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Factor saffecting Reor ganisation of States

Abstract

Reorganisation of states in an important
provision provided under the Constitution of India.
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what are the factors involve behind the
reorganisation of states and what are the roles of
the committees in it. This paper is not limited to
the philosophical aspect but also discussa present
case. Thecontent provided inthisarticleiswritten
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I ntroduction

On 22nd December 1953, Prime Minister Pt. Nehru made astatement in Parliament to the effect that
acommission would be appointed to examine “Objectively and dispassionately” the question of reorganization
of thestatesof the Indian Union so that thewel fare of the people of each constituent unit, aswell asthenation
asawhole, is promoted’.

A commission that is known by the nature of its work as the “States Reorganisation Commission was
appointed by aresolution of theHome Ministry on 29th December 1953. The Commission congsted of three
members namely Mr. Justice Fezel Ali, Dr. H.N. Kungru, and Dr. K.N. Penniker. The commission was
independent and was empowered to report on the state boundariesfor the entire country. Paragraph 7 of the
resolution laid down thetermsof thecommission -

“The commission will investigate the conditions, the problem, the historical background, the existing
situation and the bearing of all important and rel evant factorsthereon. They will befreeto consider any
proposal relating to such reorganization. The Government expectsthat the commission would, inthefirst
instance, not go, into the detail s, but make recommendations regarding the broad principleswhich should
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governthesolution of thisproblemandif they so choose, the broad lineson which particular statesshould be
reorganized and submitan interim report for the consideration of Government”.! Paragraph four of theresolution
laid down thefactorswhich wereto govern thereorganization of states.

“The language and culture of an area have an undoubted importance as they represent a pattern of living
whichiscommoninthat area. In considering areorganization of states, however,other important factorshave
alsoto bekept in mind. Theessential consideration isthe preservation and strengthening of the unity and
security of India. Financia, economic, and administrative cons derations are almost equally important, not
only fromthe point of view of each state but for thewhol e nation. India has embarked upon agreat ordered
planfor her economic, cultural end mora progress. Changeswhich interferewith the successful prosecution
of suchanationd planwould be harmful to thenationa interest.

Reaction to the Appointment of S.R.C.

The decision to appoint acommission on state boundaries by the Government was welcomed by
variousgroup leadersin Parliament, although therewas a difference of opinion onthetimegiventothe
commission. Theprotagonistsof linguistic SateslikeMr. S. Nijelingapps, President of the Karnataka Pradesh
Congress Committee, expected good resultsfrom the gppointment of the Commission. Mr. S. K. Pdtil saidin
Bombay that the Government of Indie deserved congratul ationsfor appointing acommissionto examinethe
reorganisation problem. But it got mixed wel comeinthesensethat different sectionswelcomed it for different
setsof reasonsand with different degrees of enthusiasm. Thecommunist groupin Parliament whilewel coming
theannouncement considered it belated. Sri Y.B. Cheven thought that it wasastep further intheformation of
stateson alinguistic basis. Dr.DhirendreNethSen (Ex. Editor Hindustan Standard) felt generally unhappy
about the personnel of the commission and particularly about the Chairmen whose, “antecedents and interest
do not entitle himto claim adetached or dispassionate view of the problemswith whichthecommissionis
confronted.”

Factors Governing Reorganisation

Whatever might have been the nature of its welcome Prime Minister’s announcement in this regard has
been unequivoca one, hededlared that athough | oca languageand culture haveimportance, thereorganisation
of states can not be based on language alone as ‘there are other important factors which have to be borne in
mind. It did not, therefore, hold out any hopeto protagonistsof linguist, rather it emphasized the necessity of
what, we havetermed the rationalistic approach. Referring to other important factors which must betaken
into consideration in the reorganisation of the states PrimeMinister observed,” The first essential consideration
isthe preservation and strengthening of the unity end security of Indie. Financia, economic, and administrative
congderationsare amost equally important, not only from the point of view of each state but for thewhole
nation. Thenoteworthy pointsin thestatement are;

1. Thatthelinguisticbasisof thereorganisation of stateshas not been accepted by Government nor isthe
commission, commissioned to deviseways end meansof bringinginto linguistic statesthroughout the
length and breadth of India.

2.  Themaintask beforethe commissionisto recommend to the Government the broad principleson
which reorgani sation of states should be effected.

3. That they may or may not indicatethelineson which particular states should bereorgenised. The net
effect left inour mindsthereforeisthat the Government isin favor of thereorgenisetion of statesona
rational basis.”

The Government resol ution that gppoi nted the commission emphasi zed thefollowing broad principles:
I)  Preservationand strengthening of the unity and security of India.
i)  Linguisticand culturad homogenaty.
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i)  Fnancid, economicand administrative considerations.
Iv)  Successful working of theNational Plan.

L anguage as a Factor in Reorganisation of States

Onthebasisof the historica study of the Indian States Reorganisation, itisclear that itisnot possible
to overlook theimportance of language, in theredistribution of political units. Nevertheless, thefact that each
region had itslanguage provided alogical basisfor the demand of theredistribution of provinces.

Language playsanimportant rolein the social, economic, and educationa development of anation.
Indiapresentsavivid exampl e of linguistic heterogeneity with api cturesque mosaic of over 200 languages
spread throughout the country. In the present situation the multiplicity of languages has been posing grave
problemsin thedevel opment of anation. Riva clamsarebeing madeby variouspoalitica and cultura agencies
and pressuregroupsregarding language. Themark of day-to-day routineinaunitisconductedinthelanguage
of the people, thiswill makeit easier for the peopl e to approach the Government and to present problems
which they face. The chances of misunderstanding arelessened when therei s an easy and common medium of
expression. Theloca languagesin Indiaarespokeninareaswith historica backgrounds. Thepolitica evolution
of Indieinthe 20th century witnessed the growth of theregional languages which manifest the aspirations of
the peoplefor higher god's. Thedemand for linguistic Satesisaconsequent devel opment of thisunderstanding.
Astherearewell-defined linguistic regionsit was possi bleto have homogeneous units based on linguistic
principle. The gpplication of thelinguigtic principlewoul d aso not create many difficultiesas many of thestates
suchasWest Bengal, Orissa, Bihar, U.P. and Rgasthan, MadhyaBharat, Saurashtra, Mysore, and Travancore
Cochinwereeither completely unilingua or could be made so with only minor adjustmentsof boundaries. In
the South a so the creation of AndhraState made the problem easier and theresiduary region of Medreswas
mainly aTamil Sate. Thereinview of theexisting unitsit would not bedifficult toform further linguistic states
inthe Indianfederation. S.R. Commission accepted theimportance of languagein States reorgani sation and
stated, “A federal Union such as ours presupposes that the units are something more then mere creatures of
administrative convenience. The congtituent statesin efederd republic must each possesseminimum degree
of homogenaity to ensuretheemotiond responsewhichisnecessary for theworking of democraticingtitutions.
The states of the Indian Union can achievethisinternal cohesive- nessonly if they are constituted on a
unilingua basis, becauselanguage being the vehiclefor thecommuni cation of thought and feding, providesthe
most effective singleband for uniting the peopl e. Linguistic homogeneity therefore, providestheonly rationa
basisfor reconstructing the states, for it reflectsthe social and cultural pattern of living obtaining in well-
defined regionsof thecountry.

L anguage Alone cannot be basis of Reorganisation

Inany rationa and scientific planning that may take placein regard to the provinces of Indiainthe
future, homo- genes of language alone cannot be decisive or even an important factor. Administrative
convenience, History, Geography, Economy, Culture, and many other matterswill aso haveto begiven due
weight. It may bethat the provincesthusformed may show homogeneity of language and in away might
resemblelinguistic provinces. But informing the provinces, theemphasisshould be primarily on adminisirative
convenience and homogeneity of languagewill enter into consideration only asamatter of administrative
convenienceand not by itsown independent force.2. In the congress party today opinion seemsto be sharply
divided ontheissueof re-adjustment of state boundaries. Whileone set of Congressmen claimslanguageto
betheall important basi s of thisreadjustment and othersfeel that severa factorsbesideslanguage must be
taken into consideration. They’re taking note of the needs of the normal working, it is impossible to form
unilingua unitsinthe complete senseof theterm. Nowater-tight compartmentdisationonalinguistic principle
ispossible, someareas here and there have to be adjusted for continuity in administration and to avoid the
heavy cost of change.

December 2023to Febuary 2024 www.amoghvarta.com \mpact Factor 161
A Double-blind, Peer-reviewed & Referred, Quarterly, Multidiciplinary and SJIF (2023): 5.062
Bilingual Research Journal



: DharmendraKumar Neerg
ISSN : 2583-3189 (E), 2583-0775 (P . ’
Year-03, vO|un(1&)03, |ssue-03 ®) AMOGHVARTA Sukalyan Moitra PageNo. 159 - 167

The States Reorgani sation Commission considered language asone of thefactorsin the adjustment of
state boundaries but did not depend on it solely. Commission’s balanced approach would appear to be:

(@ Torecogniselinguistic homogeneity asanimportant factor that may hel p inthe administration of the
gtate but not to consider it asan overdl binding principlewithout paying regard to other consderations,
adminigrativefinancid or political.

(b) Toensuretha communicational, educational and cultural needs of different |language groups, whether
resident inunilingua or composite statesare properly met.

() Where satisfactory conditions exist and the balance of economic, political and administrative
considerationsfavor composite states, to continuethem with the necessary safeguardsfor al sections
of peopleto enjoy equa rightsand opportunities.

(d) Torepudiate the “Homeland’ concept, which negates the principle of equal opportunities and equal
rightsfor al citizensthroughout the Indien Union.

(e) Torejectthe theory of One language one state’ for there can be more than one state speaking the same
language assuch thetheory isnot justified on groundsof linguistic homogeneity.

(f) FHndly,totheextent that theredisationof unilingualism et statelevel would tendto breed aparticularist
feding, to counter ba ancethat feding by positivemeasuresto giveadeeper content to Indian nationdism,
to promoteinterplay of regional culturesand to reinforce thelinks between the Center and the satein
order towork out national policiesand programs.

Para 162 of the Commission states “We now summerise our final views on the role of language as a
factor bearing on the reorgani sation of states. After afull consideration of the probleminall itsaspectswe
have cometo the conclusionthat it isneither possible nor desirableto reorganise states on the basisof the
singletest of either language or culture, but that abalanced approach to thewhol e problem isnecessary inthe
interests of our national unity.””

Economic and Financial Factors

Inthefunctioning of afederal policy the constituent unitsmust have the necessary resourcesto meet
their ordinary expensesfor the establishment of various devel opmentd projectsthat may be necessary. While
re-arranging the state boundaries on anew basis of financial viability of the unit must also receive due
consderation. Thevery purpose of creating units based on regiona varieties may not be served unlessthey
areableto providefor the economic requirements of theinhabitants. However much the center may assist the
units, itisnecessary that the unitsshould al so be self supporting to some extent.1. While detaching aportion
of territory or adding the sameto other unit, thelikely impact of variousfactorssuch asindustry, agriculture
and the natura resourcesmust be properly weighed with aview to ensuring that the changesdo not adversaly
effect the abovefactors. While making the changes demanded by popul ar opinion animportant point to be
kept in view, according to the commission wasthat they should not interfere with the smooth execution of
nationa projects. The change should permit the peopleto makeeffortsfor thedevelopment of their areas. In
view of thisexplanation there could a so be advanced anideaof making the political unitson thebasis of
economic regions. In someof thememorandum submitted to the commission, the point wasemphasi sed that
theadminigtrative unitsshould be madeto conform to natura economicregions.2.But thecommissionrgected
thisideaand foundit difficult to equatethe economic regionswith adminigtrative units. However effortsshould
be made, the commi ssion pointed out to avoid awide disparity in the economic resourcesof variousregions
and the Central Government should hel p the backward areasin thisdevelopment. 1.

Historical Tradition

A common history givesasense of kinship and oneness. It must therefore be regarded as afactor
relevent to thereorganisation of states. But an understanding of history fromalocal point of view will aso
create narrow regional fedlings. Infact thereisagreat need for an understanding of the history of integrated
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Indieand such an understanding can strengthen common i deas and teach abroader culture of thenationwhich
isessentia for nationa unity. Thecommon historical tradition of aregion cannot beoverlooked whilecregting
apolitica unit, but an over emphasisof loca history should beavoided. History isagreat sourceof information
and onthebassof pest facts, it providesenintegrity to an areaasdigtinct from the others. Thememory of the
past isalso asource of inspiration. The maintenance of rel ationshi p between the past and the present isvery
important but requiresarationa explanation. It will beimproper to interpret local facts of history for some
narrow motive. Moreover, it will beimpossibleto create political unitson the basisof theavail ablefacts of
pest Indian History.#

The country hasalong past and at onetime or other each areas possessed through theadministrative
jurisdiction of variousprincely states. Therefore, wherever, thereisan attempt to distinct an areaon thebasis
of historical factsadispute must be resolved by referenceto the present conditions such asthe economic
welfare of the people.

Geographical Factor

Theview that theboundaries of theunitsshoul d be geographic wasput forward in someof thememoranda
submitted to the Commission Geographical contiguity of unitsisundoubtedly essential for administrative
convenience. Contiguity, however, it must beemphasi zed does not necessarily imply or involvetheneed for a
geographical frontier and it has been argued that states should ordinarily be marked off by natural boundaries
likemountains, rivers, and watersheds. But itisimpossible. Important geographical factorscan beutilized for
thedevel opment of adjacent areas. They can be used to assist in economic planning instead of being used to
mark and emphasizedigtinctionsbetweenthepolitical units.

Administrative Efficiency and Size of the Units

For an efficient administration such factorsashomogeneity of language, geographica compactnessand
easy means of communication areal essential. Secondly the changes once made should be of adurable
nature and provide satisfaction to the peopl e by removing the sense of uncertainty are about thejurisdiction of
anareg; for fear and uncertainty are the main factorsthatdi scourage enterprising peoplefrominvesting money
intheareaand it can certainly hamper the expl oitation of economic resources. M oreover, attention must a so
be paidtothesizeof thesate, becauseitisard evant considerationfor good administration. It isadvantageous
to have unitsof such sizeas can easily be managed asthiswould mean acloser link between the el ectorate
and itsrepresentatives. Thismay easily be achieved in asmaller state. But theidea of asmall stateisnot
compl eted without taking into consi deration the modern requirements of communities. Administrative
convenience dependsvery much on theproper utilisation of materia and human resources and theeconomic
sufficiency of thestate. In considering the size of theunitsit must a so bebornein mind that thestatesin India
really constitute efederal union and are not merely administrative units. Thisrequires stableunitswhich are
politicaly consciousand economicaly self sufficient. Equally the population of stateisva uableconsideration
and a thesametimeit must not besweek state. Apart fromthat itisinthefitnessof thingsto havelarger sates
inIndieso asto savean unnecessary expenditurein organising so many smal states. But pleading for alarger
state does not mean defeating the very purposefor whichthey arecreated. Theideaisthat every state should
have adequateresourcesto fulfil theresponsiblitiesof afull fledged constituent unit of theunion.®

Unity and National Security of India

The commission statesthat thefirst essential objective of any scheme of reorgani sation must bethe
unity and security of India. Any movement which may impair the unity of the country must ultimately affect the
welfareof al sectionsof thendian people. Any measure of reorganisation whichislikely to createtensonand
disharmony weakensthe sense of unity among the people of Indisshould not, therefore, be countenanced. In
theinterest of national unity, theadministrative and political structure must be based on the primary of the
netion.
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Theadminidrative setup in strategi c areas should be determined primarily by cons derationsof nationa
security. When border areas are not under thedirect control of the center it would be safer to haverdatively
largeand resourceful states.

Thecommission admitted that reorgani sation problemsvary from region to region. Interplay for centuries
of historical, linguistic and geographical and economic and other factors have produced peculiar patterns
indifferent regions. Each case should be dealt with differently asit hasits own background. Besidesthe
problems of reorgani sation are so compl ex that it would beun- realistic to determineany case by asingletest
aone. J.V.P. Committee and Der Commission a so suggested for considering al thefactors.®

Reorganised Units

Initsreport submitted on September 30, 1955. The S.R.C. proposed ascheme of reorganisationin
which the component units of the Indian Union wereto consist of only two categories, namely 16 states
forming thefederating unitsof theunion and threeterritorieswereto be centraly administered in place of the
complicated and transitiona organisationinto Part A, B and Part C. Statesand Part D territoriesasexisted
sincetheinauguration of the congtitution.

Thelinguistic principlereceived recognition in the formation of most of the states. Exceptionsto this
principlewere permitted in the cases of Bombay and Punjab. The commission did not favor the partition of
Bombay State on alinguistic basis. Similarly, no separate Punjabi speaking state could beformedintheir
view. The commission recommended five statesin the South Karnataka, Madras, K erala, Hyderabad and
AndhraPradesh. These stateswere condtituted linguistically ashomogeneous units. Thelanguagetest proved
quite practicablein thefixation of the political boundariesof these states. But there were specific casesin
which thecommission clarified its stance that |anguage was not to betaken asadecisivefactor, particularly
when therewas any disputein border aress.

The commission had asympathetic attitudefor thestate of Karnatak likethat of the Linguistic Provinces
Commission (1948) and it (S.R.C.) remarked in the same mood. “It has been generally recognised that in the
provincial distribution, under the kannadigas suffered most, with their areas split up into four unitsinthree of
which they wereat thetail end and reduced to the position of ineffective minorities. TheAll Indie Congress
Committeein 1927, theAll Parties Conferencein 1928 and the Indian Statutory Commissionin 1930, all
recogni sed thelegitimacy of theclamsof the Kannadigasto unification. The Der Commission also expressed
theview that the Kennedigeswould prosper and be ableto managetheir affairs much better under their own
Government, if such Government were possible.”

Karnatakawasto bealinguistic statelike others. But in thiscase d so the decision about severd places
wasinfluenced by other considerations. In the case of the Kolar district 54% of the people spoke Telegu and
only 21% of the people spoke K ennade. Therefore on the basi s of languagethe district should haveformed
apart of the Andhra State. But other aspects of the problem of reorganisation were pointed out by the
commission: thedistrict was more closer to Mysore and itsgold miningindustry was also built up by the
Mysore Government. Takinginto account theindustria devel opment of thedistrict the commission proposed
that it should remain whereit was. (with the proposed state of Karnataka).

Similarly whiletaking adecision onaportion of the Bellary district, the commission wasnot guided
strictly by thelinguistic factor. The Bellary district isawhol e oneunit with strong ties of geographical and
economicrelations. Lastly, themgjority of the people are Kennediges. Justice Misrawas mainly guided by
what he described “Linguistic Gravity”. The commission recommended that the portion of Bellary district
aongthecourseof Tungbhadrabetransferred from Karnatakato theAndhraSate. Thedigtrict had consderable
traderd ationswiththeAndhraState. Further, the Bellary town wasalso well connected with all thedistrict
headquarters of the Rayd aseemaareaof Andhra. The commission alsoindicated that the addition of thiseres
to Andhra would assist in the smooth functioning of the Tung-bhadra Project. They stated that “What has
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weighed with usin arriving at the conclusion isthe cumul ative effect of threemain considerations, namely
adminigtrative convenience, economic links, and theimportance of Tung-BhadraProject to the Raya aseema
district of Andhra.

Inthecaseof Belgaun aso thecommission had toignorethelinguistic consderation to acertain extent.
The Chendgedta uk of Belgaum di strict was predomi nantly M erathi spesking areaand the commission reported
that it should beadministered by the state of Bombay. Asregardsthetwo tal uksof Khenapur end Belgaunthe
Marathi speaking people were 53.9% and 51.4% respectively. The other taluks of the district were
predominantly Kennade speaking. Whiletaking administrative convenienceinto account the commission
recommended that the Bel gaum town which wasthedigtrict headquarters, dong with the Bel gauntaluk should
also go to Karnataka. They put the problem thus “All the taluks of Belgeun district had economic relation with
both the Marathi aswell as Kannadaspeaking areas. Neither the Belgaum town nor the other disputed aress,
however, haveany particul arity marked economic affiliationswith the Marathi-speaking district of Bombay.
Thereisno case,.therefore, for detaching either Khanapur or Belgaum portionsor Chikodi from therest of
theBelgaum didtrict:

Dedling with M adras state the commi ssion examined the claim advanced on behalf of Madrasfor the
addition of Travancore-Cochin. Thecamwasmade mainly on linguistic cons derationsand on thegrounds of
geographical contiguity and related to 9 taluks, Thovels, Agastheeswaran, Kalkula, Vilvanoode, and
Neyyattikerein Trivandrum district, Devi Kulam and Peermedein K ottayam district, Shenkotta, andChittoor
and Trichur digtrict.

Thelanguagefiguresintheseareasshow that in the Southerntal uksnamely Agastheeswaram, Thovaa,
Kd- Kules, and Vilevancode, the percentage of Tamil speaking peopleisabove 79%.The ShenkottaTal uk
waspartly anenclavein Tirunelveli district of Madras and the percentage of Tamil speaking peopleinthis
taluk wasabout 93. Physically and geographically it bel onged to Tiruneveli district and it was recommended
by the States Reorgani sation Commissionto bemergedinthisdistrict.

The Devikulam and Peermedetal uks stood on asomewhat different footing. Thesewere hilly areas
whichfor various, economicand other reasonswereof great importanceto Travancore Cochin. The percentage
of Tamil speaking peoplein Devikulam and Peermedetal ukswas 72 and 44 respectively.

Congdering their areawhich was about 12% of thewholeareaof Travancore-Cochin State, Devikulam
and Peermedeta uks had comparatively ameager population. Although much of thispopulaion wasoriginally
migrant, it now constituted amajority. These were of great importance to Travancore - Cochin because
electric workswere situated here and they produced rubber. Even Tamilnad Congress, which demanded a
separate Tamilnad, recognised theimportance of theseareasto the Travancore Cochin Government. While
consideringthisclaimthe S.R.C. observed that it did not regard linguistic principleasthe only factor for re-
organisation of any area. Inthese areasthe majority of Tamil speaking peoplewasonly margina. The Dar
Commission had aso reported that unlessthemajority of onelanguage spokeninany areawasat least 70%
that areashould be considered asbilingual. The S.R.C. agreed with this opiniondid not recommend the
creation of a Tamilnadu or the separation of these areasfrom Madras.

In giving adecision on Hyderabad, the commission aso gaveimportanceto the desire of the people of
the Telanganaarea. There was an obvious advantagein having alarger state of VishelIndhra(Andhraand
Telengeneeres of Hyderabad) but the people of Telanganaareafeared that they would not be benefitted by
being united with the coastal Andhra. Therefore, to avoid any dissens on, the commission thought it gppropriate
to giveasufficient period of fiveyearsfor the people of Telanganato makeup their minds. For the present it
was thought appropriateto constitute aseparate state of Hyderabad for the peopl e of Telanganaaress.

In Central Indiaalarge Hindi speaking state, M adhya Pradesh was recommended. The statehad a
sgnificanceinbeingalarger unitin Centra India The commiss ontook into account the advantage of having
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acompact, strong and prosperous unit in Centra India. They proposed to separatethe Marathi speaking
digtrict of MadhyaPradesh and to condtituteit anindependent unit. Many factorsfavored thisdecis on particularly
thefinancial prospects of thisregion ending the weight of public opinion. On thelinguistic ground, these
M arathi-speaking districts could also beintegrated with Western M aharashtrasuch ademand was contended
by those who supported the Sanyukte M aharashtraconsisting of all the Marathi-speaking people. But the
people of this area feared that the merger of this region with a larger Marathi-speaking state of
SenyuktaM ahersshtrewouldimpedetheir economic progress. The circumstancesdlowed thecommissionto
report that Vidarbhe ought to be a separate M arathi-speaking state. Rejesthen could be constituted asone
stateintheWestern part of Indie based on thelanguage, tradition, and culture.

Somedifficulty wasencountered in resol ving thedisputesin certain border areas of somestates. SH.C.
reported that the redrawing of the WestBengd - Bihar boundarieshad been one of themost difficult problems
withwhichit had faced. It waswith specia referenceto the West Bengal - Bihar border disputesthat the
commission had further noted that “bilingualism” in some areas had to be accepted as an “inevitable fact” and
that no great importance “could there,” be attached to mere linguistic affinity.”

S.R.C. Report emphasized the administrative aspect of the situation, “quite apart from” the historical
claim of West Bengal and “its Psychological aspect”.

West Bengal Government claimed the Purneaand Santha PergenesdistrictsintheNorth. Asregards
the areawhich wasto the South West Bengal had asked for the areas of thetwo rivers of theMay and the
Kas. Thestate had planned for river control end irrigation development onavery largescdeinitsBurdwan
divison. Thisdevelopment it was claimed, would be hel ped by thetransfer toWest Bengd of aportion. of the
Santha Parganas and thewhol e of Manbhum. On the other hand the Bihar Government advanced arguments
in favour of the maintenance of the status quo and pointed out that “no great importance need be attached to
geographica contiguity, inview of thefact that the congtitution of Indiacontainsadequateprovisontofacilitate
inter-state co-operation.” 1.

Conclusion

The current case study of state reorgani sation not only offersacausal justification for itsneed but also
crucid insghtsinto theoverall problem of statereconstructionin India. Consequently, based ontheresultsof
the current study, thefollowing policy recommendati ons can be made. First, Extrapol ating from the current
study, it isrecommended that before any choice on restructuring ismade anywherein the nation, the Union
Government takeinto account the historical specificitiesof regions. This case study makesit abundantly
evident that ignoring or disregarding such subtleties can result in significant ingtability, which isharmful tothe
state’s residents’ capacity to live in peace and seriously impairs their chances of experiencing economic
growth. Depending on whether they wereapart of theformer princely states or British presidencies, many
sections of the country have seen extremely distinct political and developmental periods. By uniting them, it
maly be obviousthat onewill bein asuperior position to the other, resulting in an imbal ance of power.

Second, Although the present case study showsthat language uniformity may not be enough onitsown,
it may beastrong unifyingforce. Any civilization or group of individua shasastrong attachment toitsculture,
values, and beliefs. Any violation of the sameisviewed asaninsult to both their cultureand their very identity.

Third, whatever model of development astate chooseg, it isessentia that it considersthedesiresof the
disadvantaged groupsaswell asthoseof therest of society. If the sameisnot takeninto consideration, it will
just exacerbate al ready-existing i nequitiesand encourage discontent. The chances provided by theneoliberal
paradigm favour urban, English-educated young, whilefor rural people, it resultsin the collapse of their
traditional meansof subsistence. Thisisimportant Since statesnow have greater autonomy in making decisons
about economic matters.

Theguidingfactor for reorgani sation of statesmust berationality and the best interests of the peopl e of
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theregion/statein consonancewith that of the country asawhole. Reorganisationisnot atool that political
parties can use to boost their electoral success or further their own political agendas. It will be hard to
differentiate between the British mode of governance during the colonial period and that of aconstitutional
democracy that was established after independenceif vested political interestsareroutinely servedinthe
name of applying onecriterion or the other for states reorgani sation.
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