the
parents or guardian of a bride
or bridegroom, as the case may be
any dowry, he shall be punish-
able with imprisonment which
may extend to six months, or
with fine which may extend to
five thousand rupees, or witn
both.”

It is surprising that at one place
the Rajya Sabha has objected to a
little softening of this law and at
another place they do not allow this.
Here it is a question of abetment,
With all apologies to the hon, Law
Minister and to my colleagues in the
Lok Sabha, I must say that in this casc
I agree with the suggestion of the
Rajya Sabha, This amendment of the
Rajya Sabha may be accepted. After
all, the Rajya Sabha is the House of
the Elders. They are supposed to have
greater experience. ‘Therefore when
they say that abetment may not be
punished, we should consider it, As
far as the demand is concerned, that
must be prohibited because demand is
negotiation, It goes at the very root
of this, Any transaction in considera-
tion of marriage or precedent to
marriage ig a thing which must be
stopped by law.

Amongst Hindus generally it is the
father of the girl who goes about from
place to place to settle the marriage.
In many cases people like to accept
the proposal but sometimeg they do
not. Wherever they are refused, they,
naturally feel a little insulted, There
will be occasions when one is refused
and complaints will come saying that
because he wanted so much of dowry
I refused and immediately there will
be prosecution, That should not be
the case.
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[Shri Tyagi]
Then the penalty
heavy. It says:

itself is wvery

“If any person, after the com-
mencement of this Act, gives or
takes or abets the giving or taking
of dowry, he shall be punishable
with imprisonment...... N

That alone will do. Again, I would
say that there is one little thing, In
clause 2 ‘dowry’ is defined as

“any property or valuable secur-
ity given or agreed to be given”.

Here they want to add the words
“directly or indirectly”. I have no
objection to that. It is immaterial
whether you have the words “directly
or indirectly”, It is only emphasising
and there is no harm in that. The
sense is not lost if thig clause is retain-
ed with the words “directly or in-
directly”. That would not make a
material difference. But then it says
here:

“by one party to a marrlage to
the other party to the marriage.”

I am afraid that is defective because
then even the presentation of a wed-
ding ring by one party, that is, by the
bridegroom to the bride will be pro-
hibited. If on the occasion of a
marriage the bridegroom offers the
wedding ring, which is very customary
and if it is costly or precious, he might
perhaps be brought under the law. Do
you want to say that even after marri-
age g husbang is not permitted to make
a present to his wife? According to
this, if it is taken in the literal sense,
it will be difficult to make presents of
any ornaments to the bride, How
can a husband appease his wife than?
After all, one has to make one’s family
happy. Many of my hon. friends here
may not be married, but those who
have the experience of married life
will know that wives generally de-
mand, particularly immediately after
marriage, all types of saris and
fashionable things, Generally that is
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their demand and it has to be met if
you want to have peace in the family.
After all, it is their mutual affair. It
is not a question or giving anything to
another party because immediately
after marriage according to Hindu
customs the wife and the husband
become one party, The wife is
ardhangini, They are not different
parties and the law has already recog-
nised it. Offering anything to the wife
or to the husband is a mutual transac-
tion, This should never be questioned,
What is there to question? Therefore
when they say:

“by one party to a marriage to
the other party to the marriage;”

it is something which I cannot under-
stand. It means that even g brideg-
room cannot after anything to his
own bride, That is something which
is rather objectionable, I would sug-
gest that it may be considered further.

With these words I appeal to the
Treasury Benches and to the hon.
Law Minister particularly — Luckily,
the hon, Prime Minister is also here
and he has had the experience of
married life, He has also hag a
daughter married, I have also had
one. We have had this experience.
Therefore I suggest that he might
consider to the light of the customs to
see to it that the law is softened as
far as possible. This law shculd not
be passed with a view to penalising
people ang for disturbing the pleasure
or some type of small little ceremonies
observed at the time. After all, it Is
the choicest day in the family, Let us
not mar their rejoicing by making a
very strict law. This must be used by
the nation only as an indication of the
desire of society that dowry ghould be
done away with, As far as that is
concerned, everybody will agreed. I
would, therefore, appeal that you
should soften it as far as posible s0
that the incidence on society may not
be very heavy,
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Dr. Shrimati Seeta Parmanand:
Mr. Speaker, Sir, I am glad that this
Joint Session of the two Houses is
going to consider this Bill. Because
it is such an important Bill and
different opinions have been expressed
both outside and in the Houses the
Joint wisdom of both the Houses
sitting  together, especially when
sitting separately they have differed
on different items, should be applied
for passing the Bill.

Sir, I feel it has been called
wrongly a women’s Bill. I de not
see any reason why it should be
called a women's Bill. Women take
interest in it, because seeing a
daughter in the house, they feel her
agonjes, her difficulties much more
than a practical man dealing with
every day affairs has got the time
to apply to these cities of sentiment,
ete., with which a woman is con-
cerned. Also, traditionally, as far as
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marriage is concerned, & woman is
supposed to look to the monetary
aspect of marriage, There is a
familiar Sanskrit gaying—

foaT g F4, HTAT TG G |
FAAT T ®IH, [HETAR TAC F0: 1)

So, the mother is always anxious,
naturally, to see to which family her
daughter goes. The mother is
anxious that the in.laws of her
daughter should not trouble her,
because she did not take from her
family whatever was expected. That
is why if it is said that it is the
women who are anxious about the
dowry, we can understand why they
are anxious, When a soclal custom
has become such an evi] that most
of the middle class families today
are finding dowry rather a curse
than a boon to settle down their
daughters, the problem should be
tackled immediately,

Now, Sir, T would first deal with
some of the amendments, The neces-
sity of the words ‘“directly or
indirectly” has been disputed, Some
people have said that it is not at all
necessary. In law greater clarity is
always better and nothing is lost in
that, Therefore, in adding these words
which were in the original Bill
“whether given directly or indirectly”
nothing is lost Everybody Inows
how gifts assume subtle forms, like,
eg. sending the bridegroom’s brother
to foreign countries for education.
All these methodg are employed in
an indirect manner to get something
from the bride’s people.

With regard to the Explanation I
would like to point out that it is not
right to say that the Explanation
alone would enable people to give
presents to the bride, as is the custom
amongst many people. Shri Tyagi
was pleased to point out just now
that if this Explanation is not there
it would not be possible even for a
brother or a friend to give a present
to a sister in the marriage and people
would perhaps be put to difficulties
and put to same by having to give
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their blessings with empty hands. I
feel that such gifts can never be
considered as being in consideration
for marriage. As has already been
pointed out—but I am saying this
again to make the point of view
taken in the Rajya Sabha through
our amendments clearer—by the
retention of the Explanation, on the
other hand, a losp-hole would be
provided and people who do not
know in what manner it could be
taken will find ways and means to
see how gifts can be taken through
cash, utensils, clothes and other
articles. Ome would ask, therefore,
if these things are to be omitted, as
is the argument of people who want
thig Explanation to remain, what else
then is dowry? These are the things
—it is a motor car or a house or a
field—which constitute dowry.
People ask for dowry mostly in the
form of ornaments and cash. There-
fore, if you say “omit cash and these
articles, whatever is customary”,
then how are you going to achieve
your object? What can be the objec-
tion, for instance, if the Explanation
were not to be there, if people were
to give presents according to the
status of the family? If a case were
to be taken stupidly by anybody to
court that somebody gave a gift of a
house, the court would certainly
decide according to the status of the
family, ang the court has sense to
decide what is suitable to a particular
family’s status. But the hardship
comes when people expect cash or

other articles beyond the status of
the family.

Also, in regard to the argument
that the removal of this Explanation
yvould mean great hardship to people
in the wvillages, etc., T would to make
it clear that the present system of
dowry is abused not in the villages
but only in the urban areas, amongst
the educated people, amongst the
educated lower middle clasg and
middle class people who have now
been reduced to poverty and who
want more or less to sell their son
and live on the money of the
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daughter-in-law. Therefore, to say
that people in the villages who do
not know al] these implications of
the law would be put to difficulties is
not correct. Few people in the
villages are so rich that they have the
means of finding out what the correct
position ig through their legal adviser.

The custom of this dowry has
become such an abuse that it shouid
be rather pertinent to mention for the
information of such people that arti-
ficial paper-sarees with gold
embroidery are put for decoration to
show the status of the bride that the
boy's party are marrying—paper
sarees are used, so that they may be
taken in procession to show what
gifts are given. Because, the rich
people have got into the habit of
making a display of the presents to
show their status, the poor people
feel that they also have to make a
show, and they either borrow gold
jewellery and sometimeg it is—stolen
—or they use artificial jewellery, only
to show that they also have a status.
It becomes a question of competition.

Therefore, when we really want a
socialist pattern of society, and if
people like Shri Tyagi want that a
brother should give something to the
sister, I do not see why they should
not accept an Explanation of the
type I have put in my amendment, if
at all it is wanted—I do not think it
ig necessary, but if they want it—
namely of putting the limit of the
presents at Rs, 50, That alone will be
in conformity with the soclalist
pattern of society. After all, it does
not matter if rich people also do not
give presents, as friends or relations,
worth more than Rs, 50 during the
marriage,

With regard to the clause relating
to the demand of dowry, it was
stated in the Rajya Sabha that it
would lead to harassment. Much has
been said on that point. But I feel
that it is easier to think of harass-
ment as being possible; but when it
comes to taking it to a court of law,
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when it comes to going through all
the processes and the expenditure of
litigation, people would think twice
before bringing malicious litigation
People who go to the lawyer will- be
told by the lawyey that if there is no
correct proof the man himself would
in return be prosecuted or proceeded
against for malicious litigation or
prosecution. Therefore, T do not
think much bogey could be made of
that.

Of course, it was thought in the
Rajya Sabha, and we had to agree
with certain Members who in return
agreed to drop the Explanation, that
as a beginning, to give a proper start
to this type of Bill, this clause about
demand being made punishable could
be dropped. But there is no denying
that a good dea] of hardship does
come in if a marriage breaks down
because of the demand of dowry,
because it has already been pointed
out by several speakers that so much
stigma attaches to the girl once for
all and her marriage later on becomes
difficult. Many tragedies of suicides
have taken place. We know quite a
good hit about these things from
1910-11, since the suicide of Snehlata
in Bengal. I need not go into that.

But I feel that the amendment
proposed by the Law Minister is a
good via media and should neable
the people who had objection to
including this clause back, of the
demand being made punishable, to
agree to putting it in. Because, if
permission is to be taken for filing
such litigation, and that too through
proper authority, I do not think there
is much danger of people being pro-
ceeded against in a malicious manner.

I do not think there was much
point in what Shrimati Renu
Chakravartty, as T understood her to
say, raised. She wag saying that the
people in the villages would find it
difficult to approach the authority
appointed by the State Government.
It is not intended that they will have
to go to the State Government, It
is not intended that such authorities
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would be necessarily people of a
certain status, of the status of
Magistrates. I do not see why it
could not come before matrimonial
courts if the Government accepts the
proposal which I have been mention-
ing to the Law Minister and other
people, namely about establishing
matrimonial courts in the country or
if we have such agencies like marriage
guidance councils, There are a lot of
people near about the mofussil areas
also, social workers of status and of
integrity, who could be approached to
give permission when there is & real
case of harassment with regard to
this taking of dowry. Therefore 1
wish to say that there should be no
objection to accepting this new
clause with the proviso.

I wanted to deal with one or two
points raised by Shri Tyagi, but 1
have no time. But I wish to refer to
one point which has been incidentally
touched indirectly by Shrimati Uma
Nehru in saying that now that the
daughters will have a share in the
property there is no reason why
dowry should be allowed to continue
as a practicee. I would put it the
other way round. Very often an
argument is put forward, against
giving a share to the daughter in the
property, that the parents have to
spent so much on the marriage of the
daughters and therefore why should
they be given a share in the property?
Therefore, by making dowry prohibi-
tive, This argument would go. And
all the money that the parents should
spend on a daughter's marriage
should be the same as that on a som’s
marriage, and there shou]g be no
difference, as far as their share in the
property iz concerned.

I would now like to sum up the
arguments advanced by Shri Tyagi.
Firstly, he said that this is a legisla-
tion which you cannot enforce, and
that there should be social reform.
When arguing for the pressing of
clause 4 he said, however, that only
through legislation, you ecan make
this reform, and, therefore, this
clause must be pressed,
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The second point that he made was
about the presents. I have said
already that presents cannot be
given, and the daughter should be
married without them.

A point was made by Shri P. N.
Sapru, and he had been making it in
the Rajya Sabha also that you cannot
bring about social reform through
legislation, and it is only by giving
free opportunity to mix freely and
free opportunty to mix freely and
make arrangements for  their
marriages that this custom will go.
This point has been made on the
floor of the House by another hon.
Member also who is not present here
just now, namely Rajkumari Amrit
Kaur. It is very easy to theorise, but
T know that even M.B.B.S. ladies—I
would not call them girls—and M.A.
and M.Ed. ladies have to be married
to day—you may be seeing some
advertisements in the papers in this
connection—with the help of dowry.
I do not know how they agree to
that, but there may be some social
stigma and so on; we need not go
into that. But that is the present
position. While on the one hand, we
find that people talk of asking for
dowry because they spend so much
on the son's education, on the other,
we find that even when they get
daughters-in-law, who are equally or
even perhaps better educated, they
still demand dowry. So the evil is
so deep that only giving education is
not going to remove it. I might ask
the hon. Member where the oppor-
tunities are in our country for people
to mix so freely. There are 50 many
difficulties in our country; club life
1s not such a common thing, and
there are so many other reasons
also; therefore, education also cannot
solve this problem.

Lastly, I would submit that to say
that only social legislation is not
Eoing to solve the problem is also not
correct t5 some extent. We have
been made to depend so much on
legislation in our country even in the
field of social welfare, In spite of
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what is being done by the Social
Welfare Board, We find that society
does not come forward to take advan-
tage of it, unless there is help from
Government. So, legislation is also
required as on of the arms for rooting
out this evil. Legislation and social
reform are like the two wheels of a
cart or carriage, and only if we have
both, shall we able to march forward
and in a position to root out this
evil.

Mr. Speaker: Now, Dr, Sushila
Nayar. The hon. Member is not here.
Then, Shrimati Ila Palchoudhuri.
Before she commences, I would like
to say one thing. I wanted to give an
opportunity first to the leaders of the
political groups so that on this matter
they may express whatever views they
have. But I find that the leaders or
at any rate some of them are keeping
quiet. If in the last minute they come
up, I do not know whether I shall
be able to cal]l them. If the leaders of
the different groups do not want to
speak but only want to give opportu-
nities to others, I would not invite the
leaders to do so.

Shrimati Parvathi Krishnan (Coim-
batore): Shri Asoka Mehta may be
called upon to speak. He is a bache-
lor.

Shri Goray rose—

Mr. Speaker: Probably, Shri Goray
wants to speak  Already, I have
given opportunity to another Member
from the PSP. If however, Shri Asoka
Mehta also wants to speak, I ghall give
him a chance, but I mus{ know de-
finitely.

Shri Asoka Mehta (Muzaffarpur):
I have not given my name. I have
no intention of speaking.

Shrimati Ila Palchoudhuri (Nabad-
wip): It ig indeed a happy occasion
that after thirteen years, we have met
today to discuss something that will
really do some good to women, and
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1 am very happy to be able to associate
myself with this and participate in
the discussion today. It has been the
dream of women that the women in
India wil be taken forward through
legislation and through social reform
by the men of India to something bet-
ter than what they have enjoyed so
far, and I think that is about to
happen now.

There are now only three things on
which there are some differences and
controversies between the two Houses,
and I shall not take much time of the
House in dealing with them, but I
shall straightway come to the peint.

In regard to the addition of the
words ‘either directly or indirectly’
in clause 2, I am fully of the opinion
that those two words should inserted
because that will create public opinion
and create more confidence in the Bill.
Apart from the question whether
these words are needed or not, and
whether these are concomitants in he
Bill, or not it the point is clarified, it
will always have a better effect.

Coming to the second point regard-
ing the Explanation. I I feel that the
Explanation I certainly needs to be
there. I am very surprised that Shri-
mati Renu Chakravartty has taken
up the point that social legislation has
been very slow. I would like to sub-
mit that social legislation hag not been
slow; social legislation in this Parlia-
ment hag been fairly fast, and we
have passed many laws to better the
conditions of social relations and the
social status of the women, and chil.
dren; and even on marriages and
various other social aspects like un-
touchability etc., we have passed
several measures. What has been
slow is the following up of public
opinion with those measures, and the
educating of public opinion to keep
pace with the legislation. Hence, I
would say that the Explanation should
be there. Firstly, that will give some
sort of incentive to see that people
will misunderstand this Bill We
want legislation because we do not
want dowry, and we do not want tfat
there should be a demand for dowry.
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It is a degrading thing that women
should be madg to pay so much to get
a bridegroom, for a girl, when it
should be the free choice and her
honour to be chosen by the bride-
groom for marriage. At the same time
we do not want any legislation that
will cause harassment, So, that Ex-
planation is particularly needed.
Secondly, it ijs needed for another
reason also. Although many hon.
Members have stressed this point
that we have now the succession law
or the inheritance law giving a share
to the daughter in the property, all
those things will come up only afier
the question of inheritance comes up.
But that which is given at the time
of marriage is the girl's own right
and privilege and joy, and that is the
thing that she has immediately in her
hand to fal] back upon, should she
need to fall back upon it after her
marriage in the near future. Hence,
that which is given out of love and
affection should not be tampered with

by any law.
1448 hrs.
[Mgr. DEPUTY-SPEAKER in the Chair]

So, that Explanation although it is
concomitant in the law itself, should
be there.

Thirdly, I would submit that you
should not take away all colour from
the various ceremonies, by legislation.
We have quite enough of registralion
marriages, and we have quite enough
of mudane marriages which take place
just according to the legislation, just
by the signing of the names. But the
Indian marriage is a sacrament which
contains many things, Even in the
rural areas, apart from the question
that there may be a demand for
dowry which is absolutely an evil
thing and which has to be opposed,
there is thig gladness, the whole at-
mosphere surrounding a marriage is
one of gladness and joy. And as the
Sampradhan mantra says:

“Saalankritavastragvritakanyadaan’™
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These things are given not because the
girl is treated as chattel, but because
are given as stridhan to take care of
her should such a time come. That
is why I would say that the Explana-
tion should certainly be there.

Coming to clause 4, the punishment
for demanding dowry certainly should
not be delected. If you delete that,
then you have no reason to pass this
Bill at all. Why pass it at all in that
case? If the demanding of dowrv is
not to be made punishable, then, what
ig to be punishable under this Bill?

What do we seek to do by this Bill?
If there is a demand, it should be made
punishable. We should retain the
clause with the proviso. I fully agree
on that point. Even in rural areas, if
the State Government can appoint
some officers Wwho can take care of
this, I do not see why they should not
do it. In rural areas the District Magis_
trate is very easily available to the
rural people. Should there be any
case where there is any idea that some
demand has been made, people can go
to him at once and he can take care
of it and see that it is not done. I
think it iz a very good proviso. If we
have the clause with this proviso, we
would have achieved the object of this
Bill and we would have done some-
thing that we have wanted to do. We
would have gone a step forward in
having a legislation that would really
put women on the status that we want
them to have. We would also elimi-
nate thig evil of dowry which has re-
sulted in so much misery. It is heart.
rending to hear the stories. Particu-
larly one hears such stories in Bengal.
"The hon. Prime Minister was saying
that there was ong suicide a day in
Saurashtra. There are so many suici-
des we do not hear of. There are so
many lives wasted after marriage be-
cause the dowry promised has not
‘been given.

Al these evils will be eliminated by
clauge 4 which provides for punish.
‘ment with the softening provided by
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the proviso. With this, we will have
achieved our object. But the Expla-
nation should never be deleted. I
hope the House will agree With me and
agree that the Explanation should be
there and the punishment clause
should be retained.

Shrimati Yashoda Reddy (Andhra
Pradesh) : Sir, this Bill, which is so
serious in its character and so fraught
with protentialities has been, I am
sorry to say, treated in a moset light-
hearted manner. 1 am sorry to say
that it has been handled in a way
most inconsistent with our responsi-
bilities.

There are many people who come
here with their ideas labelled ‘pro-
gressive’, but when it comes to a
question of putting it in paper, they
just shrink from it. I say this because
there is not one hon, Member here
who would say openly and directly
that the principle in the Bill is not
wanted, because we are all honoura-
ble men with a conscience, a heart,
and this a nd that But when it
comes to a question of acting, they
will say, ‘This is wrong, that is wrong,
it cannot be implemented, there will
be harassment’ and soon. Ido not
mind a direct attack by their saying
‘We do not want this Bill'’ But I do
not like this sort of insideous, veiled
and underhand and muffied way of
doing things. I make an appeal to
the House: either you vote for it or
you do not vote for it. But do not
go on saying, ‘We like it in prinei-
ple, but in action we do not want
it’. 1 really take serious objection
to that sort of attitude.

Three points of difference have
arisen between the two hon. Houses.
I do not say that one House is entirely
right here or the other is entirely
right there; nor do I say that I have
the cumulative wisdom of all. I will
put forward that T think is the best
thing.

'_Iheﬁrstmdfmm‘t,inny
opinion, is that contained in clause 4.
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Before I put forward my arguments,
I say that clause 4 must and should
be there. T will tell you why. The
three arugments which have been ad-
duced against are that it will lead to
harassment, that it will result in
blackmailing and that it is impracti-
cable. As regards harassment, every
legislation,—political, social or what-
ever it is—involves some harassment.
‘Somebody’s iberty is taken away. It is
a harassment to him. If somebody is
‘told, ‘Do not marry twice’, or ‘Do not
take bribe’, it is a kind of harassment.
If a rich man is told to pay income-
tax, he feels it is a harassment. So
in every legislation, there is bound to
be some harassment. It may some-
‘times be imaginary, sometimes real
and sometimeg inevitable. That should
not be an argument against this
clause.

The second argument advanced is
that it will lead to blackmailing.
What is blackmailing? Do you think
people have no other work than black-
ma‘ling other people? Which father
of a girl will go and complain that
the other person is not giving his
son in marriage and risk the life of his
own daughter? After all, what are
wour courts and Judges for? Why
should we spend so much money on
our courts and Judges if they cannot
stop us from being blackmailed un-
necessarily?

The third arugment is that it is
impracticable. I do not understand
this question of impracticability.
They say social legislation is imprac-
ticable. They say the punishment
under the Act impracticable. When
an act is done, evidence can be found,
oral or otherwise. When a thing is
done, there wil] be evidence—oral,
documentary, written or circumstan-
tial. 1f it is difficult to prove an
attempt, it will be difficult even to
prove the act. So I do not agree
when it is said that it is difficult
to implement it

On the other hand, I would say
that in every civilised nation, it is an
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accepted principle of jurisprudence
that that the attempt should be made
punishable as much as the act. mt
ig after all an attempt? Attempt is
an abortive act. It is a half-comple-
ted act. Tt is the intention that is
important. If you want to prevent
the act, you must prevent it in the
bud, in the beginning itself and not
afterwards. The hon. Law Minister
is shaking his head. I do not know
what he means, whether he agrees
or disagrees.

They say that under judicial law,
no intention can be punished. We
are not specifying intention in that
way. Every act has three parts: in-
tention, attempt and execution. Sup-
pose I stand here with the intention
of killing or murdering somebody.
Nobody can stop that intention nor
punish me for jt. But it is when I
try to do something that action has
to be taken to stop it. This is what
we are doing, taking care of the
second and the third part—the attempt
and the aet. 1f the commission of
an act is an offence, every attempt to
do so is also an offence. This is an
accepted principle in our Penal Code
—In section 511. When an offence
is punishable, the attempt to commit
it is also punishable. This should
also apply to social legislation
Under section 161 of the Indian
Penal Code, which deals with corrup-
tion, attempt is also punishable, so
also in anti-corruption Prevention
Act etc.

Moreover, every legislation should
have three aspects—preventive,
punitive and deterrent. In social
legislation, I feel the deterrent and
the punitive aspects are as important
as the preventive aspect. This will
explain the need for this clause. In
my opinion, this is the one clause
which is going to be the essence of
this Bill. It will constitute an insu-
rance against any misuse.

Some people may pay a fine. But
people will hesitate to go to a court
of law. They will not go to jail even
for a day, because it is of greater con-
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sequence to them paying only a fine of
Rs. 5,000 or Rs. 6,000

Some people were asking me: ‘Can
you make marriage happy by lggal
sanctions? Can you purify marriage
by legal sanctions?’ Iertainly do not
think that we purify marriage be }egnl
sanctions. But at least in Ind.la, I
say marriage should not be tamtsh.er.l
with monetary motives. Social legis=-
lation is a bold adventure. Tf in the
process of its implementation, any act
has to be considered  criminal or
heinous, we should take the utmost
care to see that such an act is m.ade
punishable with a severe punish-
ment.

The social evil which we are dealing
with today affects mostly the most
defenceless and innocent section of
our community, that is, the young
g'rls and those sections of the com-
munity have the greatest claim for
protection. The hon. Prime Minister
was saying that we not get statis-
tical evidence here and there.
My humble submission is also that
we do not know the correct number
of people who are dying every day.
But if hon. Members keep their eyes,
ears and hearts open, they can hear
the plaintive cries of millions of
daughters of India who are being
tormented by this pernicious evil
which has taken deep root in our
society. The victims of this terrible
evil ery in wilderness to seek ven-
geance not only on the people who
started this but also on those who try
to retain it today.

I hope our hon, Members with soft
heart will be able to hear the cry of
these millions of girls. I hope this
ery of distress and pain which can be
heard in every house in every village
will torment those people in whose
hands is vested the responsibility of
protecting the rights of these innocent
people.

15 hrs.

I humbly appeal that this clause 4
should not be deleted The Prime
Minister came angd supported the Law
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Minister’s suggestion that the provise
should be inserted. 1 may humbly
tel]l the House that the proviso is
going to play greater havoe. ‘When
it was demanded that offences in Bills
should be made cognizable, the Law
Minister said, No; the Police will in-
terfere: and we do not want that'.
Somebody said that marriages will
not be made in Heaven but they will
be made in police stations correctly
so too!

But, what will happen now? Not
only wil] you not be able to prevent
dowry—whether it is practicable or
impracticable—but you are going to
encourage corruption, because every
time you want permission this is
what would happen. I would appeal
to the House to retain clause 4 with-
out the proviso. If the marjority of
the House wantg it T cannot help it;
but this is my personal opinion.

Secondly, the Explanation has
caused so much of trouble. Though
here arguments have been put for-
ward as to what is wrong or objec-
tionable in it, I feel in my personal
opinion that the deletion is not so
necessary. Even if the Explanation
is not there some dowry will be given
somehow or other, in the shape of a
gift or something. My humble sub-
mission is that the cardinal principle
of the Explanation like the cardinal
principle in clause 2 is the voluntary
aspect of it. Ag long as it is volun-
tary, no one is going to be affected.
If only there is the question of coer-
cion or the giving of money in con-
sideration for the marriage, if the
money is going to be given as the
consideration for the contract of
marriage, then it is objectionable.

Moreover, as you read the Explana-
tion, it is specifically stated, ‘For the
removal of doubts’. It is only an ex-
planatory clause. I do not know why
you want to delete the Explanation.
1f the Explanation is objectionable,
then the clause itself ghould be ob-
jectionable because an explanation
can be nothing more than what is
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stated in the clause. It is not a sub-
stantial clause.

Moreover, it mentions only cash,
ornaments, clothes and other articles
and that too at that time. I am very
happy that they have removed mov-
able or immovable property. That
should be noted because in clause 2
any property can be given. In the
Explanation it is specifically said that
cash, ornaments, clotheg or other arti-
cles. Maybe the question of cash may
be little troublesome.

1 was looking at the amendments
which have been propased and T feel
that we should give reasonable
thought to one amendment that has
been proposed. Shri A. D. Mani has
given notice of an amendment saying
‘any present of a reasonable character
not exceeding two thousand rupees In
value’.

Mr. Deputy-Speaker: The hon.
Member should conclude now.

Shrimati Yashoda Reddy: Just two
minutes more, Sir. "

As far as ‘reasonable character’ is
concerned I agree; but not to two
thousand rupees, because what is rea-
sonable to one person may be trouble-
some to another. If the Explanation
were to be—

“For the removal of doub's, it
is hereby declared that any pre-
sentg of a reasonable character
made at the time of a marriage.."”

I would give him my hearty support.

As far as the other amendment is
concerned, I do not think there is
going to be much opposition and all
will vote for ‘directly or indirectly’.

1 would like to say one thing before
I sit down. Many people have said
that you cannot remove all the evils
by social legislation. Thig is very
correct. By legislation everything is
not done. But, as a first step we
shoulq start somewhere. What is the

other alternative in a big country
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like ours where there are so many
different communities. 1 fee] legisla-
tion is the best way of accomplishing
social reform.

Moreover, as a free nation we are
trying to forge ahead as one of the
most important nations. And this Bill
in which we prohibit the giving and
demanding of dowry in principle and
in action will show to the nation
what we are doing. It will raise our
prestige in the comity of nations. As
long as the country is not going to
treat women as equal to men, and as
long as women are going to be treat-
ed as chattels, and as long as they
are going to be equated in terms of
monetary value and as long as bridge-
grooms are going to be offered in the
market as marketable commodities, we
cannot raise our prestige. I do not
think it correct to bring in custom

and religion in season and out of
season.
Readers of history can know in

the name of freedom,—liberty and re-
ligion oppression hag been created,
what tyranny has been practised,
Let us not invoke the word ‘custom’
now and then. T say that it is my
conviction that this evil practice, more
than anything else, has led our sacred
country to the depths of degradation
and a state of slavery from which we
are now finding it so difficult to
extricate ourselves,

I dare say that this is the time to
show reasonableness and liberal-
mindedness to appreciate the difficul-
ties of the young girls of the poor
people who are not able to pay
money. Thig is the time for you to
show how you are going to use the
power you have in your hands. It is
an open challenge whether you are
going to use it properly or misuse
it......
Mr. Deputy-Speaker: The hon.
Member should finish now.

Shrimati Yashoda Reddy: I just
want to say that those who do not
oppose the Bill also share the crime
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of not passing it, because, according
tu-_me even though one may not com-
mit, a crime, if you allow it to be
committed it is as serious as com.

[|A H oo g fF arEl asv wfy af
faame & 799 ¥ =9 A 1

mitting it—For he who allows op-
pression shares the crime.

I whole-heartedly support this Bill.
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sifzs 3T W I9F K gAY BeTHew
UT F gafeas I 18 9w
w3 I9F qafaF gT U NEHY B 5F
1 I &F ¢ 5 ag gt s o
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g T X AR F &1 w9q wr fafaes
HET | 7 AAAT T fF 9T W
g% IFA WG § AT WIOR! TEN T
TAUT # AR TR AT & AT
0t A T FW 7 A A AT
F qarTwar: 3 F faq “are g greite
d AW TAAHE B qAEAT AL
Fn war g afr s7 A% 0 &
TAAHE ) RAFAR AT AT BH
TAR g f o Ft A @ oF
T FY 7 Beview age faar g
‘WT ATH FT A17 @t 78 € fF e am
TH FHT FT AT & AT W 18 K
wTfa® ot fregw a0 go TS 5
Y & A% o A7 A A wfafeaw
oi% FFC 7 F9AT IF T T awEr
T | A AT AT AT & T T
I AaEEdT F Ay F AYF o7 ATy
AZHT F1 TG AT I0E a8 I AGH
T FfgT | TR Y 98 46T ged ®
HAHT AT T FAE F=T FI1E FIMAA
AT FAEET BT AT | STI T FART
HIAT A T FEFT & FT HATAG AR
AU FOF IAY Fager e
g o g IO |

T% T OF A7 A9 FT 6 ¢ 5 72
39 wEH! & faawt f 93 o 9" FC
T FILAT &, AET F 7YF 0 A7 fF A
FEHT TF 74T AL FHAQT ¢ 9T A8 qG
Ffga v e g FEFr A A
g ¥ @03 1@ /1 W< I IF AE
9 g feew g v & Y IER
I A ATAT A AT | AATAT
FASwT 1€ A wEw AU FTFT AT
eF ¥ wd F fyafes § 790 v
¥ GF Ozar & &Y gt ag AW AT §
oI IFFT THT AT AFAT o

TEA & At F F7 CHEAIA UFE
(o AT & Ag agw Y e g Wi
“ at guEar g 5 9T 33 TEEea T
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7 @ W IO WY O ¥ § fare €
aY 7z fasr Gur a7 wrg faws) fis
#§ 8m 7% ag | W fggeaa &
WL TH @A I S @ E |
oT WL g FAANT AgF A g ar
fat Y fegerm § #1E w7 aT W
TR A F T T IR WIH ARG
I FT FEATT F AT NG | G-
A AR AR NI AT
g2 oTd ¥ 91 IAFT Formmar s & Ay
antg faar srar & ag ot Ted &Y
R Har T TE ¥ o
F T KTHT & WTE 71w FromdaEr
faws ¥ 23 & ag o = &) I
¥ oy o | sufag ko g R
TEgEAT at € faw A arA & w9
Ia%! faer & & 7g¥ gerar ST Arfey |

wq 7§ 39 fxfetosw F oy § Fa
gaT § (% T GFaeaTaT F1 Aa9q 98
fERamara SR TN & A%
9T §G N g T8 & 1 | A7 fAfwex
TR ¥ 97 qey Pefefaew m YR A 8
N W) § Q@ & 7g g Frew
g g v o o= ag faw g e
o, at fedt fafires, ot goroay,
J o witwdz @, faw # 767 av 1%
mfas 44, At 5 ma § | I a0w
& & fufaee aa qawdT T g0
W I v ferdr fafrer Fraieie
9% % WHTHT THT HIT 9% HHTAT
freraa aree 4 | 9w wiwHE weaw
TR AT TR I e, T
1 fafreT e =1 wisHs, 39 & W
SAETATES 47 | 99 Wi wisTea A A
Tt fraem, ag A A gL AR
GAEfaF TR A s g gy W,
FifF eI F AT AR oF TE W
v §1dge e ar fRgw A
Fi€ YEaT 7 W wifeww & T om
;LTINS
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- [dfex sz T W)
o1 FEA @ 2, I H U F4 & ford
B9 AR AT I |

I|T TF T ATTFT AT ¢ o 72h
T T34 & =% @2 frq 9, g gw 9w
& e fas s & 1 =1 fafreet arge vk
fedt fafaeet mgg & I wizie fad
§, I9 ¥ 97 CIASHTIAT 497 4T | 98 I9
& moa fomg #Y geaq & %K 99 AT
®Y wrawt Fifwer F1 Ao @, fow &
TEA T Yo I1TH & 7199 § (=3 A
¥ gz fear 7k aga oafi-aEt A
fear & 2 2 £ f oY g9 e
fvar, ag sa wEw AR w=gn faar,
fergeama %1t fefe o' grena & qanfas
fo, f 99 & @t 29 § 937 TofAT
AT | T A7 A ¥ AT fE A aew
AT TR A1 OF 507 T T T 7w,
-9 & ¥ qFA1, §9 @9 T I
gaar,mEy o7 gafaqt &7 arfar T8
7 gha1 ayaw ¥ aer wyrir few-
dfegde g1 1 w2 37 & 6 39
i F1 79 & oY feg-& feahamm grm
frrar=r & & 9 919 g ar faar
faan war, @1 st W) THAT TR W
TI99 # 96 T¢ T4 15 | ;Y 7 F oy
o At ST AT oY Feor w7
gare fean | 9 3@ A 7 wEn, W@
TgI F2T | g9 AT A FTE T AL )
FgiA Fg (% W Ai-a19 §9 30 <06,
kRS

st @ tuﬁmm: G
At For FEdl & fF w2

dfewr ZTET TR AWE T IT A
e FT W g | Tl T T
ar dreqx g & sy

N oA e, § g7 a7 W IW
Y ardiz wo e g 1 F wzar g fe
e # T Tw F4 Y U9 g g AR
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ELTE §i a9 B wt frre wriie
A1 T FF A= o7 T 67 F wofr
g1 71 37 170 ok 77 57 v O
%9 2 | 98 ¥ % 4 T wed, e
T @ | ST TG FH A W T
Tz, A F 37 ) 0= F1 7 FT 36477
g1 ef QY o g = & wrw 2n
4|

o foafes # gg &g o soTv
fFragg st g 2 drd g, o
a fawr ¥ 73 TAT & 1 F W T A"
it Fomm
gat 3t 37 9% ¥ frar @A &, faw wr
Fafaetam e iy w2q &, Y =@
faega AT Y 9T & | Wy wE
& fo ey & W O AEET &7 wT-ATT ofr
faree 27 & o wqT WX ArlEw & aow
& T firdz &g o & HX gendd At 7
THIZT TR 1 T AT TG I §, T8 TIHT
&7 7 99 & fog s g e @
&9 oAt ¥ fas eft-qa & art ¥ 9@
2, 50 F1 7-A £ 3 §, A fF T
W HEE T AT 1T AT AR H |
FT HWHT T TET 47 | 37 S-G9 F1
srad fafrex agg T a9 wifds-
aq faa ® awmar 1 wrE w2 A1)
fargre & 1 faer o foed o3, o & ot
- 1 a=raT T A g faer F o
I 1 T | AT FET ARAT
gf*wgarﬂgﬁmmmrtaasﬂz
7w i wfwear 2 #1 1E arT A4
feramaer H SYCET F) TEH g% T4 aTHIT
Y553 # gt dfce faifr wodf a9 are
fary ot | Feearcare § wior aF WiEt
F1 912 87 F7 8% 741 & | 3w qo-Frewa
# fp g AT 7 WIKAT BT AT gHA
fa7 o wfee wfee g 7 w9
i A TR R AT A 1w T
W qew ¥ WIRAT F1 TG SIS A
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o7 UEE W% TeE f7oT 3 A
Gz ¥ oft gu & ol &34 ¥ are o wi
O qieT § AT 740 1 & qIT 5g
qarfaa @ g FA06 fodt gaw wr
fafayod & wAET 3% &9 &
AT AAT £ F T FAdT W AT T
aAqF ZAT &

Mo HITA AT AT T T
¥ ore HCAT FT AI-ATT R ATGE FTEF
gt g g & | A R ag fy wg I
& Ty 9= ¥ T3z 9% TefET far
g7

Gfge s T F IR AT e
Fwzm g e FrgF s ST E AR
qT FT FAEE F AT AH TIEIEH
faa 8, e ag et &2 s &, 2@
I AFAE VT IETE A & AA
T 3T 1YL TF & AT | TAATT H
9% g% & W framer #Y @ g #
awz & 34 H 2w w9 WRF Tz fw
frare= g2 M7 | 99 F1 AT T8 A
TR

wa g3 4 forrs wAT &0 & 7
o fae T gHL Fr3y F1 4t q7F @Y |
i r@a e g fe 9gi toF wedEw
AT agE F, & am g am §
FATIAT WAL FELT 99, 7g ferwraa &y
f i fafree amm o g frw
g, HY A 0T FACITH FLITHT &4
faa, 3 #1 A 3feqEe svdrfm &
@ AR I 78 A= R faq, A fE
# FTgAT 9T | §F AT F wrAE I H1 a4l
s AT ag w4l & fw e
fafed %t wifsdizr # qarfowa
FEET @ § WK A A A @
§ | T WA T qH aq Ag§
ot I U fas @ T feor e
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“yrra, gifeew WE CoEET-TIy oY
TAgTAfza”, A gHm F Ao
fopmes & faais @ 2~z 50 fr ag
T3 § A 21 9 37 777 s
Fi 4T FUHT § WX T0% qE qdl
a5 & 7 g TEad w0
g A e, = A
oA A5 &, 7fE Tg wa # 0w A
fafeexi & 7% 73w ¥ o 4% oot
sfefagifedl = = fom o' Wy
WagT g ¥ T w7 | A 17 4
s =HAT F AiEa owey ary
¥ A8 "wEm T 2 &7 ard
T W T@ = 7 W @y w@ oA
# Y 3791 gew A A9 ¥ Fmar
g AR T 97 91, 7 ¥ 05 W a1 W=
grar | o fafres & 3 arashg ad)
ge, 9% A1 | 78 g fp WY g@na
wFT SR wor efefagufad et
&Y oY g fusr T S=IIAT FF T
& afawrs wg FqA awr fam, &
gawren g fF gree ww TAAfew §
T AR 98 A wFA AEd 97 )
99 FTIW WG UEew ¥ Y A9 g3,
AW THHT WHEE § | § aT@ G T
¥ 979 WIS ITHEA H A9 §AT H @I
g\ oF WA ot Ot ara a@ wér wf
g " oy Al A § suw
fooms = o F wifaw T TR
wrx & 1 7 fafaeex aeam #1918 a6
AR I F At 7§ § O9 T
qEfawy F3@ar g, af @ am &
T fafres grgaw & arae s
g | I\ ot ¥y fear &, 99F fedr
FART ATH AT | IEA T fagraw
wa T v § 1 T AT ¢ fr g
&1 fafaez gee *t wodT aEde &
W7 oFESAET ¥ 99 § g9 AAne
T s & fr grow
a7 8T @ ¥ S ag o9 A & ar
Rl
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[dfea a2 zre wvka]

T wd o vy § fr gew W
W AR F ol @ T A afwamm
¥ EW FIA AqGH | TR I -
S #1 g2 fem o, & 7 faw
FE & Ffae 7Y | A qg TG I
Tt T g oA W & If@ @
gl wrEl Aena TEfEal & gEw
F @9 &Fw SR IEr S @wfa
foady &, st ovaw, 8, S@d @
FAF! AEEH FOT | THY q9T I-TTH
7Y farmr ® A A8 @ maat € 1 ww
A T3 a9 A @R fa 9 w5 Ak
&6 23 Wifgd 1 g | R E Ay
g & wed-msfedi, dsaei, #
R gET fam @ & afsr it g
T TCE 99 T & A T I gy
mafa ¥ rger @ E 1w A
Tt Fa a1 & fagwa w20
AT 74T W @, IT 1 faemy § 0 wwy
T7-AT HIT |@rfag =7 fagaa st
I AT TG A AfEA W) TEw
SURT gEF &4 digd, AfFA gEt @
ag &= g fen o @ & f oo
EHT A1 G T AI-ATT F w1 919 fF
W W e gw ATy
& W STy & AT gg &y and &
o wre o WY s, & g
F# v | gEfad "W HE e §
fe wgr an off-aT 5T g §, IEH
AR I AT Tifed |

7 muaAdn g fr 3w ¢ agm I=d
P A W FE ¥ fRoaEd
|qE |9 gAfeT g8 a0 a3 €
fe ot gy femmoe 33, s Fr T 90
ST FELY A1 OF qH g, at F1§ T
SEAT A X AT F1, 4T A g1, A
ot § 1 5K T d fewme ah
1 F9T A & AT, TR AT 7
g fF WX 9g AT A ET, ar
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Tt fom sy, ST s wmvnE A
gOT, T FAHT Y THAT T, FAy
F1E w7 fenft | F oy g e e
fafret w3 o wiEdE & @,
freF v R awr ¥ § aE
T | Ao @ & Twr ¢ AE 4
B |1 T a8 AT & | S wiEie
o W I AR 1 IEE wREEE &
¥ 3 § fFag a9 ¥ ¥ 999 Fr AT
&) OTET 0§ w A A Fwy ug
@ 1 & Afew o F9 ¥ R
TEHIFTT FY A4 | AT @ I IT Y
™, 71 0§ 79 fF fege 9l dsw
HEEH T FEATH AT FF |

T WeEE & q19 & o qfE
W FTE |

Shri Jaganatha Rao (Korapui) Mr.
Deputy-Speaker, Sir, it is unfortunate
that three points of difference could
not be settled between the two
Houses. If examined closely, I find
practically there igs no difference of
opinion,

Firstly, the objective is with regard
to the retention of the words “either
directly or indirectly” in clause 2. The
definition, as it is, without these
words, in a way covers cases of per-
sons, not being parents or guardian of
either party but a third party, who
pays or receives presents. But there
may be cases where an indirect pay-
ment is made or agreed to be made,
on a future date. So, the retention of
the words “either directly or in-
indirectly” are necessary and cannot
be considered redundant.

The second objection is with regard
to the retention of the explanation,
which has been inserted by Lok Sabha,
I consider that explanation necessary
for more than one reason. If we read
the definition of the worg “dowry"”, it
reads thus:
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“In this Act, ‘dowry’ means any
property or valuable security
given or agreed to be given—"

“What is a property? This explanation
is in the nature of a proviso or an
exception. Marriages in India are
more religious in character and we
see very few instances of civil mar-
riage. During the marriage cere-
mony some sort of present is given
by one party to the other. This ex-
planation seeks to remove certain
doubts with regard to some presents
and gifts made at the time of mar-
riage by either party or the relations of
either party, So, the retention of the
explanation is quite necessary and it
should not be understood as meaning
that it would take away the effect of
the definition of “dowry™.

The more contentious clause appears
to be clause 4. If you read clause 3,
taking or giving of dowry and the
abetting thereof are made offences.
Ag we understand clause 4, an attempt
to take or give dowry is made an
offence. But according to me, clause
4 ag worded...

Mr. Deputy-Speaker: Order, order.
Hon, Members should realise that to-
day we are meeting in the Central
Hall in different circumstances.

Shri Jaganatha Rao: I feel that
clause 4, ag it stands, is not properly
worded. The intention appears to be
that the attempt to take or give dowry
should be made punishable, Tt 1is
quite all right. This object could be
achieved if in clause 3, after the words
“gives or takes or abets” the words
“or attempts” are inserted. But If
Government consider that there
should be a separate clause, then it
should be made clear that an attempt
to take dowry would be punishable,
The clause is now loosely worded,

I pose a question. Suppose, for
instance, the father of the bride goes
to the father of the boy, but the father
of the boy says “do not talk to me; I
believe in taking dowry”. The father
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of the bride returns. Is the offence
of demanding dowry committed by
the father of the boy under this Bill?
The intention appears to be to make .
the attempt an offence. So, the clause
should be properly worded, or in
the marginal note you can insery the
word “attempting” at the proper place,

Fears have been expressed that if
clause 4 is retained it will cause har-
assment to the public. I do not agree
with that view Every criminal law,
every penal law is an ins-
trument of harassment. But my
experience as an advocate of
over 25 years' standing is that
very few instances do occur in the
day to day life in which the public
are harassed. This proviso is a safe-
guard against such harassment, If I
remember aright, in the Child Mar-
riage Restraint Act of 1929 there used
to be a clause which insisted that a
sum of Rs. 1,000 should be deposited
by a person who goes to the court to
register a complaint. Later on, that
clause has been deleted. Formerly,
the offences under the Child Marriage
Restraint Act were non-cognisable,
Later on, they were made cognisable.

So, the retention of the proviso
allays such fears. I do not see any
reason for the fears expressed by some
hon, Memberg here that this proviso
would take away the effect of clause
4. By and large, it is a social reform,
by which we want to eradicate the
evil which has remained in the coun-
try for a long time. With that object
we have passed the untouchability law
and the prohibition law. Tt ig for the
society to realise the need to have
these reforms, It is social education
that is required and this Bill, when it
becomes an Act, will have the effect of
educating the public and society. The
social conscience has to be aroused’
ang this will be done when the Bill is
passed. So, the Bill should be wel-
comed by all sections of the public.

st wwe fesire (dom) o osTer
e g Ay Fair o fesh ¥
To Fo THo FT UF FPET 32 Y, T
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[ = i)
I Aud v fF @R AR A
TEE F AT T W I FH AW
F1 FaT FT fagqr | AT 37T F°T AT
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qg AN AT RLYs H FY | IW I
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= ¥ AN & FC A9 oEd W=e
fa=r g war & T | = o & S
& 1T 9T T W 7R 23 gU E W}
WIEG F AR A AT e s @ E

g3 AU 3 |9 & S fF aamw
& @l Y a2 g, g Fafagi #
W3 ¥ | og wEd & qauw qOsar #17
T RiAT EEEfragday?
THF Ta/ 7 W94 HIT WS FOAT
aTEAT g fF W aga i) @ fR gt
W2 feadt :1 avaT & g5% grfaw &
meHfRI A grar 37 &\ afFa
g5 =M g fF fom v e =%
¥ 3T 49 g1 &, a1 W EE e
& afem fag ava we=r dav gt &,
AT |9 FT FEA £ P OFATC a9 AT FE
srar g fF fely =r 1€ 1 97 felt w1
0 ¥ F 79 T w7 a9 -
¥ W FFA FTAT L ) A foeam Ay
7, FIT AT FLH 9T, "X ATZATE
& foaa o o § |9 e &1 ¢ &
FfOFACIaEH I@ATE |

7z a7 o @ fr agAt € TR
fadt 3 & o &, 3aF1 mAET T faan
smar &, IAar fodt fafames an fomr
T §, FE A G qAdE AT 9
faar mm & 1 =9 F7Z &Y amai ¥ @W
a1 & A § fF za oAl A, A
F1 A qOET Fi} foar |

afgr & ary ¥ § owd w@r
aqrz1 § far oo Agra & amwe 24 fs
it AFfwrr ardy § Fufaer § o o
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g @ TN F gy 37 asfeqt @
T g & 1 7 wefear mT w3 X
Padag TG I M I E
aEt acs v ag s § Jami
1 THATT G2 g1 ¥ 5 w¢ 59 <4
TR g F AT eE g | w™
2T F TG FAIT ATIR T 2@ &
& =ive &y At & F v o fw fafem
F9Tq § A 0T 7% F E ) AAR T
ar ITed 3 W FYE G AL AT A
AT Ts FETH AT A A § ATRA I
Zay 2wy fafewr wma & A 0w
grafigf 7% T=y 9 T § A gAY
TrFET AT AT & 1 & Ao g
ZZA & arr ¥ aAv g §. A &
& ora g, o W e qiw g T
far @it @& Tl wrRHr W qgAT
REIET AT AR AL FTTRAT

sto vty fag (TrzAw) @ wT-
T F qAT T gHAT , ATH AT § TAT
TR

=t s femT - oAl § AT
a1 &1 ¥ Ffwq w@ M TIE R0
farr @ WY oz fooew 5= w@r 2
AT Fay 2T AT AT T FE AT

Wto Twaty fag : g1 TR TR
fagadi g

st wre fesit o ATTE ag
= A MRS AT aFr I AT AT E |
Ffwa forar AT & 7 7=t @ 970% 41T
% & qg oF w0 A1gAT § o oww Ay
TH 947 ¥ 2YAATR w o ® fFAar g
¥ 341 o % w4 A1 30 F A7 T3
wiT F & | A6 arar Fga1 § fF A
[EFr A1A0 SUTT ¥ SUTET THA M
IALY FIA & AA A ALK A
gNfT 1 3% 3% A% AT AU T R ) w0
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%9 g ¥ gura 9g B 7l g1 W fw
T T Nq7 FY AT AT FE |

Mg maiman &
¥ @& ¥ § e 513 71 3 wifga afe
T3 IR FAT I AM FT
a1 fardy a0F ¥ TeAT AR €

dfey zrex aw wmiw : F fafar
R T faarg g

ﬂa.nw!hht:ﬁﬂiaimmza‘?
3 fF ag wqawdma & @ A
A 8z 337 1 1Ad o fafe 47
7z fo ferm < fagr g fea
w7971 70T faar 71q 1

4o ST oW WKiE w7 AN
TEAT q1 7177 & AT %oo FY ffwe
@A AT &7

it e £ o wre fagen W
ZIET ¥ 919 SORT AT oy & ouar
fa It =g w7 § am v § | g9 TR
JHET TITT W ¥ FTEALTE

dfear st D@ AR ;T TEH
Y grfe ST AweER IO I )

ot s fewte - a4 o w T

a1 e g7 qreRaT ¥ O W gl &2
TR & 17 AT AT Y Amy AT
ey WA TAC IgH FE I
13 ¥F & 1 W1 IEE AES  GErEr
AT IR IWF (U@ AT XA §
wfmr @zt @1 &R T/ W
v gow W g A g e @
L

¥ wreai & wgr e ag qwEqee
Y ad@rcaf sy wr g dAfsa d
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u¥ gW IEQ A qai AT FL AT
qIET § AT AR IFF A7 F FAwEa
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B36 (Ai) L.S—86.
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Q% AT WIE : ag Wl ol
& fr w5 qredrhty T Y et @, A
fesrstfram=

=it o fesie ;4 fa= #t o
T4 § afewt sray #1 oy & 1 7g faw
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a1 37T T @ ¥ & fad amar
2 15T AT F R A A e A
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¥ "W ¥ ¥ A DF
ow At wEfeat ® AT atw § & s
¥ I W S 7 d21 w7 IFRT HEAT
T7 wT I FO H &4 F@ | T
o gart Awit W AT @ S g
ZYAT IGHT FIT T TS § | LA
A7t *1 g7 #7 FaeaT AT & W R
faT &7qT O FW F W F T
7 qg WoGT @1 %S §, T W TG
FHT § AT 6 FRT ITH1 A WY
FaT 76} grav | gafwy & W A
w3 T g § v wrew et
# wdr afgdt 1 5 A "9 &, T
FIX IEE F FTO RN WA G
W § TR WA /T G FAT RS §
a1 ¥9 qEESET ® Se fagae
FEQ § 1 WL qg TRAATT T ]
@ w faw # arw v & B} HE
Lkl Fcoh Rl R R RS
¥X @ 1 A qw @ F Tg W O
g § o 8 QRIS B T I
fear ot STfgd
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= sprer freie]

T gt q% TR—Tg R AR
TITEIFEAT—FT AT § TTHT & ey
gt g fF < omg

OET T FATH ¥ T AT g IEE
ST Fiw g 7 98 @ ¢ e owmre ad
fenros %3 Y gt $3 € a1 [ AN
|91 4T (AT 7T ZY T §, AfEA
O TTH AT 3 F TR O %
g gz g featcars &
$g w7 far o TR &1 Ow A Av
HIT TAAT FET T § T gE @
A Ao framy € @ & T A
q9g # Al "t | W gEdr w0
SrgY § Ay 9O ag wifwg 1 gafag §
o §@T hgar § 5w wwst
Tifeat o &g § oy wowT gw e Ay
& TATAT 1T |

AT AT %7 &

€ 9% A0 ¥ 420 T § | 5w ARy
graa % et dY gaTdr greta A Srw
Fir | gafag 3 wrd & oo A
fad Y aiT qrgsATT & o/ 977 a6l
B9 & I Y T4 B qew FFH |

o FIWT ATIT : TG HEIRT,
Tg ot fagas gAY WA W4T @, O
AW § I ¢ # a1 §7 waA
STETT TGT & FIF AT grodd, 9w T
WX o7 T4, ¥ 57w e frar
s T F gaw! wrasEwar et

16.09 hrs.
[Mgr. DEPuTY CHAIRMAN in the Chair]

cafa & swed § t% 2w & sfafafa
2 & TSR, A AT ¥ @ A
N7 Y TATH FTAT ATRA & TE F AIX
# fpdr +x WOY W A UH1 F W
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HAEAT ¢ & | Tl dEAl 7 ag
faota foar & fap 7 <@ %1 a1 faarg
Fr ofqxr swar w1 faag & o ofar
TH BT HYHTT & | 8T 3T AT T8
It e frgar  fag s § )
TE 100 § Tow WAy W A T A
7y "o gfewor § g8 fagaw &
TG FATT F FTT FT | AT TR
faq fedt ®1 ag sg+1 f& usa o
sfay gofasiar oY a1 &% o #fas
yfasfte T e Tog T F wafa-
dfta 7, ag AT a1 gee MY & |
ogf o% & @l g, T GEIC AT U
Tt ¥ 31 fa= ¥ e q ag wfaw wifaf=
& 9T §g gATT A A o A {7 g
afes safasi ¢ 1 gafaq ag "+
guT {6 g @9 Wi growdd & g
T &1 #T fad A 5 faugs &
g foraan wegr a1 g%a gf, aard |
q gq 19 F1 AL F@  F @ s
# 7 9T ¥ A F) TIAT 4F1GF
Ty ¥ = STy, Qe e g g 1w
Y W 4 gyq femy ¥ owRg
ey faemr o

Fg AT AT W @ T 45 43 R
gaﬂﬁ%i’rﬂﬁﬁﬂﬂamw
#1 wifa 41 f =y feet & dar wmn
g @ AT g 1w o ¥ e
ot & | T WE A oA qu A
oY AT B G T A IuH fedy
#t = ¥ fawrra @ wfeg ?
w7 A A0 dfew srE TW WA T
ARy s Ao # fgaraa ax @ 9
f5 @gF ® A AT IAH AT A
TR ¥ g% % fear @ Y wa Ry W
w1y F4t fremay & 7 agt ot famat
arfe wie g+t frmar @fye, w@nf,
garfg | @ a1 IR qg AW A W
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ovdy FdY oY wrE" | g8 e @ fw o

ugt W g ¥ famy e 0ae o "ot & 1 Sfew s geted ¥ s oY
g @ a1 aa " sEy faedt qadr [ e & sar g qr eft 57 §, ok a0 &
§9 arad Ffiada a1 g gt #V [ w91 o o owod few wxogw @
oa o graq & arwx s § ar qfew % qg wg g% § 5 ag wfwal & g%

IFT TTH AT ¥ asfwal @1 gw f2d
e &7 face faqr g . . .

dfze smET T8 AR : a7 faege
TR § afcw gHred 3a% aCFawTE & |

o g A1 : gfew o § o
arfeq w1481 fawt sfgr, gz ama
s

dfea sTET Tw ANE < F F AT
AvEEl # ool H gF I & A A
®I1 & wewar G0 wefEal 1 A 7
w1 & i ST Tomg 19 F, TR0 IR
¥ gw farar =nfeg | &8 agfeat 1
¥ 3% afa & 90 g s § g%
femamar STEAT 41

WMo FET AW : AT JT FEA
73 & e w7 g v G & wafaa
# gfawre 23X & ata wrh § Y 39
Tadare 39 1 fadta w37 § fv asfeai
N gF 73 fraar sfgy aqifs mfax
T o A gw S g & | 99
57 T T & o g oo oy
WA AT & &1 IR WA A4 A
afgn | w7 gw w34 & o wig @
wF &Y 1 gW Ad) 9men f& «gfwal &
T 23 & | q&A & AW & deeT AHT
WIT ATHT FT IAHT HqiAHIL TG AT
STEd 1 4% 289 BT W4T AT g4 § ;AW
fpc og &7 7 ©g 991 fw g safao
Fmr wfgwre 7df FAT gy wifw g
7 Zaw AT N & 1 wefEal w1 wRe
721 =gy 1| AWM S aHE § AR
o gfasR Afed | seRw Faw o
g o  fragareftaa

Hg aremR Q7 W W A
fem #t ¥ a1t ¥ == w7 @I @
HI9E g8 FaTe e ff g 1w
g7 § FTHT Y FIRT ALY | FH WY 5
§9 aa ¥ st 42Y § f a3 &Y
ow axg ¥ frofy @t & ) o wfws
aqr far 391 gt @ I & IE%
T IR WS § | AT qEH AT
feagw e, fam o S wgar & %
ATE A A FIF ¥ qA AT AgH,
ﬁmmﬂ’@{f gt% Je 4T
Y FIATT 7wdY AT sygedr FET AT |
oTF AEr A3 & far A gg 79+
7T & o a7 99 T Re-3Y EWIX
7 & 7 WU AT W @R oW
TéY & aY FFT wot wE & aner ST
FYE AT AATT FL | §F FAA & 79 w04
F o’ gg o qgr Y

gaTt it off 7 9. R 3 W
qrgat 7 ag wwr 9 fF et w R
fawd g Gt avr 7 @ wefedt
fargalt & | T3F a1 ¥ AT ATEW TR
Y TidT & | W A e € fF ow
wefirat faadt € @1 77 ot wafae ag
& o T ot @2 g ey | o o
HT @19 WIAT ASHT ! TET F A &
T & e A § ag e A e
# Wit 37 Y 97 @ wfgw | e
oY TR T 7t 9% sareqy & € § IW F
HEF W TTHT FT B MG MR )
e g7 1 §F fag arg wgd At 90w
¥ dur Wi ST W9ET I A Y
aeE ¥ I AT FT o fay e
T & W OAT Y #Y T 1A wfgw
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F o § et fr wefrat fawedt N e, I W F9T TE T K

& 19291 ¥ & o7 87 I Wi o ®q ¥ 9928 & w0 § 5 i ey
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IOT W3 & WAm wri - T &
T W W § | 7 1T S8 81 afEw
R 7g W ww & ¥z ¢ fx o6 wew A
fox ggwn oY sy ww ¥ 1 A fon
Yoo FF AFL WA weH! 1 ¥
R ¢ 48 Yoo T, I FEEHGA:
Tifew J- gFar § 9 few gaar fel
-85 GO HH EH F] AT GHATE |
TedidT s I weE T ¥
qATHY & FEHLATE G -2, 300, ¥oo,
Yoo, foeo T Joovo g H Frlﬁ
ey Y g e g, (R TR ®
FU9 AL WA & | ST v Te
g 5 <fF graw v ¥ 38 W
fw & ¢ & w § e feg
W1 &% TAT ¥ fgg, 7H a1 7|
fege T wgwE g 1 T EE &
@-Tg IR N1 W q1E ] 4 0§
i et & i HEw R W R
A AT 9Ig qg WIE AT FT IH
& g1 a1 TEHT AT F AE |, AT
ey € AYC SAR FEAT Sew gl
SifET | FE H 2 AR AT @A
T g AT Tt faaiied & ol
g @ Aw won vk § ok
T WIS gAT AR | | wfe § anedy
g 5 o famr F I o W o ay
arat ¥ Tar § fF wretae o o
TR HET WIEEEE € A1 TR |
#r sfgg

T N & O gadt Wi g T
gt & W ) o ot gl At
AT TCR TR ATET & AT W
e WY ITEIT ¥wT g wEw P

% fae 0T SFgRAT o o e

fF og soET AT R g )
ofer GHT T3eTSAET 7] ¥ ¥ Ot
T & A EY i el v Fee
A AN FErF e H
U ¥ &9 § 99 799 foawan 9 @
IR 2 gwa § 4R T wcd AN
IRAE H % W | gEEE F A
T F17A #1 g faege far am 7,
dT e am AN | 7 FAA R g A
¥ fag few a0% & vreey frei o
T W9 TH CEEERET= W AW &
foar @@ &1

wﬁﬁgnﬁu‘raﬁfﬂu—ﬁﬂs

-t g NE wd aw oad ¥ fag

sfafetss & =9 § & el & 1 wa
oY & AYE o7 o fier ez 35 @
g masAN @AM ad oFa
oY e ® B mawem_Adt g
TH gYg FT QFEEANT T TE W9
AT F1 TF TEaT @ d (F 55 g9 &
T 1A F1 SR AT (4FT A7 w1
oY 9190 #1 vOTA § 7@ g G §H1 T
sH GFaera ey &1 fame W &, fawrfon
{1 A0 wwE § Ty T AT TFE-
XA &1 (Aarey &1 fawdar 7z Y
afwa § | F gt g 17 gw TSy wr
¥ IH guE F) gFeTeE & e
T owifed | g T vEE dEA A
warT § | 9g QFmeenE frare faan
s wrge o gERr snawEEr §)
Tk T A wmE
A RN AR AR S

R & TGS A Y AT ¥ A
9 1 ferem € wifww g9 o g€
o 38 % oY o TeqT 1 T fiv W
wr-Tig Y femie ¥7ay &, @ 3w w5 -
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gz fear o1 %7 §, == FoevT &
§TE0 a9 TEET § 1g7 ¥ ooy iy ofe
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MR awr Y aii of Yaraem
fF oz 7 { Tyt €2 wivar g7 Tw
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AT ¥ IF @@ w1 997 g HiR
FEEr & F A S Frer gl g
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AFEAT TG F T |
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Y ZEF WY FATCT FA FT A7 FT FTAT
2 T 3F = 2 wilF we faw
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oy 39 § W7 FHY gt &, v (e s=an
AT 2 T S |1 WG G F ;L FHAT
&1 & wwwet § 5 a7 aw ot faege
QAT Y TE R | 5F T 59 oI §
o G AT, I (g A e 2z Wt et
fiwdEeE EF TR A
Trzdls ¥ (5 o ow a3 faar, @)
I & I qE 4190 § B AT G 8
Pr 97 % 9T g% w=g 77 i mEAT I
oY FT AW, q1F A & A T &
&Y ¥ & wEAY F7 grea F4 W ad,
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ot ere # @ afee o TrEdr F at
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[ ®ro gefrar ava< ]
w srifer ¥fadm—w & @w 3@
srifer Afsmm W aw A AR &
wreT s ew fadaw w1 7 AT

gIRl & ATt W -
T ) @ F, 399 ¥ K W
FT AR T R F UgH TFATA H1
e #T gw T F4GT A7 TF 2w A
"ral dgfeal #7 I9 W QO F4G
frgu fardas S ol &, RIT & &v
¥ I B A WIHTT FAT ], 77 "W
g

Shri A. D. Mani (Madhya Pradesh):
Mr. Deputy-Chairman, Sir, in partici-
pating in this debate, I would like to
say at the outset that it is not neces-
sary for me to speak en the general
meritg of the Bill, because they have
been adequately canvassed in both
Houses of Parlisment, I zhould like to
address myself to those matters on
which a difference of opinion has
arisen between the Rajya Sabha and
the Lok Sabha,

Regarding the introduction of the
words “directly or indirectly” in
clause 2 of the Bill the matter has
been made very clear by my hon.
friend the Law Minister in his speech
this morning when he said that this
would not in any way affect the Bill.
In the Rajya Sabha when this matter
wag being debated he said that the
words “given”™ included directly and
indirectly. And, as the introduction
of these words would not affect the
Bill in any way, I think the House is
entit'ed to give full support to the
amendments which have been moved
in this behalf.

I should like now to come to clause
4 of the Bill. We all heard with great
respect what the Prime Minister said
this morning, I quite see that the
members of the Government have been
trying to find a middle path between
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the rejection of clause 4 as it stands
and the acceptance of clause 4. But
unfortunately the amendment of my
hon. friend Shri Hajarnawvis is more
dangerous than clause 4. If itis a
choice between clause 4 and the
amendment—angd there is no other
choice awvailable—I would rather like
to have clause 4 as it stands now. But
my point is that we should have the
clause deleted from the Bill

T would like to point out the dange-
rous implications of the amendment of
Shri Hajarnavis. I would like to say
here that ag far as the intentions of
that amendment are concerned, I
quite see that there is no motive
whatever to introduce something dan-
gerous in the Bill, The House is
aware that this Bill is going to be im-
plemented by the States. If the hon.
the Prime Minister or my hon. friend
the Law Minister are going to enforce
this Act, I would have no hesitation
whatever in giving them the powers
askeq for in the amendment tabled
by my hon. friend Shri Hajarnavis.
But this clause is going to be enforced
by the States. In America, the exe-
cutive authority is the State machi-
nery, and in one State, at the time of
the dissolution of a coalition minis-
try, prosecutions were started under
the prohibition law arainst the oppo-
nents of the Government It is quite
possible that the amendment of the
clause ag suggested by my hon. friend
Shri Haiarnavis micht be misused as
an instrument for po'itical persecution,
For example, if there is a candidate
standing against the ruling party, the
Government may start a prosecution
under thiz section. And the moment
a person hag been prosecuteq for
demanding dowry, his chances in the
election are finished! Under the pre-
sent clause 4, as it stands, it is open
to a candidate to say that a malicious
prosecution has been launcheq against
him ang to defend himself before the
electorate on that account. But if the
State Government is to be a screening
authority, the general presumption
would be that g prima facie case has
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been made for the prosecution, and it
would lessen the chanceg of the in-
dependent candidate fighiung against
the Congress in the elections.

I would like, therefore, the amend-
ment to be negauved in this House.
In this connectipn I would like to say
that the original stand that some
Members took was more reasonable,
For the firsi time we are making the
demand of dowry a crimina] offence.
And when once you make a thing a
criminal offence, there has to be
certain conformity with public opi-
nion. Many High Court judgments
have been given in which the accept-
ance of the giving of presents on the
occasion of a mairiage has been called
customary. The Orissa High Court
has given a notable judgment on the
point in regard to this matter.

An Hon. Member: We are superior.

Shri A, D. Mani: Yes, we are supe-
rior, In this connection, I would like
to say that while we are superior to
the High Court, it is better to march
in step with public opinion, and create
public opinion for this measure.

Shrimati Yashoda Reddy: Should
we not create public opinion?

Shri A. D, Mani: My hon. friend
Shrimati Yashoda Reddy wants to
know whether we should not create
public opinion. We are creating pub-
lic opinion under this measure, and
I support the measure who.e-heartedly.
But the demand is going beyond the
acceptance or the giving of dowry...

Pandit K, C. Sharma (Hapur): Does
not the demand for dowry offend
against human dignity? That is the
Very corner-stone.

Shri A, D. Mani: We hope that as a
result of the passing of this measure
without clause 4, those forces of pub-
lic opinion will be generated for the
maintenance of the enforcement again.

But my hon, friend Shri A. K, Sen
might well consider these very sage
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observations of the Wolfenden Com-
miee which went into sumiar mat-
ters connecied with another subject,
namely street offences. There, the
question was what constituted crime.
The Wolfenden Commuttee said:

“There appears to be no un-
quesuoned dennition of what con-
sJdwites or ought to constiiute a
crume, To detine it as ‘an act
whuch is pumusned by the State
does not answer the question:
“What acts ought to be punished
by the State?”. We have, there-
fore, worked with our own for-
mulation of the function of the
criminal law so far as it concerns
the subjects of this enquiry.”.

And these are the tests laid down,
They say:

“In this field, its function as
we see it, is to preserve public
order and decency, to protect the
citizen from what is offensive or
injurious, and to provide sufficient
safeguards against exploilation
and corruption of others,...".

Sir, my submission to the House is
that while we take a forward step by
penalising the giving or taking of
dowry, we should wait for some pub-
lic opinion to be created before we
come forward with ap amendment of
the Act, after the Act has been sta-
bilised. So, my submission would be
that clause 4 should be dropped from
the Bill, but if it is a question of a
choice between clause 4 and Shri Haj-
arnavis’s amendment, then I support
clause 4 as it stands and not Shri
Hajarnavis's amendment, because
under common law, it is open to me to
claim compensation under section 250
of the Criminal Procedure Code for
malicious prosecution, But where the
State has taken the responsibility of
screening, it becomes a serious matter.

I should like to deal with the Ex-
planation which is also the subject of
many amendments which have been
tabled. I have tabled an amendment
in this connection and since I would
not like to speak on it on the mnext
day, in order to expedite the business
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[Shri A D, Mani]
ol the House, T might deal with it
just néw, I heve soUghtto insert the
words ‘of 'd reéasonable characier not
exceeting two tiousand rupees in
value® after the words ‘any présents’.

An Hon. Member: Why not Rs, 517

Bhri A. D, Mani: My hon, friend
wants that it should be only Rs. 51,
wilth-ng desire. whatever-to encourage
dowry. ‘Bui ] may point out that a
girl has-got te be given a nose-screw,
two ear-rings -and four or five sans.
Rs, 150 will go for the nose-screw, Hs.
300 - for the ear-rings; these  things
have to -be given even if they do not
ask. Then, four or five sarig have to
be given Wwhich will cost Rs. 600; then,
a necklance also has to giver. These
are things which a father and mother
g.ve out of affection, and we do not
want these presents given out of
affection to be muscanstrued or twist-
2d by the enemies of the parents imto
launching a criminal action.

My submission with regard #o that
clause’is that in the original Bill, my
hon, friend 'the Law Minister had
said that to make the Bill practicable
he had ‘included Rs. 2000 for the cus-
tofmary presents given at the time of
marriage. This matiter underwent
again a sea-change whep the Joint
Comriifte¢ and the Lok Sabha angd the
Rijya Sabha debated the matter. (In-
terruption) My hon, friend Dr, Shri-
mafl Séeta Parmanand asks ‘When
orice you put the word ‘consideration’,
you throw open thé doorg for vexa-
tisus litigatioh”. What we say is that
in ordinary families, we do like to
give our daughters and our sisters
these customary presénts, The signifi-
catice of the words ‘of a reasonable
chrractet” 15 this, It is not that every-
oné is askéed to give a present of Rs.
2,000, It is only an industrial mag-
nate who should give Rs. 2,000,

Shri C. D, Pande (Naini Tal): May
1 ask whether an agsessment will be
made at the time of the martriage

ceremony by .some officer? Will an-
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inventory be made accorditig to this
Bill?

_Shri A. D. Mani: The enforcement of
the Bill, ag the hon, Member will re-
alise, depends on an active public
opinion. We do not expect police
officers to attend every wedding to
evaluate the presents. It jg those
active women's organisations which
are very alive to the urgency of the
problem which have got to take up
the matter and agitate it in the law
courts.

The words ‘of a reasonable charac-
ter’ throw open the entire matter to
judicial decision. A clerk getting a
salary of Rs. 75 a month will not be
called to pay Rs. 2,000, It is only a
person who has got enough resources,
who wants to set up a standard of
austerity in thig matter, who should
do it. Ewen if 8 man-iz a mult-mil-
lionaire, he §would not give more
then Rs. 2,000 as presents. To that
extent, this is a little progress from
what hay been recommended by the
Joint Cemmittee,

‘st TeRes gRw (TAAR)
L9 BiE T7 A g P 1 I 997 AA
WA yAfaa ¢, ag a7 T 97 § )
T Y ST wA F WA wEE 47
T AF T F A ET AT H WY
TIEFE AT 5T W 3T ¥TEd |
CITT FELTAE, Q7 & CTLEAR
® AT W E T WA FEaT |
9% gF gH WHias wEmar Jiw
i faewar ®1 geAdl w0 7@
Fa@ ¥9 a€@ 1 "iTEEw T A\
HUA T TG TAET( G TG g1 Gov |

iy s § el g e A
Tt § | o & O F O A § e
§9 497 ¥ FF Tk R F oW
HI-AT@T ¢ | T I GRT T WFHrT
Wy FCT AW A sl v § @
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FT T4T § 1 ST X FA AT AT
o= gt g Y age sl AR AT
s fiF g a1 T ¥ A w47 AT A7
NHPmI oz arid v
ATy &2 7% § | Afew o7 gF AT
ST @A T TF A0 AIH F (AL T
farar st ar srefeai & fag qay fam
T AT I ¥ 7 9T W4T A
QYT vgwT frasr 78 Y aFaT R |

mft gy g4 St gw T #
R § A I F FF 3F I adm
AT I 1T WA 93 IR A H
a1 Y Fefral 1 wrew g @ g
g | F wwaE g wer gam o s
FT TFFT TAT EIAT AT ALY AHT A TR
THET F AR H FEEF gUER | IR
ST & I WIAIE GAT § F1E 7 B AATA-
ot = uy fagg # sarar g famy
srfa sar F1 w7 g1 w6a7 | AHT =
faeg % $g &) fray mar &

g a% TW faaus *1 Ty g,
RN W IFRE@ AT R
EEF 99T 7T WA & AR g 57 3™
#Y qf & foe g Y sqmeaT AT TE R
T o a1 gy forar €Y 7 oe Wi '
forar srq @Y 37 AT A A AT F
gfeg far sg | SET 9% g o SR
g nTT g @ @ e e
2F AT AT AT T THEAT T W
o 3 Arfag Y sraT g @ SR g -
HE3 F €T TIT AU O A T TF
FuTAT €1 weFaT &, a7 ST Y oA § )

¥ g9 |A F( a9 WAAG qEEGT
FT W 19 &1 ard wrAdw e gqadt
FT ETTT TH I HFQFT FAT 08T §
fF = fadas 9T g9 oY a€1 T
T TET & WY g wra ot €Y o ¢ b
or§ a7 Adra fae s strom, AfeT v
TR F1 3@ 4T TAAY MAAI| T A,
3368 (A1) LS

VAISAKHA 16, 1883 (SAKA)

Prohibition Bill 142

@ & T &Y ITew o fard & g AT
oY frard 23 9T B9 fad gy ol
gt fE 9 w0 3 ¥ srer de ? 3.
= ¥ & fr ager 7 faay s ¥ew =@
qregT ¥ war FEr m@r § 7 99 H ¥4
T }

“For the removal of doubts, it is
hereby declared that any presents
made at the time of a marriage to
elther party to the marriage in
the form of cash, ornaments,
clothes or other articles, shall not
be deemed to be dowry within
the meaning of this section, unless
they are made as consideration

for the marriage of the said par-
tes.”

TH SrEAT F @A g T §H qg WA
F1 [ BT 9T &7 W= g1 WA 7 AHY
FATEY TEY ST FRTAT A4 | Fg71
7% agd wfadw T9aF § 1 SfE
7# 3 § fr @ 9§78 g9 A Y
#1 wafasd= fadas gag F amma
aa A7 feame Y fs ofgo d o ag
aga wfadre @, ¥few ow & wfiq
Fré T} sraedT T § IF Ty A2 faay
Ty f 3w 1 rd gl e
g1 7 | 39 =TT & W@ gU W gw
WIS F1 fF T2 T9T F7 wF g1 g
& wnwan g fF 97 aga Teawed #
ara g W TH ¥ 9 O Ay Y
g

TR ATAATART ¥R 99
& T ¥ JY qg FAHT (T § 99
¥ faz w4t wgew 7 w7y fr w W
=R 98 A ¢ fF F1E ot ag
F f47 qa1 s afex Ia@ &wT
W g grit | fret ot Tew "
F &9l w1, A ag ARz @ om
" wiHFy g1, 39 & 9 "ua
gl faar s m f qg qRaw 9w A
THTHT X ¥ | 57 qeawy § F AIA4Tg §=)

e M e
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[ Twdas Tea)

S F1 sary g w7 Igar g
Atz featy 3§ w7 fedt somd wf w19
¥ @ars F1§ 9fewF F1 AT gFm
AT FTAT qTEAT § AT WA A F
fad gorom AT gt § FET FY, 60w
T T aFeE AT o3 A
FreTaT fae wva #1 a5t fagar o
H WHFEAT T F7 TATAT Ay (q=T |
Az Meggmr s Ia gz
qAREAT B AFY gWT WIT g T FlET
& sram fF oW # gEew wwE
& I Fq g 1 g7 ¢ FP AT &
& 99 & Arq 99 9g sqFqT AT & At
% AifgT g amar § i I8 £ A
¥ 97 & 5 3@ 37, T a7 A AL
A FE &, TE T H g7 AN, ITF
fFm a7 & g7 <7 & 999 A F@Ear
FI0 | TR A wAA FET AT |

3ITH gg W w37 190 § fw owaw
w1 W v & ar q @, A W
qTET @ @ IHG FTC {AQHAT TG
AT KT IAH AAAT § | T ¥ H
g9 faag ® ag wgr mav § fF ag AN
I7 gOTT 98 AT FEIET BT ERD 0
TEIRTAT Fi AT AE T 1 7 AW
fadza %€ fF o st wodT TE4T
#1 Wdt FT TIEA §, WK Ag I9E
§TOT WOMT ST & 0 wqAY & Fw,
fafa® a9 & Fw 77 287 A8
I gEAr | 93 9 7L et g we ¥
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R & Fu| g femie wy e
fiFar AT & 1 Y OF wATw & fam
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Shri Jaipa] Singh (Ranchi West-
Reserved-Sch, Tribes): Sir, after a
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great deal of thought 1 thought I
should participate in what should have
been a momentoug joint session of
both Houses of our Parliament. I
cannot see anything momentous
about it. I am opposed to any form
of prohibition and as such, I oppose
this Bill lock, stock and barrel. I feel
that social reform of thig type cannot
be achieved by legislation. Again and
again we have failed miserably in all
the attempts we have made in getting
at what we thought we would have by
legislation. 1 do not wish today, as I
have to continue on Tuesday—I shall
enumerate all that on Tuesday—to
make a list of all the miserable fai-
lures we have had, in an endeavour
to reform ourselves socially through
enactments. My main objection to
this legislation is that it is going to
promote, to aggravate, to intensify,
contempt of social legislation, That is
my main objection. That is to say,
this legislation has not our country-
men at large behind it. Any legis-
lation, any piece of enactment, to
command the respect of the general
population must have its general
acceptance. Now, neither my hon.
friends who are here, nor we on this
side, have any right to say whether
this piece of legislation has the gene-
ral support of the population because
it has not been presenteg to our elec-
tors as such. T wish thig issue could
have been presented at the coming
general elections. Then we would
have been in some position to say
whether the people were behind us or
not,

Mr. Deputy-Chalrman: You might
continue your speech on Tuesday,

17.01 hrs,

The joint sitting of the Houses of
Parliament then adjourned till Eleven
of the Clock on Tuesday, Mgy 9, 1961 /
Vaisakha 19, 1883 (Saka).
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