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Constituent Assembly Debate on 
Articles 5 and 6 related to Citizenship:  
Some Interesting Excerpts

CONSTITUENT ASSEMBLY OF INDIA           Wednesday, the 10th August 1949

Mr. President: We have now to take up articles 5 and 6 of the original draft. I find there is a veritable jungle, of 

amendments, something like 130 or 140 amendments, to these two articles. I suggest that the best course will be for 

Dr. Ambedkar to move the articles in the form in which he has finally framed them and I shall then take up the 

amendments to this amended draft.… 

The Honourable Dr. B. R. Ambedkar: Sir…. I move my amendment:  “That for articles 5 and 6, the following 

articles be substituted:—

“5. At the date of commencement of this Constitution, every person who has his domicile in the territory in India and—

 (a) who was born in the territory of India: or

 (b) either of whose parents was born in the territory of India; or

 (c)  who has been ordinarily resident in the territory of India for not less than five years immediately preceding 

the date of such commencement, Citizenship at the date of Commencement of this Constitution. shall be a 

citizen of India, provided that he has not voluntarily acquired the citizenship of any foreign State.

5-A.  Notwithstanding anything contained in article 5 of this Constitution, a person who has migrated to the territory 

of India from the territory now included in Pakistan shall be deemed to be a citizen of India at the date of 

commencement of this Constitution if-
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Given the contemporary debate related to the Citizenship Amendment Act, 2020, it is educative to delve into the 

history of Citizenship in India. For this, we perused the debate on the topic in the Constituent Assembly of India, held 

from the afternoon of 10th August 1949 to 12th August 1949. We present some excerpts from the debate. The excerpts 

are selected to give the reader a flavour of the wide divergence of views among various members. Beginning with the 

presentation of the proposed amendments to the Articles 5 & 6 in the original draft, presented by Dr. Ambedkar, we 

include the interventions of Dr. P.S. Deshmukh, Mr. Naziruddin Ahmad, Shri Jaspat Roy Kapoor, Shri Brajeshwar Prasad, 

Sardar Bhopinder Singh Man, Mr. Mahboob Ali Sahib, Shri Jawaharlal Nehru, Maulana Mohd. Hifzur Rehaman, Shri Rohini 

Kumar Chaudhuri, Shri N. Gopalaswami Ayyangar and Shri Alladi Krishnaswami Ayyar. What is remarkable is that despite 

very significant divergence in their views, the members listened to each other with great degree of respect and civility.
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 (a)  he or either of his parents or any of his grand-parents was born in India as defined in the Government of India 

Act, 1935 (as originally enacted); and

 (b) (i)  in the case where such person has so migrated before the nineteenth day of July 1948, he has ordinarily 

resided within the territory of India since the date of his migration; and

  (ii)  in the case where such person has so migrated on or after the nineteenth day of July 1948 he has been 

registered as a citizen of India by an officer appointed in this behalf by the Government of the Dominion 

of India on an application made by him therefore to such officer before the date of commencement of this 

Constitution in the form prescribed for the purpose by that Government: 

Provided that no such registration shall be made unless the person making the application has resided in the territory 

of India for at least six months before the date of his application.

5-AA.  Notwithstanding anything contained in articles 5 and 5-A of this Constitution a person who has after the first 

day of March 1947, migrated from the territory of India to the territory now included in Pakistan shall not be 

deemed to be a citizen of India:

Provided that nothing in this article shall apply to a person who, after having so migrated to the territory now included in 

Pakistan has returned to the territory of India under a permit for resettlement or permanent return issued by or under 

the authority of any law and every such person shall for the purposes of clause (b) of article 5-A of this Constitution be 

deemed to have migrated to the territory of India after the nineteenth day of July 1948.

6.  Nothing in the foregoing provisions of this Part shall derogate from the power of Parliament to make any provision 

with respect to the acquisition and termination of citizenship and all other matters relating to citizenship.”

...Mr. Naziruddin Ahmad (West Bengal: Muslim): Sir, the amendment that has been moved is a last-minute 

consolidated amendment taken from several amendments in the printed amendments. Though in the profession of law 

for a very long time, I find it a bit confusing to follow how the scattered amendments have been consolidated and whether 

any departure has been made in the process. In trying to consolidate a large number of amendments and redrafting 

them, unconscious departures often happen. It is again extremely difficult for us to consider our own amendments as to 

whether they are accepted or whether they are rejected in the consolidated draft of if they are to be moved, if they are 

to be moved in an altered form just as a consequential measure. …I submit, Sir, these amendments or this consolidated 

amendment amounts largely to an amendment in the Constitution itself or rather a large number of new amendments 

to the Constitution itself...We are departing from the Draft; Constitution every day and today the departure is still more 

complete. I hope that there will be some limit to this migration from the original Draft Constitution. 

I ask you, Sir, to consider whether these amendments introducing absolutely new clauses which amount to amending of 

the Constitution itself should be allowed at this stage, and if they are to be allowed whether it would not be proper to 

give us a consolidated amended draft which could be considered by the Members in order to see whether their own 

amendments really fit in into it or they require readjustment or fresh amendments. Sir, I ask you to consider the practical 

difficulties of the procedure. Clause 5 has been before the House for some time and amendments to amendments alone 

would now be regular, but every day new amendments and new ideas are coming in. Articles 5A, 5B and 5C are new. 

Article 5AA has been brought today and its proviso has come in by a different amendment. The explanation to article 5 

is deleted today. These have been all put together in out ex tempore amendment. I do wish that the Constitution should 

be finished as quickly as possible; otherwise this taste for new changes would go on unabated. I ask you, Sir, to give us a 

ruling and to suggest a convenient method by which we can deal with the situation.

Mr. President: I have considerable sympathy with the honourable Member’s objection that in this amendment new 

ideas have been brought in, but Members will remember that when this Constitution was taken up for discussion 

during the winter Session, these articles were over for further consideration and I suppose it was accepted that fresh 

amendments would be brought in. All those articles and those which were reached but not considered were held over 

to enable the Drafting Committee to reconsider the original draft and propose new drafts where necessary. In that 
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view, the Drafting Committee has considered that draft and has proposed new drafts, and they have suggested certain 

amendments to their own draft.  

What Dr. Ambedkar has done is to put together all the amendments which they have proposed and he has read out 

a consolidated amendment. But I can fully appreciate the difficulties of Members when these various amendments are 

spread over a number of pages and a number of lists, and I would ask the Office to circulate to Members the consolidated 

amendment as proposed by Dr. Ambedkar…We might take up the consideration of the amendments as well as the draft 

as moved by Dr. Ambedkar tomorrow morning…If we take up all the other amendments, I think there will not be any 

end to them. First, let Dr. Ambedkar explain his proposition and then the other amendments may be moved.

The Honourable Dr. B. R. Ambedkar: Mr. President, Sir, except one other article in the Draft Constitution, 

I do not think that any other article has given the Drafting Committee such a headache as this particular article. I do 

not know how many drafts were prepared and how many were destroyed as being inadequate to cover all the cases 

which it was thought necessary and desirable to cover. I think it is a piece of good fortune for the Drafting Committee 

to have ultimately agreed upon the draft which I have moved, because I feel that this is the draft which satisfies most 

people, if not all.  Now, Sir, this article refers to, citizenship not in any general sense but to citizenship on the date of 

the commencement of this Constitution. It is not the object of this particular article to lay down a permanent law of 

citizenship for this country. The business of laying down a permanent law of citizenship has been left to Parliament, and 

as Members will see from the wording of article 6 as I have moved the entire matter regarding citizenship has been left 

to Parliament to determine by any law that it may deem fit. The article reads—

  “Nothing in the foregoing provisions of this Part shall derogate from the power of Parliament to make any provision with 

respect to the acquisition and termination of citizenship and all other matters relating to citizenship.”

The effect of article 6 is this, that Parliament may not only take away citizenship from those who are declared to be 

citizens on the date of the commencement of this Constitution by the provisions of article 5 and those that follow, but 

Parliament may make altogether a new law embodying new principles. That is the first proposition that has to be borne 

in mind by who will participate in the debate on these articles. They must not understand that the provisions that we are 

making for citizenship on the date of the commencement of this Constitution are going to be permanent or unalterable. 

All that we are doing is to decide ad hoc for the time being.
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Having said that, I would like to draw the attention of the Members to the fact that in conferring citizenship on the date 

of the commencement of this Constitution, the Drafting Committee has provided for five different classes of people 

who can, provided they satisfy the terms and conditions which are laid down in this article, become citizens on the date 

on which the Constitution commences. These five categories are:

 (1)  Persons domiciled in India and born in India: In other words, who form the bulk of the population of India 

as defined by this Constitution;

 (2)  Persons who are domiciled in India but who are not born in India but who have resided in India. For instance 

persons who are the subjects of the Portuguese Settlements in India or the French Settlements in India 

like Chandernagore, Pondicherry, or the Iranians for the matter of that who have come from Persia and 

although they are not born here, they have resided for a long time and undoubtedly have the intention of 

becoming the citizens of India. The three other categories of people whom the Drafting Committee to 

bring within the ambit of this article are:

 (3) Persons who are residents in India but who have migrated to Pakistan;

 (4) Persons resident in Pakistan and who have migrated to India: and

 (5) Persons who or whose parents are born in India but are residing outside India.

These are the five categories of people who are covered by the provisions of this article. Now the first category of 

people viz., persons who are domiciled in the territory of India and who are born in the territory of India or whose 

parents were born in the territory of India are dealt with in article, 5 Clauses (a) and (b). They will be citizens under 

those provisions if they satisfy the conditions laid down there.

The second class of people to whom I referred, viz., persons who have resided in India but who are not born in India are 

covered by clause (c) of article 5, who have been ordinarily resident in the territory of India for not less than five years 

immediately preceding the date of such commencement. The condition that it imposes is this that he must be a resident 

of India for five years. All these classes are subject to a general limitation, viz., that they have not voluntary acquired the 

citizenship of any foreign State.

With regard to the last class, viz., persons who are residing abroad but who or whose parents were born in India, they are 

covered by my article 5-B which refers to persons who or whose parents or whose grand-parents were born in India as 

defined in the Government of India Act, 1935, who are ordinarily residing in any territory outside India—they are called 

Indians abroad. The only limitation that has been imposed upon them is that they shall make an application if they want 

to be citizens of India before the commencement of the Constitution to the Consular Officer or to the  Diplomatic 

Representative of the Government of India in the form which is prescribed for the purpose by the Government of India 

and they must be registered as citizens. Two conditions are laid down for them—one is an application and secondly, 

registration of such an applicant by the Consular or the Diplomatic representative of India in the country in which he is 

staying. These are as I said very simple matters.  We now come to the two categories of persons who were residents in 

India who have migrated to Pakistan and those who were resident in Pakistan but have migrated to India.

The case of those who have migrated to India from Pakistan is dealt with in my article

5-A. The provisions of article 5-A are these— 

Those persons who have come to India from Pakistan are divided into two categories—

 (a) those who have come before the 19th day of July 1948, and

 (b) those who have come from Pakistan to India after the 19th July 1948.

 Those who have come before 19th July 1948, will automatically become the citizens of India.

With regard to those who have come after the, 19th July 1948, they will also be entitled to citizenship on the date of 

the commencement of the Constitution, provided a certain procedure is followed, viz., he again will be required to make 
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an application to an officer appointed by the Government of the Dominion of India and if that person is registered by 

that Officer on an application so made. 

The persons coming from Pakistan to India in the matter of their acquisition of citizenship on the date commencement 

of the Constitution are put into two categories— those who have come before 19th July 1948, and those who have 

come afterwards. In the case of those who have come before the 19th July 1948 citizenship is automatic. No conditions, 

no procedure is laid down with regard to them. With regard to those who have come thereafter, certain procedural 

conditions are laid down and when those conditions are satisfied, they also will become entitled to citizenship under 

the article we now propose.  

Then I come to those who have migrated to Pakistan but who have returned to India after going to Pakistan. There 

the position is this. I am not as fully versed in this matter as probably the Ministers dealing with the matter are, but 

the proposal that we have put forth is this if a person who has migrated to Pakistan and, after having gone there, has 

returned to India on the basis of a permit which was given to him by the Government of India not merely to enter India 

but a permit which will entitle him to resettlement or permanent return, it is only such person who will be entitled to 

become a citizen of India on the commencement of this Constitution.  

This provision had to be introduced because the Government of India, in dealing with persons who left for Pakistan 

and who subsequently returned from Pakistan to India, allowed them to come and settle permanently under a system 

which is called the ‘Permit System’. This permit system was introduced from the 19th July 1948. Therefore the provision 

contained in article 5-B deals with the citizenship of persons who after coming from Pakistan went to Pakistan and 

returned to India. Provision is made that if a person has come on the basis of a permit issued to him for resettling 

or permanent return, he alone would be entitled to become a citizen on the date of the commencement of the 

Constitution. I may say, Sir, that it is not possible to cover every kind of case for a limited purpose, namely, the purpose 

of conferring citizenship on the date of the commencement of the Constitution. If there is any category of people who 

are left out by the provisions contained in this amendment, we have given power to Parliament subsequently to make 

provision for them. I suggest to the House that the amendments which I have proposed are sufficient for the purpose 

and for the moment and I hope the House will be able to accept these amendments. 

Shri B. M. Gupte (Bombay: General): Was the permit system brought in on 19th July 1948?

The Honourable Dr. B. R. Ambedkar: Yes, on the 19th July ’48 there was an ordinance passed that no person 

shall come in unless he has a permit, and certain rules were framed by the Government of India under that on 19th July 

1948, whereby they said a permit may be issued to any person coming from Pakistan to India specifically saying that he is 

entitled to come in. There are three kinds of permits, Temporary Permit, Permanent Permit and permit for resettlement 

or permanent return. It is only the last category of persons who have been permitted to come back with the express 

object of resettlement and permanent return, it is only those persons who are proposed to be included in this article, 

and no other. 

The Assembly then adjourned till Nine of the Clock on Thursday, the 11th August 1949. 

CONSTITUENT ASSEMBLY OF INDIA         Friday, the 12th August 1949

…Mr. President: We shall now take up consideration of articles 5 and 6. I have been looking into the amendments 

of which notice has been given. A large number of the amendments relate to the original Draft, but quite a good number 

relate to the present Draft also. I think the consolidated form in which the proposition is now placed before the House 

meets the point of view of many of the amendments of which notice has been given. There are some which touch the 

details. I would ask honourable Members to confine their attention to only such of the amendments as are of substance 

and leave out the others. 
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With regard to the amendments relating to the original Draft I find there are some amendments which deal with 

matters altogether outside the Draft. For example, there is an amendment dealing with the status of women after 

marriage—whether they become citizens or not. There are others also which deal with the position of persons who 

are not born Indians or born of parents or grand-parents who were Indians. I think all these matters under the present 

Draft are left to be dealt with by Parliament in due course. I would, therefore suggest that amendments of this nature 

might also be left over to be dealt with by Parliament at a later stage and we might confine ourselves to the limited 

question of laying down the qualifications for citizenship on the day the Constitution comes into force.  

Dr. Ambedkar drew the attention of the House to two important limitations. The first was that this Draft dealt with 

the limited question of citizenship on the day the Constitution comes into force. And the other point was that all other 

matters, including those which are dealt with by the present Draft, are left to be dealt with by Parliament as it considers 

fit. With these limitations in mind I think the discussion of these two articles can be curtailed to a considerable extent 

and the matter might be disposed of quickly. I would suggest to Members to bear these considerations in mind when 

moving their amendments. We shall now take up the amendments of which I have received notice and I will take them 

up in the order in which they are in the list of the current session.  

Dr. P. S. Deshmukh: Sir, this article on the question of citizenship has been the most ill-fated article in the whole 

Constitution. This is the third time we are debating it. The first time it was you, Sir, who held the view which was upheld 

by the House that the definition was very-very unsatisfactory. It was then referred to a group of lawyers and I am sorry 

to say that they produced a definition by which all those persons who are in existence at the present time could not 

be included as Citizens of India. That had therefore to go back again and we have now a fresh definition which I may say 

at the very outset, is as unsatisfactory as the one which the House rejected and I will give very cogent reasons for that 

view of mine.   

The Honourable Dr. Ambedkar admitted that this was a sort of a provisional definition and detailed legislation was 

going to be left to Parliament. I quite agree with the objective, but I am afraid that the definition and the article that he 

has suggested would make Indian citizenship the cheapest on earth... It is sufficient to say that every person, wherever 

domiciled in this territory of India .... shall be entitled to be called a citizen of India. 

Secondly, all these sub-clauses of this article will make Indian citizenship very cheap. I am sure neither the Members of 

this House nor the people outside would like this to happen. The first requirement according to this article is domicile. 

After that, all that is necessary according to (a) is that he should be born in the territory of India. This has no relationship 

whatsoever to the parentage. A couple may be travelling in an aeroplane which halts at the port of Bombay for a couple 

of hours and if the lady happens to deliver a child there, irrespective of the nationality of the parents, the child would 

be entitled to be a citizen of India. I am sure this is not what at least many people would like to accept and provide for. 

Indian citizenship ought not to be made so very easy and cheap. 

Then sub-clause (b) says “either of whose parents are born in the territory of India”. This is still more strange. It is not 

necessary that the boy or the girl should be born on the Indian soil. it is sufficient not only if both the father and the 

mother have been born in India but if even one of them, happens to be born on the Indian soil as accidentally as I have 

already pointed out, viz., a lady delivering a child in the course of an air journey through India. Under the proposed 

sub-clause (a) the child would be entitled to claim Indian citizenship and under (b) even the son of that child (which 

happened to be born so accidentally) can claim the same important privilege without any restriction and without any 

additional qualification whatsoever. Nothing more is necessary except that they should acquire a domicile.

According to sub-clause (c) Indian citizenship is obtainable by any person “who has been ordinarily resident in the 

territory of India for not less than five years”. This has also no reference to parentage, it has no reference to the 

nationality or the country to which they belong, it has no reference to the purpose for which the person chose to 

reside in this country for five years. For aught I know he might be a fifth columnist: he might have come here with 

the intention of sabotaging Indian independence; but the Drafting Committee provides that so long as he lives in this 

country for five years, he is entitled so be a citizen of India.  The whole House and the whole country is aware of the 



11

way in which Indian nationals are treated all over the world. They are aware of the kind of colour prejudice that used to 

be there in England, the kind of persecution through which Indian citizens are going even now in South Africa, how they 

are persecuted in Malaya and Burma, how they are looked down upon everywhere else in spite of the fact that India is 

an independent country. 

The House is aware how it is not possible except for the merest handful to obtain citizenship in America, although they 

have spent their whole lives there. I have known of people who have been there in America and holding various offices 

for fifteen, twenty and twenty-five years and vet their application number for citizenship is probably 10,50,000th. There 

is no hope of such a person getting his citizenship until the 10,49,999th application is sanctioned. In America Indians can 

obtain citizenship at the rate of 116 or 118 per annum. That is the way in which other countries are safeguarding their 

own interests and restricting their citizenship. I can well understand, if India was a small country like Ireland or Canada 

(which are held out as models for our Constitution) that we want more people, no matter what their character is or 

what the country’s interests are. But we are already troubled by our own overwhelming population. 

Under the circumstances how is it that we are making Indian citizenship so ridiculously cheap?   …I had asked the 

Honourable Commerce Minister (when Mr. C. H. Bhabha was in charge) a question, when sitting in the other Chamber, 

as to whether there was any register of foreigners coming to India. He said “No”. I asked if there were any rules and 

regulations governing the entry into the country of people from foreign countries and he said there were none. I have 

no doubt the situation continues very much the same today. Such is the administration that we have. Is it then wise that 

we should throw open our citizenship so indiscriminately?  I do not side any ground whatsoever that we should do it, 

unless it is the specious, oft repeated and nauseating principle of secularity of the State. I think that we are going too far 

in this business of secularity. Does it mean that we must wipe out our own people that we must wipe them out in order 

to prove our secularity that we must wipe out Hindus and Sikhs under the name of secularity, that we must undermine 

everything that is sacred and dear to the Indians to prove that we are secular? I do not think that that is the meaning of 

secularity and if that is the meaning which people want to attach to that word “a secular state”. I am sure the popularity 

of those who take that view will not last long in India. I submit therefore that this article is unsatisfactory and worthy 

of being discarded as we did the previous article, because there is nothing that is right in it. If really we want a tentative 

definition we can have it from other people, who are probably wiser than us and that should be quite enough for us. 

…In addition to this I have proposed that there should be some responsibility which ought to be shared by everyone 

who claims to be a citizen of India and for that purpose I have proposed amendment No. 29 that   ‘Every citizen of India 

shall enjoy the protection of the Indian State in foreign countries; and (b) be bound to obey the laws of India, serve 

the interests of the Indian communities defend his country and pay all taxes’. I would not like to press this very much 

because even this it must be possible to include in the Naturalisation Act, when we pass it. You have also suggested, Sir, 

that all these might be left to Parliament. In view of that I would not mind withdrawing this amendment. But I would like 

to move my other amendments. If, however, my whole article is accepted, then there would be no need to move the 

other amendments which deal with the wording of the article as proposed. Otherwise it will be necessary that those 

words to which I have objected ought to be omitted. 

Mr. Naziruddin Ahmad: …With regard to this amendment, the first part the body of the proposed article 6 is 

more or less verbal, but the proviso is new and I ‘have suggested it simply to obviate the difficulties which would attend 

to the amendment of the Constitution itself. We are providing some rules of citizenship in the Constitution. By article 

6 we authorize the Parliament to make further laws lest it be said later on if the Parliament does so, it would have the 

effect of amending the Constitution itself, because it is quite conceivable that Parliament may make laws which will undo 

or at least modify clauses which are under consideration. That would involve the amendment of the Constitution itself. 

We have in a similar context taken care to provide that these amendments which are merely of a mechanical nature 

and not likely to go into the root of the Constitution may be done by Parliament and we have provided in those cases 

as a matter of caution that these amendments made by Parliament shall not be deemed to be amendments of this 

Constitution within article 304. So any possible controversy that the amendments are amendments of the Constitution 

itself would lead to almost an impasse by setting in motion the entire apparatus of amending the Constitution which 
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would be highly inconvenient. On a small matter like this the matter should be left entirely to Parliament without it being 

considered to be an amendment of the Constitution itself. These are my amendments...

Shri Jaspat Roy Kapoor: (United Provinces: General):..Sir, this article 5 which relates to the definition of citizenship 

has had rather a chequered history. The Drafting Committee has placed before us for but consideration various drafts 

from, time to time, each draft being supposed to be an improvement on the previous one, but every time that it came 

before us for scrutiny and consideration, it was found to be defective and not comprehensive enough, and, therefore, 

it had to be sent back to the Drafting Committee for being recast and improved upon. Even during this Session one 

amendment after another has been pouring in from the Drafting Committee until we have before us the Draft as has 

been moved by Dr. Ambedkar yesterday. Let us see whether even this Draft is satisfactory enough. I am afraid even this 

is not satisfactory and is not comprehensive enough.  

First of all, we find that it confines itself to defining Citizenship at the date of commencement of Constitution and makes 

no provision for the acquisition of the right of citizenship subsequent to that date. Of course under article 5(c) the right 

acquired on the day of the commencement of this Constitution will continue to rest with the citizens even thereafter, 

but with all that it makes no provision for acquisition of the right of citizenship subsequent to that date. It has been 

conveniently left over to be dealt with by Parliament. Now, the date of commencement of the Constitution is going to 

be under the schedule which has been thought of at present as 26th January, 1950. So it means that 26th January 1950 

is going to be the deadline by which the right of citizenship should be acquired and no provision has been made for the 

acquiring of this right subsequent to the midnight of 26th January 1950. I consider this to be rather a very unsatisfactory 

state of affairs. 

I can quite appreciate the view that it may not be very easy today to make an exhaustive definition of citizenship. It may 

not be possible to envisage at this stage as to what possible qualifications should be provided for the acquisition of the 

right of citizenship, and it should be left to Parliament to make a very comprehensive definition of citizenship; but I see 

no reason why we should not make an attempt, when it is easy enough —according to me—to provide for acquisition 

of this right during the period intervening the date of commencement of this Constitution and the date on which the 

Parliament may enact any new Law on the subject. Is it not very unsatisfactory that we should make no provision for 

all those persons who may be born after midnight of 26th January 1950, and should we not make any provision for 

acquisition of the right by those who may have been domiciled in this country and sometime after January 1950 may be 

completing the period of five years of residence? That seems to be an obvious lacuna. Lacs of persons would continue 

to be considered as non-citizens of this country between the date of commencement of this Constitution and the date 

when the new law will be made by Parliament, and the brunt of this difficulty will be felt even by several members of this 

House who have been recently married including even Honourable Ministers who may have children born immediately 

after 26th January 1950 and who will find themselves in the very unhappy and uncomfortable position of being parents 

of children who are not citizens of this country. 

…I do not think it will be open to Parliament to enact any law by virtue of the powers conferred on it by article 6, which 

is in contravention of the provisions of article 5B. 5B, is a definite article laying down the qualifications for citizenship in 

respect of the persons mentioned therein. A definite article conferring the right of citizenship under the Constitution 

cannot, I think, be tampered with by any subsequent law made by Parliament. Be that as it may, to avoid the possibility 

of any ambiguity it is necessary either to have these words both in articles 5B and 5C or not to have them in any one 

of them. Having them only in article 5C may lead to the presumption that 5C only is subject to the provisions of any 

subsequent law on the subject and article 5B is not subject to any such subsequent law.  My submission with regard 

to the point that I had raised originally is that we should amend article 5 in such a manner as to cover the cases also 

of those persons who are newly born of Indian parents on Indian soil after the 26th January 1950. I see absolutely no 

difficulty in my suggestion being immediately accepted. Even if it is accepted article 5 would not become an absolutely 

permanent definition of citizenship: that can be amended, varied or altered under article 6, as has just been pointed out 

by Mr. T. T. Krishnamachari. 
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I only want that the lacuna that is there must be filled in. Let it not be said that the period immediately following the 

auspicious day of 26th January 1950 was so inauspicious that persons born in this country after that date and before the 

enactment of a new law was so unlucky that children born therein were not citizens of this land by birth. I therefore, 

suggest very seriously and respectfully that article 5 be amended in the way I have suggested. This can be done merely by 

incorporating the two words “and thereafter” after the words “At the date of commencement of this Constitution”. The 

other point that I would like to refer to is regarding article 5A. This article relates to those persons who have migrated 

to India after the partition. They are to be “deemed to be citizens of India” I particularly object to the retention in this 

article of the words “deemed to be.” The article reads like this:  “Notwithstanding anything contained in article 5 of this 

Constitution, a person who has migrated to the territory of India from the territory now included in Pakistan shall be 

deemed to be a citizen of India at the date of commencement of this Constitution.” I do not know with what particular 

object these words “deemed to be” have been incorporated herein.   

This article relates to the acquisition of the right of citizenship by persons who have migrated into India. I do not see 

any reason why they should not be considered after having migrated into India as citizens of India as of right, and why 

it should be suggested that we are conferring on them this right by way of grace, as it were. It seems to me that it is 

likely to be felt very seriously and bitterly by those of our brethren who took all the trouble and who underwent all 

that misery and agony by migrating from Pakistan to this dear and sacred land of theirs. All the while that they were on 

their way to this land, they were thinking of this beloved country of theirs, pining and praying to reach our borders, and 

immediately on reaching those borders, with a great sense of relief they cried out “Jai Hind”, a cry which touched every 

one of us. They had such tremendous loyalty and affection for this country. They were so, eager to rush to this country, 
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to offer their loyalty to it, and yet we say that we are conferring on them this right of citizenship more by way of grace 

than by way of right.   I do not see any-reason for it, Sir. On the contrary, I see very great reason that these words must 

be deleted and satisfaction given to our refugee brethren. In matters like this, it is always best to act gracefully and to 

give a psychological satisfaction to our refugee brethren. 

I would, therefore, respectfully and earnestly suggest that these words might be deleted, for nothing is to be lost by the 

deletion of these words, and much is to be gained. Similarly, Sir, in article 5-B these words ‘deemed to be’ may be deleted, 

though it is more necessary to delete these words in article 5-A than in article 5-B.  Then I turn to amendment No. 

124 which I have already read out. It says that in the proposed new article 5A, after the word “who” a comma and, the 

words ‘on account of civil disturbances or the fear of such disturbances,’ be inserted. So after the incorporation of these 

words, article 5A would read thus:  “Notwithstanding anything contained in article 5 of this Constitution, a person who, 

on account of civil disturbances or fear of such disturbances, has migrated to the territory of India.......”  

Now, Sir, the object of this amendment of mine is to bring it in line with certain other legislation already in force: I mean 

the legislation relating to the evacuee property. We have, Sir, not only at the Centre but also in several of the provinces 

in the country— almost every other province, excepting West Bengal, Assam and probably Madras too— an Evacuee 

Property Ordinance in force. According to that Ordinance, an evacuee has been defined as one who has left a territory 

because of civil disturbances or because of fear of such disturbances. It appears to me very rational and reasonable, 

Sir, that in a provision like article 5A, we must say what are the particular reasons which are guiding us for making a 

provision like this? 

We must make it known definitely here that it was not our intention to confer the right of citizenship on anybody who 

wanted to migrate to this country; but we want to confer this right on such persons because of certain reasons, the 

particular reason being that such persons found it difficult to stay in the place of their original domicile. We must lay it 

down definitely what are the reasons which are guiding us in making a provision as is contained in article 5A. I therefore 

think that the inclusion of the words which I have suggested is very necessary to make our intention very clear. 

Then, Sir, I have one thing more to say with regard to another amendment which has been moved by Shri T. T. 

Krishnamachari—that is amendment No. 131.…I say it is obnoxious even to this extent that Dr. Ambedkar did not 

originally consider it necessary and advisable and proper to associate, himself with this amendment.  Why is it, Sir, that I 

consider it obnoxious? It says that those persons who migrated from India to Pakistan if, after 19th July 1948 they came 

back to India after obtaining a valid permit from our Embassy or High Commissioner, it should be open to them to 

get themselves registered as citizens of this country. It is a serious matter of principle. Once a person has migrated to 

Pakistan and transferred his loyalty from India to Pakistan, his migration is complete. He has definitely made up his mind 

at that time to kick this country and let it go to its own fate, and he went away to the newly created Pakistan, where 

he would put in his best efforts to make it a free progressive and prosperous state. We have no grudge against them. 

Shri Brajeshwar Prasad (Bihar: General): May I ask my honourable Friend whether it is true that all those persons 

who fled over to Pakistan did so with the intention of permanently settling down there and owing allegiance to that 

State? Is it not a fact that they fled in panic? 

Shri Jaspat Roy Kapoor: My honourable Friend Mr. Brajeshwar Prasad even today, on the 11th August 1949, doubts 

as to what was really the intention of those persons who migrated to Pakistan. I do not want to refer to this unpleasant 

subject, because the sooner we forget the bitterness of the past the better. But do we not know that Muslim Leaguers 

wanted division of the country and exchange of population, and that the number of persons belonging to the Muslim 

League was tremendously large? To our misfortune, only a handful of nationalist Muslims were opposed to the idea of 

Pakistan. The vast majority of the Muslims and most certainly those of them who went away to Pakistan immediately 

after Partition had certainly the intention of permanently residing in Pakistan. May be that some of them or quite a good 

number of them went to Pakistan at that particular time because of the disturbances here: but has my honourable Friend 

any doubt that even if there were no disturbances, many of them, almost all of them, would have gone away to Pakistan, 

because they were themselves demanding that there should be a transfer of population?...... 
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…Shri Jaspat Roy Kapoor: …What I was submitting is that those persons who went away to Pakistan went 

definitely with the intention of settling down there permanently. They gave up their loyalty to this country and they gave 

their allegiance to the new country of Pakistan. Their migration was therefore complete and absolute and, therefore, 

the right of citizenship which they had before their migration is eliminated altogether. There have been cases of a large 

number of government employees, both in the higher and lower posts and particularly in the railways, who had opted 

of their own free will for Pakistan, even before Partition had taken place; and quite a large number of them, particularly 

railway employees, after going over to Pakistan came back to India finding that they had no scope for a decent existence 

in Pakistan, after obtaining valid permits.   Could it be said in their case, as Mr. Brajeshwar Prasad is contending, that they 

had left this territory because of fear of disturbances? 

…While on the one hand we confer on them the right of citizenship, the property which they had left behind at the 

time of migration will continue to be evacuee property.   You will perhaps treat the question with fairness and generosity, 

and I agree that it must be treated with fairness and generosity, because every great nation must always adopt that 

attitude. With that attitude of fairness and generosity, I am afraid it will be well-nigh impossible for you to say to them 

that “Though we adopt you as citizens of this country, yet we would treat your property which you had left behind at 

the time of migration as evacuee property.” That may not be possible and, therefore, property worth crores of rupees 

will be going out of your hands. I need not elaborate this point because the implications of this are very clear to every 

one of us and more particularly to those who are responsible for sponsoring this amendment.  I would only say one 

word. While it is good to be generous, generosity loses much of its virtue when it is at the cost of others, because this 

generosity will be at the cost of nobody else but ultimately perhaps at the cost of our refugee brethren. Eventually it 

may or may not be so we do not know, but we will very much regret it, if that becomes the position. It is the refugees 

who are going to benefit from all such property and if we are going to make a free gift of all this property to those who 

migrated but have come back it is the refugees who are going to suffer and none else. I would, therefore beg of Mr. T. T. 

Krishnamachari and also Mr. Gopalaswami Ayyangar not to press this amendment… 

…The Assembly then adjourned till Nine of the Clock on Friday, the 12th August 1949. 

CONSTITUENT ASSEMBLY OF INDIA        Friday, the 12th August 1949

The Constituent Assembly of India met in the Constitution Hall, New Delhi, at Nine of the Clock, Mr. President (The 

Honourable Dr. Rajendra Prasad) in the Chair.

Sardar Bhopinder Singh Man (East Punjab: Sikh): Sir, in the ‘definition of citizenship’ which covers fairly extensive 

ground the view-point of Hindu and Sikh refugees has been met to some extent by the Drafting Committee whom I 

congratulate on that account. But, as usual, a weak sort of secularism has crept in and an unfair partiality has been shown 

to those who least deserve it. I was saying that the Hindu and Sikh refugees’ view-point has been met to some extent, 

but not wholly. I do not understand why the 19th July 1948 has been prescribed for the purpose of citizenship. These 

unfortunate refugees could not have foreseen this date; otherwise they would have invited Pakistan knife, earlier so that 

they might have come here earlier and acquired citizenship rights. It will be very cruel to shut our borders to those who 

are victimised after the 19th July 1948. They are as much sons of the soil as anyone else. 

This political mishap was not of their own seeking and now it will be very cruel to place these political impediments in 

their way and debar them from coming over to Bharat Mata. Our demand is that any person, who because of communal 

riots in Pakistan has come over to India and stays here at the commencement of this Constitution, should automatically 

be considered as a citizen of India and should on no account be made to go to a registering authority and plead before 

him and establish a qualification of six months domicile to claim rights of citizenship. There may be victims of communal 

frenzy in our neighbouring State hereafter; it is not only a possibility but a great probability in the present circumstances. 

Any failure of the evacuee property talks may lead to a flare-up against Hindus and Sikhs in Pakistan, and we must have 

a clause that these people will in no case be debarred from coming over and becoming citizens of this Union.
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Article 5-AA lays down in the beginning. “Notwithstanding anything contained in 5 and 5-A, a person who has after 1st 

of March 1947 migrated from the territory of India to the territory now included Pakistan shall not be deemed to be 

a citizen of India.”

The purpose of this clause will be completely nullified, because we who are refugees, due to this exchange of population 

which necessarily involves exchange of property, will be put to serious trouble. This securing of permit from the Deputy 

High Commissioner’s office, I can assure you, is a cheap affair in its actual working. Besides these permits when they 

were issued, they were issued for various other purposes commercial trade, visiting, purposes etc. and never at any 

rate for citizenship. We should not give citizenship merely on the ground that a person is in a position to produce this 

permit, which he can secure from the Deputy High Commissioner’s office somehow or other. I feel that if at all the 

permit system was intended to confer benefits of citizenship, then a particular authority specifically constituted for that 

purpose should have been there and that authority should have realized at the time of giving the permit the implication 

that this is not simply a permit to enable a person to visit India for trade or commerce but, that it will entail along with 

it citizenship rights also. 

Apart from that, let us see how this will adversely affect evacuee property. Very recently an Ordinance has been 

promulgated throughout India that the property of a person who has migrated to Pakistan after March 1947 win 

accrue to the Custodian-General of India and that property will be, to that extent, for the benefit of the rehabilitation 

of refugees. The Indian Government is already short of property as it is and it is unable to solve the rehabilitation 

problem. The difference of property left by Indian nationals in Pakistan and the one left behind by Muslims, in India—this 

difference of property cannot be bridged. Pakistan has not given you a satisfactory answer how it is going to re-pay that 

difference. Naturally, our policy should have been to narrow down this difference of property. This clause, instead of 

narrowing down that difference, will widen it. Thus, while on the one hand we are unable to help refugees, on the other 

hand we are showing concession after concession to those people who least deserve it. I am told that these permits will 

be granted only in very rare cases. I am told that only 3,000 of them have been granted. Now, I do not know how much 

property will be restored back to those people who will come under this permit system—may be a crore or may be 

much less—a few lakhs. My point is this: that this property which will eventually go to these permit-holders will go out 

of the evacuee property and out of the hands of the Custodian-General and the very purpose of the Ordinance which 

you recently promulgated will be defeated.

The securing of a chance permit from the Deputy High Commissioner’s office or any other authority should not carry 

with it such a prize thing as citizenship of India, or that the holders be considered to be sons of Bharat Mata. I will cite 

one instance. Meos from Gurgaon, Bharatpur and Alwar not very long time ago, on the instigation of the Muslim League, 

demanded Meostan and they were involved in very serious rioting against the Hindus-their neighbours at the time of 

freedom. Right in 1947 a serious riot was going on by these Meos against their Hindu neighbours. These Meos, under this 

very lax permit system, are returning and demanding their property. On the one hand, we are short of’ property and on 

the other hand, concessions are being given to them. This is secularism no doubt, but a very one-sided and undesirable 

type of secularism which goes invariably against and to the prejudice of Sikh and Hindu refugees. 

I do not want to give rights of citizenship to those who so flagrantly dishonoured the integrity of India not so long 

ago. Yesterday Mr. Sidhva gave an argument that this proviso will not only cover Muslims who had gone to Pakistan and 

will return later on, but also other nationals, e.g., Christians. But may I inform him that there is not a single Christian 

living in India who has gone over to Pakistan and who will come back later on? It is only certain Christians now finding 

themselves living in a theocratic State and finding things were uncomfortable that will come in. It is not the case of 

those Christians who are gone over and then will come back, whereas this proviso relates to those people who were 

once nationals of India but at the inauguration of Pakistan went over to Pakistan for the love of it. I certainly grudge this 

right and concession being given to those people who had flagrantly violated and dishonoured the integrity of India, but, 

however, if Mr. T. T. Krishnamachari, or the Chairman of the Drafting Committee, or better still, Mr. Ayyangar who daily 
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carries on such protracted, patient and fruitless negotiations with Pakistan, can promise to us a certain strip of Pakistan 

territory to India in lieu of this increase of population and release of property, I will certainly not press my amendment.

Mr. Mahboob Ali Baig Sahib (Madras: Muslim): 

… I do not see any reason why, we should make mention of displaced persons from India to Pakistan who might return. 

The other qualifications are there. In this respect I ‘submit that it must be noted that persons who migrated from one 

Dominion to another whether it is from Pakistan to India or India to Pakistan did so under very peculiar and tragic 

circumstances. If persons migrated from Pakistan to India, as has been suggested in many amendments, they did so on 

account of disturbances, civil disturbances or fear of disturbances. What applies to them might equally apply to persons 

who migrated from India to Pakistan. I do not see any reason why we should make such an invidious distinction.

Sir, now I would like to refer to two or three points discussed yesterday. Yesterday the discussion centered round two 

topics. The first was that the definition of citizenship was too easy and cheap, and Dr. Deshmukh even said that it was 

ridiculously cheap. Another Member remarked that it was commonplace and easy. Those were the remarks made by 

some honourable Members. It was Dr. Deshmukh who said if a foreign lady visiting India gives birth to a child say, in 

Bombay, her child will be eligible for citizenship of India. Such an interpretation, making the provision look ridiculous, 

is correct. The condition of domicile is very important. Domicile in the Indian territory is a prerequisite for citizenship. 

The other conditions are that the claimant or his parents should have been born in India and been here for five 

years. Therefore the interpretation put upon the provision by Dr. Deshmukh is not at all correct. In support of his 

observations he quoted the instances of the United States of America, Australia and South Africa. He said. “Look at 

those countries. They do not give citizenship rights to Indians even when they have been in those countries for thirty 

or thirty-five years.” 

May I put him the question whether we should follow their examples? Can we with any reason or pretence tell these 

persons: “Look here, you have not given citizenship right to Indians living in your countries for decades?” Can we 

complain against them if we are going to deny them citizenship rights here? Let us not follow those bad examples. 

There are persons in India owning dual citizenship. We in India are having dual citizenship. Whether it is possible or 

not, shall we now follow these retrograde countries like Australia in the matter of conferring citizenship rights and 

say that citizenship will not be available except on very very strict conditions? It is very strange that Dr. Deshmukh 

should contemplate giving citizenship rights only to persons who are Hindus or Sikhs by religion. He characterised the 
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provision in the article granting citizenship rights as ridiculously cheap. I would say on the other hand that his conception 

is ridiculous. Therefore let us not follow the example of those countries which we are condemning everywhere, not 

only here but also in the United Nations and complaining that although Indians have been living in those countries they 

have not been granted citizenship rights there. Now, Sir, my view is that I should congratulate the Drafting Committee 

for having brought out this article in this form. My criticism with regard to it is that it is lot complete. In the first place, 

it does not deal with case, of person who might claim citizenship after the passing of this Constitution till such time as 

Parliament decides the question. ..I ask, why-? Why do you want a certificate? You have stated that if a person is born in 

India as defined in the 1935 Act he is a citizen of India. Why do you want a certificate from him when, he returns to India?

…The question of a person who migrates from Pakistan to India is a very touchy question.

People have become excited over it and also sentimental and aggressive. It is all unnecessary for us. Let us calmly 

consider this matter. What is the difference between a person who has gone away, to Pakistan under the same and 

similar circumstances as those which compelled persons remaining in Pakistan to migrate to India? I can understand the 

cases, where people went away to Pakistan or came back to India in order that they might live in Pakistan or Hindustan. 

There may be instances where for reasons of service, persons who are employed in the provinces of Pakistan coming 

back to India. There are cases of that kind. Sir, it is correct that when partition took place, when the June 3rd Agreement 

was entered into by both parties, it was expected that the, minorities would remain where they were in the two 

Dominions and safeguards would be given to them. That was the honest expectation, that was the honest undertaking, 

but what happened was that after the transfer of power there was a holocaust, there were disturbances there were 

tragedies which compelled persons to migrate. Now, Sir, when these were the circumstances, is there any justification 

for us to draw any distinction— I would go to the length of saying any discrimination—between those persons who 

migrated to India and those who migrated to Pakistan under—the same circumstances?

Let us not forget what during his life-time Mahatma Gandhi was preaching. What did he say? He invited the persons 

who had gone to Pakistan to return to their homeland. So, Sir, let us look at this matter calmly. I know there are many 

persons who are affected in this Assembly, who have lost their houses, who have lost their property, who have lost their 

professions, their status, everything. I know they are really affected. They are really touchy about this matter, but let us 

calmly think, over these matters. Let it not be said that because certain Members of this Assembly were hard hit on 

account of the Partition and were in a very-bad mood, in their bad mood they have passed this article 5-AA. So far as 

it goes it is tolerable, as, if a person wants to resettle, he can made a citizen; but the real point is about those people 

who come back—I do not know whether people are coming back. I am very much surprised to hear that such persons 

who are coming back may be traitors. The arm of the law should be so strong, that it must be able to get at any man 

who becomes a traitor. 

What would you do if one of your men becomes a traitor, a Communist and tries to overthrow the Government? So, 

to say those people coming to India might become traitors and therefore they should not be allowed to come back, that 

is no reason at all. With this temperament you will never become strong. That kind of psychology should be shunned, 

must be got rid of. Moreover, we are only legislating for the present. Parliament may in its discretion, if it thinks it to be 

necessary, deprive any person of his citizenship and expel him. Parliament is supreme in this matter. Therefore I do not 

see any reason why you should make a distinction between persons, who go from here to Pakistan and persons who 

come from Pakistan. 

This is based on pure sentiment and does not inspire confidence not only among those persons but also amongst others. 

I would conclude by saying, let us consider this matter calmly and if we think that Mahatma Gandhi’s teachings were 

correct, let us not go against his teachings and legislate like this, making a, distinction between these two sets of people.

The Honourable Shri Jawaharlal Nehru (United Provinces: General): Sir, I wish to support the proposals made 

by Dr. Ambedkar as well as the amendment which Mr. Gopalaswami Ayyangar has proposed. All these articles relating to 

citizenship have probably received far more thought and consideration during the last few months than any other article 

contained in this Constitution. Now, these difficulties have arisen from two factors. One was of course, the partition of 
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the country. The other was the presence of a large number of Indians abroad, and it was difficult to decide about these 

Indians whether they should be considered as our citizens or not, and ultimately these articles were drafted with a view 

to providing for these two difficulties. 

Personally I think that the provision made has been on the whole very satisfactory. Inevitably no provision could be made, 

which provided for every possibility and provided for every case with justice and without any error being committed. 

We have millions of people in foreign parts and other countries. Some of those may be taken to be foreign nationals, 

although they are Indians in origin. Others still consider themselves to some extent as Indians and yet they have also got 

some kind of local nationality too, like for instance, in Malaya, Singapore, Fiji and Mauritius. If you deprive them of their 

local nationality, they become aliens there. So, all these difficulties, arise and you will see that in this resolution we have 

tried to provide for them for the time being, leaving the choice to them and also leaving it to our Consul—Generals 

there to register their names. It is not automatic. Our representatives can, if they know the applicants to be qualified for 

Indian citizenship, register their names. 

Now I find that most of the arguments have taken place in regard to people who are the victims in some way or other 

of partition. I do not think it is possible for you to draft anything, whatever meticulous care you might exercise which 

could fit in with a very difficult and complicated situation that has arisen, namely the partition. One has inevitably to do 

something which involves the greatest amount of justice to our people and which is the most practical solution of the 

problem. You cannot in any such provision lay down more or less whom you like and whom you dislike; you have to lay 

down certain principles, but any principles that you may lay down is likely not to fit in with a number of cases. It cannot 

be helped in any event. Therefore you see that the principle fixed fits with a vast majority of cases, even though a very 

small number does not wholly fit in, and there may be some kind of difficulty in dealing with them. 

I think the drafters of these proposals have succeeded in a remarkable measure in producing something which really 

deals with 99.9 per cent. of cases with justice and practical common sense; may be some people may not come in. 

As a matter of fact even in dealing with naturalization proceedings, it is very, difficult to be dead sure about each 

individual and you may or you may not be taking all of them. But the chief objection, so far as I can see, has been to the 

amendment that Mr. Gopalaswami Ayyangar has moved to the effect that people who have returned here permanently 

and in possession of permanent permits shall be deemed to be citizens of India. They are rejected and presumably their 

presence is objected to because it is thought that they might take possession of some evacuee property which is thus 

far being considered as an evacuee property and thereby lessen the share of our refugees or displaced persons, who 

would otherwise take possession of it.

Now, I think there is a great deal of misunderstanding about this matter. Our general rule as you will see in regard 

to these partition consequences, is that we accept practically without demur or enquiry that great wave of migration 

which came from Pakistan to India. We accept them as citizens up to some time, in July 1948. It is possible, of course 

that in the course of that year many wrong persons came over, whom we might not accept as citizens if we examine 

each one of them; but it is impossible to examine hundreds of thousands of such cases and we accept the whole lot. 

After July 1948, that is about a year ago, we put in some kind of enquiry and a magistrate who normally has prima facie 

evidence will register them; otherwise he will enquire further and ultimately not register or he will reject. Now all these 

rules naturally apply to Hindus, Muslims and Sikhs or Christians or anybody else. You cannot have rules for Hindus, for 

Muslims or for Christians only. 

It is absurd on the face of it; but in effect we say that we allow the first year’s migration and obviously that huge 

migration, was as a migration of Hindus and Sikhs from Pakistan. The others hardly come into the picture at all. It is 

possible that later, because of this permit system, some non-Hindus and non-Sikhs came in. How did they come in? How 

many came in? There are three types of permits, I am told. One is purely a temporary permit for a month or two, and 

whatever the period may be, a man comes and he has got to go back during that period. This does not come into the 

picture. The other type is a permit, not permanent but something like a permanent permit, which does not entitle a man 

to settle here, but entitles him to come here repeatedly on business. He comes and goes and he has a continuing permit. 

I may say; that, of course, does not come into the picture. The third type of permit is a permit given to a person to come 

here for permanent stay, that is return to Indian and settle down here. 
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Now, in the case of all these permits a great deal of care has been taken in the past before issuing them. In the case of 

those permits which are meant for permanent return to India and settling here again, a very great deal of care has been 

taken. The local officials of the place where the man came from and where he wants to go back are addressed; the local 

government is addressed, and it is only when sufficient reason is found by the local officials and the local Government 

that our High Commissioner in Karachi or Lahore, as the case may be, issues that kind of permit.

Shri Gopikrishna Vijayavargiya (Madhya Bharat): What is the number of such permits?

The Honourable Shri Jawaharlal Nehru: I have not got the numbers with me but just before I came here, I 

asked Mr. Gopalaswami Ayyangar; he did not know the exact figures and very roughly it may be 2,000 or 3,000. Now, 

normally speaking these permits are issued to two types of persons. Of course, there may be others but generally the 

types of persons to whom these are given are these. One is usually when a family has been split up, when

a part of the family has always remained here, a bit of it has gone away, the husband has remained here but has sent his 

wife and children away because of trouble etc.; he thought it safer or whatever the reason, he continued to stay here 

while his wife and children want to come back, we have allowed them to come back where it is established that they will 

remain here throughout. Normally it is applied to cases of families being split up when we felt assured that the family 

has been here and have no intention of going away and owing to some extraordinary circumstances, a bit of that family 

went away and has wanted to come back. It is more or less such general principles which have been examined and the 

local government and the local officials have recommended that this should be done and it has been done. That is the 

main case. 

Then there are a number of cases of those people whom you might call the Nationalist Muslims, those people who 

I had absolutely no desire to go away but who were simply pushed out by circumstances, who were driven out by 

circumstances and who having gone to the other side saw that they had no place there at all, because the other side 

did not like them at all; they considered them as opponents and enemies and made their lives miserable them and right 

through from the beginning they expressed a desire to come back arid some of them have come back. My point is that 

the number of cases involved considering everything, is an insignificant number, a small number. Each individual case, 

each single case has been examined by the local officials of the place where that man hails from; the local government, 

having examined, have, come to a certain decision and allowed that permit to be given. Now, it just does not very much 

matter whether you pass this clause or not. Government having come to a decision, any person after he has returned 

he is here; and having come here, he gets such rights and privileges, and all these naturally flow as a consequence of that 

Government’s decision. It is merely clarifying matters. It does not make any rule. 

Suppose a question arose in regard to a very little or an insignificant property is concerned, not only because the 

principles involved; but also because a certain family or a part of a family was split up but otherwise here held on to the 

property, so that the family that came back came to the property which is being held by the other members of the family 

and no new property is involved. No new property is involved arid if some new property is involved, it is infinitesimal. It 

makes no great difference to anybody. From a person coming here after full enquiry and permission by the Government, 

after getting a permit, etc., certain consequences flow even in regard toproperty. If these consequences flow, if he is 

entitled to certain property, it is because he is a citizen of India and the local Government has decided, whether it is the 

East Punjab Government or the Delhi Government or the U.P. Government. You do not stop them by not having this 

amendment or by having it. You can stop them, of course, by passing a law as a sovereign assembly. It is open to you to 

do that; but it does not follow from this.

I would beg of you to consider how in a case like this, where after—due enquiry Government consider that justice 

demands, that the rules and conventions demand that certain steps should be taken in regard to an individual,—I do 

not myself see how—without upsetting every cannon of justice and equity, you can go behind that. You may, of course, 

challenge a particular case, go into it and show that the decision is wrong and upset it, but you cannot attack it on ‘Some 

kind of principle’. 
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One word has been thrown about a lot. I should like to register my strong protest against that word. I want the House 

to examine the word carefully and it is that this Government goes in for a policy of appeasement, appeasement of 

Pakistan, appeasement of Muslims, appeasement of this and that. I want to know clearly what that word means. Do 

the honourable Members who talk of appeasement think that some kind of rule should be applied when dealing with 

these people which has nothing to do with justice or equity? I want a clear answer to that. If so, I would only plead for 

appeasement. This Government will not go by hair’s breadth to the right or to left form what they consider to be the 

right way of dealing, with the situation, justice to the individual or the group.  

Another word is thrown up a good deal, this secular State business. May be beg with all humility those gentlemen who 

use this word often to consult some dictionary before they use it? It is brought in at every conceivable step and at 

every conceivable stage. I just do not understand it. It has a great deal of importance, no doubt. But, it is brought in all 

contexts, as if by saying that we are a secular State we have done something amazingly generous, given something out 

of our pocket to the rest of the world, something which we ought not to have done, so on and so forth. We have only 

done something which every country does except a very few misguided and backward countries in the world. Let us 

not refer to that word in the sense that we have done something very mighty. 

I do not just understand how anybody possibly argue against the amendment that Mr. Gopalaswami Ayyangar has 

brought forward. To argue against that amendment is to argue definitely for in justice, definitely for discrimination, for 

not doing something which after full enquiry has been found to be rightly done, and for doing something which from the 

practical point of view of numbers or property, has no consequence. It is just dust in the pan. In order to satisfy yourself 

about that little thing, because your sense of property is so keen, because your vested interest is so keen that you do 

not wish one-millionth part of certain aggression of property to go outside the pool, or because of some other reason, 

you wish to upset the rule which we have tried to base on certain principles, on a certain sense of equity and justice. It 

will not be a good thing. I appeal to the House to consider that whether you pass this amendment of Mr. Gopalaswami 

Ayyangar or not, the fact remains that this policy of the Government has to be pursued and there is no way out without 

upsetting every assurance and every obligation on the part of the Government every permit that has been issued after 

due enquiry. 

Again, so far as this matter is concerned, please remember that the whole permit system was started sometime in 

July 1948, that is to say after large-scale migration was over completely. To that period, from July 1948 up till now, this 

amendment refers to in a particular way, that is to say, it refers to them in the sense that each such person will have to 

go to a District Magistrate or some like official and register himself. He cannot automatically become a citizen. He has, 

to go there and produce some kind of prima facie etc., so that there is a further sitting. He has to pass through another 

sieve. If he passes, well and good; if not, he can be rejected even at this stage. The proposals put forward before the

House in Mr. Gopalaswami Ayyangar’s amendment are eminently just and right and meet a very complicated situation 

in as practical a way as possible.

Shri Alladi Krishnaswami Ayyar (Madras: General): Mr. President, after the lucid exposition of the subject by 

Dr. Ambedkar in his introductory remarks and the very clear statement of policy and principles by the Prime Minister, 

I do not propose to take the time of the House with a long speech. I may explain briefly what I consider to be the 

main principle, of the articles that have been placed before the House. The object of these articles is not to place 

before the House anything like a code of nationality law. That has never been done in any State at the ushering in of a 

Constitution. A few principles have no doubt been laid down in the United States Constitution but there is hardly any 

Constitution in the world in which a detailed attempt has been made in regard to the nationality law in the Constitution. 

But, as we have come to the conclusion that our Constitution is to be a republican constitution and provision is made 

throughout the Constitution for election to the Houses of Parliament and to the various assemblies in the units, and 

for rights being exercised by citizens, it is necessary to have some provision as to citizenship at the commencement 

of the Constitution. Otherwise, there will be difficulties connected with the holding of particular offices, and even 

in the starting of representative institutions in the country under the republican constitution. The articles dealing 

with citizenship are, therefore, subject to any future nationality or citizenship law that may be passed by Parliament. 
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Parliament has absolutely a free hand in enacting any law as to nationality or citizenship suited to the conditions of our 

country. It is not to be imagined that in a Constitution dealing with several subjects it is possible to deal with all the 

complicated problems that arise out of citizenship. The question has been raised regarding what is to be the status of 

married women, what is to be the status of infants or in regard to double nationality and so on. It is impossible in the 

very nature of things to provide for all those contingencies in the Constitution as made by us. 

…I shall just briefly refer to the principles underlying each one of these articles. As against article 5(1) a point has been 

made by some of the speakers that it concedes the right of citizenship to every person who is born in the territory 

of India and that is rather an anomalous principle. I am afraid the critics have not taken into account that our article is 

much stricter, for example, then the Constitution of the United States. Under the Constitution of the United States if 

any person is born in the United States he would be treated as a citizen of the United States irrespective of colour or 

of race. 

Difficulty has arisen only with regard to naturalisation law. We have added a further Qualification viz., that the person 

must have a permanent home in India. I am paraphrasing the word ‘domicile’ into ‘permanent home’ as a convenient 

phrase. Then clause (c) of article 5 taxes notes of the peculiar position of this country. There are outlying tracts in India 

like Goa. French Settlements and other places from where people have come to India and have settled down in this 

country, regarding India as a permanent home, and they have contributed to the richness of the life in this country. They 

have assisted commerce and they have regarded themselves as citizens of India. Therefore to provide for those classes 

of cases it is stated in clause (c) that if a person is continuously resident for a period of five years and he has also his 

domicile under the opening part of article 5, he would be treated as a citizen of this country. Then towards the end it is 

stated that ‘he shall not have voluntarily acquired the citizenship of any foreign State. If a citizenship is cast upon a person 

irrespective of his volition or his will, he is not to lose the rights of citizenship in this country but if on the other hand 

be has voluntarily acquired the citizenship of another State, then he cannot claim the right of citizenship in this country. 

That is the object of the latter part of article 5.  …As has been pointed out by the Prime Minister…it is not possible 

to satisfy everyone, and it is not possible to arrive at a formula which will satisfy everyone affected. With these words, 

I support the articles as placed by Dr. Ambedkar and also the amendments moved by my Friends Shri Gopalaswami 

Ayyangar and Shri T.T. Krishnamachari.

Shri Brajeshwar Prasad (Bihar: General): Mr. President, Sir, I rise to support the articles moved by Dr. Ambedkar; 

and I want especially to accord my hearty approval to the proviso moved by Shri T. T. Krishnamachari and accepted by 

Dr. Ambedkar now and which has been incorporated in the articles moved by Dr. Ambedkar. This article and especially 

that proviso is a tribute to the memory of the great Mahatma who worked for the establishment of good relations 

between Hindus and Muslims. Sir, the proviso invites all the Muslims who left this country, to come back and settle in 

this country, except those who are agent provocateurs spies, fifth columnists and adventurers. I wish the proviso had 

been more wide. 

I wish all the people of Pakistan should be invited to come and stay in this country, if they so like. And why do I say so? I 

am not an idealist. I say this because we are wedded to this principle, to this doctrine, to this ideal. Long before Mahatma 

Gandhi came into politics centuries before recorded history. Hindus and Muslims in this country were one. We were 

talking, during the time of Mahatma Gandhi that we are blood-brothers. May I know if after partition, these blood-

brothers have become strangers and aliens? Sir, it has been an artificial partition. I think that the mischief of partition 

should not be allowed to spread beyond the legal fact of partition. I stand for common citizenship of all the peoples of 

Asia, and as a preliminary step, I want that the establishment of a common citizenship between India and Pakistan is of 

vital importance for the peace and progress of Asia as a whole. 

Sir, the proviso has been attacked by Shri Jaspat Roy Kapoor on the ground that it will provide an opportunity for spies 

and adventurers to come to this country. But my view is that Muslims of this country are as loyal to the State as Hindus. 

On the other hand, I agree with the statement made by the Prime Minister at a different place that the security of India 

today is menaced not by Muslims but by Hindus. Another point that was raised by my Friend Shri Jaspat Roy Kapoor 
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was that we must have proper regard for the economic consequences of the proviso. I wish this argument had not been 

raised. 

We are not a nation of shopkeepers; we cannot dethrone God and worship Mammon. Whatever the economic 

consequences may be we want to stand on certain principles. It is only by a strict adherence to certain moral principles 

that nations progress. The material development of life is no index to progress and civilization. I do not think it is politics 

or statesmanship to subordinate sound political principles to cheap economics. I see no reason why a Muslim who is a 

citizen of this country should be deprived of his citizenship at the commencement of this Constitution, specially when 

we are inviting Hindus who have come to India from Pakistan to become citizens of this country. People who have never 

been in India but have always lived in the Punjab and on the frontier have come and become citizens of this State; why 

cannot a Muhammadan of the frontier be so when we have always said that we are one?

It has also been asserted that it was the fact of partition that was responsible for mass migration. I do not agree with 

that proposition. The late lamented Mr. Jinnah stood for the principle of exchange of population. We disagreed. The 

implication of our rejection of that demand was that the fact of partition would have no bearing on the question of 

loyalty of Muslims of this country. Partition or no partition, the Muhammadan will remain loyal to this country. That was 

the meaning of the rejection of the demand of Mr. Jinnah. And how can we say that the fact of partition was responsible 

for mass migration? It must be realised that it was the riots and the disturbances in certain parts of the country 

which were responsible for mass migration. Even now the relations between the two Governments have not become 

stabilised; and it is only with the establishment of good relations between the two States that there can be security and 

people who belonged to this country and were citizens of this country would come back and settle in this country.

Maulana Mohd. Hifzur Rehaman (United Provinces: Muslim): Mr. President Sir, article 5 as amended by Dr. 

Ambedkar is before us in its present form. So far as I have seen and examined it I understand that sufficient efforts 

‘have been made to explain at considerable length the rights of citizenship which are due to a person in the capacity 

of a citizen. Two things have been kept in view. On one hand provision has been made that a citizen should be entitled 

to those rights which are due to him as a citizen. On the other hand the other thing ‘has also been kept in view and it 

has been considered that in case any person tries to become a citizen by unlawful means, necessary safeguards must be 

provided against that. I think this step is praiseworthy and to me it appears desirable. In this connection the principle 

and policy which have been laid out by honourable the Prime Minister and honourable Shri Gopalaswami Ayyangar gives 

us great satisfaction.

In spite of this I feel the absence of two things and I desire to draw the attention of the House towards these. Of course 

details are not available regarding those people who have come with permanent permits. But it has also been explained 

now that those people who have come with permanent permits will be regarded as citizen in a certain way. The other 

thing which deserves our attention is that perhaps in the date which has been mentioned here no notice has been 

taken of the notification of the Government of India in which from time to time the government offered facilities to 

those coming from Pakistan. In article 5 three or four clauses have been made which do not impose restrictions and 

conditions, and these have been accepted and these four classes will be considered as citizens in this way. Further in 5A 

where it has been laid down as to who else will be considered as citizen, it has been said that those people who have 

come before 19th July, 1948, will be regarded as citizens. But those who have come later on have got to get themselves 

registered by applying. The condition of registration has been made necessary here. 

…You know well that thousands of men have come back to Indian Union by now. A large number of them had come 

back soon after the disturbances. Of course there are people also who came back rather late, because they had 

difficulties in getting their permits. They were oblige to come late, for the simple reason that they could not get their 

permits in time. We have had experience that those persons who after coming back from Pakistan applied to the local 

officials for their permanent residence in Indian Union, and cancellation of their permit under the notification of the 

Government of India, were not made permanent residents and their permits were not cancelled within the fixed period. 

It is our experience that the administration often creates such difficulties. Such people were assured in various ways 
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by the District Magistrates concerned that their cases were under inquiry and that their applications were with the 

police for investigation and after receiving the report they would be informed about the acceptance or rejection of 

their applications. 

But what came out was this, that even after the lapse of three or four months they did not receive any reply. And 

when the Government of India issued another notification then the District Magistrates of various Provinces, without 

informing such persons about the acceptance or rejection of their applications, asked them to go back in view of the 

said notification. In this way the applications of those persons were rejected, who had come here with one, two or three 

months permit for the purpose of acquiring permanent citizenship: and instead of granting or rejecting their request, 

they were asked to go back at once. By doing so, not hundreds but thousands of people were put to difficulties and 

these people were not given even ten or fifteen days time. The result of this was that many persons in U.P., East Punjab 

and other Provinces were arrested on the ground that they were going back after the expiry of the fixed period. In fact 

no action was taken on the applications of those persons who had come here to acquire the right of citizenship and 

had stayed here for two or three months.  At last Government of India issued another notification. And after that these 

applicants were referred to this notification and were asked to go back. They requested for ten or fifteen days time, but 

they were not given even that much time. And anyone who over stayed with a view to repeat the request was sent to 

jail. Some persons are still locked up in jails. …I consider it against justice and I think that it would create good many 

difficulties for thousands of bona fide citizens. By giving them permanent permits you have allowed them to come and 

live here.

But in this Constitution which you are framing here, you are forcing them to apply for registration. On these applications 

local officials would make enquiry and after that they would tell them whether they are fit to be registered as citizens 

or not. Do you know that thousands of Meos who had left their houses on account of the disturbances have come 

back? If they are treated like that, would it be fair?  For this, reason it ought to be clarified in 5-AA, and the condition 

for registration should be so fixed that local officials may not have the power to cancel it. After this article has been 

promulgated and this principle has been accepted a declaration, in most clear terms, should be made, and a notification 

issued to the effect that no registration would be cancelled. This formality would have to be undergone only for the sake 

of compliance with the rules. They should get them registered as they have come afterwards, but it, in that, a loop-hole 

for making an enquiry about them is left, then I am totally against it. Surely, it needs to be amended and revised to afford 

an opportunity to those people, who were residing here but due to disturbed conditions had gone away and have now 

returned back not to dispose of their property etc., but to settle down here again. All sorts of facilities in this respect 

should be given to the poor, to the Meos, and to those, who were residing in different parts of India. 

These will include not only Muslims, but non-Muslims also-like Christians. If that is not done, then they would have to 

face many difficulties, they will have to suffer at the hands of local officials. Hence, I want that it should contain these two 

amendments to the article 5 A which should be so amended that the last date fixed by the Government notification, i.e., 

19th July, should be changed to September 11, 1948. Though this chance makes a difference of only a month or a month 

and a half yet that would enable thousands of people to acquire the rights of citizenship, which they ought to get….

Mr. President: I may inform Members that I propose to close the discussion of these articles at a quarter past twelve, 

when I would call upon Dr. Ambedkar to reply and then the amendments will be put to vote.  

Shri Rohini Kumar Chaudhuri (Assam: General): Mr. President, Sir. it is rather unfortunate for me that I should 

have come to speak at a moment when the debate has been raised to a very high level by my honourable Friends, Shri 

Brajeshwar Prasad and Pandit Hirday Nath Kunzru. They were speaking in terms of Hindu-Muslim unity. Indo- Pakistan 

unity and all the rest of it. But, I am here to state some plain facts without any fear, and without any desire for favour. I 

would ask the honourable Members of this House to judge for themselves after hearing the facts whether we have to 

support the amendment of Pandit Thakur Das Bhargava or not. The same amendment was also tabled by my honourable 

Friend Mr. Jhunjhunwala, (he spoke on it ‘yesterday) and was tabled by me who is supposed to represent the Assamese 

Hindus, by my Honourable Friend Mr. Basu Matari who represents the tribal people in Assam and by my Friend Mr. 
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Laskar, who represents the Bengal Scheduled Castes of Assam. These are the three different groups of persons who 

have supported Pandit Bhargava. I would, therefore, once more request the House to consider carefully the actual facts, 

not merely suppositions, not merely theories or, wish as to how certain things ought to be done and to decide for 

themselves whether to support this amendment or the amendment of Dr. Ambedkar.  

By this amendment, I want citizenship rights for those persons—I am particularly concerned with Assam—who had 

come from East Bengal because they found things impossible for them there. It may be argued in a narrow way that very 

one who has come from East Bengal was not really actuated by fear or disturbance or actually living in a place where 

disturbance had taken place. Can anyone imagine for a moment that there is no fear of disturbance in the winds of these 

East Bengal people who had come over to West Bengal or Assam? Was there any sense of security in their minds? Has 

that sense of Security, now after a period of two years, been enhanced by the fact that Pakistan has been converted into 

a theocratic State?

.. Secondly…I want citizenship rights to this class of people, who have originally belonged to Sylhet in the province of 

Assam, who, long before the partition, have come to the Assam Valley as a citizen of that province and are staying in the 

present province of Assam. I ask, have they got citizenship or not? These people belonged to the, province of Assam, 

Sylhet. They had come to Assam on some business or other; they had come as government servants or as employees 

of businessmen. They had not migrated; no question of migration arose at that time. They had come on business; they 

are now in Assam; they want to be in Assam. Have they got citizenship rights or not? I want citizenship rights for them. I 

want to make it perfectly clear that I want citizenship-rights for those people of East Bengal who had gone over to West 

Bengal or Assam out of fear of disturbance in the future or from a sense of insecurity and also for those people who 

have come over from Sylhet, who at the time of coming had no fear of disturbance or anything of that kind, but who, on 

account of fear of disturbances now have decided to live here. 

At the same time, I also have the temerity, to say in this House that I would exclude those persons who came only 

three years ago, who set up the civil disobedience movement forcibly occupied land which was not meant for them, 

and forced the benevolent and benign Government to have recourse to the military to keep peace in the province I 

should be the last person to say, and I hope everyone has honestly acknowledged that, that class of persons should be 

any mean be granted citizenship rights in the province. I also make it quite plain that. I desire to exclude those persons 

who surreptitiously introduced themselves into my province and who now having mixed themselves with their own 

brethren, now desire to have citizenship rights, not out of any sense of insecurity on their part, in their own provinces 

but with a desire to exploit more from that province of Assam. I desire to exclude these people because they had not 

long ago set up the struggle for Pakistan, they had not long before taken an active Dart in compelling the politicians of 

India to agree for Partition; they have their own property and are living peacefully on their own property; not only that, 

they have brought about such a state of things that they have been able to purchase property for mere nothing, property 

which belongs to the minority who had come out of fear. 

Shri Mahavir Tyagi (United Provinces: General): What is their number, please? 

Shri Rohini Kumar Chaudhuri: I do not know. I would ask then honourable Member to listen to me. I am making 

things quite plain for myself. ‘There need not be any doubt or interruption of my speech. I want make it quite clear that 

I do not want citizenship rights to be granted to those people who are not enjoying their own property, but enjoying 

the property of the minority community who have come away, in some places paying nothing and in other cases paying 

only a nominal price. I do not want these persons to get citizenship rights at all. I do not know how you have framed 

this amendment; how defective is the amendment of Pandit Thakur Das Bhargava or how beautiful is the amendment 

of Dr. Ambedkar. I do not want to waste the time of the House by an interpretation of that. I only want that those 

classes of persons whom I have mentioned should be included and should get citizenship rights and those classes, of 

persons whom I want to exclude should not get rights of citizenship. If you adjust them in the light of the facts that I 

have mentioned, let me see after going through them whether these conditions are satisfied or not. It all depends upon 

the definition of the word ‘migration’. Migration has been defined just now by my Friend who had preceded me. He said, 
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migration means that a person leaves a particular place, having disposed of or having abandoned property which he has 

and has come and lived in some other place with a view to live there. If that definition is correct, as I am constrained to 

think that it is correct, if you read Dr. Ambedkar’s amendment, you will find exactly that what I want shall not take place 

and what somebody else, wants will take place. 

Now if you define the word migration, according to Dictionary it means mere moving from one place to the other or in 

the case of birds it is moving times of season from one place to the other. But to my mind the definition which has been 

given by Mr. Kunzru is the most reasonable definition. If you act upon that you will find the people from Sylhet when it 

was in the province of Assam and those who came to Assam either as Government servant or businessmen they had 

not migrated in the sense the word is understood. Therefore they will not fall under the definition of Dr. Ambedkar. They 

will be automatically excluded. It is for this reason that Pandit Bhargava has given this amendment that those people who 

were domiciled in India under the Government of India Act 1935 would automatically be included as citizens if they are 

prevented from going back now for fear. Those people who went to Assam for service or business long before Partition, 

they cannot be said to have migrated. Now they are unable to go back to their own homes for fear of disturbance. If they 

remain they will not get the citizenship rights under Dr. Ambedkar’s amendments. Even as things stand at present they 

do not get admission for their children in the colleges as they do not fulfil certain conditions re domicile of the Province. 

In order to be domiciled in a province they have to live there for ten years and have their own house and land. What will 

be their condition now? If under this definition they would not get citizenship either, what will be their position? Unless 

Dr. Ambedkar assures us on the authority of his knowledge of English words and English legal phraseology that the 

‘migration’ will include also such persons, then I submit that this amendment of Pandit Bhargava will have to be accepted.

Many persons belonging to Pakistan are coming who have no insecurity there and who can have their vocation and 

service. I am stating only facts. What is the position of minorities in East Bengal? They cannot get any Government 

Service. No person of minority community holds even a junior post there. Go to Assam and you will find high positions 

like the Secretary of Finance Education etc. are held by minorities. Take the case of business organisations and insurance 

companies in East Bengal. Many insurance companies have closed their branches there and come away to India, and 

so where is the vocation for these minorities? Even doctors have been denied patronage. Even permits by which the 

majority of business is done are not given to the members of minority community in East Bengal. Then, what is the 

reason why the people of that majority community in East Bengal who have all these advantages should come to Assam? 

The reason is to exploit and get some advantages. Are you going to encourage this? You will be surprised to learn that 

the Government of Assam have requested the Government of India to give them the authority to issue permits to 

restrict such entries, but they have been denied. I stand corrected if my information is wrong. Honourable Friend Pandit 

Kunzru and other honourable Members of this House must have read in newspapers that in a meeting of the Muslim 

League at Dacca it was said with some, regret—I hope it was with some real regret that about three lakhs of Muslims 

had migrated from East Bengal on account of some economic difficulty. Now, you imagine, if three lacs is the figure which 

is given by the Muslim League in East Bengal, what must have been the real figure of people who have been infiltrating 

like this. Every province would like to be prosperous but it should not be at the cost of other persons. If you wish to 

govern a province properly, you should always try to see that the balance of the population is not so much disturbed 

and you, should see that you do not give citizenship to persons whose presence in that province would be undesirable 

and prejudicial to the interests of the Dominion of India. That is the test I would apply to these cases. 

The main condition which ought to be accepted to draw up an article of this kind is absolutely wasted if you are going 

to give citizenship right to each and everybody irrespective of the fact whether they are likely to be good citizens or 

not. Sir, I have said things quite frankly, and I know some honourable Members will be dissatisfied with me. But I have no 

doubt at all in my mind that the people of all communities in my province, including Muslims who belong to Assam, will 

absolutely agree with me. Muslims who have made Assam their home will agree with me. But people who have newly 

come there, expecting to be in a position to create a barrier to the proper and smooth administration of that province, 

I know, will resent the remarks which I have made. I quite see that I am subjected to a lot of misunderstanding. Some 

people have interpreted the amendment which I have tabled as an amendment which aims against the entry of Bengalee 
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Hindus into Assam. That is the interpretation which some friends of mine have unfortunately put on the amendment. 

I may also remind you that in my own province a number of no-confidence resolutions have been passed against 

me, because as the adviser of the refugees I had advocated the cause of East Bengal Hindu refugees. And it will be of 

interest to note that most of these people who have no-confidence in me belong to ladies’ associations. Of course 

my honourable Friend Dr. Ambedkar will say that I should not worry, because women will always be woman: and I also 

console myself with that thought. I have never been a persona grata with the women of this country or with the women 

of any country; and at this age I can very easily endure the ordeal of being not a persona grata with the ladies section 

of the people of this country. But leaving aside the ladies organisations, I only wish that the reasonable men should 

consider this question in proper perspective. That is my purpose. I will be satisfied if reasonable men support me. If 

they support Pandit Thakur Das Bhargava, not only will the welfare of my province be safeguarded, not only will the 

interest of East Bengal refugees be safeguarded but also ultimately it will be to the general welfare of India. You will have 

a province which will be absolutely loyal, which will be absolutely faithful to the government of the Province and which 

will be unanimously faithful to the Dominion of India. If you do not accept Pandit Thakur Das Bhargava’s amendment, 

and if you do not bring in any other amendment to the same effect, you will expose your frontier, you will expose that 

province and that province will become a source of great danger to you. Already I have been to Cachar and I have seen 

in that district, from which crossing the Barak river you come into India, there is trouble; and if this amendment of Dr. 

Ambedkar is accepted, this district of Cachar will be entirely one district of Pakistan, and who will be responsible for 

giving one district which should have been kept in our province and which was retained after a good deal of fight but 

which will be sent to Pakistan? It will be this amendment moved by Dr. Ambedkar. 

The Honourable Shri N. Gopalaswami Ayyangar (Madras: General): Sir, I do not think I would make a speech 

covering all the draft articles on this question of citizenship. They have been dealt with very fully by various speakers 

already. I would confine myself, only to two particular questions that have been the subject of much discussion in the 

course of this debate. The first thing that I would take up is the question of persons who migrated from India to Pakistan 

and subsequently changed their mind and applied for coming back to India, to their own old homes and lands, whether 

in cases of that description, they should be treated on the same, footing as persons who have merely migrated from 

Pakistan to India…

…Mr. President: *[We have already devoted more than nine hours to a discussion of this question.] … I do not think 

any useful purpose will be served by further speeches. The amendments are all there before the Members; they are free 

to vote in favour of any amendment they like. 

The Honourable Dr. B. R. Ambedkar (Bombay: General): Mr. President, Sir, it has not been possible for me to 

note down every point that has been made by those who have criticised the draft articles which I have moved. I do not 

think it is necessary to pursue every line of criticism. It is enough if I take the more substantial points and meet them. 

My Friend, Dr. Deshmukh said that by the draft articles we had made our citizenship a very cheap one. I should have 

thought that if he was aware of the rules which govern the law of citizenship, he would have realised that our citizenship 

is no cheaper than would have been made by laws laid down by other countries… The points of criticism with which I 

am mostly concerned are those which have been levelled against those parts of the articles which relate to immigrants 

from Pakistan to India and to immigrants from India to Pakistan. 

With regard to the first part of the provisions which relate to immigrants coming from Pakistan to India, the criticism 

has mainly come from the representatives of Assam particularly as voiced by my Friend Mr. Rohini Kumar Chaudhuri. 

If I understood him correctly his contention was that these article relating to immigrants from Pakistan to India have 

left the gate open both for Bengalis as we as Muslims coming from East Bengal into Assam and either disturbing their 

economy or disturbing the balance of communal Proportions in that Province. I think. Sir he has, entirely misunderstood 

the purport of the articles which deal with immigrants from Pakistan to India.  If he will read the provisions again, he will 

find that it is only with regard to those who have entered Assam before 19th July 1948, that they have been declared 
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automatically so to say, citizens of Assam if they have resided within the territory of India. But with regard to those who, 

have entered Assam, whether they are Hindu Bengalees or whether they are Muslims, after the 19th July 1948, he will 

find that citizenship is not an automatic business at all. 

There are three conditions laid down for persons who have entered Assam after the 19th July 1948. The first condition 

is that such a person must make an application for citizenship. He must prove that he has resided in Assam for six 

months and, thirdly, there is a very severe condition, namely that he must be registered by, an officer appointed by the 

Government of the Dominion of India. I would like to state very categorically that this registration power is a plenary 

power. The mere fact that a man has made an application, the mere fact that he has resided for six months in Assam, 

would not involve any responsibility or duty or obligation on the registering officer to register him. Notwithstanding 

that there is an application, notwithstanding that he has resided for six months, the officer will still have enough 

discretion left in him to decide whether he should be registered or he should not be registered. In other words, the 

officer would be entitled to examine, on such material as he may have before him, the purport for which he has come, 

such as whether he has come with a bona fide motive of becoming a permanent citizen of India or whether he has come 

with any other purpose. 

…I should like, therefore, to re-state what the articles say. According to the provisions which relate to those who are 

immigrants from India to Pakistan, anyone who has left India after the first March 1947, barring one small exception, 

has been declared not to be citizens of India. That, I think, has got to be understood very carefully. It is a general and 

universal proposition which we have enunciated. It is necessary to enunciate this proposition, because on’ the rule 

of International Law that birth confers domicile, a person has not to acquire what is called domicile of origin by any 

special effort either by application or by some other method or by some kind of a grace. The origin of domicile goes 

with birth. It was felt that those persons who left India, but who were born in India, notwithstanding that they went to 

Pakistan, might, on the basis of the rule of international Law, still claim that their domicile of origin is intact. In order 

that they should not have any such defence, it is thought wise to make it absolutely clear that anyone who has gone to 

Pakistan after the 1st March—you all know that we have taken 1st March very deliberately, because that was the date 

when the disturbances started and the exodus began and we thought that there would be no violation of any principle 

of International justice if we presumed that any man who, as a result of the disturbances went to Pakistan with the 

intention of residing permanently there, loses his right of citizenship in India. It is to provide for these two things that 

we converted this natural assumption into a rule of law and laid down that anyone who has gone to Pakistan after 1st 

March shall not be entitled to say that he still has a domicile in India. 

According to article 5 where domicile is an essential ingredient in citizenship, those persons having gone to Pakistan lost 

their domicile and their citizenship. Now I come to an exception. There are people who, having left India for Pakistan, 

have subsequently returned to India. Well, there again our rule is that anyone who returns to India is not to be deemed 

a citizen unless he satisfies certain special circumstances. Going to Pakistan and returning to India does not make any 

alteration in the general rule we have laid down, namely that such a person shall not be a citizen. The exception is 

this: as my honourable Friend Shri N. Gopalaswami Ayyangar said, in the course of the negotiations between the two 

Governments, the Government of India and the Government of Pakistan, they came to some arrangement whereby 

the Government of India agreed to permit certain persons who went from India to Pakistan to return to India and 

allowed them to return not merely as temporary travellers or as merchants or for some other purpose of a temporary 

character to visit a sick relation, but expressly permitted them to return to India and to settle permanently and to 

remain in India permanently. We have got such persons in India now. The question therefore is whether the rule which 

I have said we have enunciated in this article, not to permit anyone who has gone from India to Pakistan after the 1st 

March 1947, should have an exception or not. It was felt, and speaking for myself I submit very rightly felt that when 

a Government has given an undertaking to a person to permit him to return to his old domicile and to settle there 

permanently, it would not be right to take away from that person the eligibility to become a citizen…

Mr. President: Now, I will have to put the various amendments to the vote. It is somewhat difficult to decide the 

order in which these amendments should be taken up…
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The Honourable Dr. B. R. Ambedkar: Let all of them be withdrawn...

Mr. President: I will put the amendments to the vote in the order in which they were moved by the various speakers 

and if any honourable Member wishes to withdraw any amendment, he may express his desire to that effect...

[At the end of nearly two and a half days of spirited discussion, all the 21 amendments proposed 
by various members were negatived by the Constituent Assembly and the draft of Articles 5 
and 6 was adopted as proposed by Dr Ambedkar was adopted. Ed.]
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