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LAN G U AG E C O M M IS S IO N , TO THE PRESIDENT OF INDIA, 

FORW ARDING THE REPORT OF THE COMMISSION.

O f f i c ia l  L a n g u a g e  C o m m i s s i o n , 

Bom bay, 31st J u ly  1956 .

F r o m

S hri B. G . K her,

C h a i r m a n ,

O f f i c ia l  L a n g u a g e  C o m m i s s i o n , 

B o m b a y .

To

T h e  P r e s id e n t  o f 'In d i a ,

N e w  D e l h i .

D e a r  Sik,

I h a v e  the honour to subm it h erew ith  the R ep ort o f the O fficial 
L an gu age Com m ission appointed by y o u  in  pursuance of the 
provisions of A rtic le  344  o f th e C onstitution (G overn m en t of India, 
M in istry  of H om e A ffairs N otifications Nos. 4 3 /9 /55-Public-I, dated 
th e 7th  June 1955  and 22nd J u ly  1955).

T h e Com m ission had been instructed to m ake their recom m enda
tions to the P resid en t not la te r  than the 31st date of J u ly  1956 and 
I am  glad  it  has been possib le for m e to subm it th e C om m ission’s 
R ep ort to you  b y  th at date.

A p a rt from  th e R ep ort togeth er w ith  its A p p en d ices and three 
notes, one of • e xp lan atio n  and tw o of dissent, a  S u p p lem en tary  
V o lu m e prepared in th e Com m ission’s office b y  its R esearch  U n it and 
com prising papers re la tin g  to certain  basic data is fo rw a rd ed  h erew ith  
in the hope th at th is m aterial w ill  be o f use fo r  a n y  subsequent 
exam in ation  of these issues. T he view s or opinions expressed  in  
th e  Su p p lem en tary  V o lu m e a re  not n ecessarily  th e v ie w s of the 
Com m ission w h ich  is not responsib le for them .

2 . In  fo rw ard in g  the Com m ission’s R ep ort, I am  constrained to 
m ake th e fo llo w in g  observation s w ith  referen ce  to th e tw o Notes 
of D issent and the th ird  N ote of E xp lan ation  appended to it. The 
p u rp ort of these observation s w as stated a t len g th  at the last session 
of the Com m ission h eld  on the 25 th  J u ly  1956  in Bom bay.

3 . T h e  last m eetin g  of th e Com m ission w a s  held  on the 25th  Juiy 
fo r  the purpose o f considering an y  such notes, d issentin g or otherw ise, 
w h ich  the m em bers m ight w a n t to append to the R eport the main









the p art that the English 
lan guage has p layed  in  fu rnish 
ing ‘a com m on p la tfo rm ’ to the 
in telligen tsia  of the different 
lin gu istic region s in India’s 
recent p o litica l h istory;

C h ap ter IV , paragraphs 2 
and 3 .

C h ap ter X V , paragraph 3 . 
C hapter X IV , paragraph 7 .

the ben eficial leav en  of new  
ideas and form s w h ich  acquaint
ance w ith  E n glish  lan gu age and 
literatu re brought into Indian 
social life  and the literatu res of 
the regional languages, etc.

(B) T h e special significance of the 
E nglish  lan gu age in  the sphere 
of law  and adm inistration of 
justice and th e greater length 
of tim e th at it w ould  tak e  before 
other lin gu istic  m edia could 
replace this lan guage in these 
spheres.

Chapter III, paragraph 5,

C hapter IX , paragraph 3 . 
C hapter X , paragraph 4 . 
C hapter X I, paragraph 1.

(C) T he present-day undeveloped 
character of the H indi language 
(I w ould  poin t out as of other 

lan guages of India) and the 
need to develop it before it can 
replace in  its  appropriate sphere 
the curren t lin gu istic m edium  
of the E n glish  language.

C hapter IV , paragraphs 1 
and 6.

C h ap ter V , paragraph 1 . 
C h ap ter X V , paragraph 7 .

M ore specifically, even am ongst the “recom m endations”  m ade to 
the P resident b y  these tw o  dissenting m em bers ( ‘B ’ of Dr. Chateterji’s 
N ote and P aragrap h  25 o f D r. S u b b arayan ’s N ote) the fo llow ing are 
no d ifferent from  the recom m endations of the R e p o rt:—

(1) There should be no restriction 
on the use of the English 
lan gu age fo r a ll or an y of the 
official purposes of th e  Union.

C h apter V II, paragrat 16 .

(M) T h at the use of th e English 
lan gu age be continued as now  
both in  th e Hy?h C ourts and the 
Suprem e C ou rt for a long tim e 
to com e and the States be given 
the lib e rty  to use th eir  regional 
lan guages side b y  side w ith  
E n glish  in  th e ir ' subordinate 
courts and so on. [R eferen ce 
b (ii)  of paragrap h  25 of Dr. 
S u b b arayan ’s N ote].

C h apter X , paragraphs f 
9 and 15 .

C h ap ter X I, paragraph 1.
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So far as the substantive disagreem ent is concerned, I m ake no 
com ment beyond stating that both these points, w hich w ere 
vigorously  advocated b y  these members, w ere deliberated upon at 
great length b y  the Com mission (vide m inutes o£ the M ay and June 
m eetings of the Com m ission) before fram ing its final view s.

A s regards the inclusion of further languages in the Schedule, a 
reference is invited  to paragraph 19 of C hapter IV  of the Report in 
w hich  the point is fu lly  dealt with. T he dissenting m em bers m ight 
h ave at least answ ered the points m ade therein. A  m®re averm ent 
once again cannot illum inate the m atter any more.

In  general the im pression is lik ely  to be form ed from  a perusal 
of these tw o N otes (1) that the main R eport seeks to elim inate the 
English language; (2) th at it does so not on objective grounds but 
on grounds of sentim ent and animus against English; (3 ) that it 
seeks to impose Hindi on sectors appertaining to the proper field of 
regional languages; (4 ) th at it does so regardless of the present defi
ciencies of the H indi language and (5) that it purports to bring 
about its im m ediate substitution in place of English. It  w ill be m an i
fest to even a  casual reader of the R eport that this impression is 
grossly unjust to the view s expressed in the Report.

9 . So far as S h ri M aganbhai D esai’s long Note of Explanation is 
concerned, it is only a re-statem ent of points w hich already find fu ll 
expression in  the Report at appropriate places. The only im portant 
specific points of disagreem ent that I can see in  his Note are the 
follow ing: —

( 1) The Constitution should be am ended so as to cast a definite 
duty on the S tate  G overnm ents to introduce com pulsory 
instruction in  Hindi.

(2 ) He disagrees w ith  the view  in the m ain Report relating to 
com pelling H indi students to learn a non-Hindi Indian 
language.

S hri M aganbhai also m entions his dissatisfaction at the use of certain 
term s and expressions in  the Report. It w as pointed out to him that 
an y such points relating to the m anner of expression should have 
been raised before the te x t of the R eport w as form ulated, in doing 
w hich  he along w ith  others had collaborated,

I deeply regret that I have failed in persuading S hri M aganbhai 
D esai to refrain  from  recording this long Note and thereby causing 
avoidable confusion in  the mind of the reader.

10. So far as the Notes of Dr. S. K . C h atterji and Dr. Subbarayan 
are concerned, I deeply regret that th ey  should h ave thought fit,' in 
spite of my; request, to retain  certain unfortunate rem arks and ex
pressions in th eir Netes. T h e reference to the creation o f ‘two classes 
of citizens’ in India, the allegation of ‘H indi-Im perialism ’, the deni
gration of the H indi language and its ‘cu ltural /alue and intellectual 
tradition’ are m ost unfortunate.

A part from  their view s about the need to amend the Constitution 
I deeply deplore that th ey  should have thought fit by im plication to
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impugn the w hole Constitution itself as they do b y  the follow ing 
observations:

“Hindi was selected, out of the 14 main languages of the coun

try  as enumerated in the Eighth Schedule the Cons

titution, b y  the Constituent Assem bly of India and

not by a Parliatnam consisting of elected representa

tives of the people.” *' (Italics mine).

[Paragraph 8 of Dr. Subbarayan’s note and C  (ii) of
Dr. Suniti Kum ar C hatterji’s Note].

11. There are several inaccurate and unsubstantiated statements 
in these Notes of dissent as regards the contents of the main Report. 
These w ere specifically pointed out to these m em bers but they
refused to amend them. To illustrate some of them:

(i) Dr. Chatterji says in  third paragraph of part A  of his Note and 
Dr. Subbarayan says in paragraph 2 of his Note that—

“It (that is the Report) is also seeking to place as something 
conclusive before the i?on-Hindi peoples of India that it  w ill be both 
an act of patriotic duty and an urgent and necessary reform  to
replace English by Hindi as quickly as possible, and to take in  Hindi

to saturation in their judicial and administrative in their
spheres

educational set up, and consequently
in every aspect o f thuir life

(Italics mine).

Anybody who reads the Report even cursorily w ill at once see 
how the italicised portion is gross m is-representation of its contents.

(ii) Dr. Chatterji has argued in ‘C ’ (xii) of his Note against the 
injustice of Hindi being made the sole language for all-India C ivil 
and other service examinations and how  non-Hindi speakers w ill 
have to study through Hindi and answer questions in Hindi as conse
quence thereof. No such view  is advocated in the Report in w hich 
it is specifically recommended that other regional languages would 
also be eligible as linguistic media for these examinations.

(iii) “The provisions in the Constitution regarding the use of 
Hindi as the official language of the Union in certain contexts have 
been extended in the R eport” . (Italics m ine). This statem ent is 
obviously incorrect.

Large portions of these Notes recite odd view s and proceed to 
argue against them: these are not the view s of the Report at a ll' 
nor have they anywhere been countenanced. A  w rong im pression is 
lik ely  to be thereby created about the contents of the m ain Report to 
which they are appended.

12. Dr. Subbarayan has stated in his note that his point of v iew  
was supported by rthe evidence gathered during the inquiry parti
cularly m Bengal, Madras and M ysore and of m any distinguished

♦Please see footnote on page 6.
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persons of learning and experience in public life  from  other States.’ 
In the interest o f accuracy I am constrained to point out that this 
sw eepin g statem ent is fa r  from  correct. Furtherm ore he refers (to
w ards the end of paragraph 18 of his Note) in sim ilar broad terms to 
his v iew  being concurrent w ith  view s of certain  witnesses and the 
same rem ark applied to that statement. Sim ilar rem arks w ould lie 
against the verisim ilitude o l support of th eir view s sought to be 
created by the tw o dissenting m em bers by quoting certain  exp res
sions of view s of Home em inent persons out of their context. *

13 . I m ust also place on record the follow ing: at the stage of fo r
m ulatin g conclusions w ith a v iew  to fram in g the d raft o f the Report 
it becam e apparent that these two m em bers advocated that it should 
be recom m ended that the provisions relating to language in pari; 
X V II of the Constitution should be' review ed  and am ended radically. 
A  quite tenable v ie w  of the m atter is th at such a suggestion is not 
‘intra v ires ’ of the Com m ission w hich w as appointed specifically to 
consider the detailed im plem entation of the very provisions w hich 
these m em bers sought to am end and replace. Indeed this point w as 
raised b y  other m em bers as'soon  as such proposals w ere  advocated. 
A fte r  giving deep and anxious thought to the m atter— w hile reserv
ing m y view  as to va lid ity  and legality  o f such contention—-I decided 
that it w ould be inadvisable to rule out the discussion of such a 
suggestion. It is m y profound conviction th at the burking of any 
issues, or the ru lin g  out of their expression, does m ore harm  than 
good. I have ev e ry  fa ith  in the good sense and the fee lin g  of -‘belong- 
ing to each other’ am ongst the general body oi our citizens: and I 
am sure no v iew , how soever one m ay judge it to- be, should be 
blocked. The discerning public m ay be trusted to ju d g e  the m erits 
of the m atter. It is for these reasons th at I have not thought fit to 
rule out of order the expression of these v iew s in the tw o dissenting 
m inutes and I did not p reven t the tw o m em bers from  canvassing 
them  in  the Com m ission in the course of its deliberations..

14 . W ith  the concurrence of the G overnm ent of India, the Secre
tary of the Com m ission w as deputed to the U .S.S.R . for a short period 
to stu d y and report on the lin guistic problem s tackled  b y  that coun
try; a copy of the note furnished by him  of his observations there is 
subm itted herew ith.

Y ou rs fa ith fu lly ,

B. G. KHER,
Chairm an, Official Language Commission,






