
Chanakya

Vol. 13       No. 13    January 2020 to June 2020       ISSN No. 2348-8298

Special Volume on the National Seminar on 
The Indian Constitutional Philosophy: 

Theory & Practice



Karnatak University Dharwad
Department of Political Science



Chanakya



Karnatak University Dharwad
Department of Political Science



Chanakya

 

 

  

CONTENTS

 
  

Page 
No.

 

 

Sl.
No.

Title Author(s) Name

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

Globalization: It’s Effect on Political 
Space, Culture and Language Choice 
in India

 Dr. Shakira Jabeen 
B., N. Krishnaswamy, 

Harvinder Negi & Sandesh Rai

Political and Social Reality of 
Linguistic Human Rights

 Dr. Veenadevi 

Citizenship Amendment Act: 
Problems and Fallouts

 Dr. Gurpreet Singh Brar  

Political Parties and Anti - Defection 
Law in India

 Dr. Siddaraju C 
Smt. Manjula T. 

Political Philosophy & Political Science: 
Complex Relationships

 Dr. Shrikant Nityanath 
Chimma 

Centre – State relations in India: 
Conflicting Areas

 Mr. Raghavendra Rao G. S.  

Social Justice and Welfare of the 
Informal Sector Workers under the 
Indian Constitution 

 Ms. Dipa Gautalair 

Right to Privacy: The Unenumerated 
Right under the Constitution of India

 Mr. Hanumanthappa G.T 

The impact of S R Bommai V/S Union 
of India case on imposition of Article 365

Dr. Basavarajeshwari. R. Patil 

 

  

01

12

18

24

32

45

51

56

60



Karnatak University Dharwad
Department of Political Science



Chanakya

CONTENTS

10

11

12

13

15

14

16

17

18

¨sÁgÀvÀzÀ ¸ÀA«zsÁ£ÁvÀäPÀ DZÀgÀuÉ ªÀÄvÀÄÛ 
¸ÀªÁ®ÄUÀ¼ÀÄ

 ²æÃªÀÄw AiÀÄªÀÄÄ£Á J. PÉÆuÉ¸ÀgÀ 

¨sÁgÀvÀzÀ ¸ÀA«zsÁ£À ªÀÄvÀÄÛ DqÀ½vÀ: MAzÀÄ 
CªÀ¯ÉÆÃPÀ£À

PÉÃAzÀæ-gÁdå ¸ÀA§AzsÀUÀ¼À : ¤§ðAzsÀUÀ¼ÀÄ 
ªÀÄvÀÄÛ ¤jÃPÉëUÀ¼ÀÄ

 ²æÃªÀÄw ªÀÄzsÀÄ ºÀÄt¸ÀV 

PÉÃAzÀæ ªÀÄvÀÄÛ gÁdåUÀ¼À £ÀqÀÄ«£À DqÀ½vÁvÀäPÀ 
¸ÀA§AzsÀUÀ¼ÀÄ

 ²æÃ. AiÀÄ¯Áè°AUÀ. Dgï. ¥ÀÆeÁj 

“qÉÊj ¸ÀºÀPÁj ¸ÀAWÀUÀ¼À ¸ÀAWÀl£ÁvÀäPÀgÀZÀ£É 
ªÀÄvÀÄ ÛZÀÄ£ÁªÀuÁ ªÀåªÀ¸ÉÜAiÀÄMAzÀÄCªÀ¯ÉÆÃPÀ£À”

 ²æÃ. CªÀÄgï.J¸ï 

¯ÉÆÃPÀ¸À¨sÉ ZÀÄ£ÁªÀuÉUÀ¼ÀÄ ¥ÀæeÁvÀAvÀæzÀ 
¥ÀjÃPÉëAiÀÄ ¤zÀ±Àð£ÀªÉÃ 2019gÀ «±ÉèÃµÀuÉ  qÁ. £ÁUÉÃ±ï PÉ.J¯ï. 

¨sÁgÀwÃAiÀÄ ¸ÀA«zsÁ£À CjªÀÅ ªÀÄvÀÄÛ DZÀgÀuÉ  ²æÃ. ¥Àæ«Ãt ZÀ¥ÀàgÀªÀÄ¤ 

ªÀÄ»¼Á ¸À§°ÃPÀgÀtzÀ°è ¨sÁgÀvÀ ¸ÀA«zsÁ£ÀzÀ 
¥ÁvÀæ -MAzÀÄ CªÀ¯ÉÆÃPÀ£À

 PÀÄ. D±Á ©.J£ï. 
qÁ. gÀvÁß ¤A. ªÀÄgÉAiÀÄ¥ÀàUËqÀæ, 

¸ÀA«zsÁ£À ¥ÀÆªÀð CA¨ÉÃqÀÌgï ªÀÄvÀÄÛ 
UÁA¢üÃfÃAiÀÄªÀgÀ £ÀqÀÄ«£À gÁdQÃAiÀÄ ¸ÀAWÀµÀð

 qÁ. ªÀÄºÁzÉÃªÀ¥Àà ©qÀ£Á¼À
qÁ. ªÀÄºÀzÉÃªÀ¥Àà ºÀjd£À

qÁ. dUÀ¢Ã±À ©. UËqÀ

67

72

78

84

95

88

102

107

112

Page 
No.

 Sl.
No.

Title Author(s) Name



Karnatak University Dharwad
Department of Political Science

From the Editor's desk ....

Dear Readers,

 Every time I sit to write a new editorial I recall the way we started this journal. 
But this time my thoughts are elsewhere. It’s the COVID 19 that’s on my mind. It is 
because of this that this journal is dedicated to the COVID Warriors and those who lost 
their life due to this Pandemic that unexpectedly hit the humanity.

 

 By the end of the first European War, a deadly flu raced across the globe it was 
known as the ‘influenza pandemic’ and it became the most severe pandemic so far as 
the recent history goes. This influenza it is said infected about one-third of the world’s 
population between 1918 and 1920 and killing anywhere between 50 to 100 million 
people I am told. Followed by this was the H1N1 virus that originated in birds and 
mutated to infect humans. Now a century later the world is in the midst of another 
global pandemic caused by the novel corona virus known as SARS-CoV-2. The one 
thing that came out of this pandemic for me was the limitations governments have had 
in their management of affairs of the state and the health sector in particular while I 
honestly see the reasons to be optimistic hoping that the governments of today if had 
managed competently, could have turned this tragedy differently, resulting in lower 
rates of infection and mortality and, possibly, fewer deaths. Yet let us not forget that 
this pandemic has fundamentally transformed the world and the world order from 
what it was to what it should have been teaching every institution of government or 
otherwise their limitation and their misplaced priorities. The idea of an interconnected 
world confronting a deadly virus without a cure has really taken the humanity by 
shock and surprise thus fundamentally altering the way one saw the world.

 As a part of a team of social scientists this ‘Chanakya’ journal if possible 
would like to dedicate the forth coming volume to the articles on COVID 19 to 
understand how the vast advancements in communication, science, economics, 
governances and medicine over the past 100 years, have helped us create a better 
world for those who had the bitter experiences in confronting today’s pandemic. 

 Apart from the tragic human consequences of the COVID-19 corona virus 
epidemic, the UN’s trade and development agency, UNCTAD stated that the 
economic uncertainty it has sparked will likely cost the global economy $1 trillion in 
2020. In fact this COVID-19 (Corona virus) has affected day to day life and also has 
slowed down the global economy. This pandemic has affected lakhs of peoples 
spreading exponentially region wise. It has disrupted the world trade and mobility of 
the peoples. Despite all this I would still argue that India has successfully controlled 
the transmission of COVID-19 till date, thanks to our well-coordinated steps to tackle 
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the Corona epidemic. India’s prowess in pharmaceuticals and health science; mass 
public awareness with the central political command; among other things has indeed 
helped in containing the spread so far. Under these circumstances it is only imperative 
that we as a journal of political science take this stand to dedicate this volume to the 
COVID Warriors and those who have lost their life in this fight. 

 In this journal, we have given space to articles submitted during the Seminar 
organised by the department during March 2020 on the topic “The Indian 
Constitutional Philosophy: Theory and Practice”

 With these words and a heavy heart I close this editorial and call upon all those 
who can to do their best to come together and work together in this time of crisis for the 
welfare of the mankind.

Looking forward for your extended help…

Thanking you.
Dr. Harish Ramaswamy

    Executive Editor,
    On behalf of the Editorial Board
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Globalization: It’s Effect on Political Space, Culture and 
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Abstract

 This paper attempts to see the effect of globalization on economic, political 
and cultural aspects of nations in general and India in particular. The rise of 
corporate power, the changed equation of power of nation state and the role of 
technology in a globalised world are some aspects the paper touches upon. An 
attempt is made to unravel the relationship global language shares with economic 
globalization. The paper argues that Globalization has not only consolidated the 
position of English but also transformed language into a skill. The paper argues 
that an understanding of the role of language in a Globalized nation state requires 
a new vocabulary, a new paradigm and a new theory which can explain the 
overriding influence of global trade on various domains of human life. The paper 
makes an attempt to read the effect of globalization on various domains of human 
life.

(Keywords: : economic globalization, ethics, trade and tariff, global pandemic, 
global language)

 Globalization is a hotly debated multidimensional concept that cuts across 
several major academic disciplines such as economics, sociology, cultural studies, 
political science and history (Kumaravadivelu 2008:32). Globalization refers to 
globalised trade and is basically market centric. Therefore it involves ever evolving 
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human beings and affects their multidimensional life. The effect of globalization on 
domains like economics, political space, culture, communication and language is 
further problematized with the fact that they are not watertight compartments. The 
boundaries of these domains are fluid and overlap. Yet, a domain specific approach 
establishes multi polar focal points- a welcome change from the classical approach 
based on a binary of centre and periphery. 

  The term ‘globalization’ is a process- a diachronic growth beginning with the 
religious/philosophic spread of Buddhism, Jainism, Christianity and Islam. Amartya 
Sen is of the opinion that Globalization has been there in varying measures in all 
periods of known history. Around 1000 CE, globalization of science, technology and 
mathematics was changing the nature of the world….(Sen 2005:345). Europe would 
have been much poorer had it resisted the globalization of mathematics, science and 
technology at that time and to a great extend the same- working in converse direction 
is true today. It continued in intensity in the form of colonialism which mixed trade, 
politics and language. The present state of Globalization, with its transnational trade, 
manipulative tariff, outsourcing, ruthless profit and pandemic is another phase of 
what began centuries ago. To trace  the beginning of  the present day capitalist 
Globalization, the signing of General Agreement on Trade and Tariff (GATT) in 1948 
can be taken as a starting point. In 1995, World Trade Organization replaced GATT.  
164 nations form this world of Trade. GATT and WTO are purely economic treaties. 
There is no clause regarding political, cultural or language issues in the treaty. So, the 
effect of globalization of trade, capital and tariff on all the other domains including 
health and language is nothing but collateral to the economics of globalization. But 
the connection between world trade and infectious diseases was established with a 
Joint study by the World Health Organization and World Trade Organization 
Secretariat in 2002. The reigning idea of Globalization today is border less trade and 
transnational greed for profit. This stimulates a predatory search to market surplus 
manufactured goods and farm produce. In principle, transnational, borderless trade 
goes contrary to the idea of nation states which is conceptualised on strong 
boundaries. The transnational flow of capital that is crucial to transnational trade and 
the rise of corporate sector push elected Governments to the background. This in 
itself is a big tectonic shift for new nation states which are also emerging economies. 
It unsettles the balance these nation states have been striking between welfare and 
development. The effect of Globalization on multiple domains is read under the 
following heads;

• Economic Globalization

•  Globalization and the Political domain

•  Global Communication

• Cultural Globalization

•  Language and Globalization
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Economic Globalization 

  Globalization was not the brainchild of developing countries. The idea of 
Globalization that primarily began to create global market for Goods produced by the 
developed countries was accepted by developing countries with trepidation. It had to 
be imposed under duress on some countries. What followed is the creation of massive 
wealth, new power centres and accommodative Governments. The Economic 
parameters of Globalization can be measured in terms of Foreign Direct Investment, 
Multinational and transnational manufacturing units, use of technology, Imports and 
Exports.  Ghemavath & Altmann (2013) construct the Depth Index of Globalization 
on twelve metrics across four pillars- trade, capital, information and people. They 
assigned weightage to these- 35%, 35%, 15% and 15% respectively which enables an 
objective analysis of a country’s participation in Globalization. The global trade is a 
huge opportunity waiting to be grabbed.

 Even in a slowing trade environment, there is an $18 trillion market in 
merchandise trade of which India has only a 1.7% share.  China has almost 14%, 
around the same as EU and a little more than the US. India can still achieve greater 
prosperity by using exports as an engine of growth (Nayyar 2017:23).

  Governments all over the world push to grab this chunk of trade which creates 
wealth and employment. However, there are issues which cause discomfort.  The 
flooding of the markets with goods from one or two countries to the detriment of the 
local producers of the same product is becoming a feature of Global market. This 
trend is reflected in the dumping of farm produce which crash prices of the locally 
grown stuff. There is a realization that the nation state is getting a raw deal in the face 
of global market. Though the profit is made by private companies, the crash in prices 
affects the farmers and local producers of goods. Employment opportunities for 
skilled and unskilled human resource have been fluid under globalised trade. Desire 
for better profit margins can move employment across the globe- wherever labour 
and raw material is cheaper. A recent World Bank study concluded that automation 
threatens 66% existing jobs in India and 77% jobs in China (Nayyar 2017:22). 
Strangely, subsidies and compensation have to be paid by the Governments which 
have ceded control over trade to corporate sector. Under such circumstances, the 
option is to become protectionist and close the borders or levy   exorbitant import 
duty. Closing of borders for trade is ‘Unfair’ and goes contrary to the very ethos of   
WTO. 

   The ethical issues involved in successful global trade are not under a 
spotlight. Awareness that the goods we use is not procured through child labour or 
unethical treatment of animals comes through declarations on the wrappers/ 
packages today. The big players in the diamonds business have banned blood 
diamonds. Countries have imposed import duty, anti-dumping duty and have 
opposed farm subsidies by other countries while subsidising farm produce 
themselves. Why can’t the big businesses, from whom we buy our food, our gadgets, 
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our clothes, and all that other stuff, do more to ensure that the people who farm it, fish 
it, assemble it or mine it work in safe conditions or get paid a sufficient sum to ensure 
that they aren’t forced to live their lives on the edge of existence? (Woodman 2011:1). 
Why can’t governments safeguard the interests of their farmers and producers?  
Answers to these questions go contrary to the core idea of   Globalization borderless 
trade and ruthless profit. Its only when the total economy of a nation suffers that 
Governments wake up with protectionism. The constructed semiotic difference 
between ‘bad loan’ and ‘Non Payable Asset’ in banking is an example of priority 
given to big business houses. Societies and Governments are slowly waking up to 
these changed priorities under Globalization. Strangely, the impact of globalization is 
felt most by those who benefit from it least (Hobsbawm 2007:4). It is these victims of 
globalization that the Republican Donald Trump appealed to in his election campaign 
with a lethal mixture of reference to reverse racialism. Being a businessman himself 
he did not refer to the greed of the capitalists who moved jobs to third world countries 
in pursuit of larger profit margins which resulted in unemployment at home. 

 The rumblings against Globalization are due to the inability of Governments 
to strike a balance between corporate profits and welfare of citizens. The discourse of 
an egalitarian society that supported the making of nation states is threatened under 
globalization. The shift in the vocation of the nation state has equally remarkable 
consequences for discourses of politics and ideology (Ahmad 1999:47). Emerging 
economies with a large section of population below the poverty line can ill afford to 
neglect welfare. The COVID 19 lockdown all over the world has focused attention on 
this so far neglected governmental responsibility called welfare. The reasons for this 
neglect have to be fathomed in the changed political scenario in almost all nations of 
the world.

Globalization and Political domain

 Economic Globalization dwarfs the political nation state. This change is due 
to the foregrounding of market and profit. This foregrounding pushes social 
responsibilities of a nation state to the background.  Massive consumerism that feeds 
on the Market aims to alter the politico- cultural profile of a nation. Power is now held 
and effectively enforced, by transnational capitalist ventures, international 
organizations, media empires and invisible, hardly visible ( and otherwise free from 
the democratic control) consortia of decision makers meeting each year in the Swiss 
ski-resort Davos and other places (Blommaert 2010:153).Corporate houses place 
amicable leaders in strategic positions to ensure smooth sailing. There are instances 
where corporate giants themselves become the political leaders of countries. There 
were now states which- far from being forced to give up their sovereign rights 
–actively and keenly sought to them, and begged for their sovereignty to be taken 
away and dissolved in the supra-state formation (Bauman 2008:37, Kumaravadivelu 
1998:64). Bauman was referring to China’s entry into to World Trade Organization. 
One of the adverse impacts of Globalization is the erosion of autonomy and 
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sovereignty of the nation state which is the highest human association capable of 
ushering in social transformation (Panikkar 2012:x). This change in the priorities of a 
nation state is strange as Globalization does not have the institutional support that 
Imperialism had.  Yet, the nation state itself becomes a cohort of the corporate houses. 
The World Development Report (2002:1) titled ‘Building Institutions for Market’  
has observed  that weak institutions, tangled laws, corrupt laws, corrupt courts, 
deeply biased credit system and elaborate business registration requirement hurt the 
poor people and hinder development. In market oriented, economic globalization, 
society exists to promote the market. Instead of economy being embedded in the 
social relations, the social relations are embedded in the economic system (Polanyi 
1957:60). It is the market that converts human beings into a saleable commodity 
called human resource which in turn has disastrous effect on the social fabric that 
makes a nation.

  Do the core ideas of a nation come in the way of globalization or is it the 
unequal trade practices that are killing the traditional idealistic notion of a nation? 
The answer to this question harbours a warning to nations that are putting trade above 
human society. Nations who safeguard not the common citizen but the corporate 
under the pretext of national interest find a steady rise in rural poverty. Liberalization 
and Global trade has had a disastrous effect on the farmers all over. The political 
resistance to Globalization is emerging from those who began Globalization. What 
was started by politicians on the right of the Political spectrum has been stopped by 
the politicians of the same side, surely a rare occurrence in the history of politics 
(Nayyar 2017:21). Movement of capital outside the country, movement of 
production units to countries with cheap labour, loss of jobs and tax evasions are 
issues the leaders find it difficult to answer. The markets’ ability to correct itself 
probably diminishes in the modern globalised space of nation states! Or was it 
Utopian to expect markets to correct themselves? 

 The aura created by technology driven economic growth has brushed aside 
multiple realities. The focus is on the economically successful global players. The 
problems of the economically challenged and the responsibility of the nation state to 
create a level playing field for all is not a part of the narrative on globalization. Most 
people in the world have no access to the new communication technologies that offer 
short cuts to globalization, they live,  so to speak, fundamentally unglobalized lives 
(Blommaert 2010:3). So this globalization, for countries like India, is not a 
phenomenon where the whole nation is participating. It is the corporate companies 
and private middlemen that trade across the borders. Their association with the 
national leaders of all hues makes for easy access to loans. National leaders are roped 
in to lend legitimacy to cross border business.  Since the firms make the profit, have 
the knowhow to evade taxes and jack up prices, the Governments under 
Globalization have no other means to raise revenue but to tax the common citizens 
heavily. Agriculture in developing or emerging economies gets less governmental 
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support. The banks that lend turn ruthless to collect their dues. Countless farmers 
committing suicide fail to move people and Governments. There is visible loss of 
empathy for the sufferings of farmers and farm labour.  The very definition of 
emerging economies is based on a binary between agriculture and services. 
Development under Globalization is services based, proves that ‘emerging 
economies derive more of their GDP from agriculture and less from services, and 
exhibit higher levels of inequality’ (Blommaert (2017: 370).  Yet, Agriculture is 
projected as the root cause of inequality – a ploy to gobble up agricultural land and 
water for industries.

 It took the COVID 19 to drive home the fact that agriculture is crucial to 
survival. It took the virus to focus on the deplorable condition of labour in agricultural 
and industrial sectors. The role of labour contractors, the exploitation woven in to the 
system, the neglect by the system that employs them unveiled when labourers from 
various states of India hit the roads to walk back home. Walk back hundreds of 
kilometres in the absence of conveyance under lock down. The walking labourers 
become a metaphor for the underbelly of the debilitating effects of ruthless 
globalization. So, when the lockdown is being eased; it is solely to ensure agriculture 
activities. Without the timely harvest, there wouldn’t be grains available next year. 
Leaders all over the world are drumming for consumption of locally produced goods. 
To kick start failing economy; a local demand has to be created. India is no exception 
to this rule. Would this be the end of Chinese goods even on the pavements? Will the 
local goods all over the world be sold at as low rates as the Chinese goods? With 
economies in doldrums, is it fair to expect people to buy local goods? Only time will 
tell. The fall out of globalization, strangely, is renewed emphasis on the local. The 
intellectuals in India often quote Gandhi’s idea of ‘swadeshi’ as a means to build a 
stronger nation state. The idea of ‘swadeshi’ at the cusp of nation building and a call to 
be self- reliant in a globalised world are not the same. Consumerism is certainly not a 
part of ‘swadeshi’ or ‘atmanirbhar Bharat’. However, the new awareness of national 
borders and local produce, if practiced by all nations may lead to course correction of 
how globalization is practiced but at a huge cost to certain sectors of agriculture and 
industry.

Communication, Technology, Language and Discourse
 Communication in a globalised world is technology dependent. Technology 
in turn has accelerated Globalization. The advancement in and expansion of 
computer technology (almost coinciding with  the disintegration of the former Soviet 
Union) has given additional  strength to English language to make inroads into 
domains where it was earlier less ‘intrusive’ (Bhat 2010: 579). If technology provides 
the platform for communication, language is the medium of communication. The 
Internet, World Wide Web, the availability of broad band in nook and corner has 
accelerated the use of English. Information technology has necessitated the need for a 
common language for many domains. English in the globalised world is more than a 
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language. It is perceived to be a skill by itself. The employment opportunities in IT 
and IT enabled sector has equated computer literacy with development and also 
education. Warschauer concludes that technology ‘holds the allure not only of 
improving education and economic competitiveness, but also of allowing a nation to 
leapfrog to modernity (Warschauer 2004:378). Language moves across the globe 
with the help of technology. At the same time language has to ready itself to be used 
through technology across the globe. The speed and reach of the Internet means that 
not only does information travel quickly, and international transactions can be easily 
conducted,  but also information may be available in English before it is circulated in 
other languages( Gardner 2012:249).Modern technology is reinforcing the use of 
English across multiple domains in a new way. 

 Globalization requires a language for global transactions. Global language 
implies a language which is not exclusively associated with a particular country and 
culture (i.e. UK, the USA etc.) but is of value because of its usefulness internationally 
(Seargeant 2010:261). Any language can merit the nomenclature of ‘global language’ 
provided it is used in many countries. Chinese, Arabic, Spanish, French, Hindi or any 
other language can become global language. But all these languages have remained 
country specific. They have not spread or developed local varieties like English has. 
These languages have not had the advantage of imperialism and technology that 
English language had. Although the colonial heritage of English is the foundation for 
the global use of English, it’s increased use as the lingua franca must be linked to the 
rise in power of the United States on the international economic, military, financial, 
political, and cultural stage (Gardner 2012: 247). It has been the language of 
administration, judiciary and education in the colonies. English is the language of 
scientific publication: The European Science Foundation’s working language is 
English and its journal Communication is exclusively in English (Ammon 1996, 
Gardener 2012:257). In the domain of education English and the other local 
languages became the medium of Instruction. The knowledge of English stood in 
good stead when India became a hub of Information Technology and IT enabled 
services. English language teaching and ICT go hand in hand in education today. The 
provision of ICTs in schools, and training in the use of them, is thus also seen as part of 
the way to provide people in remote areas with opportunities to access knowledge and 
education skills (Seargeant 2011: 267). In the process, education and language both 
are commoditised. Coleman (2010a) lists the many roles of English in development-

• Increasing individual employability

•  Enabling international  collaboration and co- operation

•  Providing  access to research and information

•  Facilitating the international mobility of students, tourists, workers and others

•  Facilitating disaster preparedness

• Acting as an impartial language in contexts of disharmony 

 (Coleman 2010: 15)
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  To this list we can add the prestige factor that English is associated with. 
English is associated with economic development. Opportunities for higher 
education, technical education and employment in the private sector are tagged with 
one’s skill of English (Jabeen 2015:120). This is close to Bourdieu’s (1991) idea of 
‘linguistic capital’ where linguistic resources can be transferred into economic 
capital. Though English is a sought after language in education, a miniscule minority 
is proficient in the language and use it to their advantage. The position of English as a 
global language creates fault line between the post-independence narratives on 
language in new nations and the exigencies globalization throws up. The narratives to 
accommodating English go contrary to the historical opposition to it. The effect of 
globalization on economy, industry, media and society are regularly analysed in 
general. But the effect of economic globalization on the Indian languages relating to 
their status, choice of these languages for use in various domains of life is yet to be 
done. Science, technology and entertainment are the catalysts for demanding 
education in English. Acquisition of English is becoming a source of better life 
chances. The Project rationale of British Council’s Project English 2009 in India and 
Sri Lanka reads- The impact of Globalization and economic development has made 
English the ‘language of opportunity’ and a vital means of improving prospects for 
well-paid employment (Seargeant 2011:256). 

  The rural masses perceive English as empowerment.  For multilingual 
speakers of language with lower status, however, language issues may still be salient 
as people attempt to negotiate identities, often from relatively powerless positions 
(Jones 2012:9). It is difficult to conceive how the unacceptable side of economics and 
political globalization could ever be contained if the victims remained linguistically 
fractured and unable to build global networks of resistance (Wright 2004:174). 
Recently, technological innovations, the rise of global economic systems, 
transnational companies and increased global communication have all changed the 
forces from those linked to British or American imperialism to aspirations in global 
communities populated by more non- native speakers of English than native speakers 
(Gardner 2012:249). It is the new nations that are vying with each other to learn and 
master English. Governmental policies, choice of medium of instruction in education 
are development driven. In the process, the idea of education itself is being changed 
to accommodate economic growth of individual corporate giants.

 Apart from the issue of language choice, globalization demands a change in 
the way we study language. Language is a necessary skill and a tool. This is in stark 
contrast to our age old belief that language is a knowledge system. By no means, 
everyone who acquires English will join the local or the global elite (Imam 
2005:480). Yet English as a skill readies the youth for employment offered by the IT 
enabled service and retail sector. Globalization creates economic conditions where 
people willingly choose of a foreign language for education that helps them to find 
employment. Migration, local socio-economic, political, religious conditions that 
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induce migration, the perils of uprooting and rooting play a role in the choice of 
language. The limited role of political power under Globalization and technological 
development is a reason for the limitless growth of English all over the world. The 
idea of ‘local’ that could allow the growth of Regional and little languages takes a 
beating under globalization. The demand that languages should have functional value 
is new to languages rooted in small local socio cultural spaces. 

 COVID 19 exposed the shallowness of the employment opportunities 
Globalization had opened up. When the economy machine came to a grinding halt, 
millions of youth lost their jobs. Knowing a language or not had nothing to do with the 
loss of jobs. Has the pandemic already downgraded English of its linguistic capital? 
Is there another language in waiting to take its place? COVID 19 should prod us to 
analyse the role of language communities in decisions about language learning.

Conclusion

 The main objective of Globalization is transnational and international trade. It 
expects reasonable tariff with unreasonable profit margins. The difficulties people 
face due to the focus on profit is considered collateral damage. Democratic societies 
with socialist values find it difficult to safeguard the interests of their majority. 
Globalization erodes political power of a nation state. On the one hand Governments 
mollycoddle corporate sector to bring in investments. The employment generated by 
these companies, salaries to the labour and interests of the labour is out of the purview 
of Governments. Trade and profit margin gobbles up all the attention. This kind of 
consumerist capitalism is intensely and constantly promoted by borderless mass 
media/electronic media, sky shops, super jet travel and transportation with no 
barriers of borders. This makes us live in the present with no sense of history 
(Krishnaswamy 2011:19). 

 The effect of Economic Globalization in India has not brought in new 
languages from all over the globe. It has reinforced the use of English more as a skill. 
Globalization builds a narrative that projects investment as a harbinger of 
development. There is an assumption that English language acquisition and 
proficiency makes people access that economic development. Even in a multilingual 
country like India ‘there is a concomitant fear that English might function as ‘a 
displacer of national tradition, an instrument of continuing imperialist intervention 
[and] a fierce coloniser of every kind of identity (Imam 2005:474). There has to be a 
paradigm shift in the way languages are perceived under Globalization. A shift to 
domain specific, multi-dimensional method would lead to multipolarity that would 
accommodate multiple languages in multiple domains. Language communities 
should find ways and domains to keep their languages alive. The people are made to 
believe that learning a global language is a ticket to economic development. This 
desire for English may turn the tables against Globalization as the marginalised 
empower themselves to understand the reality of Globalization. COVID 19 has not 
only stopped the free run of globalization but also exposed its dirty underbelly.
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Abstract

 Extensive Research and work in International Law, the Social Sciences 
and Humanities has still not comprehended Linguistic Human Rights as a 
currently defined topic since language is a means of social control and a factor in 
the mediation of social injustice. The need for multidisciplinary clarification is 
urgent in view of the obvious importance of language. It is but natural for people to 
be deprived of their linguistic human rights with the increase in the number of 
language professionals in the field of applied linguistics, minority education, 
language planning and the sociology of language. Much more attention is being 
paid to devise structures which consider multilingual reality in our midst. 
Language has the greater responsibility of ensuring human rights and this is a 
challenge to lawyers, politicians and language professionals in the present 
scenario. The current paper takes a peek at this aspect of linguistic human rights 
the non-enforcement of which will promote linguistic justice.

(Keywords: Politics, Language, Culture, Identity, Analysis, Migrants, Human 
Rights)
Introduction
 A major challenge in the contemporary society is that of reconstructing a 
meaningful and inclusive notion of citizenship in the face of numerous narratives of 
divisiveness. The task continues to reverberate in the present. Many of the problems 
confronting developing countries are similar to the rest of the postcolonial world and 
continue to wrestle the inherited divide between a citizen and a subject. The present 
paper examines how diversity and marginalization is taking place across a range of 
informal political arenas. The principle of inequality was the basis on which relations 
between people was constructed and these theories in linguistics still hold good. The 
‘civilized’ West was far superior to the ‘savage’ people and their languages were 
clearer, more logical and more developed and in a way superior to the languages of 
those who had been colonized. In practicality, this understanding of inequality give 
rise to equations between languages that was based on dominance - the dominance of 
one person by another and simultaneously a dominance of a culture over another 
which eventually led to the dominance of one language over another. Whether it was 
establishing colonies in various parts of Africa or the establishment of European 
States, language of those in power was rendered to be acceptably dominant and this 
process of ‘linguistic cannibalism’ was upheld through ideology. The French 
proclamation of ‘one and indivisible republic’ and therefore ‘one and indivisible 
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language’ was utilized in Africa on the basis of scientific argument which emphasized 
on a false distinction between languages, dialect or the general classification of 
ideology. Linguistic cannibalism was an attribute of colonial dominance and can be 
understood at different levels which include the description of languages, the 
organization of social communication, word borrowing, the names given to each, 
feelings of guilt at using native languages and other modes.
Linguistic human right Analysis: 
 Linguistic human right is the principle that is very problematic and has to be 
addressed by looking into linguistic barriers which derail equitable political 
participation especially for migrants and linguistic minorities. It is believed that a 
lecture is framed quiet liberally with the understanding that citizenship does not 
effectively club language with general principles of governance. The world of mobile 
humans is basically plurilingual and in the notion of a social language gathers 
emphasis and provides a robust understanding of the nature of language especially in 
the world the people tend to migrate. The linguistic human right paradigm is fuelled 
by the need to tackle linguistic discrimination. But speakers of discriminated 
languages find it rather uneasy to use their preferred language in the society. However 
increased mobility of such speakers across borders brings to focus the question of the 
transpose ability of LHR's. 
 Language has always held a less important role in the nation building process 
and like religion and religiously based nationalism a major part of British India's 
population was Muslim. They developed a linguistic tradition which cultivated 
regional traditional languages and dialects. Thus in the approaches that led to 
Independence neither Sanskrit nor Hinduism offered a substratum for creating a 
culturally defined Nationalism in India. Instead a sub nationalism based on linguistic 
grounds bore fruit. Neither Sanskrit, Persian or Arabic nor the colonial English could 
be used for mobilizing the masses. Therefore as a result the nation was conceived as a 
community that was bound together by the Vedanta philosophy and other religious 
classics. India remains a multicultural and multi-religious area despite the adoption 
of an official language like Hindi and the standardization of major languages such as 
Urdu, Bengali, Tamil, Telugu, Marathi and Malayalam. 
 The diversity in India as a nation did not affect the colonizers but rather 
supported their control over a political divided country. Religious traditions, small 
languages, sub nationalism of all kinds was tolerated by the British while the idea of 
an Indian nation looking forward to independence terrified them. Religious 
peculiarities and linguistic diversity was expected to be a part of the modern and 
secular state which the British modeled as the future. However, a linguistic cleavage 
was raised with the conflict between Hindi and Urdu which in turn affected religious 
division of India's population. Added to this religious and political conflict alleviated 
the divide. As a consequence partition of the Indian subcontinent was not on the basis 
of linguistic grounds but on opposed and conflicting concepts of nation and state in an 
illusion called United India. Based on the federal policy of state India, was divided 
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into various states along linguistic criteria beginning in 1956, whose ultimate 
objective was to create a more linguistic and cultural homogeneity. In due course 
political and occasionally military pressure paved the way for creation of new states 
based on ethno-linguistic reasons. These factors were the prime reason for India's 
present linguistic landscape. A complex social stratification that was linked to 
religion and ethnicity presented Indian society as a cultural geographical segment. 
Therefore no legislation has been passed for a quota system on the basis of language. 
Hence India continues to be a secular and multinational state inhabited by co-existing 
groups along with minorities.
 The United Nations definition of a minority states that “The term minority 
include only those non-dominant groups in a population which possess and wish to 
preserve stable, ethnic, religious and linguistic traditions are characteristics markedly 
different from those of the rest of the population". The case is different in the Indian 
context as we cannot define linguistic minorities by mainly taking into consideration 
the numerical strength. Such a definition based on numbers renders most languages 
spoken in India as "minority languages". Even Hindi which is spoken as a mother 
tongue by more than 40% of India's population occupies a relative minority position 
nationwide. The features of minority languages of India include being "non-
dominant" and being "different from the rest of the population". The above definition 
points that minority status is attributed to a particular language due to the minority 
status of the community within the state to which it belongs. Depending on the 
number of speakers of a particular language it is labeled as a minority language or a 
majority at the state level. Other factors like the political economic and cultural 
power of the language must also be considered when labeling a language as minority 
or majority. 
 The definition of a linguistic minority isn't spelt out in the Constitution of 
India but it certainly recognizes the concept of linguistic minorities. Article 30 of the 
Constitution states that “A linguistic minority is one which must at least have a 
separate spoken language. It is not necessary that the language should also have a 
distinct script for those who speak it to be a linguistic minority. There are in this 
country some languages which have no script of their own, but none the less the 
sections of the people who speak that language will be a linguistic minority entitled to 
the protection of Article 30". The Supreme Court of India in 1958 presented the 
parameter for defining a minority language as "The language of the minority 
community, a parameter which is applicable only at the state level as there is no 
linguistic group in India which can claim the majority status on Federal level". Thus 
for practical purposes, the linguistic minority-majority question is restricted to the 
state only "Since India is divided into States on the basis of the language of the 
majority of the people of a given region and that linguistic minority could only be 
construed in the context of a particular state the jurisprudence is consistent on this 
question: If the state has to be regarded as the unit for determining linguistic minority 
then with religious minority being on the same footing it is the state in relation to 
which the minority-majority status will have to be determined".
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Social and Political Challenges on Linguistic Human Rights:
 Language right has transformed into 'linguistic human rights' based on the 
fact that internal migration within India has had a growing impact on the linguistic 
composition of the resident population of some states. This kind of migration or 
upward mobility is from poorer regions to richer regions as well as immigration from 
neighboring countries which has brought in political turmoil and social change along 
with cultural alterations. The new migrants do not arrive in groups/communities but 
rather individually. The Indian Constitution ensures that anywhere in India such 
migrants have access, at least to a certain extent, to the cultural means of their 
linguistic group and to some extent can receive education in a privately run institution 
in a minority language as its medium. This easy access is a fundamental right and 
enshrined in the Constitution. The requirements of survival in a new social 
environment necessitate the learning of the local language but also preserving their 
language loyalties with the mother tongue.
 India as a nation does not maintain a public register of the resident population 
and extends no obligation for individual migrants to register themselves. As a result 
in every major Indian city, there is a considering number of a considerable number of 
migrant workers coming from all parts of India. Nevertheless, the majority of India's 
population still lives in rural areas with no mass migration to the cities. Migrants from 
the state of Assam, West Bengal, Tripura and Nagaland particularly workers from 
West Bengal and Bangladesh to India's Northeast and from Nepal to Northern West 
Bengal gave rise to major political conflicts between members of indigenous people 
speaking autochthonous languages
 In internal migration and the full free movement and internal 
multilingualism, there is a serious problem for autochthonous people. Uncontrolled 
migration can put pressure on the protection of minority languages through political 
provisions. In India minority rights are not linked to the autochthony of a language 
rather the States are given the freedom to adopt new official languages at the local or 
district level which should be in accordance with the proportion of the speakers of 
that language within the total population in that part of the state. This constant change 
in linguistic composition gives rise to claim for new linguistic group rights or for the 
application of linguistic minority rights as enshrined in the Constitution which covers 
aspects starting with education to public administration. Invariably the recognition of 
a language formally spoken by the newly immigrated people as the official language 
is regularly demanded. Consequently, two co-official languages assume greater 
importance and can be used in administration. In reality, this demarcation can support 
the carving out of new states from the existing ones and the formation of new 
autonomous districts from the old ones.
 It is but only 6000 to 7000 languages that are spoken in the world today that 
have the status of official language and the speakers of which enjoy all linguistic 
human rights. It is natural for an individual to identify positively himself with his 
mother tongue and feel the need for that identity to be respected by others irrespective 
of whether their own mother tongue is a minority language or majority language. 
Linguistic right is the right to learn the mother tongue at least for basic education, 
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through the medium of the mother tongue and the liberty to use it in many of the 
official contexts. It also means the right to learn at least one of the official languages 
in one's country of residence. Infringement of such fundamental rights by hoarding 
restrictions can be considered the denial of LHR.
 At a collective level, LHR implies that the minority groups have a right to 
exist. They have a right to enjoy and develop their language and the right for 
minorities to establish and maintain schools and other training in educational 
institutions which control curricula and teaching, by adhering to their own language. 
Maintenance of LHR involves guaranteed representation in the political affairs of the 
state, the granting of autonomy to administer matters internal to the groups, use of 
culture, education, religion, information and social affairs with the granting of funds. 
Restriction on such rights may also be considered as an infringement of fundamental 
LHR's. 
 By depriving LHR to such people enjoying, other human rights may be 
prevented which includes political representation, style, and access to education and 
freedom of speech along with maintenance of cultural heritage. 
 Despite stringent laws and good intentions of the law enforcement wing, 
social inequalities and injustice is being meted out. It is the government who should 
be held responsible for the reluctance to set standards for the treatment of minorities 
or to guarantee them the kind of special protection that the position of minorities 
requires. The denial of such Human Rights is a serious weakness. Under the 
procedures under international law but does not apply collectively and is restricted to 
submission from individuals. All individuals on groups should enjoy universal LHR 
and this claim needs to be seen in the light of the political reality of unequal access to 
power. 
 Linguistic majorities around the world seem reluctant to grant their minorities 
basic rights especially linguistic and cultural as they see it as a threat. The reason 
behind this antagonism can be attributed to two myths - one of which states that 
monolingualism is desirable for economic growth and the second one is that minority 
rights are a threat to the nation-state. The uneven distribution of power and resources 
in the many nation states is partly responsible for these responses. Denial on the basis 
of language and ethnicity is obviously a difference in linguistic policies. Studies 
falsely claim that monolingual States tend to be richer than multilingual non-Western 
states. This, in turn, has led to the widespread belief that in order to improve 
economies monolingualism is required and is more efficient. This inevitably denies 
right for minority languages and also refuses support for activities and education in 
the majority language. For minorities promoting monolingualism in a multilingual 
state is uneconomical and violates LHR's. 
 The minority group has its distinct identity characterized by linguistic and 
cultural practices. The exercise of linguistic and cultural rights by minorities is often 
viewed by the majority as opposed to assimilating mainstream society. A 
conventional nation-state is an ideal state which is homogenous, consists of one 
Nation / ethnic group only and has one language alone. By fostering diversity in such 
a scenario, a threat to the political unity and territorial integrity of the state is assumed. 
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The minorities will strive towards this natural ideal. a political organisation which 
will give them a nation-state of their own. The granting of linguistic and cultural 
rights is believed to leads to quests for autonomy and independence initially 
culturally and then economically and politically which eventually will lead to the 
disintegration of the nation-state. The absolute refusal to grant migrants any 
linguistic/cultural rights which might support them in developing into new national 
minorities is seen as a means to preserve the original nation-state. 
Conclusion:
 Minorities on the other hand cannot take this right themselves simply by 
proclaiming them. These rights need validation from the state where the minority is 
left and this can be only achieved in a negotiation process where the minorities are 
almost inevitably the weaker stakeholders. For instance, the civil war in the erstwhile 
USSR witnessed an inter-ethnic conflict. Language in many situations one of the 
several factors separating part is the party share language but could differ on other 
hand Bosnians share the language with the Serbs and Croats but this did not prevent 
war. In conclusion, there is no necessary correlation and relationship between the 
conflict and differences of language. But when difference of language coincides with 
conflict language doesn't play a casual role. 
 For the majority of such ethnic groups language is the most important cultural 
core value and a threat to the cultural and linguistic survival of these ethnic groups is a 
threat to the language. By denying linguistic rights to a group, the majority prevents 
the group from achieving educational, economic and political equality in comparison 
to other groups. The failure to respect Linguistic Human Rights is in several ways one 
of the important factors which can contribute to conflict. Language related issues are 
the potential causes of conflict in situations where groups have different linguistic 
rights, political/economic rights and there is an obvious unequal distribution of 
political/economic power. We must understand that granting linguistic rights to 
minorities will reduce conflict rather than resumed creation of conflict.
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               CAA (Citizenship Amendment Act Passed on 2019) is the first step 
to lay down the legal foundations for fulfilling the Hindu Rashtra dream nurtured 
by the RSS and BJP. The NPR (National People’s Register to be started from April 
2020) has very clear link with preparing NRC (National Register for Citizens 
which has been announced for the whole country.). Therefore this paper will try to 
highlight the detailed fall outs of this contentious bill from different perspectives – 
socio-religious, political, and economic. Constitution of India has very elaborately 
focused on liberty, equality and fraternity in its Preamble, Fundamental Rights, 
Directive Principles of State Policy and Fundamental Duties. The BJP has not 
hastily got this CAA passed rather it has been part of its well thought out schemes 
which can be checked by reading the BJP election manifesto of 2019 where CAA 
had been mentioned. 

Introduction

 This South Asian region is cradle of one of the oldest civilization on the earth. 
Different societies in the world are still attached with their ancient civilization 
identities. The root of modern concept of nationalism is lying beneath of these 
identities. Even in this post modern era particularly in the second decade of twenty 
first century is also observed as decade of dawn of Right Wing fundamentalists in the 
politics of different regions. This advent of Right Wing fundamentalists has revived 
the identity politics even in the developed world. The politics based on pseudo-
nationalism or other narrow identical issues have been proving very dangerous in the 
developing world. A diverse country like India is also victim of this type of politics. 
Indian society more particularly capital Delhi was going through crucial phase of 
uncertainty due to attacks on social solidarity and fraternity before outbreak of 
Corona epidemic. Socio-religious fabric of India came under threat due to 
Citizenship (Amendment) Act 2019 and raised many unanswered questions on the 
secular spirit of the country.
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 These three words - Citizenship Amendment Act (CAA)/ National People’s 
Register (NPR) and National Register for Citizens (NRC) have rocked entire India 
for at least two months and rightly so. Protests have broken out across India, a few of 
them violent, against this bill. It must be understood that if these are implemented, 
there will be profound repercussions for the liberal and secular ethos of India. Taking 
these only as diversionary tactics from the serious economic problems of the country’ 
by the ruling dispensation, will not be understanding the well calculated and well 
thought out plan of RSS/BJP to implement their Hindutva agenda. Thinking 
rigorously, CAA (Passed by the Parliament on Dec, 2019) is the first step to lay down 
the legal foundations for fulfilling the Hindu Rashtra dream. The NPR (to be started 
from April 2020 which is held due to Covid-19) has very clear link with preparation 
of NRC (which has been announced for the whole country though now there have 
been some contradictions).

            The purpose of present paper is to highlight the social, political and economic 
fall outs of this controversial bill. Constitution of India has very elaborately focused 
on liberty, equality and fraternity in its Preamble, Fundamental Rights, Directive 
Principles of State Policy and Fundamental Duties. Time and again it greatly 
prohibits any discrimination on the basis of caste, religion, sex or creed. The 
Citizenship Act of 1955 and its subsequent amendments never had religion or 
community as a condition or basis to give or deny citizenship. It was the Central 
Legislative Assembly of British India that first enacted the Foreigners Act, 1946, 
which gave the government the powers to deal with “foreigners” in India. The 
enigmatic definition of the term “foreigner” in it was “one who is not Indian.” In 
December 1955, Parliament enacted the Citizenship Act, within the framework of 
Article 11 of the Constitution, which empowered it to make provisions related to 
acquisition and termination of citizenship.

Attack on secularism and focus on religious identity 

            It is for the first time that religion has been included directly as   a  substratum    
citizenship in the CAA. Six communities i.e Hindues, Jains, Budhists, Sikhs, 
Christians and Parsi s, have been named under the garb of ‘persecuted religious 
minorities ’ from three Muslim majority neighboring countries (Pakistan, Bangla 
Desh and Afganistan) who will be considered for giving citizenship . Here it may be 
pointed out that the BJP governments in different states (particularly UP) have given 
ample evidence of discrimination and intolerance against a particular minority. It is 
an attempt to legally establish Muslims as second class citizens by providing 
preferential treatment to other groups. This is infringement of the constitution’s 
Article 14, the fundamental right to equality to all persons. It is further peculiar that 
only three states have been selected although there are other states like Sri Lanka and 
Nepal where some minorities might be getting ‘persecuted’. So, the argument of 
being concerned about persecution of minorities is hollow. The real intention is to 
exclude the Muslims for being considered for citizenship. Therefore, it is called 
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exclusionary and violates the secular principles enshrined in the constitution and an 
attempt to tarnish ethnic  fabric of the country.After coming to power in 2014 the BJP 
led NDA government systematically tried to make changes in the Citizenship rules.

 In 2015, building upon these provisions and rules, the Ministry of Home 
Affairs made an amendment in the Passport (Entry into India) Rules, 1950, and 
Foreigners Order, 1948, and allowed entry to persons belonging to minority 
communities in Bangladesh and  Pakistan, namely Hindus, Sikhs, Buddhists, Jains, 
Parsis and Christians seeking shelter in India due to religious persecution or its 
apprehension, and had entered into India on or before 31 December 2014, without 
valid documents. In July 2016, the Ministry made an amendment, in the Passport 
(Entry into India) Rules, 1950, and Foreigners Order, 1948 and substituted the word 
“Bangladesh,” for words “Afghanistan and Bangladesh.” The “amendment” under 
the Citizenship (Amendment) Act, 2019 (CAA) specifically pert ains to Section 
2(1)(b) of the Citi zenship Act, 1955. The amended Act provides that persons 
belonging to minority communities, namely, Hindus, Sikhs, Buddhists, Jains, Parsis 
and Christians from Afghanistan, Bangladesh and Pakistan, who have been exempted 
by the Central Government by or under clause (c) of sub-section (2) of section 3 of the 
Passport (Entry into India) Act, 1920 or from the application of the provisions of the 
Foreigners Act, 1946 or any order made there under, shall not be treated as illegal 
migrants for the purposes of this Act.

Surge of Hindu Nationalism 

 The BJP has one long term agenda of collective identity in form of Hindu 
Nationalism and immediate agenda winning elections. For winning elections, the 
BJP has been racking up emotive nationalist and communal issues before every 
election among masses. This phenomenon is occurring continuously. In the run up to 
the Delhi elections on February 08, 2020, the party leaders left no stone unturned to 
create communal hatred to incite vulnerable youth  in communal  violence. Even 
Prime Minister Modi and Home Minister Amit Shah cast aspersions on the protestors 
in Shaheen Bagh as they are  acting at the behest of Pakistan. The star campaigners of 
BJP including  Parvesh Rana and Anurag Thakur used extremely unethical and 
communal terminology  labeling peaceful protestors ‘anti national’ which  must be 
shot dead. The whole exercise was to consolidate the Hindu votes. However, 
observing the lukewarm response of the common Delhites, the Prime Minister Modi 
declared that false rumors were being spread and that no Muslim need to fear as no 
one’s citizenship will be expropriated. He announced that there was no plan to 
implement NRC at the national level.

 Another area where the Hindutva agenda is being implemented is by vitiating 
the environments in higher educational institutions. The rumor mongering through 
social media and through various other channels is playing havoc with the 
atmosphere of liberal and free discussions in universities and colleges. Debates and 
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discussions on issues of national concern have always been the life and breath of 
educational institutions. However, under the present regime any criticism of the 
government is designated as an act of anti nationalism. It is a sorry state of affairs as 
far as the institutions of higher learning are concerned. The freedom of speech and 
expression are the key foundations of any democracy. There is a need that the 
government must give this basic right to its people and let the bright brains in 
educational institutions to  study ,debate and discuss such issues that influences the 
nation as a whole.

 There are some valid apprehensions of the people that whole experience in 
bringing the new CAA and the purposed NPR and NRC are going to destroy the age 
old liberal and secular culture of India. This Act is also in contradiction with the 
fundamental ideas of “Gandhian notion of nation, which is based on the twin values 
of peace and social harmony”. Secondly, these wide spread agitations also invoke B R 
Ambedkar who, among other things, is known for producing the constitutional 
moment. The constitutional moment involves his concept of constitutional 
democracy as well as “democratic nationalism” (Guru, 2020).

 The justification of the government that this Act will provide safeguard to the 
religious minorities who have been facing persecution in the India’s neighboring 
Islamic states is also a baffle. If religious persecution is the sole reason for the grant of 
citizenship, there is no reason to believe that the perceived persecution has come to an 
end after the cut -off date. The government also does not provide a plausible 
explanation as to why minorities who have been facing atrocities and persecution due 
to their religious beliefs in neighboring countries are excluded from the ambit of the 
legislation. For instance, the law does not cover Madhesis in Nepal, Rohingyas in 
Myanmar, Tamils in Sri Lanka, and Hui and Uyghurs in China, who have been facing 
same persecution. “The Act is not even appropriately comprehensive as it does not 
talk of “other minorities,” such as the nature-worshipping tribal communities who 
too face discrimination in Bangladesh and several minorities within Islamic 
subgroups. It makes no reference to other minority ethnic groups such as Meitei, 
Marma, Tanchangya, Barua, Khasi, Santhal, Chakma, Garo, Biharis, Oraons, 
Mundas, Tripperas, and Mros, and Hindu illegal migrants from Sri Lanka” (Devy 
2020).

Demographic Burden and Youth Unemployment

 India is the second most populated country of the world after China. 
According to Ministry of Statistics and Programme Implementation, population of 
India is projected close to 1.38 billion or 1,380 million or 138 crore in 2020, 
compared to 1.366 billion or 1366 million or 136.6 crore in 2019. Population growth 
rate for 2020 is projected at 0.99% as compared to 1.08% in 2019. India will add 13.6 
million in 2020 that is near to current population of 74th ranked Somalia. It is now 
projected that by 2027, India will most likely overtake China to become the most 



Karnatak University Dharwad
Department of Political Science

22

populous country in the world   (StasisticsTimes.com). India has one of the largest 
proportions of population in the younger age groups in the world. 30.7% of the 
population of the country has been in the age group 0-14 years at the Census 2011. 
40.71% of the population account for less than 19 years of age and half of the Indian 
population has been in the age group of 0 -29. It is the biggest challenge in front of 
India to provide employment to own native youth. India's unemployment rate rose to 
a three-year high of 8.48 per cent in October 2019, says the data released by the 
Centre for Monitoring Indian Economy (CMIE). The unemployment statistics has 
been rated above 20 percent in some of the states like Tripura, Haryana, Jammu & 
Kashmir and Delhi is depicting very precarious picture. So, in this situation how state 
can afford assimilation of huge population from other neighboring countries when it 
is not capable to provide employment to its own citizens.

Bangladesh surpassing India in GDP Growth

 The problem of illegal migration is being mainly faced by India’s north-
eastern part where the migratory population mainly moves from Bangladesh. There 
has been large influx of illegal migrants from Bangladesh since independence in 
search of employment or better living conditions. This neighbor state had got its 
independence in 1971. Formed from the poorest regions of Pakistan, Bangladesh has 
come a long way since its independence. The GDP growth rate of Bangladesh in 1972 
was recorded at negative 14 per cent. Two years later, Bangladesh was steaming 
ahead with a growth rate of 9.6 per cent when a catastrophic famine, which killed an 
estimated 1.5 million people, brought the country on i ts knees again. The ensuing 
economic crash saw the GDP growth rate slip to a negative 4 per cent. The data of year 
2019 shows that Bangladesh’s GDP growth is higher than India. Bangladesh has also 
made significant strides vis -à-vis social development indicators such as life 
expectancy, infant mortality and gender parity. In a study on ‘human capital’ 
published in the medical journal The Lancet, India ranked a notch below Bangladesh 
(Lim et al,2018). The study was aimed to measure the strength of human capital — 
described as the level of education and health in a population — in the world’s 195 
nations between 1990 and 2016. The parameters included years lived, functional 
health status and educational leaning. According to the World Bank, in 2017, 
Bangladesh recorded an infant mortality rate of 27, which means that these many 
children died on average within the first year for every 1,000 live births. For India, the 
rate was 32. The average life expectancy for an individual in Bangladesh is 72.58 
years, against 68.8 years in India (Grover 2018). In crux it can be said that in this 
changing scenario, Bangladesh has been increasing its capacity to fulfill its goal of 
political and economic development and has started to provide their citizens better 
life and employment. Hence it can be argued that as Bangladesh marches ahead on the 
path of economic development there will be no influx migration for search of better 
life in India, as people will get relatively sound environment in their own country. So, 
in this sense too the timing of this Act is fallacious. On diplomatic front too this Act is 
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not suitable to India’s strategic interests because by declaring that minorities in 
Afghanistan, Bangladesh, and Pakistan face religious persecution, India would paint 
them in a negative light in the international sphere ( Dhaka Tribune 2019).

 Above mentioned evidences in form of hidden agenda of Hindu Nationalism 
of BJP, demographic characteristics and severe problem of unemployment in Indian 
youth and the issue of illegal migration depict CAA as discriminatory, 
unconstitutional and arbitrary. NPR is going to put the common masses and poor 
uneducated people to unnecessary difficulties and lots of mental harassments as 
providing documentary proofs of witnesses and community verification is mammoth 
task for them. Ultimately NRC across India will make lacks of people stateless. 
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Abstract

    The Anti-Defection law was enacted, when Rajiv Gandhi was Prime 
Minister, it empowers the Speaker or Chairman of the House concerned to decide 
on the question of disqualification of a member who defects.  The Constitution of 
India did not have any mention about the political parties. But, gradually when the 
multi-party system evolved, there had have been defections in the Indian 
Parliamentary System where there have been shift of people from one political 
party to another which resulted in  breaking down of public confidence in a 
democratic form of Government. Defection is “desertion by one member of the 
party of his loyalty towards his political party” or basically it means “When an 
elected representative joins another party without resigning his present party for 
benefits”. .  The speaker of the legislature is a political person and therefore, he is 
not impartial.  Most of the times he takes a view which is in the interest of the party 
to which he belongs.  Suggestions have, therefore, been made that the Act should 
be amended to bar all defections – individual or group and that the function to 
decide upon the question of disqualification arising out of defection should be 
taken away from the speakers and be nested in the election commission which is an 
autonomous, non-political, non-partisan party.  This seems to be the only way to 
avoid politically motivated decision by the speakers when members defect from one 
party to another.

(Keywords : Constitution, Political party, Speaker, Anti Defection Law, 
Democracy, parliamentary system, Minority and Majority)

Introduction

 Political parties in India were significant institutions even before 
independence. After independence, they assumed a new importance. Yet, there is a 
great deal of dissatisfaction with parties. Parties and Politicians are accused of 
weakening the democratic fiber of the country on the one hand by practicing corrupt 
politics and by maximizing their personal gains and on  the other hand the politics of 

Vol. 13       No. 13    January 2020 to June 2020       ISSN No. 2348-8298



Chanakya

25

defection has been the bane of the parliamentary system in India. The vice of 
defection has been rampant in India especially at the state level. Defection causes 
governmental instability, for a government may be toppled due to the defection of its 
supporters to the opposition party converting it from a minority into a majority party.  
Defection is  undemocratic as it negates the electoral verdict.

 It is one thing for a member to change his political affiliation out of conviction 
because he may conscientiously disagree with the policies of the party to which he 
belongs.  In such a case, if he leaves the party with whose support he has been elected 
to the house, he ought to resign his membership and seek fresh election.  But such 
principled defections are rare.  Most of the defections takes place out of selfish 
motives as the defectors hope to be appointed ministers (in the council of ministers to 
be formed with their support) such unprincipled defections are morally wrong, 
opportunist and indicative of best for power.  It involves breach of faith of the 
electorate.

 It was realized that if the evil of political defection was not contained, it would 
undermine the very foundations of democracy in India and the principles which 
sustain it.  It was therefore thought necessary to enact a law to suppress the vice of 
defection. 

Historical Background

 Originally, the Constitution of India carried no reference to political parties 
and their existence. Since multi-party democracy had not evolved in 1950s and early 
1960s, the heat of defections and their implications were not felt. Things however, 
changed after the 1967 elections. Sixteen states had gone to polls, the Congress lost 
majority in them and was able to form government only in one state. This was the 
beginning of coalition era in India. This election also set off a large scale defections. 
Between 1967 to 1971, some 142 MPs and over 1900 MLAs  migrated their political 
parties. Governments of many states, beginning from Haryana, collapsed. The 
defectors were awarded with plum ministries in the governments, including Chief 
Ministership in Haryana. In Haryana, one legislator “Gaya Lal” changed party for 
three times and thus, all defectors used to be called “Aaya Ram-Gaya Ram”.

 However, the issue was not addressed immediately. It took further 17 years to 
pass the anti-defection law in 1985. The 52th amendment of the Constitution in 1985 
inserted 10th schedule in the constitution with Provisions as to disqualification on 
ground of defection which changed the four articles of the constitution, viz.101(3)(a), 
102(2),190(3)(a) and 191(2) and added the tenth schedule to the Indian constitution.

Objectives: of the Anti-Defection Law

 The word politics comes from the Greek word “Politika” which means “of, 
for, or relating to citizens”. The politicians though make promises to do things for the 
benefits of citizens but hardly fulfil all of them. The main objective for which the 
Anti-Defection Laws was introduced in the Constitution was to combat “the evil of 
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political defections”. The law was passed after the Late Rajiv Gandhi became the 
Prime Minister of the country. This law would not have been enacted if there had been 
no Government of Rajiv Gandhi and the majority to pass it. This law was passed so 
that it restricts the defections in the politics but the increasing hunger of our 
legislatures and with our legal fraternity it was not a difficult task to find loopholes in 
this law; which will be discussed later.

Main features of Anti-Defection Law

 The Anti-Defection law was enacted, when Rajiv Gandhi was Prime Minister, 
it empowers the Speaker or Chairman of the House concerned to decide on the 
question of disqualification of a member who defects.  The defector invites 
disqualification if he or she voluntarily gives up membership of his party or abstains 
from voting in violation of any direction issued by the party.  Independent members 
too invite disqualification if they join a political party.

 Earlier, a ‘defection’ by one-third of the elected members of a political party 
was considered a ‘merger’. The 91st Constitutional Amendment Act, 2003 changed 
this. So now at least two-thirds of the members of a party have to be in favor of a 
“merger” for it to have validity in the eyes of the law. The 91st Amendment also 
makes it mandatory for all those switching political sides – whether in singe or in 
groups – to resign their legislative membership. They now have to seek re-election if 
they defect.

Challenges to Anti-Defection Law

 The first challenge to the anti-defection law was made in the Punjab and 
Haryana high court. One of the grounds on which the law was challenged was that 
paragraph 2(b) of the Tenth Schedule to the Constitution violated Article 105 of the 
Constitution, wherein the court held:

 “So far as the right of a member under Article 105 is concerned, it is not an 
absolute one and has been made subject to the provisions of the Constitution and the 
rules and standing orders regulating the procedure of Parliament. The framers of the 
Constitution, therefore, never intended to confer any absolute right of freedom of 
speech on a member of the Parliament and the same can be regulated or curtailed by 
making any constitutional provision, such as the 52nd Amendment. The provisions of 
Para 2(b) cannot, therefore, be termed as violative of the provisions of Article 105 of 
the Constitution (Para 28).”

 The Constitution (32nd Amendment) Bill 1973 and the Constitution (48th 
Amendment) Bill 1978 had provisions for decision-making by the president and 
governors of states in relation to questions on disqualification on ground of defection. 
The Constitution (52nd Amendment) Bill 1985 suddenly introduced the provision 
that questions of disqualification on ground of defection shall be decided by chairman 
and speakers of the legislative bodies. The intention was to have speedier 
adjudicative processes under the Tenth Schedule. This provision was a subject matter 
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of serious debate in both the Houses of Parliament when the bill was being passed. 
The 91st Amendment to the Constitution was enacted in 2003 to tighten the anti-
defection provisions of the Tenth Schedule, enacted earlier in 1985. This amendment 
makes it mandatory for all those switching political sides — whether singly or in 
groups — to resign their legislative membership. They now have to seek re-election if 
they defect and cannot continue in office by engineering a “split” of one-third of 
members, or in the guise of a “continuing split of a party”. The amendment also bars 
legislators from holding, post-defection, any office of profit. This amendment has 
thus made defections virtually impossible and is an important step forward in 
cleansing politics. Irony of the situation today is that the events have nullified the real 
intent of the dream of Rajiv Gandhi.

 There have been instances wherein after the declaration of election results, 
winning candidates have resigned from their membership of the House as well as the 
party from which they got elected. Immediately, they have joined the political party 
which has formed the government and have again contested from that political party, 
which appears to be a fraud and goes against the spirit of the democracy and 52nd 
constitutional amendment. The ingenious human brain invented innovative ideas to 
obtain resignations and, in effect, made the anti-defection law a cover to hide their 
heinous crime. This law excluded the jurisdiction of judiciary from reviewing the 
decisions of Speakers. This part was held to be unconstitutional by Supreme Court, 
while it upheld the rest of the law. The Supreme Court was unanimous in holding that 
paragraph 7 of tenth schedule completely excluded jurisdiction of all courts including 
the Supreme Court under Article 136 and High Courts under Articles 226 and 227 in 
respect of any matter connected with the disqualification of the member of a House. 
The Constitution does not allow the legislature to limit the powers of judiciary. ‘The 
Speakers/Chairmen while exercising powers and discharging functions under the 
Tenth Schedule act as Tribunal adjudicating rights and obligations under the Tenth 
Schedule and their decisions in that capacity are amenable to judicial review’, 
Supreme Court said. Accordingly the Supreme Court reviewed and struck down the 
order passed by Speaker of Goa Assembly for disqualifying two members in violation 
of constitutional mandate contained in paragraph 3 of Tenth Schedule to the 
Constitution. If we go deep into the impact of this law, it curbs the legislators’ 
freedom of opposing the wrong policies, bad leaders and anti-people bills proposed 
by the ‘High Command’ in arbitrary and undemocratic manner. This law has given 
additional dictatorial power to the political party to keep the flock together for an 
entire term. “Section 2(b) of the Tenth Schedule puts the Member of Parliament into 
the straight jacket of obedience to the despotic dictates of the party whips which 
undermines the democratic spirit. It also violates the principle of representative 
democracy by empowering the party, and undermining the relationship between 
elected representatives and their constituents.

 The anti-defection law makes a mockery of parliamentary democracy by 



Karnatak University Dharwad
Department of Political Science

28

marginalizing debates, as the legislators are not allowed to dissent, without being 
disqualified by the House. Disruptions, rather than substantive debate, become the 
only form of opposition possible. Parliamentary debate has thereby become largely 
redundant”. The Tenth Schedule has laid down certain norms for keeping the flock of 
legislators of each party together, and the ‘whips’ in the hands of legislative party 
leaders reducing the Hon’ble leaders and people’s representatives into shepherds and 
sheep. As the political parties invented mechanisms to fail this constitutional 
legislation, the judiciary played a very significant role in upholding the legality and 
morality of the law besides expanding its horizons to curb most treacherous practice 
of sudden political disloyalty. This Tenth Schedule whenever used enhancing the 
burden of courts. The political parties, instead of maintaining standards within the 
party with effective leadership, are resorting to litigation, begging the courts to decide 
the political issues, which they failed to settle. It is not fair to blame judiciary for 
taking time to decide this tricky question within the frame work of constitution. 
Neither the Governor nor the Speaker is bona fide. Their moves are not fair. They 
desperately try to use Constitutional power to settle political scores and wreck 
political vengeance. In the process they just do not care the people’s will in electing a 
party to power, for whatever reasons that might be. 

Merits and Demerits of the Law

 Like every other law, anti-defection laws too come with their own merits and 
demerits. Looking at the positive side, the law aims at providing stability to the 
Government by punishing members in case of any party shifts on their parts. Also, 
anti-defection laws try to bring about a sense of loyalty of the members towards their 
own party. This it tries to achieve by ensuring that the members selected in the name 
of the party and its support as well as the party manifesto remain loyal to the political 
party of which he is a member and its policies. Turning to the downsides, anti-
defection laws tend to restrict the freedom of speech and expression of the members 
by preventing them from expressing any dissenting opinion in relation to party 
policies. However, it has been held in various judgments that the freedom of speech 
provided under Article 105 and 194 is not absolute. It is subject to the provisions of 
the Constitution, the Tenth Schedule being one of them. Another demerit of the law is 
that it reduces the accountability of the government to the Parliament and to the 
people by preventing the members of the political parties to change their parties.

Critical Analysis of Anti – Defection Law

  The Anti – Defection Act, incorporated in the 10th schedule of the 
constitution , has came into sharp focus ever since the Bharatiya Janatha Party (BJP) 
engineered a majority in the Uttar Pradesh Assembly with the help of defectors from 
other parties.

 In October 1997, 22 members of the Congress party and 12 members of the 
Bahujan Samaj Party defected from their parties and supported the confidence 
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motion in the BJP government to give it a majority in the Uttar Pradesh Legislative 
Assembly.  Later, all the defectors were made ministers and thus council of ministers 
had 94 ministers, which was an unprecedented event in itself.

 The purpose underlying the Anti – Defection Law is to  curb defections but,  
at the same time, not to  came in the way  of democratic realignment  of parties in the 
house by way of mergers  of two or more parties, or a split in an existing party.  The 
Anti – Defection Law has been hailed as a bold step to clean public life in India, but in 
course of time, certain defects therein have become apparent which have 
compromised the effectiveness of the law in-order to achieve its objectives.  The law 
has not been able to prevent bulk defections.  On the other hand, the law has been 
criticized on the grounds that it curtails the power, privileges and immunities of 
members in regard to freedom of speech and freedom of action, including freedom of 
vote.

 Such mass defections as above and other unsavory incidents which have 
occurred in the wake of the Anti-Defection law raised a fresh debate on the efficacy of 
the law at present.  The law has revised suitably under Ninety-first Amendment Act, 
2003.  The Amendment addressed the problem in relation to the 10th schedule by 
inserting Articles 361 B dealing with the problem of the 10th schedule and also 
amending articles 75 and 164 by restricting the sizes of the council of ministers both 
at the central and state level respectively. 

 Yet our representatives are cleverer than the expectations. They took very less 
time to find weakness of 91st amendment of the constitution. A person is disqualified 
to be a member of either house of Parliament if a member voluntarily gives up his 
membership or votes or abstains from voting in the house against the direction issued 
by the party on whose symbol he/she was elected, then he/she would be liable to be 
disqualified from the membership this is the first rule of Anti-Defection law. Here, he 
can’t scarifies a party membership being a member of either house of legislature if he 
resign the membership of either house of legislature first then there is no hurdles to 
scarifies a party membership. Making use of this weakness BJP Government in 
Karnataka (2008) initiated “Operation-Lotus” where few MLA’s resigned their post 
within three months soon after the elections. They scarified their party membership 
and joined BJP. Some of them were re-elected and some of them lost the election. 
Thus Anti-Defection law lost its sprit through which general public failed in their 
battle. 

 The states of India present many examples of defections as well as proving the 
loopholes of the Anti-Defection Law.  The role of the Speaker in the state assemblies 
has become a target of criticism by both the political and constitutional experts.   
Such as taking up the case of Goa in 1999 and as well as in Karnataka, the verdict 
given by the speaker of the assembly was hailed as well as criticized.  The role of the 
speaker has been called in question.  The speaker of the legislature is a political 
person and therefore, he is not impartial.  Most of the times he takes a view which is in 
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the interest of the party to which he belongs.  Suggestions have, therefore, been made 
that the Act should be amended to bar all defections – individual or group and that the 
function to decide upon the question of disqualification arising out of defection 
should be taken away from the speakers and be nested in the election commission 
which is an autonomous, non-political, non-partisan party.  This seems to be the only 
way to avoid politically motivated decision by the speakers when members defect 
from one party to another.

Conclusion

 The introduction of the Tenth Schedule in the Indian Constitution was aimed 
at curbing political defections. Though the law has succeeded in a reasonable way but 
due to some of its loopholes, it has not been able to achieve the best it can. Corrupt 
politicians have, through their dishonesty, been able to find the defects in the law to 
suit their needs in the best possible way. The following changes in the law might help 
it to develop to the best possible extent: The power to the party whip should be 
reduced so that the only those members who vote against the party manifesto are 
subject to disqualification and not those who vote against the party in a not-so-
important matter or a matter which is not core to the party manifesto. This will in a 
way help the members to have some individual viewpoint on various issues. The law 
must explicitly set out what it means by the words ‘voluntarily giving up 
Membership’ in order to avoid any confusion.

 The provision relating to mergers whereby it exempts members from 
disqualification if they defect in large numbers i.e. two- third, must be amended to 
make the reason for defection as the basis for exemption from disqualification rather 
than mere numbers. The law must be reviewed so as to end any conflicts between the 
legislature and the judiciary on the basis of Rules 6 and 7 of the Schedule.

 Crossing the floors frequently from one party to another in a short spell of 
time damaged the very basic principle of political party’s insincerity towards political 
values, foundations of organization and national interest.  It may be rightly concluded 
that the Anti-Defection Law could not be applied to the Indian political system 
successfully and it and needs to be reviewed urgently. Thus,  various  agencies  and  
departments  may  contribute  towards  the  efforts  in tackling the evil of defections 
in Indian politics. In spite of that, the ultimate responsibility lies with the political 
parties themselves. The biggest institutional weakness of parties is that they are 
leader-centric and lack of internal democracy, as leaders are unwilling are unable 
institutionalize party election or procedures for the selection of candidates, and 
increase the participation of members in party functioning.  The structure of decision-
making in most parties is highly centralized. The absence of internal democracy 
dynastic rule, elite capture and the inability of parties to offer real choices to the 
people are among the major issues confronting India's parties.

 Hence a deep sense of accountability must be developed within the party 
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organization to bind its members with some vital goals and principles. An issue-based 
politics may also help in providing a channel towards anti-defection campaign. The 
role of public opinion cannot be denied being of great value in meeting such political 
crises. In brief, a very comprehensive programme is to be framed on the basis of 
certain reforms in the Anti-Defection law.
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Abstract
The relationships between political philosophy and political science are 

complex, important, changing. They are also quite unsatisfactory. Following a 
brief analysis of four types of political philosophy, this article argues that the 
branch of political philosophy interested in describing and shaping a just society is 
highly relevant for what several political scientists study and write. When dealing 
with democracy and the processes of democratization, with the quality and the 
transformation of democratic political systems, political scientists can and should 
find a lot of interesting and useful material produced by political philosophers. 
Liberal democracies have won the Cold War. Now the challenge is represented by, 
on one side, (religious) fundamentalisms (in the plural); on the other side, by the 
communitarians and the multiculturalists. Both groups of political philosophers 
declare that political liberalism, especially, the brand espoused and formulated by 
John Rawls, is inadequate to provide a framework for contemporary democratic 
regimes. This article claims that political scientists have a lot to learn from the 
clash of these political theories as well as from republicanism and constitutional 
patriotism. In this article, some indications are given and few examples are 
provided. So far the challenge has been eschewed and the task has gone unfulfilled.
(Keywords :  political science, political philosophy, liberalism, communitarians, 
multiculturalism, democratization )
Abstract empiricism and grand theorizations 

“Research untutored by theory may prove trivial, and theory unsupportable 
by data, futile” (Easton 1967, p. 16). When David Easton wrote these phrases, US 
political scientists had just completed and overcome their behavioral revolution. In 
fact, already in 1959, Robert Dahl had even written an epitaph to that successful 
revolution. Some of those political scientists may have also read the scathing 
criticisms addressed by C. Wright Mills to sociology as a discipline fluctuating 
between “abstract empiricism” (the great Paul F. Lazarsfeld being the target) and 
“grand theorizations” (whose most important representative was Talcott Parsons). At 
the time, according to Gabriel Almond and Bingham Powell most political scientists 
were not so much abstract empiricists, but parochial, configurative, formal scholars 
largely unable to analyze, understand, and explain the politics of developing areas 
and, even, of the developed ones. They were parochial because interested only in 
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studying Western Europe plus the Soviet Union and the USA; configurative because 
they devoted their analyses to individual political systems; and formal because “their 
focus tended to be on institutions (primarily governmental ones) and their legal 
norms, rules, and regulations, or on political ideas and ideologies, rather than on 
performance, interaction, and behavior” (Almond and Powell 1966, pp. 2-3). In what 
quickly became a bestseller in the profession and influenced many colleagues and 
generations of students, political philosophers did not enjoy a significant position. 
The authors made one reference to Arendt, one to Aristotle, none to Hobbes, one to 
Locke, none to Rousseau, none to Machiavelli, three to Marxism, none to Strauss, 
one to Tocqueville and a whopping fifteen references to Max Weber. 
   The fact that the “abstract empiricist” Paul Lazarsfeld, quoted three times, 
was defeated by the Grand Theorist Talcott Parsons, quoted six times, was, in my 
opinion, the reflection of Parsons’ academic power. As a matter of fact, at the time, 
one could not find grand theorizations in political science to the exception, perhaps, 
of Easton’s  A Systems Analysis of Political Life, today largely a forgotten book. In a 
way, Easton (1953) had already broken with all political philosophers who had 
contributed to the birth and the evolution of political science, to mention just a few, 
from Aristotle to Machiavelli from Rousseau to Marx (this is not an exhaustive 
listing). On the one hand, Easton showed no interest for what political philosophers 
had written; on the other hand, his conception of theory had very little to do with 
political philosophy. As to Mills (1959), he had no problem in recognizing the 
theoretical and substantial contributions made by the founders of sociology, but, 
though interested in the analysis of how power is acquired, concentrated, and 
exercised, he never explored in any depth what the political philosophers had written. 
Still, he had two outstanding intellectual mentors: Max Weber and Karl Marx. 
Together with Hans Gerth, he translated and edited some of Weber’s most important 
essays (Gerth and Mills 1946). To the contributions of the Marxists, he devoted a well 
organized anthology (Mills 1962). 
 Even though, the Fifties and the Sixties of the XXth century were good, 
innovative, and productive decades both for sociology and political science, there 
was practically no debate on the relationship between political philosophy and 
political science. At the time, political science seemed to have no interest and to make 
no use of any kind of political philosophy. On the one hand, several political scientists 
were far more preoccupied with establishing clear disciplinary boundaries and 
emphasizing its autonomous status. This was the task the behavioralists had put to 
themselves. This is what the scholars who adopted “systems analysis” tried to 
perform. On the other hand, some were interested in reaching out to interdisciplinary 
research looking for what especially psychology and economics, but also sociology, 
could offer. The balance sheet remained ambiguous (Lipset 1969). 
    The situation has somewhat changed in the past twenty years or so. Of course, 
the acolytes of the school of rational choice have proceeded along their own narrow 
path towards what its practitioners define “positive political theory”. They attempt to 
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draw a sharp contrast with mainstream political science theories, whose scientific 
status in any case they question. As to classic political philosophers, their writings 
and contributions are at best considered to be examples of “normative political 
theory”, hence not belonging at all to the realm of “science”, of scientific inquiry and 
theorizations. Nonetheless, usually under the heading of “Political Theory”, most 
handbooks of political science carry a chapter in which one may find a discussion of 
the relationship between political science and political philosophy. Too often the 
discussion is rather abstract, essentially devoted to finding and stressing the many 
differences between the approaches of political philosophy and political science to 
the study of politics. Most contemporary political philosophers are not avid readers 
and frequent users of what political scientists research and write. Only rarely, is 
political science research, as Easton would put it, “tutored by theory”, and, in any 
case, that “tutoring” theory even more rarely descends either from ancient or from 
contemporary political philosophy. 
    There is an insurmountable obstacle for those who desire to analyze the 
relationships between political philosophy and political science. No single scholar 
can straddle both fields. No single scholar can acquire a satisfactory knowledge of 
what has been and is being done by both disciplines and what contemporary 
philosophers and political scientists do. Needless to add, both statements apply to me, 
too. Groping in the dark, political scientists oscillate between paying lip service to 
political philosophy, especially the classics, and, thereafter, immediately declaring its 
irrelevance for the analysis of modern issues. Most political philosophers respond by 
stressing the cultural poverty of political science and the triviality of its findings. In 
order to escape both depressing and rather unfair evaluations, I will first identify four 
types of political philosophy. Then, I will search for the possible connections between 
those political philosophies and political science. Finally, I will explore and evaluate 
how much contemporary political philosophy has become important and in which 
area or sector of political science. 
Bobbio’s Heritage
 In a magisterial piece, available also in Spanish and Portuguese, but not in 
English, Norberto Bobbio (1971), himself more of a political philosopher than a 
political scientist, identified four different meanings of political philosophy.  First, 
political philosophy attempts to describe, to formulate, to theorize the best Republic, 
that is, to construct the model of an ideal State. This type of political philosophy deals 
with utopias. Second, political philosophy aims at discovering the foundations of 
power and tries to give an answer to the question “why should we obey the power-
holders?”  Hence, political philosophy attempts to define political obligation and to 
find the bases of the legitimacy of power. Third, political philosophy is devoted to the 
definition, analysis, explanation of the concept of politics as distinguished from 
religion, law, ethics. Fourth and last, political philosophy conducts a critical 
discourse on political science. It is interested in evaluating the origins, the bases, and 
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the achievements of political science with special reference to its pretense of being 
value free --contrary to the first meaning of political philosophy that is deliberately 
value oriented. Bobbio’s article, originally published in 1971, then reprinted in 1999, 
has not been widely quoted and, what counts more, has not made a breakthrough into 
the scarce literature devoted to the relationships between political philosophy and 
political science. 
    Bobbio himself was quite aware that neither the political philosophers nor the 
political scientists appeared especially willing to reflect on what they were doing, on 
the status of their respective disciplines, their achievements and their shortcomings, 
their potentialities. Therefore, he proceeded to infer the consequences of his 
perspective. The first type of political philosophy had to be located exactly at the 
opposite pole of political science, more precisely, that type of political science not 
interested in designing the best republic, but only in describing and analyzing the 
(really) existing Republics.  The second type of political philosophy, that is, the 
analysis of power, of political obligation, of legitimacy is bound to encounter 
political science. Whenever the encounter takes place, the questions become: “how 
has the encounter been accomplished? How many political science studies of 
political power and legitimacy have really been inspired and enriched by 
philosophical theories?” Here, I anticipate that both Hobbes and Weber (whose status 
is not, however, that of a political philosopher) have, indeed, been taken into serious 
consideration by contemporary political scientists. The third type of political 
philosophy, the one dealing with the definition of politics, namely, of the concept and 
the practice of politics, shows a large measure of overlapping with political science. 
The contributions of the political philosophers can be neglected only by those 
political scientists who are not inclined to attempt theory-building. In Wright Mills’ 
words, they are abstract empiricists. Finally, all metadiscourses on politics and 
political science by political philosophers demonstrate their usefulness for conscious 
thinkers because they elucidate the meaning of the method and the concepts as well as 
the validity of the generalizations and the theories. Bobbio synthesizes the four 
relationships as follows: 1) separation and divergence; 2) separation, but 
convergence; 3) continuity; 4) reciprocal integration or reciprocal interaction 
(mutual help).
   Perusing, though not in a systematic way, the literature published in the last fifty 
years or so, it is possible to say that the phase of “separation and divergence”, largely 
the consequence of behavioralism, therefore prominent especially in the US political 
science, has faded away for some time only to reappear prominently through the 
ascent of the theory of rational choice. It would be quite difficult to identify cases of 
“continuity” between political philosophy and political science and of scholars 
representing that continuity in their writings. There are many cases of “separation and 
convergence”, while it remains rather unlikely to find examples of “reciprocal 
integration”, that is, on the one hand, of political philosophers resorting to political 
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science analytical categories and substantial findings and, on the other hand, of 
political scientists utilizing the knowledge produced by political philosophers in their 
approaches, research, theory building. In order to acquire some precision there are at 
least two major preliminary problems to be solved. First, it is necessary to remark that 
political philosophy, that is, that branch of philosophy dealing with political objects 
and issues, has largely been redefined as political theory. Second, a line should be 
drawn between classical political philosophers and contemporary political theorists. 
There are good reasons to believe that the watershed in both cases is represented by 
the publication of John Rawls’  A Theory of Justice (1971). 
    Having written by far the most influential and most quoted book by a political 
philosopher in the past forty years, Rawls has also made inroads into political science. 
Has he been so widely read to the point of almost overshadowing the works of the 
political philosophers of the past? In order to answer, albeit in a rather crude way, this 
question, I have compared the name indexes of four important compendia of political 
analysis published from the mid-Sixties up to now plus Easton’s pioneering analysis 
The Political System (1953) whose openly declared goal was to show why and how in 
the study of politics political scientists had to go well beyond classic political 
philosophy. Table 1 contains the results of my search in the five books and their index 
of names.         
       Table 1. Most quoted political philosophers in political science handbooks.       
    

*Plus an entire chapter devoted to justice after Rawls.
   Admittedly, the reverse exercise could be performed, that is, one could legitimately 
and profitably peruse how many quotations of major political scientists can be found 
in the works of contemporary political philosophers. However, here I am interested 
above all in getting to know which political philosophers are quoted by contemporary 
political scientists. Of course, I have chosen those important political philosophers 

Easton Charlesworth Greenstein & Polsby Goodin&klingemann Goodin

1953

Arendt
Aristotle 8

5
3
4

10

4
2

1967 1975

6

5
2

2

2
3
1

13

5
17
23
19
32
10
15
2

1996

9
16
15
16
5

10
19
29
6

11
5

2009

5
6
3

10
3
4

10
14
1
3
7

Habermas
Hobbes
Locke

Machiavelli
Marx
Rawls

Rousseau
Strauss

Tocqueville

Walzer
Weber



Chanakya

37

whose works are likely to offer food for thought to political scientists. I venture to say 
that Hannah Arendt’s writings on violence, on totalitarianism, on revolution are 
relevant for political scientists dealing with those subjects. Among other reasons, 
Aristotle deserves to be read and discussed because of his conception of politics and 
the criteria utilized in his classification of the types of government. Habermas has 
dealt with many subjects of interest to political scientists: the formation of public 
opinion, constitutionalism, deliberative democracy. How to tame conflict, to put an 
end to civil wars and to create political order are topics central to the analysis by 
Thomas Hobbes. Pluralism, the rights of the individuals, the boundaries between the 
public and the private constitute some of the subjects illuminated by John Locke. 
Nobody has done better than Machiavelli in arguing and defining the autonomy of 
politics and in explaining how to acquire, retain, and exercise political power. The 
nature of capitalism and the dynamics and confrontation of social classes are the 
themes of the lasting contributions by Karl Marx as well as by Max Weber. 
   Rawls’ Theory of justice remains at the center of a wide ranging debate on 
constitution-making, the grounds and limits of political duty and obligation, 
distributive justice. Neither totalitarian nor libertarian, Jean Jacques Rousseau’s 
analysis of the social contract and his reflections on the relationships between society 
and the State and on the formation of majorities have influenced many a scholar of 
democracy. Leo Strauss’ emphasis on classical political philosophers and his radical 
conception of power and politics are at the roots of neo-conservative thought (and 
practices). The towering figure of Tocqueville is must reading for all those who study 
pluralism and democracy. Michael Walzer acquired visibility and intellectual 
influence both for his analysis of the spheres of justice and his criteria for 
distinguishing just from unjust wars. Finally, though not a political philosopher, but a 
sociologist proud of his profession, Max Weber has contributed to almost all the 
fields of scientific inquiry from religion to politics, from the bureaucracy to social 
classes, and many more. The number of quotations of his works is revealing of his 
widespread, continuing, endless influence. 
  It is not easy to properly connect the wide variety of themes analyzed by 
several of the most important political philosophers of the past and of today with what 
contemporary political scientists have been dealing with at least in the last three 
decades. The fall of the Berlin wall does represent a turning point for many political 
theorists as well as political scientists working on big issues. Though his book The 
End of History and the Last Man (this is the precise full, too often truncated, title) has 
been much criticized, frequently on the basis of very partial readings, Fukuyama 
(1991) made a very important theoretical point relying on Hegel’s interpretation of 
history. According to Fukuyama, liberalism as a political theory, had won the Cold 
War. Following the defeat of Marxism and all its variants, there remained no 
alternative to liberalism. Hence, liberal-democracies were at last free to blossom and 
to express all its potentialities. Political scientists dealing with the issue of 
democratization, a path opened by the collapse of the Berlin wall and not only, were 
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quick to realize that two outcomes had become possible: liberal and illiberal 
democracies. Interestingly, practically all political scientists, starting with Fukuyama 
himself, neglected the soon to arrive challenge of religious fundamentalism (of all 
brands). Nor do fundamentalism and religion appear in the name index of A Theory of 
Justice.
 The number of times Rawls has been quoted in the three handbooks of 
political science is, indeed, striking. On the hand, it suggests that his work has 
become and is still considered highly relevant by political scientists and, on the other 
hand, that liberalism as a political theory has acquired and, though challenged, retains 
the status of the most important contemporary political theory. This does not mean 
that no competing theory exists. On the contrary, there are several competing 
theories, but all of them have been or have felt obliged to consider liberalism the 
political theory to be challenged, to be criticized, to be defeated, and, finally, to be 
superseded.  The task of comparing the competing theories, highlighting their 
differences, providing an evaluation and assessing their usefulness and influence for 
contemporary political science (as made explicit by the references of political 
scientists themselves) is simply Herculean. Hence, I will be obliged to rely on 
simplifications and syntheses. My starting point is what Bobbio (1996, p. 5) 
considered the first school of political philosophy, that is, the one whose  aim is, I 
quote, “to describe, to formulate, to theorize the best Republic, that is, to construct the 
ideal model of a State”. 
The Veil of ignorance and Democratization
 The different “schools” of political theorists I will briefly analyze devote their 
attention especially to the values they consider uppermost in organizing social life. 
Representative and governing institutions occupy a second place. Though no 
political theorist of the different schools would deny the role of the institutions, none 
of them is interested in the “new institutionalism”. However, all of them attempt to 
formulate the rules for the creation of a good society. Then, it will be up to    
Constitution-makers to build those institutions capable of embodying, protecting, 
and promoting those rules. Rawls’ liberal theory of justice has many merits, not the 
least being its parsimony and elegance. He tries to combine the two classic values of 
all Western political philosophy: liberty and equality. His fundamental 
premise/assumption is that the principles of justice must be chosen behind a “veil of 
ignorance” : “no one knows his place in society, his class position or social status, nor 
does anyone know his fortune in the distribution of natural assets and abilities, his 
intelligence, strength, and the like. I shall even assume that the parties do not know 
their conceptions of the good or their special psychological propensities. The 
principles of justice are chosen behind a veil of ignorance” (p. 137).
    Operating behind the “veil of ignorance”, all would agree on two principles of 
justice. The principle of equal liberty states that “ each person is to have an equal right 
to the most extensive basic liberty compatible with a similar liberty for others” (p. 
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60). The basic liberties of citizens are the classic liberal-democratic liberties: the 
political liberty to vote and run for office, freedom of speech and assembly, liberty of 
conscience, freedom of personal property and freedom from arbitrary arrest and 
seizure as defined by the concept of rule of law (p. 61). The second principle (the 
difference principle) states that “ social and economic inequalities are to be arranged 
so that they are both a) to the greatest benefit of the least advantaged and b) attached to 
office and positions  open to all under conditions of fair equality of opportunity” (p. 
83). It is immediately evident that Rawls is highly relevant not only for those political 
scientists who deal with really existing democracy and their quality, but also for the 
many who have studied the processes of  democratization. Again, few references may 
be sufficient to prove my points. In his classic study The Theory of Democracy 
Revisited (1987), Giovanni Sartori quotes Rawls ten times. Though their quotation of 
Rawls is very appropriately located, that is, when discussing pacts, agreements, 
negotiations, Linz and Stepan (1996, p. 266) represent an exception to the vast 
literature that preceded and followed them. Apparently, few political scientist have 
resorted to the “veil of ignorance” approach when analyzing how reactionaries, 
moderates, reformists and radicals were bargaining  during the transition from 
authoritarian regimes and the inauguration of a new, usually democratic, regime. This 
is the approach by Adam Przeworski (1991) in an otherwise excellent study, totally 
oblivious of Rawls. Another instance of lack of any reference to Rawls can be found 
in one of the best studies of democratization written by his Harvard colleague, 
Samuel P. Huntington (1991). On the whole, it is fair to conclude that the theoretical 
significance and impact of the wealth of studies on democratization, several of them 
not especially original and quite limited in scope and breadth, has been sharply 
limited by the lack of attention to Rawls’ writings. 
    Not surprisingly Rawls’ political liberalism has been “attacked” by some 
competing political theories. A brief look at them will also serve the purpose of 
finding whether they have fared better in the eyes and in the research of political 
scientists. I will start with the political theory of republicanism (Pettit 1997) though, 
technically, republicanism is not a competitor of Rawls’ liberalism. It runs in the same 
line being both a variant and a supplement of liberalism. The “republicans” agree 
with the two principles formulated by Rawls because they are decisive components of 
their theory as well. However, they believe that the citizens not only have the right to 
“vote and run for office”, they also have the “duty to participate”. Good citizens are 
those who participate constantly and intensely to the life of their political system. 
Republicans believe that high degrees of political participation are indispensable for 
the least advantaged in society in order to reach a fair equality of opportunity. The 
republican belief in political participation as a critical value for all political systems 
has to be translated in adequate institutional arrangements making participation easy 
and influential. In all likelihood, so far the best kit of participatory tools can be found 
in the many various forms and experiments of deliberative democracy. However, it 
would be an exaggeration to say that: 1) deliberative democracy is a new type of 
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democracy; 2) deliberative democracy can flourish even if and when Rawls’ 
principles do not come into the picture. On the contrary, the tools of deliberative 
democracy can be utilized also by both communitarians and multiculturalists (see 
below). 
   Rawls’ liberalism is also an organizing principle around which to construct 
cohesive political communities, capable of facing and solving problems. In the 
search for a widely shared and largely acceptable organizing principle, Jürgen 
Habermas (2001a and 2001b) has formulated the concept of constitutional 
patriotism. Being a set of norms, rules, and procedures, a constitution contains the 
criteria necessary to encourage and accommodate consensus and to accept and 
moderate conflicts, allowing their free expression within the limits designed by the 
Constitution itself. Through communicative behavior, that can also take place in the 
experiments of deliberative democracy, Constitutions adjust and change over time. 
Constitutional patriotism expresses itself in the positive evaluation of the 
Constitution as the central element that, also from an affective/expressive point of 
view, keeps together individuals coming from different cultures and endowed with 
unequal resources. Through deliberative democracy, the space for the discussion of 
equality of opportunities and access will be wide and remain open. Communicative 
behavior in the context of constitutional patriotism will lead to the acceptance and 
persistence only of justifiable inequalities of resources. In more than one way, 
constitutional patriotism can be easily accommodated within Rawls’ theory of 
justice. Also, it contains many a lesson on how to build up, maintain, renew the 
consensus for old and new political systems and face and solve the inevitable 
conflicts. Habermas’ political theory has enjoyed enormous influence on the scholars 
working in the field of (political) communication as well as among sociologists. As to 
political scientists, one could explain away his limited impact by pointing at the 
complex and often convolute style that characterizes Habermas’ theorizing and 
writing . Nevertheless, it is unfortunate that political scientists, interested in the 
working of old and new political systems in which conflicts concerning the 
Constitution are quite frequent, have so far been unwilling or unable to make more 
use of Habermas’ constitutional patriotism (for instance, there is not even one 
mention in Elster, Offe and Preuss 1998; and only one quotation in Sunstein 2001).      
 Since its original publication in 1971, Rawls’ Theory of Justice has been 
sharply criticized and opposed by two competing political theories: 
communitarianism and multiculturalism. The crux of the criticism is common to both 
theories. Rawls deals with the liberty and the equality of each and every individual, 
no matter who they are. He is interested in providing all individuals with the best 
opportunities to pursue their personal preferences. As we have seen, Rawls’ 
fundamental theoretical assumption is that the rules of the game must be shaped 
behind a veil of ignorance without taking into account the context, any context.
 The political theory of liberalism is, first of all, concerned with the limits to be 
put to political power and to the spheres of action enjoyed respectively by 
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governmental, representative, judicial institutions. Second, it deals with the way 
consensus is acquired, expressed, and channeled and with how dissent can be 
formulated, protected, and promoted. In a globalized world, liberal citizens enjoy 
universal rights that know of no boundaries. Both communitarianism (see especially 
Etzioni 1998) and multiculturalism take exception to the existence of universal rights 
to be given to all and to protected for all and everywhere. According to both theories, 
rights and duties are not and cannot be universal. They are historical phenomena. 
They are defined and achieved through traditions within existing communities. There 
are specific rights, special duties, exceptional customs embedded in history and 
traditions. Communitarians and multiculturalists strongly believe that they all must 
be recognized as such and protected. On the contrary, liberalism believes that behind 
the recognition of traditions and of their more or less authorized interpreters always 
lies the likelihood of privileges, of oppression and repression. Cultural “islands” are 
never heavens for all. Often they are prisons for many. Only the open and free clash of 
values guarantees that all individuals will have fair access to universal rights, to their 
protection and promotion. The rules and the procedures for any and all clashes can be 
provided by the liberal theory shaped by time and experience, by discussion and 
successive agreements. I strongly agree that “liberalism has demonstrated an almost 
unprecedented capacity for absorbing its competitors, aided by the collapse of its 
rival, Marxism, but also by its own virtuosity in reinventing itself and incorporating 
key elements from opposing traditions” (Dryzek, Honig, Phillips 2009, p. 77). 
Therefore, contrary to what the same authors write, I find it not especially “difficult to 
sustain a belief in liberalism as the only [though I would write ‘as the most 
important’] tradition, or in secularism as the norm, when the majority of the world’s 
population is patently unconvinced by either” (Ibidem, p. 78). Those in opposition to 
their authoritarian regimes from Zimbabwe to Myanmar from Hong Kong to Russia 
(“traveling” through Turkey and the Ukraine) fight and risk their lives, if not 
explicitly and adamantly in the name of liberal values, most certainly in the search for 
them.  
 According to liberalism, “politics is largely about how to reconcile and 
aggregate individual interests , and takes place under a supposedly neutral set of 
constitutional rules”(Dryzek, Honig, Phillips 2009, p. 70). However, all individuals 
come from different experiences and live in specific communities. For better or 
worse, liberalism glosses over those experiences, that for all human beings are 
“constitutive”, and considers them irrelevant. Also, liberalism aims at superseding all 
previous habits and traditions that are embedded in community life. Any way, they 
should not interfere with the equal treatment of all citizens. Equality before the law, 
isonomia, is an insurmountable liberal principle. No exception allowed. Most 
communitarians, for instance. Sandel (1982), come close to denouncing that, by so 
doing, liberalism is bound to destroy the very bases of organized social life, the 
principles around which communities are formed and function. “For 
communitarians, individuals are always embedded in a network of social 
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relationships, never the social isolates that liberalism assumes, and they have 
obligations to the community, not just to the political arrangements that facilitate 
their own interests” (Ibidem, p. 71). In a way, multiculturalism followed through 
(Kymlicka 1995). In the name of community traditions and life, briefly, “cultures”, it 
makes a strong case for multiple exceptions to “liberal” norms and rules. Those 
exceptions are arguably justified by the existence in a political system of 
collectivities characterized by specificities profoundly affecting their life: religious 
creeds, relationships between men and women, education, behavior in public. 
According to both, the communitarians and the multiculturalists, they have to be fully 
taken into account when legislating on a variety of issues. 
The task of political scientists
 I am painfully aware that my capsule syntheses do not do full justice to the 
critics of Rawls’ liberalism. By now, it may also be quite clear that I side with Rawls 
and his political theory. All this said, those who want to identify and discuss the 
relationships between political philosophy and political science will find abundant 
and fecund material in all the theories I have mentioned. Here I will briefly revisit 
some topics that political theorists may illuminate for political scientists, first and 
foremost, in the wide fields of democratization, democracy-building and the quality 
of democracy. In a way, most processes of democratization have started under a veil 
of ignorance. Political scientists may pursue this line of thinking, some have indeed 
done so, in order to perform two tasks. First, they may want to analyze and compare 
those cases in which the veils of ignorance have prevented some of the protagonists 
from choosing their favorite, but risky, paths and which were the consequences. 
Second, in a more policy-making vein, political scientists may explore which areas of 
democratization should be more significantly affected by the veil of ignorance: the 
drafting of the constitution, the boundaries between the State and the market, the 
choice of the electoral system. The questions are many. For instance, which is the best 
procedure of constitution-making that can offer the opportunity of nurturing the 
highest level of constitutional patriotism? Second, should the emphasis be put from 
the very beginning on participation as stressed by republicanism and on competition? 
Or both should be allowed to increase through time? Should all pacts and all power-
sharing arrangements and devices be rejected, accepted, considered temporary and 
transient?  Third, in building a democratic framework should the power-holders work 
along “liberal” lines and put the emphasis on the classic liberal-democratic liberties 
and duties for all, no exception allowed? Or should the Constitution contain 
“multicultural” clauses and ad hoc devices for ethnic, linguistic, regional, religious, 
gender representativeness? Under which conditions (and for how long) are the 
liberals willing to accept segmented and or arithmetic representation?
 Of course, the burden of dealing with rights and duties and with appropriate 
public policies should not be put exclusively on the liberals. At least two questions 
must be asked to the political theorists of multiculturalism. First, have multicultural 
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societies been more capable of protecting and promoting the rights of the citizens and 
of obtaining their compliance with reference to the performance of duties? Second, 
how and where is it possible to draw the line between the private sphere and the public 
sphere in multicultural societies and which multicultural legislation should one aim 
for?  The paramount claim of communitarians and multiculturalists is that the kind of 
democratic political system built around the principles they advocate will have a 
superior quality to that of all liberal democracies.   
 In all likelihood, almost all those interested in the quality of democracy know 
that the political theory necessary to proceed to defining, to measuring, and to 
evaluating it has to be, at the same time, descriptive and empirical as well as 
prescriptive and normative. No matter how good, learned, imaginative, capable of 
devising convincing indicators, political scientists are, their descriptions will always 
spill over into prescriptions. The quality of democracy is inevitably a topic that 
straddles between political theory and political science. Indeed, this explains why it is 
always an intellectual (and political) pleasure to read Locke, Mill, Tocqueville, just to 
mention some of the most important political theorists of democracy, true precursors 
of some, unfortunately, few, contemporary political scientists. In different ways and 
with different emphases, the authors I have quoted as well as Rawls would agree that 
the most important and decisive components of the quality of any real and ideal 
democracy are two: the rule of law and  accountability. Where these two components 
exist it becomes highly likely that there will be liberty, equality of opportunity (not 
equality of income and wealth), political participation. The communitarians might 
add recognition of and respect for traditions and the multiculturalists would 
emphasize cultural specificities and peculiarities. At this point, it will become 
possible and advisable to proceed to empirical analyses of the realities in different 
political systems, to measurements, to overall evaluations.  
   Overall, most political scientists have become, on the one hand, too shy in 
advocating the reform of democratic institutions to enhance liberal and democratic 
values; on the other hand, they seem not enough convinced that they do have at least 
the basic tools to pursue clearly specified goals. Good political science produces 
knowledge that can be applied. It remains to be seen whether there can be good 
political science without resorting to the many contributions of good political theory. 
If I am right in stating that liberalism, republicanism, communitarianism and 
multiculturalist theories identify important political problems and suggest 
diversified solutions, then political scientists ought to pay attention to all those 
solutions, their grounds, motivation, consequences. More precisely, political 
scientists should assess how those solutions can be implemented, what kind of impact 
they have on the political system in terms of tensions, conflicts, consensus and which 
consequences they produce for society and for the individuals in terms of rights and 
duties and of the quality of life.       
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Almost a conclusion
 In this exploratory article I have attempted to identify whether political 
scientists are interested in what political philosophers do and write and whether they 
are willing and capable of utilizing some of the knowledge produced especially by 
contemporary political philosophers. My exploration suggests that even in those 
fields where political philosophers have a lot to offer, namely, democracy and its 
quality, democratization, constitution-building, rights and duties, State and market, 
there has been little or no interaction or reciprocal influence. This is not simply an 
instance of “separate tables” co-existing in the same club. It is an unfortunate 
indication that political philosophers and political scientists belong to two different 
clubs located far away from each other. If one believes that “[political] science 
without philosophy has no compass” and “philosophy without [political] science has 
no map” (Regalia and Valbruzzi 2013, p. 29), then the conclusion is depressing for 
both disciplines. While I am not in the position to judge the state of contemporary 
political philosophy, I can feel the dissatisfaction of many political scientists 
concerning their discipline. There is much to do to improve theory and research in 
contemporary political science, not just their relevance, but, above all, their meaning.  
Much can be done studying and confronting some recent political theories.  
References
1. Almond, Gabriel A. and Powell, G. Bingham, jr. 1966. Comparative Politics. A 

Developmental Approach. Boston: Little, Brown and Company.
2. Bell, Daniel. 1993. Communitarianism and Its Critics. Oxford: Clarendon Press.
3. Bobbio, Norberto. 1999. Teoria generale della politica. Torino: Einaudi.
4. Dahl, R.A, (1961) “The Behavioral Approach in Political Science: Epitaph for a 

Movement to a Successful Protest”, in American Political Science Review, vol. 
55, n. 4, pp. 763-772

5. Easton, David. 1953. The Political System. New York: Alfred A. Knopf.
6. Easton, David. 1965. A Systems Analysis of Political Life. New York: John Wiley 

& Sons.  
7. Easton, David. 1967. “The Current Meaning of Behavioralism”, in James C. 

Charlesworth (ed.), Contemporary Political Analysis. New York: The Free Press, 
pp. 11-31.

8. Etzioni, Amitai. 1998. The New Golden Rule: Community and Morality in a 
Democratic Society. New York: Basic Books. 

9. Dryzek, John S., Honig, Bonnie and Phillips, Anne. 2009. “Overview of Political 
Theory”, in Robert E. Goodin (ed.), The Oxford Handbook of Political Science. 
Oxford: Oxford University Press, pp. 61-88.

10. Elster, Jon, Offe, Claus and Preuss, Ulrich K. 1998. Institutional Design in Post-
Communist Societies. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press. 



Chanakya

45

Centre – State relations in India: Conflicting  Areas

 Mr. Raghavendra Rao G.S.
                                      Assistant Professor, 

Sri Basaveshwara Govt. First Grade College,
             Mayakonda – 577534

Contact Nos. - 8310330655, 8746884564 
                          Email – raghu.rao.gs03@gmail.com

    

Abstract

  In a federal structure, which necessarily presumes division of powers and 
resources between two sets of governing authority i.e., the centre and the states, the 
conflicts and tensions between the two are inevitable. This problem is as old as the 
federation itself. The same applies to India also. Considering the constitutional 
and political framework of India, it seems quite obvious that the governments at the 
state levels are like sub-systems in the Indian political system and they have to play 
their roles in conformity with and compatible with certain specific limits prescribed 
by the constitution. Under the Indian Constitution, the division of powers does not 
mean that the states are independent within their own sphere. There are provisions 
for Union control over state administration and legislation. In this background, 
this paper focuses on the various constraints in the centre – state relations. It 
identifies the conflicting areas which mainly includes three categories viz., 
political, administrative, economic and financial dimension. Starting from 1950s 
to till now, the friction between centre and the states has been increasing and the 
paper takes stock of the political moves by the centre, past as well as the recent, 
which tries to violate the fundamental principles of the constitution. This paper 
tries to analyse these conflicting areas creating friction between centre and the 
states and comes up with certain suitable measures to reduce these constraints and 
bring a system of co-operative federalism which may result in national 
development as well as regional growth.

(Keywords : President’s rule, Grant-in-aid, Co-operative federalism, Partisan,     

                    Devolution of taxes )

Introduction: 

 The essence of federalism is division of powers between the national 
government and the state governments. The founding fathers of the Indian 
constitution have mainly been influenced by the provisions of the American, 
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Canadian and Australian federations. But the Indian Union is not strictly a federal 
polity but a quasi-federal polity with some vital and important elements of unitary 
form. It is designed to work as a federal government in normal times but as a unitary 
government in times of emergency. That means though India is a federation, 
constitution departs from the ideal of a true federation in several vital and significant 
ways. The basic provisions regarding the distribution of powers between the central 
and state governments are in Part XI of the constitution which is divided into two 
chapters i.e., legislative relations and administrative relations. In our constitution, 
under schedule seven, we find three lists of legislative powers in the form of Union 
list, State list and the Concurrent list. The residuary powers are left with the Union. 
But time and again it has been proved that instead of having a co-operative 
federalism, Centre and the States are at logger heads with each other. In this 
perspective, it becomes significant to find out the areas of concern and come out with 
solution so as to make the relationship fruitful and best in the interest of India as a 
whole.

Centre – State relations in India

The centre-state relations are divided into three parts as follows:

a. Legislative relations ( Article 245 - 255)

b. Administrative relations ( Article 256 - 263)

c. Financial relations ( Article 268 – 293)

Constraints in Centre-state relations

President's Rule

 Article 356 confers the power on the Centre to impose President's Rule in a 
case where "the Government of the state cannot be carried on in accordance with the 
provisions of this Constitution". Accordingly Article 356 can be imposed in states a) 
When no party or alliance is able to form the government b) When a Government has 
lost the majority in Legislative Assembly c) If there is a widespread breakdown of 
law.

 But, this power has been grossly abused and President's Rule has been 
imposed on the states more than 100 times. Almost all states have been given at one 
time or another doses of this pretentious curative.

 Several cases where President's Rule has been imposed by the Centre in a 
partisan spirit for party ends have already passed into history. A cursory glance at the 
data shows that this has been far from the truth. Sarkaria commission notes that since 
independence, it has been used over hundred times. The President’s rule was 
proclaimed on 108 occasions in different states during first 50 years of Republic till 
2001. Perfectly legitimate state governments have sometimes been removed to either 
make them fall in line or to give the Union government’s own party a chance to obtain 
power in the state. To claim legitimacy, Union governments have assumed precisely 
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the role Dr.Ambedkar feared they would-that of being determinants of quality of 
governance in the states. Mrs. Indira Gandhi holds the record for imposing highest 
number of Presidents rule. Uttar Pradesh leads the charts where president’s rule was 
imposed 10 times. (Source:  www.upvidhansabhaproceedings.gov.in/president-s-
rule) 

 Since 2000 there have been 15 instances of President’s rule being imposed in 
states. In 2016, President’s rule was imposed in Arunachal Pradesh as Congress 
MLAs joined hands with the BJP, destabilizing the state government. But the 
Supreme Court declared the imposition of President’s rule as ultra vires and 
reinstated the dismissed congress-led government in the state. Recently in 
Maharashtra, President’s rule was imposed in urgency without giving ample 
opportunity for the non-BJP parties to form government and after that the same was 
revoked, early in the morning, in order to make a way for a BJP government in a hurry. 
The approval of the Union Cabinet for the revocation of the President’s rule in 
Maharashtra was given by the central government by invoking a special provision of 
the Government of India ( Transaction of  Business) Rules which gives the prime 
minister special powers. It all shows how a government at the centre has been 
misusing the Article 356 in order to topple the governments.

Appointment of Governors and their Partisanship

 According to the judgement of the Supreme Court delivered on May 4, 1979 
in Dr Raghukul Tilak's case, the relationship of employer and employee does not exist 
between the Government of India and the governor, and the governor's office "is not 
subordinate or subservient to the Government of India".

 While this is the true constitutional position, we have systematically devalued 
various constitutional institutions including the office of the governor. In practice the 
governor has been reduced to virtually the same position as that of the resident agent 
in a native state in the days of the British Raj. Several governors have debased their 
high office by lending their services to fulfil the partisan objectives of the political 
party in power at the Centre. 

 In most of the cases, men from the ruling party at the centre are appointed as 
governors. Whenever a new government is formed at the centre, recall of the 
governors and appointing men from their parties has become a regular affair. In this 
way Governor’s office has become a tool in the hands of the central government to 
carry on their political strategy. On many occasions, Governors have dismissed Chief 
Ministers when the matter should have been decided by the state legislature. The most 
controversial in recent times were: a) After the Goa assembly elections the governor 
didn’t call the single largest party, but called the party which was well short of 
majority, to form the government. b) Even in Manipur also Governor acted as an 
agent of a political party by not calling the single largest party to form the 
government.  c) After the Karnataka assembly elections in 2018, Governor’s decision 
to give time to the BJP to prove majority was questioned in the Supreme Court and the 
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court order drastically reduced the 15 days time given by the Governor to Sri 
Yeddyurappa to prove his majority. This trend of misusing the position has been 
happening since a long time and even Mrs. Indira Gandhi has been no exception.

Distribution of Grants

 Central assistance to the states should be made selectively and not on political 
considerations. The framers of our constitution provided for an independent agency, 
finance commission, under Article 280. They only controlled statutory grants-in-aid 
and the quantum of money at their disposal was very limited. Of the total grants 
disbursed by the Centre to the states, only 30 per cent is as per the recommendations 
of the Finance Commission, while the remaining 70 per cent represents discretionary 
grants were given to the states on the advice of the Planning Commission (Now NITI 
aayog has replaced Planning commission). Central Government while allocating 
funds allocates more funds to their own party ruled states. This alleged political bias 
brings unrest among the state governments, where opposition parties are in power.

Financial Relations

 The huge disparities in devolution of taxes from the centre to states have also 
caused constraints. The bone of contention is the population based allocation of 
funds. Take the instance of Karnataka state, it contributes almost 10% of the centre’s 
tax kitty, but when it comes to devolution of taxes, it only gets a 5% share. This has 
been a major concern of the states.

 Income tax on non-corporate assesses is levied and collected by the 
Government of India and distributed between the Union and the states. But 
corporation tax, tax levied on limited companies, is not included in the divisible part. 

Goods and Services Tax 

 The new area of conflict between Centre and States is the Goods and Services 
Tax.  The Constitution (101st) Amendment Act, 2016 allows both the centre and 
states to levy GST. Under GST framework: a) The centre will levy and collect the 
Central GST b) The states will levy and collect the state GST, on supply of goods and 
services within a state. c) The centre will levy the Integrated GST (IGST) on inter-
state supply of goods and services, and apportion the state’s share of tax to the 
concerned state where the good or service is consumed. The 2016 Act also mentions 
about the compensation being given to the states in case of any revenue loss incurred 
by the states due to implementation of GST for a period of 5 years. The fact is that 
while the GST revenue accruing to the central divisible pool is doing better than the 
revenue received by the states from the State GST and IGST. So this has caused 
concerns among the states about what would be their position three years down the 
line when the five year transition period ends. Even it was reported in the newspapers 
that the centre has expressed its inability to pay the share of the states under the 
revenue share formula laid down in the GST Act due to the revenue collapse owing to 
Covid-19 pandemic. If this is true, then it needs to be seen, what would be the 
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situation after the transition period ends and the kind of relationship that is likely to 
exist between the centre and states.

The Bureaucracy

 Bureaucracy is another area of friction between the central government and 
the states. The points at issue are the neutrality of services and formation of new All 
India Services. The All India Services cadre acting sometime at the behest of central 
government, as the state governments don’t have the power to remove them from the 
service. 

Inter-State Disputes

 In India, there are two types of inter-state disputes viz., Inter-state water 
disputes and Inter-state boundary disputes. An inter-state conflict increases the 
bargaining power of the centre vis-a-vis the concerned states and therefore it may be 
in the interest of the centre to keep these disputes alive. Moreover, since the centre is 
empowered by the constitution to settle these disputes, whenever a water dispute 
arises between states, a state cannot directly approach the tribunal. It has to beg the 
centre to refer an interstate river dispute to a tribunal. This has resulted in mutual 
accusations between the centre and states. 

Law and Order

In the functional sphere the law and order issue has been the most fertile ground of 
disputes. The constitution makes the state government responsible for maintenance 
of public order as well as protection of the central government property located in the 
state. The most conspicuous instance is that of the railways. Any disruption in the 
effective functioning of the central undertakings will cause inconveniences to the 
public. To avoid such a situation, the constitution authorises the centre to give 
directives to various state governments. In case of non-compliance of any state 
governments to central directives, the centre could resort to the extreme step of taking 
over the administration of such state under Article 356.

Steps to improve relationship between Centre and States

a) Central government should allocate more revenues to the states and also allow 
states to collect more revenue. Political considerations should not be the basis for 
allocation of resources to the states. Sarkaria commission recommended setting 
up a permanent inter-state council.

b) Another state subject which often overlaps with a lot of central agencies when 
such a case is transferred to CBI or ED and abrupt transfer of such cases 
occasionally create some tensions in the state. There should be a better co-
ordination between the state police and the central agencies.

c) The role of President and Governor is important. So after their appointment to 
these posts they should act impartially. Giving state government a say while 
choosing the Governor can reduce this problem to some extent.
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d) Professor Rasheeduddin Khan has favoured deleting Articles 356 and 357. In this 
direction, although it’s not possible to delete these articles. But the use of these 
provisions should be done only sparingly and in extreme cases.

e) Before issue of directions to a state under Article 256, the centre should explore 
the possibilities of settling the points by all available means.

f) Co-operative federalism should prevail in place of disputes between the centre 
and states.

Conclusion

 The federal structure in our country, to begin with, was heavily weighted in 
favour of the centre. Over the years, the series of constitutional amendments and 
various legislative measures taken by the parliament has lessened the friction 
between centre and the states. The partisan attitude of the central government towards 
the states should end. The centre should show imagination, understanding and a spirit 
of accommodation and that it should grant the states adequate finance without 
discrimination. Moreover, the recommendations of Sarkaria commission could 
slightly reduce the conflict between the centre and states.
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Abstract

  Justice ensures fair treatment, equal rights and access to the legal system. 
The Concept of Social Justice is an indispensable element for a Welfare State. 
Constitution of India has adopted this concept in the Preamble to the Constitution 
in the form of Ideals and Philosophy like ‘Socialist’, ‘Social and Economic 
Justice’, ‘Equality’ etc. and is reflected in the various provisions of the 
Constitution. This paper is an attempt to analyse the concept of Social Justice and 
identify the Social Justice related provisions as enumerated in the Indian 
Constitution which are more relevantly pertaining to the informal sector workers

(Keywords : Justice, Social Justice, Constitution of India and Informal Sector 
Workers )

Introduction: 

 The Constitution is a legal document which has a special legal sanctity, it sets 
out the structure and primary functions of the organs of the government of a State and 
lays down the norms governing the operation of these organs. It reflects the 
philosophy and ideology of a Nation State on the basis of which individual’s interests 
and personality is protected.  Hence among other ideals and philosophy reflected in 
the Indian Constitution is the Philosophy of socio-economic justice.  The preamble to 
the Constitution of India promises social, economic and political justice, The 
fundamental rights in Part III of the Constitution confer certain justifiable socio-
economic rights and further the Directive Principles of State Policy in Part IV of the 
Constitution fix the socio-economic goals which the State must strive to achieve.  
Hence this paper is an effort to explore the concept of social justice as reflected in the 
Constitution of India and to identify the relevant Indian Constitutional proclamations 
relating to the social justice ensuring welfare of the informal sector workers in India. 
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Informal Sector Workers: Definition and Characteristics

 The increasing growth of informal economy indicates the increasing income 
insecurity and vulnerability of the workers in informal sectors. In the developing 
economy of the State with large informal segment of labour force, the State is 
required to strictly adhere to the ideology of social justice with respect to the informal 
workers.   The Second National Commission on Labour defined Informal Sector in 
its Report as “The term ‘informal’ per se, denotes the informal nature of work in the 
activity concerned, irrespective of the actual number of workers employed, and 
irrespective of whether it is within the purview of the requirements for registration. 
Some studies done in India restrict the informal sector to enterprises employing less 
than 10 persons”.  

 Informal sector workers have been defined as “All those who are working in 
the unorganised sector and the workers are employed without any employment 
security and social security to be provided by the employers”.  The employment in 
the informal sector can be identified if any one or more of these characteristics are 
present which includes, firstly; absence of employment security i.e. there is no 
safeguard against arbitrary dismissal, secondly; lack of work security i.e. there is no 
protection against illness and accidents at the place of work and thirdly; absence of 
social security such as health care, maternity benefits employment injury benefits, 
invalidity and pension benefits etc.  

The Concept of Social Justice

 C. K. Allen in his book entitled ‘Aspect of Justice’ while expressing his views 
on justice state that, the concept of justice can be understood in four broad ways i.e. 
firstly, justice lies in the domain of morality; Secondly, justice is a “social virtue”; 
Thirdly, as a social virtue the purpose of justice is to maintain, or to restore the 
equilibrium in human affairs; and Fourthly, justice as moral principle presupposes the 
equality of consideration for all- fall within the scope of justice.  According to Ulpian 
“justice is the constant and perpetual will to render everyone to what he is entitled”.   
The meaning of justice has been expanded to cover all walks of human life with the 
penetration of democracy in social and economic activities of the State giving rise to 
kinds of justice.  Accordingly the Constitution of India recognises three kinds of 
justice i.e. social, economic and political justice which is reflected in the Preamble to 
the Constitution.  

 Social justice is concerned with the maintaining balance between individual’s 
right and social control. It involves in ensuring the accomplishment of the legitimate 
expectations of an individual under the existing law of the land and also ensuring the 
benefits there under and further, guarantying the reasonable protection for the 
encroachment or violation of the right conferred under the law of the land.  Justice is 
genus and social justice is its species.   Social justice is an integral part of justice in the 
generic sense.  The concept of social justice is said to be a very wide term covering 
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within its sphere everything ranging from the general interests of the minorities to the 
eradication of poverty and illiteracy. It is not just related to the observation of the 
principle of equality before law and the independence of judiciary but also related to 
the eradication of massive social evils like pauperism, unemployment and starvation 
and focus on the welfare of the people at large.  Likewise it demands co-operation and 
harmony between labour and capital, a substantial minimum wage in accordance 
with prevailing law on Minimum Wages, just and human conditions of employment 
and other incidental benefits with an object to improve the standard of living of the 
labour and  people in general of the country.

Social Justice and Welfare of the Informal Sector Workers under the 
Constitution of India

 The Preamble and various Articles in Part IV of the Constitution of India 
promote social justice and welfare of the workers of informal sector. This is necessary 
to make their life meaningful and enable them to live with human dignity. The 
principles of Policy have been set forth in Part IV of the Constitution for the guidance 
of the State in promoting welfare of the people and these principles are fundamental 
in the governance of the country and their application in the making of laws by the 
State.  The concept of Social Justice has been accepted in wider sense under the 
Indian Constitution to include Economic Justice as well, as expressed by Chief 
Justice Gajendragadkar in his book entitled ‘Law, Liberty and Social Justice’, “In this 
sense social justice holds the aims of equal opportunity to every citizen in the matter 
of social and economical activities and to prevent inequalities".   

 To achieve the objectives and ideologies expressed in the Preamble to the 
Constitution, the State is bound to secure a social order to promote the welfare of the 
people through social, economic and political justice.  In Consumer Education and 
Research Centre v. Union of India  the Supreme Court of India expanding the theme 
of social justice under Article 38 of the Constitution held that Social Justice is the arch 
of the Constitution and ensures a meaningful life and a life liveable with human 
dignity and concluded that provision of medical aid is essential to ensure life of the 
workman meaningful, purposeful and dignified. The State is bound to provide 
opportunities and facilities to ensure the growth of children in a healthy manner and 
to protect the tender of children and youth from exploitation and moral and material 
abandonment.  Accordingly, the apex Court issued directions to the State to see to the 
employment of an adult member of the family in lieu of the child employed in a mine, 
factory or in any hazardous employment.  

 Under Article 39(e) the State is required to secure the health and strength of 
workers and protect from abuse of the same due to economic necessity. In CESE Ltd. 
v Subhash Chandra Bose,  the Supreme Court held that, health and strength of the 
workers is integral part of right to life.  Under Article 39(d) the State has to ensure 
equal pay for equal work for men and women as a result the Equal Remuneration Act, 
1976 has been enacted by the Parliament to implement Article 39(d).  Under the Act 
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the provision has been made for payment of equal remuneration to women and men 
for the same work or work of similar nature. The principle of “equal pay for equal 
work” under Article 39(d) has assumed the status of Fundamental Right having 
regard to the equality principle in Article 14 and 16 of the Constitution.  The Act is 
equally applicable to informal sector workers. In Daily RC Labour, P and T Dept. v. 
Union of India  the apex Court held that, the state cannot deny the minimum pay in 
pay scales to casual labourers and such denial amounts to exploitation of labour.

 The State under Article 42 of the Constitution is required to secure just and 
humane conditions of work and maternity benefits. Further, Article 43 requires the 
State to endeavour to secure work, a living wage, and conditions of work to all the 
workers, agricultural, industrial or otherwise, by suitable legislation or economic 
organisation in order to ensure a decent standard of life and employment of leisure 
and social and cultural opportunities. ‘Conditions of Employment’ is a significant 
aspect in the contract of employment as it covers the whole aspects of terms and 
conditions of employment namely the tenure, wages, hours of work, leave, holidays, 
rest, over time wages and other social security and welfare amenities. In the 
industrialised employment the right to decent working conditions is the outcome of 
the right to work and the right to adequate wages.  This right enables a worker as said 
by H. J. Laski in his book entitled ‘An Introduction to Politics’, "towards attaining 
significance for himself beyond then getting of his livelihood."  Hence, reasonable 
working hours, holidays with pay, rest and leisure, and some other necessary facilities 
are important elements for living a decent life in a society. Apart from above 
significance of leisure which reduces fatigue, it aids in maintaining good health and 
further leading to development of individual’s personality.  In Bandhua Mukti 
Morcha v. Union of India  the Supreme Court held that, right to live with human 
dignity read in Article 21 of the Constitution derives its life breath from the Directive 
Principles of State Policy and particularly from Articles 39 clause (e) and (f) and 
Articles 41 and 42 of the Constitution.       

Conclusion 

 The Directive Principles of State Policy in Part IV of the Constitution indicate 
the basic principles of governance. The above discussed Articles clearly demonstrate 
that the aim of a welfare State in securing the social justice to the working class has 
been achieved. Article enumerated in Part IV of the Constitution aid the State in 
achieving Social and Economic Justice promised in the Preamble to the Constitution 
by working for the promotion of the welfare of the people. Provision for living wage 
for workers, just and humane conditions of work, raising the level of nutrition, 
standard of living and improvement of health of workers etc., are specific duties 
imposed on the State to formulate its policy of governance which in turn promote the 
concept of social justice.  Article 37 lays down that the Directive Principles in Part IV 
are not enforceable through court of law, however these provisions have been used to 
enlarge the scope of the fundamental rights guaranteed in Part III of the Constitution 
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particularly Right to equality and right to life and personal liberty. The Directive 
Principles pertaining to the informal sector workers will merely remain a pious hope 
if it’s not translated into action and this will in turn adversely affect the rights and 
living standards of informal sector workers.  It is evident that the judiciary over the 
years in its various decisions incorporated the spirit that the essence of Part IV in the 
Constitution can be realised or achieved within the framework of scope of the 
fundamental right spelt out in Part III. More relevantly the Supreme Court in Francis 
Coralie v. Delhi   right to life enshrined in Article21 does not imply the bare animal 
existence but needs certain minimum requirement to live a life as a human being in a 
Democratic Welfare Country like ours.
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Abstract

  Article 21 of the Indian Constitution guarantees the right to life and 
personal liberty. The scope of the Article has been widened by the Judiciary 
through its innovative and reformative judgments. The dimensions of right to life 
read under Article 21 have been varied from right to live with human dignity to 
right to die. One such right inferred under the Article is the Right to Privacy.  
Hence this paper is an effort to analyse the meaning of privacy, right to privacy 
under the Constitution of India and the role of judiciary in protecting the right to 
privacy.

(Keywords : Fundamental rights, right to privacy and role of judiciary. )

Introduction: 

 The Constitution is a fundamental document of a country dealing with 
fundamentals of State governance, ensuring fundamental rights to the citizens and 
imposing obligation upon the State to promote socio-economic growth in the State. 
Fundamental Rights conferred under Part III of the Indian Constitution are the basic 
right which is bestowed by the Constitution to individuals which cannot be curtailed 
by the State without procedure established by law in the sense the just, fair and 
reasonable law. The importantpart of Fundamental Rights in Part III of the 
Constitution is the Article 21which is considered as core of the Constitution. Article 
21 guarantees right to life and personal liberty. The scope of the Article has been 
widened by the Judiciary through its innovative judgments. The dimensions of right 
to life read under Article 21 have been varied from right to live with dignity to right to 
die. On such right read under the Article is the Right to Privacy.  Hence this paper is an 
attempt to analyse the meaning of privacy, right to privacy under the Constitution 
ofIndia and the role of judiciary in protecting it.

The Concept of Privacy and Right to Privacy

 Generally the term privacy means the state of being free from the watch of 
public or the government. To be specific the term ‘privacy’ means ‘Right to be Let-
Alone’ . Justice Thomas Cooley described ‘privacy’ as protection of person’s right to 
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seclusion.  Prof.Allan Westin defines privacy as “The state of solitude or small group 
of intimacy. Privacy has different dimensions based on the environment and the 
context, it is concerned with the person and not places , such as publication of private 
affairs for example medical records of persons disease and illness, couples affairs on 
honeymoon, individuals private life and intimacy with other, relationship between 
husband and wife and their conversations etc. the right to privacy is not just 
preventing inaccurate portrayal of private life but it is right which prevents depiction 
at all .

 The right to privacy further indicates the right of a person to be free from 
unwarranted interference. As stated by JusticeJ.S.Kehar thatright to be let alone is a 
part of the right to enjoy life is in turn, a part of fundamental right to life of 
individuals.  The precise definition may be seen in the report of a panel to the U.S. 
Presidents’ office of Science and Technology. Where the right to privacy has been 
defined as “The right to privacy is the right of an individual to decide for himself as to 
how much he will share with others his thoughts, his feelings and the facts of his 
personal life.” 

Right to Privacy underthe Constitution of India

 The Constitution of India confers numerous Fundamental Rights inits Part III 
from Article 12 to Article 35, with regards to the Right to Privacy there is no explicit 
provision in the Constitutionguarantying it as a fundamental right. However, right to 
privacy has been recited in Article 21 of the Indian Constitution by the Indian 
Judiciary. In the case of Kharak Singh v. State of Uttar Pradesh for the first time it was 
the question before the Supreme Court that whether the right to privacy could be 
implied from the Aricles19 and 21of the Constitution. Unfortunately majority of the 
judges while deciding held that there is no constitutional guarantee of such right. But 
in the dissenting opinion Justice SubbaRao opined that “further the right to personal 
liberty takes in not only a right to be free from restrictions placed on his movements, 
but also free from encroachments on his private life. It is true that our constitution 
does not expressly declare a right to privacy as a fundamental right, but the said right 
is an essential ingredient of personal liberty. Every democratic country sanctifies 
domestic life…”  However, the Supreme Court tried to define privacy in the case of 
Shrada v. Dharmapal  as “the state of being free from intrusion or disturbance in one’s 
private life or affairs”. After the judgment in the case of Justice K. S. Puttaswamy 
(Retd) v Union of India , today in India right to privacy can be claimed as a 
fundamental right as the Supreme Court proclaimed right to privacy as intrinsic part 
of right to life and personal liberty guaranteed under the Article 21 of the 
Constitution.

 Through the various judgments the Supreme Court of India time and again 
deliberated right to privacy as fundamental right, in the case ofJustice K. S. 
Puttaswamy (Retd) v Union of India it was contended that the Adhaar scheme is 
violative of right to privacy and hence by overruling the earlier judgments in M P 
Sharma v. Satish Chandra  and Kharak Singh v. State of Uttar Pradesh  it was held that 
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the right to privacy is intrinsic to right to life and personal liberty under Part III of the 
Constitution. However, rights conferred under the Constitution are not absolute right 
and subjected to reasonable restrictions, similarly right to privacy is not an exception 
as stated by Justice A. M. Sapre in Kharak Singh  case that right to privacy is not 
absolute but subject to reasonable restrictions. Therefore, whenever the government 
tries to impose restrictions on the right to privacy of the citizens, it has to prove that 
such restrictions are just, fair and reasonable restrictions under the law which is in 
question. 

 According to justice Chandrachud right to privacy is multifaceted right which 
preserves personal intimacies, the home, sanctity of family and sexual orientation. 
The fundamental rights act as a firewall to protect the persons from the interference, 
invasion, and surveillance by the State. In the opinion of Justice S.K. Kaul privacy, 
dignity, personal liberty is part of the same tree of justice.   In Nvatejsingh Johar v 
Union of India  it was held that right to privacy, expressing sexual identity, 
noninterference in personal affairs and right to be recognized as full members of the 
society of same sex married persons.

 When it is considered as the fundamental right it is an absolute duty of the 
State to protect and enforce the right to privacy,   in Govind v. State of Madhya 
Pradesh Justice K.K Mathew stated that, the claim of Privacy and Dignity are to be 
examined carefully and it can be denied only when the superior countervailing 
interest exists. If it is the law which is violating the privacy right, it must satisfy the 
compelling State interest like enforcement of morality. 

 The right to privacy has become crucial aspect in the present digital era due to 
the growth in E-commerce and trade where individuals conduct, personal 
information,sensitive personal information are susceptible to the danger of invasion 
as it can be accessed and processed by the marketers for their business strategy 
without informing the customers. It is need of the hour to protect consumer privacy by 
regulating the e-commerce websites and market by enacting and implementing the 
laws governing the certain aspects, namely: (i) fair and proper use of information; (ii) 
consumers/individual should be given option to protect their information; (iii) 
transparent and accountable data processing and use of personal information; and (iv) 
dissemination of information devoid from misuse. 

 The State has made eefforts to protect the person’s privacy under Information 
Technology Act 2000, by punishing the persons who violates privacy  and personal 
data of an individual is protected by imposing penalty on person whoever secures the 
access to computer and computer systems and computer networks without the 
rightful owners permission and person hacking the computer systems is inflicted with 
the punishment of imprisonment up to 3 years and fine up to 2 lakh or both.  Further, it 
protects confidentiality and privacy of individuals by prescribing the punishment for 
non-consensual disclosure of confidential information of individuals with 
imprisonment of two years and fine up to one lakh or both and Central Government 
and State Government are empowered to issue directions for interception or 
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monitoring or decryption of any information. In addition to that the government 
recently introduced the Personal Data Protection Bill, 2019 on the recommendations 
of the Experts Committee on Data Protection headed by retired Supreme Court 
Justice B. N. Srikrishnawhich mandates consent for collecting and processing of 
individuals information, protection of person’s personal information from misuse 
and establishes the Data Protection Authority with powers and functions of 
regulating and protecting the persons information.

Conclusion

 The careful perusal of the numerous decisions of the Supreme Court it can be 
understood that the right to privacy is a fundamental right read under Article 21 of the 
Constitution which has led to the evolution of one more new dimension of the Right 
to life. Judiciary has made tremendous efforts to protect the right to privacy as 
fundamental right. So far the efforts of the Legislation is concerned, the  information 
Technology Act, 2000 has been enacted which appears to be inadequate in ensuring 
the right to privacy as it does not provide enhancive measures for protection of 
different forms or privacy.   Recently, the Personal Data Protection Bill, 2019 is 
introduced in the Lok Sabha and is being referred to the Joint Parliamentary 
Committee. However, the Bill does not afford adequate protection as inadequate 
restrictions are imposed on the State surveillance. Further, the Data protecting 
authority under the bill suffers from various deficiencies. Further, the Bill is not 
completely in accordance with the expert committee report. Hence, more pragmatic 
efforts are required to protect the right to privacy as read under Article 21 of the 
Constitution in turn to enforce the right to life guaranteed under Article 21 of the 
Constitution the parliament may make Constitutional amendment which inserts 
Right to Privacy as a constitutional right and it is need of the hour to make a specific 
legislation protecting persons informational privacy, unlawful, Arbitrary 
interference, mass surveillance by the government and other private actors.
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Abstract

  Article 356 of Indian constitution is one of the article which is in discussion 
from the independence. Even in the constituent assembly also it was keenly debated 
and discussed, because some of the members of the constituent assembly thought 
that if it would misuse then, it would not only violate the federal structure of the 
constitution but also make a mockery of democratic principles. Some of the 
constituent assembly members said the provision of the article would not be used to 
strengthen the corporative federalism but it would be used in resolving the 
ministerial crisis in the state. According to Dr. B R. Ambedkar “such article will 
never be called into operation and that they would remain dead letter” but this hope 
was proved wrong within one year the working of the constitution, in 1951 June the 
Punjab government was dismissed in spite of having a clear majority in the state 
assembly. Since then till now accepts Chhattisgarh and Telangana all the Indian 
states and union territories have experienced the imposition of article 356. But 
after the Supreme Court judgment in S R. Bommai V/S Union of India ([1994] 2 
SCR 644: AIR 1994 SC 1918: (1994)3 SCC1) the imposition of Article 356 on States 
has come down substantially.  In  S.R.Bommai Case the supreme court of India 
had said that the validity of a proclamation for President’s rule can be subjected to 
judicial review.

(Keywords :1. Article 356. 2. Federal. 3. Constitution 4. Supreme Court 5. S R. 
Bommai V/S Union of India 6. Judicial review.

  “The term federation is derived from the Latin word “Foedus” which means 
treaty or agreement, which is made by the different states integrated to federate. 
Association of states, Common Aims and Large Measure of original independence: A 
federation is an association of states formed by written constitutions. Several states 
having common aims and objectives may from a permanent association on 
constitutional and legal basis. In this association having two sets of authorities, the 
states surrender their sovereignty for the common good, but at the same time, 
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maintain a large measure of their original independence as far as the regional matters 
are concerned. 1 India is basically a federal system, with striking unitary features. 
“While submitting the draft constitution, Dr. B R. Ambedkar, the Chairman of the 
draft committee, stated that “although the constitution may be federal in structure” 
the committee had used the term “Union” because it provides certain advantages. 
This indicates that,  the Indian federation is not  the result of an arrangement by the 
units, and component units have no freedom to secede from it. The constitution of 
India is neither purely federal nor purely unitary, but it is a combination of both. The 
Indian constitution is mainly federal with unique safeguard for enforcing national 
unity, growth and welfare of the country. India adopted a federal structure with good 
enough centralizing tendency. It enshrines the principle that the national interest 
ought to be paramount. In normal times Indian constitution works as a federal 
constitution but in emergency the constitution itself has  created  a  kind  of  
paramount  for  the  center  by  providing  for  the  suspension of state governments 
and the imposition of President’s rule under certain conditions and circumstances 
such as the breakdown of the administration, the power to suspend the constitutional 
machinery may be exercised by the President, not only on the report of the Governor 
of the state concerned but also suo motu whenever he is satisfied that a situation 
calling for the exercise of this power has arisen. It is thus a coercive power available 
to the Union against the units of the federation.
Aticle 356 of the Indian Constitution
 “Article 356 of the Indian constitution provides for imposition of President’s 
rule in states, provided the President is satisfied that the governance in States cannot 
be carried out in accordance to the constitution. In other words, it is supposed to be 
used sparingly when no party or alliance is able to form a government and has lost 
majority in the house, or if there is a widespread breakdown of law and order. The 
president usually acts on the advice of the union cabinet. “Dr. B R. Ambedkar 
Defended Article 356 in the constituent assembly on the plea that the use of this 
drastic power would be a matter of the last resort. The proper thing we ought to expect 
is that such articles will never be called into operation and that they would remain a 
dead- letter. If at all they are brought into operation, I hope the president who is 
endowed with this power will take proper precautions before actually suspending the 
administration of the Province”.
 But over the years since independence, article 356 was used when different 
political parties or alliances were in power at the center and state. “Because of this 
tendency, except Chhattisgarh and Telangana all the Indian states and union 
territories have experienced the imposition of article 356 at different times.
 In 1976 by the 42nd Amendment, the President’s satisfaction for the making 
of a Proclamation under Article 356 has been made immune from judicial review; but 
the 44th amendment of 1978 has removed that fetter, so that the Courts may now 
interfere if the Proclamation is mala fied or the reasons disclosed for making the 
Proclamation have no reasonable nexus with the satisfaction of the president. 
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Imposition of President’s Rule (Article 356) on states from 1950 to 2020

(Source; D DBasu. Introduction to the Constitution of India. 24th Edition. 2020.)

 “President’s rule was imposed totally 126 times on states in India. It was used 
25 times between 1950 to 1970. Between 1971 to 1990, it was 65 times, it shows the 
polarized political atmosphere of those times. Article 356 was used as a political tool 
during this time. Between 1991 to 2010 it was used 29 times. Between 2011 to 2020 it 
has been used 07 times.

 The question of judicial review under article 356 has come up for 
consideration before the Courts in several circumstances, but the indiscriminate use 
of Article 356 came down significantly following the Supreme Court’s landmark 
judgment in the S R. Bommai V/S Union of India ([1994] 2 SCR 644: AIR 1994 SC 
1918: (1994)3 SCC1) case. 

What is S R. Bommai V/S Union of India case.

 “Sri S R. Bommai was the Chief Minister of the Janata Dal government in 
Karnataka between August 13, 1988 and April 21, 1989. His government was 
dismissed on April 21, 1989 under Article 356 of the Indian Constitution, and 
President’s Rule was imposed. The dismissal was on the grounds that the Sri S R. 
Bommai government had lost majority following large-scale defections engineered 
by several party leaders of the day. Then Governor P. Venkatasubbaiah refused to give 
Sri S R. Bommai an opportunity to test his majority in the floor of the Assembly, 
despite the letter presenting him with a copy of the resolution passed by the Janata Dal 
Legislature Party. Sri S R. Bommai went to Karnataka High Court against the 
Governor’s decision to recommend President’s Rule. But the High Court of 
Karnataka dismissed his writ petition. Then he moved to the Supreme Court. 

Landmark Judgment of the Supreme Courte in S R. Bommai V/S Union of 
India, ([1994] 2 SCR 644: AIR 1994 SC 1918: (1994)3 SCC1) case

 “The case, which would go on to became one of the most cited whenever hung 
Assemblies were returned, and parties scrambled to form a government, took five 
years to see a logical conclusion. On March 11, 1994, a nine-judge Constitutional 
bench of the Supreme Court issued the landmark judgment, which in a way put an end 
to the arbitrary dismissal of the State governments under Article 356 by spelling out 
restrictions.
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Year (from-to) Number of President’s Rule was imposed

1950 to 1970 

1971 to 1990 

1991 to 2010 

2011 to 2020 
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 The verdict concluded that the power of the President to dismiss a State 
government is not absolute. The verdict said the President should exercise the power 
only after his proclamation (imposing his/her rule) is approved by both Houses of 
Parliament. Till then, the Court said, the President can only suspend the Legislative 
Assembly by suspending the provisions of constitution relating to the legislative 
Assembly. “The dissolution of Legislative Assembly is not a matter of course. It 
should be restored to only where it is found necessary for achieving the purposes of 
the Proclamation,”

 “In case both Houses of parliament disapprove or do not approve the 
Proclamation, the Proclamation lapses at the end of the two-month period. In such a 
case, the government which was dismissed revives. The Legislative Assembly, which 
may have been kept in suspended animation, gets reactivated,” the court said. Also, 
the Court made it amply clear that a Presidential Proclamation under Article 356 is 
subject to judicial review.

 Significance of the S R. Bommai case: 
 “The chief minister of a state, who has to discharge his constitutional 
functions will be in perpetual fear of the axe of Proclamation falling on him because 
he will not be sure whether he will remain in power or not and consequently he has to 
stand up every time from his seat without properly discharging his constitutional 
obligations and achieving the desired target in the interest of the State” the court said. 
This case brought an end to the practice of dismissal of state governments by central 
governments. It also established that majority can only be proven on the Flore of 
assembly and it should not be a subjective opinion of the Governor.
The first ever impact of the Sri S R. Bommai case
 The first instances of the impact of the case, the A B. Vajpayee government in 
1999 was forced to reinstate a government it dismissed. The Rabri Devi government, 
which was sacked on February 12, 1999, was reinstated on March 8, 1999 when it 
became clear that the central government would suffer a defeat in the Rajya Sabha 
over the issue. And later whenever the case of a hung Assembly, and the subsequent 
exercise of government formation, came up, the S R Bommai case would be cited, 
making it one of the most quoted Verdicts in the country’s political history. 7
Conclusion
 S R. Bommai V/S Union of India ([1994] 2 SCR 644: AIR 1994 SC 1918: 
(1994)3 SCC1) was a landmark judgment of the Supreme Court of India, where the 
Court discussed at length provisions of Article 356 of the Indian Constitution and 
related issues. This case had huge impact on Center- State relations. The judgment 
attempted to curb the misuse of Article 356 of the Indian constitution.
 To safeguard the federal feature of the Indian Constitution, the Governors 
should act in a responsible  manner  and should  restrict the use  of Article  356  only  
in  rarest of rare  cases, thusacting in consonance with the spirit of the framers while 
including Article 356 in the Constitution. As the clarification and limitation set by 
Supreme Court, enabled reduce the number of using of Article 356 on States.
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¸ÁgÁA±À

 ¨sÁgÀvÀzÀ ¥ÀæeÁ¸ÀvÁÛvÀäPÀ UÀtgÁdåªÀÅ ¥Àæ¨sÀÄzÀÞªÁVzÉ. EzÀPÉÌ PÁgÀt £ÁªÀÅ F ¸ÀA«zsÁ£ÀªÀ£ÀÄß 

C¼ÀªÀr¹PÉÆAqÀÄ DZÀj¸ÀÄwÛgÀÄªÀ jÃw MAzÀÄ zÉÃ±À d£ÀvÉAiÀÄ£ÀÄß C°è£À DqÀ½vÀ ºÉÃUÉ £ÀqÉ¹PÉÆ¼Àî¨ÉÃPÀÄ, 

¥ÀæeÉAiÀÄÄ ºÉÃUÉ £ÀqÉzÀÄPÉÆ¼Àî¨ÉÃPÀÄ JA§ ¸ÀªÀÄUÀæ avÀætªÀ£ÀÄß ¸ÀA«zsÁ£À ¤ÃqÀÄvÀÛzÉ. £ÀªÀÄäzÀÄ MPÀÆÌl 

ªÀåªÀ¸ÉÜ EzÀÄÝ, DqÀ½vÀzÀ°è AiÀiÁªÀ UÉÆAzÀ®UÀ¼ÀÄ EgÀ¨ÁgÀzÉAzÀÄ §ºÀÄ «¸ÀÛøvÀªÁV §gÉAiÀÄ®ànÖzÉ.  E°è 

PÉÃAzÀæªÀÅ gÁdåUÀ¼À ªÉÄÃ¯É zÀ¨Áâ½PÉ ªÀiÁqÀÄªÀÅzÁUÀ° gÁdåUÀ¼ÀÄ PÉÃAzÀæ¢AzÀ ¹rzÀÄ 

¨ÉÃgÉAiÀiÁUÀÄªÀÅzÀPÁÌUÀ° D¸ÀàzÀ«®è.  §ºÀÄ ̈ sÁµÉ, §ºÀÄ ̧ ÀA¸ÀÌøw, §ºÀÄ d£ÁAUÀ ºÉÆA¢gÀÄªÀ ̈ sÁgÀvÀªÀÅ 

«±ÀéPÉÌ ªÀiÁzÀjAiÀÄ ¸ÀA«zsÁ£ÀªÀ£ÀÄß PÉÆnÖzÉ.  ±ÁAw, ¸ÀºÀ¨Á¼Éé, ¸ÀªÀÄUÀævÉ G£ÀßvÀªÁzÀ zÁ±Àð¤PÀ 

ªÀÄÄ£ÉÆßÃlUÀ¼À£ÀÄß M¼ÀUÉÆArzÉ.

¸ÀA«zsÁ£ÀzÀ DZÀgÀuÉ 

 70 ªÀµÀðUÀ¼À »AzÉ, 1949 £ÀªÉA§gï 26 gÀAzÀÄ ¨sÁgÀvÀzÀ ¸ÀA«zsÁ£ÀªÀ£ÀÄß ¸ÀA«zsÁ£À 

¸À¨sÉAiÀÄ°è CAVÃPÀj¸À¯Á¬ÄvÀÄ. qÁ.©.Dgï. CA¨ÉÃqÀÌgï CªÀgÀ ªÀÄÄRAqÀvÀézÀ°è gÀZÀ£ÉUÉÆAqÀ 

¸ÀA«zsÁ£ÀªÀ£ÀÄßd£ÉÃªÀj 26, 1950 gÀAzÀÄ ¸ÀA¥ÀÆtðªÁV eÁjUÉ vÀAzÀÄ DqÀ½vÀzÀ°è 

C¼ÀªÀr¹PÉÆ¼Àî¯Á¬ÄvÀÄ.  CA¢¤AzÀ¯ÉÃ ¨sÁgÀvÀªÀ£ÀÄß UÀtgÁdåªÉAzÀÄ ªÀÄ¤ß¹ DZÀj¹PÉÆAqÀÄ 

§gÀ¯ÁUÀÄwÛzÉ.  F ªÉÆzÀ®Ä CAzÀgÉ 1979gÀ ªÀgÉUÉ £ÀªÉA§gï 26 £ÀÄß ¥ÀæªÀÄÄR ¢£ÀªÉAzÀÄ 

¥ÀjUÀtÂ¹gÀ°®è.  1979 gÀ°è ¸ÀA¸ÀzÀ ªÀÄvÀÄÛ SÁåvÀ ªÀQÃ®gÀÄ DzÀ J¯ï.JA. ¹AXé CªÀgÀ ¸ÀA«zsÁ£À 

CAVÃPÁgÀzÀ £É£À¦UÁV £ÀªÉA§gï 26 £ÀÄß “gÁ¶ÖçÃAiÀÄ PÁ£ÀÆ£ÀÄ ¢£À” JAzÀÄ CAVÃPÀj¸À¨ÉÃPÉAzÀÄ 

¸ÀÄ¦æÃªÀiï PÉÆÃnð£À §gï C¸ÉÆÃ¸ÀAiÉÄÃ±À£ï ªÀÄÄAzÉ ¥Àæ¸ÁÛ¥À ªÀÄAr¹zÀgÀÄ. C®èzÉ F PÀÄjvÀÄ 

UÉÆvÀÄÛªÀ½AiÀÄ£ÀÄß ªÀÄAr¸À¯Á¬ÄvÀÄ.  ªÀÄÄAzÉ 2015gÀ CPÉÆÖÃ§gï£À°è qÁ. CA¨ÉÃqÀÌgï CªÀgÀ 125£ÉÃ 

d£Àä¢£ÀzÀ ¸À«£É£À¦UÁV ¥ÀæzsÁ¤ £ÀgÉÃAzÀæ ªÉÆÃ¢ CªÀgÀÄ ¸ÀA«zsÁ£ÀzÀ ¢£ÀªÁV DZÀj¸À¨ÉÃPÉAzÀÄ 

DzÉÃ²¹zÀgÀÄ. ¥Àæ¸ÀÄÛvÀ F ¢£ÀzÀAzÀÄ ̧ ÀA«zsÁ£ÀzÀ §UÉÎ CjªÀÅ ªÀÄÆr¸ÀÄªÀ C©üAiÀiÁ£ÀUÀ¼ÀÄ zÉÃ±ÀzÀ J®è 

¨sÁUÀUÀ¼À°è £ÀqÉAiÀÄ¯ÁgÀA©ü¹ªÉ.  C®èzÉ F ¢£ÀzÀAzÀÄ ¸ÀA¸ÀvÀÄÛ ¸ÀºÀ «±ÉÃµÀ C¢üªÉÃ±À£ÀªÀ£ÀÄß 

£ÀqÉ¸ÀÄvÀÛzÉ.
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¨sÁgÀvÀzÀ ̧ ÀA«zsÁ£ÁvÀäPÀvÉ 

 ¸ÀA«zsÁ£ÁvÀäPÀvÉAiÀÄÄ DzsÀÄ¤PÀ ¥ÀjPÀ®à£ÉAiÀiÁVzÀÄÝ, PÁ£ÀÆ£ÀÄ PÀlÄÖ¥ÁqÀÄUÀ½UÉÆ¼À¥ÀlÖ ̧ ÀPÁðj 

ªÀåªÀ¸ÉÜAiÀÄ£ÀÄß ºÉÆA¢zÉ. EzÀ£Éß ¥ÀæeÁ¸ÀvÁÛvÀäPÀ ¸ÀPÁðgÀzÀ ªÀÄÆ®¨sÀÆvÀ ¥ÀÆªÁðªÀ±ÀåPÀvÉAiÉÄAzÀÄ 

¥ÀjUÀtÂ¸À¯ÁVzÉ. EzÀÄ PÁ£ÀÆ¤£À D½éPÉAiÀÄ£ÀÄß JwÛ »rAiÀÄÄvÀÛzÉAiÉÄÃ ºÉÆgÀvÀÄ ªÀåQÛAiÀÄ D½éPÉAiÀÄ£Àß®è.  

¥ÀæeÁ¥Àæ¨sÀÄvÀé ªÀÄvÀÄÛ ¹Ã«ÄvÀ ¸ÀgÀPÁgÀ F vÀvÀéUÀ½AzÀ CqÀPÀªÁVzÉ.  PÉ.¹. «íÃgï CªÀgÀ C©ü¥ÁæAiÀÄzÀ°è 

¸ÀPÁðgÀzÀ ªÀåªÀ¸ÁÜ¥À£É, CzÀgÀ ¸ÀégÀÆ¥À ªÀÄvÀÄÛ CzÀgÀ PÁAiÀiÁðZÀgÀuÉAiÀÄ£ÀÄß ¤AiÀÄAwæ¸ÀÄªÀ °TvÀ 

¤AiÀÄªÀÄUÀ¼ÀÄ ºÁUÀÆ C°TvÀ ¤AiÀÄªÀÄUÀ¼ÁzÀ gÀÆrüUÀ¼ÀÄ, ¸ÀA¥ÀæzÁAiÀÄUÀ¼ÀÄ ªÀÄvÀÄÛ MqÀA§rPÉUÀ¼À 

¸ÀAPÀ®£ÀªÁVªÉ JA¢zÁÝgÉ.  MnÖ£À°è gÁdåªÉÇAzÀgÀ ¸ÀA«zsÁ£ÀªÀÅ ¸ÀPÁðgÀzÀ gÀZÀ£ÁPÀæªÀÄ, ¸ÀPÁðgÀzÀ 

««zsÀ CAUÀUÀ¼À C¢üPÁgÀ ªÁå¦Û ºÁUÀÆ CªÀÅUÀ½VgÀÄªÀ ¥ÀgÀ¸ÀàgÀ ̧ ÀA§AzsÀ ªÀÄvÀÄÛ ̧ ÀPÁðgÀ ªÀÄvÀÄÛ ¥ÀæeÉUÀ¼À 

£ÀqÀÄ«£À ¨ÁAzsÀªÀå ªÀÄÄAvÁzÀ «µÀAiÀÄUÀ¼À£ÀÄß ¤zsÀðj¸À®àlÖªÀÅ. °TvÀ ºÁUÀÆ C°TvÀ ¤AiÀÄªÀÄUÀ¼À 

¸ÀAPÀ®£ÀªÉÃ ̧ ÀA«zsÁ£ÁvÀäPÀªÁVzÉ.

 gÁdå ªÀåªÀ¸ÉÜAiÀÄÄ ¸ÀA«zsÁ£ÀªÉA§ C¹Û¨sÁgÀzÀ ªÉÄÃ¯É ¤AwgÀÄvÀÛzÉ. ¸ÀPÁðgÀªÀÅ ¸ÀA«zsÁ£ÀzÀ 

¤AiÀÄªÀÄ ªÀÄvÀÄÛ ¤§AzsÀ£ÉUÀ½UÉ C£ÀÄ¸ÁgÀªÁV PÁAiÀÄð ªÀiÁqÀÄvÀÛzÉ. DzÀÄzÀjAzÀ¯ÉÃ DzsÀÄ¤PÀ gÁµÀÖçUÀ¼ÀÄ 

¸ÀA«zsÁ£ÁvÀäPÀ ¸ÀPÁðgÀ ªÀåªÀ¸ÉÜAiÀÄÄ¼Àî gÁµÀÖçUÀ¼ÁVªÉ.  ¥ÀæwAiÉÆAzÀÄ gÁdåzÀ ¸ÀPÁðgÀªÀÅ 

¸ÀA«zsÁ£ÀPÀÌ£ÀÄUÀÄtªÁV gÀÆ¦vÀªÁVgÀÄvÀÛzÉ ºÁUÀÆ DqÀ½vÀ £ÀqÉ¸ÀÄvÀÛzÉ. ¸ÀPÁðgÀªÀÅ d£ÀgÀ£ÀÄß 

¤AiÀÄAwæ¸ÀÄªÀAvÉ, ¸ÀA«zsÁ£ÀªÀÅ ¸ÀPÁðgÀªÀ£ÀÄß ¤AiÀÄAwæ¸ÀÄvÀÛzÉ.  ¸ÀA«zsÁ£ÀzÀ ªÀÄÄRå GzÉÝÃ±ÀªÀÅ 

¸ÀPÁðgÀªÀÅ zÀ¨Áâ½PÉ £ÀqÉ¸ÀzÀAvÉ CzÀ£ÀÄß ºÀvÉÆÃnAiÀÄ°èlÄÖ D ªÀÄÆ®PÀ ¥ÀæeÉUÀ¼À ºÀPÀÄÌUÀ¼À£ÀÄß 

¸ÀAgÀQë¸ÀÄªÀÅzÀÄ. F jÃw ¸ÀA«zsÁ£ÀªÀÅ ¸ÀPÁðgÀªÀ£ÀÄß gÀÆ¦¸ÀÄªÀÅzÀ®èzÉ CzÀgÀ ªÉÄÃ¯É ¤§ðAzsÀUÀ¼À£ÀÄß 

ºÉÃgÀÄvÀÛzÉ.

 ¸ÀA«zsÁ£ÀzÀ°è £ÀªÀÄÆ¢¹gÀÄªÀ ¤¢ðµÀÖªÁzÀ ¤AiÀÄªÀiÁªÀ½UÀ£ÀÄUÀÄtªÁV gÁeÁåqÀ½vÀ 

£ÀqÉ¸ÀÄªÀ ¸ÀPÁðgÀªÉÃ ¸ÀA«zsÁ£À§zÀÞ ¸ÀPÁðgÀ. ¸ÀAQë¥ÀÛªÁV ºÉÃ¼ÀÄªÀÅzÁzÀgÉ, ‘¸ÀA«zsÁ£À§zÀÞ 

¸ÀPÁðgÀ’ªÉAzÀgÉ PÀlÄÖ¥ÁqÀÄUÀ½UÉ M¼À¥ÀnÖgÀÄªÀ ̧ ÀPÁðgÀ. ̈ sÁgÀvÀ, CªÉÄÃjPÁ, ©æl£ï, ¥sÁæ£ïì, dªÀÄð¤, 

¹égÀhÄ¯ÉðAqï ªÀÄvÀÄÛ EvÀgÀ gÁµÀÖçUÀ¼ÀÄ ¸ÀA«zsÁ£ÁvÀäPÀ ªÀåªÀ¸ÉÜAiÀÄ ªÀÄÆ®PÀ vÀªÀÄä gÁµÀÖçzÀ gÁdQÃAiÀÄ 

ªÀåªÀ¸ÉÜAiÀÄ£ÀÄß ¤AiÀÄAwæ¹PÉÆ¼ÀÄîvÀÛªÉ.  ¥ÉÆæ.PÉ.¹. «íÃgïgÀªÀgÀ C©ü¥ÁæAiÀÄzÀ°è ¸ÀA«zsÁ£ÁvÀäPÀvÉ JAzÀgÉ 

‘¸ÀA«zsÁ£ÀzÀ ¤AiÀÄªÀiÁ£ÀÄ¸ÁgÀªÁV £ÀqÉAiÀÄÄªÀ  ¸ÀPÁðgÀªÉÃ ºÉÆgÀvÀÄ ¤gÀAPÀÄ±À ¸ÀPÁðgÀªÀ®è. CzÀÄ 

¸ÀA«zsÁ£ÀzÀ PÀlÄÖ¥ÁqÀÄUÀ¼À «ÄwUÉÆ¼À¥ÀlÖ ¸ÀPÁðgÀªÉÃ «£ÀB C¢üPÁgÀ £ÀqÉ¸ÀÄªÀªÀgÀ EµÁÖ¤µÀÖUÀ½UÉ 

M¼À¥ÀlÖ ̧ ÀPÁðgÀªÀ®è. »ÃUÉ ̧ ÀA«zsÁ£À§zÀÞ ̧ ÀPÁðgÀªÀÅ ¥Àj«ÄvÀªÁzÀ ̧ ÀPÁðgÀªÁVgÀÄªÀÅzÀÄ. ̧ ÀPÁðgÀzÀ 

¥ÀæwAiÉÆAzÀÄ CAUÀzÀ C¢üPÁgÀ ªÁå¦ÛAiÀÄ£ÀÄß ¸ÀA«zsÁ£À UÉÆvÀÄÛ ªÀiÁrgÀÄvÀÛzÉ. DzÀÄzÀjAzÀ ¸ÀPÁðgÀzÀ 

J®è CAUÀUÀ¼ÀÄ (±Á¸ÀPÁAUÀ, PÁAiÀiÁðAUÀ, £ÁåAiÀiÁAUÀ) vÀªÀÄä C¢üPÁgÀªÀ£ÀÄß ¸ÀA«zsÁ£ÀzÀ 

ZËPÀnÖ£À°èAiÉÄÃ ZÀ¯Á¬Ä¸À¨ÉÃPÁUÀÄvÀÛzÉ. »ÃUÉ ¸ÀPÁðgÀªÀÅ ¸ÀA«zsÁ£ÀzÀ ¤AiÀÄªÀiÁ£ÀÄ¸ÁgÀªÁV vÀ£Àß 

C¢üPÁgÀªÀ£ÀÄß ZÀ¯Á¬Ä¸ÀÄªÀÅzÀjAzÀ C¢üPÁgÀ zÀÄgÀÄ¥ÀAiÉÆÃUÀ¥Àr¹PÉÆ¼ÀÄîªÀÅzÀPÉÌ CªÀPÁ±À«gÀÄªÀÅ¢®è.  

¸ÀA«zsÁ£ÁvÀäPÀvÉ CxÀªÁ ¸ÀA«zsÁ£À§zÀÞ ¸ÀPÁðgÀªÀÅ 20£ÉÃ ±ÀvÀªÀiÁ£ÀzÀ MAzÀÄ ªÀÄÄRå 

¨É¼ÀªÀtÂUÉAiÀiÁVzÉ.
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¸ÀA«zsÁ£ÁvÀäPÀvÉAiÀÄ ̧ ÀªÁ®ÄUÀ¼ÀÄ 

 ¸ÉÑÃZÁÒqÀ½vÀPÉÌ §zÀ¯ÁV PÁ£ÀÆ£ÀÄ PÀlÖ¼ÉUÀ½UÀ£ÀÄ¸ÁgÀªÁV PÁAiÀÄð ªÀiÁqÀÄªÀ ¸ÀPÁðgÀªÀ£ÀÄß 

¸ÀA«zsÁ£À§zÀÞ ¸ÀPÁðgÀªÉAzÀÄ PÀgÉAiÀÄ§ºÀÄzÀÄ. CAzÀgÉ ¸ÀA«zsÁ£À «¢ü¸ÀÄªÀ ¥Àj«Äw ºÁUÀÆ 

¤§ðAzsÀUÀ½UÉ M¼À¥ÀlÄÖ PÁAiÀÄð ªÀiÁqÀÄªÀ ¸ÀPÁðgÀªÉÃ ºÉÆgÀvÀÄ C¢üPÁgÀªÀ£ÀÄß ZÀ¯Á¬Ä¸ÀÄªÀªÀgÀ 

ªÉÊAiÀÄQÛPÀ »vÁ¸ÀQÛUÀ½UÉ C£ÀÄ¸ÁgÀªÁV PÁAiÀÄð ªÀiÁqÀÄªÀAvÀºÀ ¸ÀPÁðgÀªÀ®èªÉA§ CxÀð §gÀÄvÀÛzÉ.  

MmÁÖgÉ PÁ£ÀÆ¤£À D½éPÉAiÉÄÃ ºÉÆgÀvÀÄ ªÀåQÛUÀ¼À D½éPÉAiÀÄ®è. EzÀÄ ̧ ÀPÁðgÀzÀ PÁAiÀÄð ZÀlÄªÀnPÉUÀ¼À£ÀÄß 

£ÁåAiÀiÁ®AiÀÄzÀ ¸À«ÄÃPÉëUÉ M¼À¥Àr¸ÀÄªÀÅzÀÄ ªÀÄvÀÄÛ ¥ÀæeÉUÀ¼À ºÀPÀÄÌUÀ¼À£ÀÄß gÀQë¸ÀÄªÀÅzÀÄ ¸ÀA«zsÁ£ÁvÀäPÀ 

¸ÀPÁðgÀzÀ ªÀÄÄRå vÀvÀéªÁVzÉ. EªÀÅUÀ¼À®èzÉ ¥ÀwæPÁ ¸ÁévÀAvÀæöå ¸ÁªÀðwæPÀ ªÀÄvÀzÁ£À ¥ÀzÀÞw, gÁdå¨sÁgÀ 

PÀæªÀÄzÀ°è gÁdQÃAiÀÄ ¥ÀPÀëUÀ¼ÀÄ ¥Á¯ÉÆÎ¼ÀÄîªÀ CªÀPÁ±À, ¤UÀ¢vÀ PÁ®PÉÌ ZÀÄ£ÁªÀuÉ £ÀqÉ¸ÀÄªÀÅzÀÄ, 

£ÁåAiÀÄ¨Á»gÀ ±Á¸À£ÀUÀ¼À£ÀÄß «gÉÆÃ¢ü¸ÀÄªÀ ¥ÀæeÉUÀ¼À ºÀPÀÄÌ, ¥ÀæeÁ©ü¥ÁæAiÀÄPÉÌ ªÀÄ£ÀßuÉ, dªÁ¨ÁÝj ̧ ÀPÁðgÀ 

EzÉÃ ªÀÄÄAvÁzÀªÀÅUÀ¼ÀÄ ̧ ÀA«zsÁ£ÀvÀäPÀ ̧ ÀPÁðgÀzÀ ªÀÄÆ® vÀvÀéUÀ¼ÁVªÉ.

 ¸ÀA«zsÁ£ÁvÀäPÀvÉUÀ½UÉ CxÀªÁ ¸ÀA«zsÁ£À§zÀÞ ¸ÀPÁðgÀPÉÌ PÀAlPÀ¥ÁæAiÀÄªÁzÀ CxÀªÁ 

¸ÀªÀÄ¸ÉåUÀ¼À£ÉÆßqÀÄØªÀ CA±ÀUÀ¼ÁªÀÅªÉAzÀgÉ (1) AiÀÄÄzÀÞ, (2) vÀÄvÀÄð ¥Àj¹Üw, (3) ¥ÁæzÉÃ²PÀ 

C¸ÀªÀÄvÉÆÃ®£À (4) DyðPÀ ªÀÄvÀÄÛ ¸ÁªÀiÁfPÀ ªÀÄÄUÀÎlÄÖUÀ¼ÀÄ ªÀÄÄAvÁzÀªÀÅUÀ¼ÀÄ. F CA±ÀUÀ¼ÀÄ 

¸ÀPÁðgÀªÀÅ ̧ ÀA«zsÁ£À§zÀÞªÁV PÁAiÀÄð ¤ªÀð»¸À°PÉÌ CrØUÀ¼ÁVªÉ CxÀªÁ ̈ ÉzÀjPÉAiÀÄ£ÉÆßqÀÄØvÀÛªÉ.

 AiÀÄÄzÀÞ PÁ®zÀ°è ̧ ÀPÁðgÀªÀÅ «zÉÃ² DPÀæªÀÄt¢AzÀ zÉÃ±ÀªÀ£ÀÄß gÀQë¸À®Ä ¤gÀAPÀÄ±Á¢üPÁgÀªÀ£ÀÄß 

ºÉÆAzÀÄvÀÛzÉ ºÁUÀÆ ¥ÀæeÉUÀ¼À ¸ÁévÀAvÀæöåªÀ£ÀÄß ºÀwÛPÀÌ¯ÁUÀÄªÀÅzÀÄ. ¥ÀæeÉUÀ¼ÀÄ vÀªÀÄä ºÀPÀÌUÀ¼À£ÀÄß ªÀÄvÀÄÛ 

¸ÀA«zsÁ£À ªÀåªÀ¸ÉÜAiÀÄ£ÀÄß gÀQë¹PÉÆ¼ÀÄîªÀ DvÀÄgÀzÀ°è ¸ÀPÁðgÀPÉÌ ¸ÀA¥ÀÆtð PÁAiÀÄð ¸ÁévÀAvÀæöå PÉÆqÀ®Ä 

¹zÀÞgÁVgÀÄvÁÛgÉ ªÀÄvÀÄÛ «±ÉÃµÁ¢üPÁgÀªÀ£ÀÄß PÉÆqÀÄªÀÅzÀÄ. EzÀjAzÀ ¸ÀA«zsÁ£ÁvÀäPÀ ¸ÀPÁðgÀ ¥ÀzÀÞw 

vÁvÁÌ°PÀªÁV gÀzÁÝUÀÄªÀÅzÀÄ. EAvÀºÀ ¥Àj¹ÜwAiÀÄ zÀÄ¯Áð¨sÀ ¥ÀqÉzÀÄ MAzÀ®è MAzÀÄ jÃwAiÀÄ°è 

¤gÀAPÀÄ±À ¥Àæ¨sÀÄvÀéªÀªÀ£ÀÄß ¸ÁÜ¦¸À®Ä ¥ÀæAiÀÄwß¸ÀÄªÀªÀgÀÆ EgÀÄvÁÛgÉ.  AiÀÄÄzÀÞ ¥Àj¹ÜwAiÀÄ£ÀÄß 

¥ÀjuÁªÀÄPÁjAiÀiÁV ¤¨sÁ¬Ä¸À®Ä ¸ÀPÁðgÀªÀÅ PÀqÁØAiÀÄ ¸ÉÊ¤PÀ ¸ÉÃ¥ÀðqÉ, «Ä°lj vÀgÀ¨ÉÃw, ¥ÀæªÀÄÄR 

PÉÊUÁjPÉUÀ¼À gÁ¶ÖçÃPÀgÀt, ¥ÀwæPÁ ¸ÁévÀAvÀæöåzÀ ¤µÉÃzsÀ ªÀÄÄAvÁzÀ ¸ÀA«zsÁ£ÁvÀäPÀªÀ®èzÀ PÀæªÀÄUÀ¼À£ÀÄß 

PÉÊUÉÆ¼ÀÄîvÀÛzÉ. EAvÀºÀ PÀæªÀÄUÀ¼À «gÀÄzÀÞ ¥ÀæeÉUÀ¼ÀÄ ¸ÀzÁ eÁUÀÈvÀgÁVgÀ¨ÉÃPÀÄ. AiÀÄÄzÀÞPÁ®zÀ°è 

¸ÀA«zsÁ£ÁvÀäPÀ ªÀåªÀ¸ÉÜ ºÉÃUÉ PÀÄ¹AiÀÄÄªÀÅzÉAzÀÄ ¢éwÃAiÀÄ eÁUÀwPÀ ̧ ÀªÀÄgÀzÀ PÁ®zÀ°è dªÀÄð¤, El°, 

d¥Á£ï zÉÃ±ÀUÀ½AzÀ £ÀªÀÄUÉ w½AiÀÄÄvÀÛzÉ.

 JgÀqÀ£ÉAiÀÄzÁV, vÀÄvÀÄð ¥Àj¹ÜwAiÀÄÄ ¸ÀA«zsÁ£À§zÀÞªÁzÀ PÁAiÀÄð ¤ªÀðºÀuÉUÉ wÃªÀæ 

¨ÉzÀjPÉAiÀÄ£ÀÄßAlÄ ªÀiÁqÀÄvÀÛzÉ. vÀÄvÀÄð ¥Àj¹ÜwAiÀÄ£ÀÄß ªÀÄÄ£ÉßZÀÑjPÉAiÀÄ£ÀÄß PÀæªÀÄªÁV ̧ ÀPÁðgÀªÀÅ C£ÉÃPÀ 

PÀæªÀÄUÀ¼À£ÀÄß PÉÊUÉÆ¼ÀÄîvÀÛzÉ. £ÁAiÀÄPÀgÀ §AzsÀ£À, ¥Àæw§AzsÀPÀ ̧ ÁÜ£À§zÀÞvÉAiÀÄ°èj¸ÀÄªÀÅzÀÄ. ¥ÀwæPÁ ̧ ÁévÀAvÀæöåzÀ 

¤µÉÃzsÀ, ªÀÄÆ®¨sÀÆvÀ ºÀPÀÄÌUÀ¼À£ÀÄß vÁvÁÌ°PÀªÁV gÀzÀÄÝ¥Àr¸ÀÄªÀÅzÀÄ ªÀÄÄAvÁzÀ ºÀ®ªÁgÀÄ 

¸ÀA«zsÁ£ÀvÀäPÀvÉUÉ «gÀÄzÀÞªÁzÀ PÀæªÀÄUÀ¼À£ÀÄß ¸ÀPÁðgÀ PÉÊUÉÆ¼ÀÄîvÀÛzÉ.  DzÀgÉ EAvÀºÀ PÀæªÀÄUÀ¼ÀÄ 

vÁvÁÌ°PÀªÁVgÀÄvÀÛzÉ. vÀÄvÀÄð ¥Àj¹ÜwAiÀÄ £ÀAvÀgÀ ¥ÀÄ£ÀB ̧ ÀA«zsÁ£ÁvÀäPÀ ªÀåªÀ¸ÉÜUÉ »A¢gÀÄªÀÅzÀÄ. 

 ¥ÁæzÉÃ²PÀ C¸ÀªÀÄvÉÆÃ®£ÀªÀ£ÀÄß ¤AiÀÄAwæ¸ÀÄªÀ ¸ÀªÁ®Ä: PÉÃAzÀæ ªÀÄvÀÄÛ gÁdåUÀ¼À°è «©£Àß 

gÁdQÃAiÀÄ ¥ÀPÀëUÀ½zÁÝUÀ ªÀÄ®vÁ¬Ä zsÉÆÃgÀuÉ ªÀvÀð£ÉAiÀiÁUÀÄªÀ ¸ÁzsÀåvÉUÀ¼ÀÄ ºÉZÀÄÑ.F ¸ÀAzÀ¨sÀðzÀ°è 
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gÁ¶ÖçÃAiÀÄ »vÁ¸ÀQÛAiÀÄ£ÀÄß PÁ¥ÁqÀ®Ä ¸ÁzsÀåªÁUÀÄªÀÅ¢®è. ºÁUÉÃ ¥ÁæzÉÃ²PÀ ¥ÀPÀëUÀ½zÁÝUÀ D ¥ÀPÀëªÀÅ 

gÁdåzÀ »vÀPÉÌ ªÀÄvÀÄÛ ¥ÀPÀëzÀ »vÁ¸ÀQÛUÉ  ªÀÄºÀvÀé PÉÆqÀÄvÀÛzÉAiÉÄÃ ºÉÆgÀvÀÆ gÁµÀÖçzÀ »vÀPÀÌ®è.CAzÀgÉ ¥ÀPÀëzÀ 

C¹ÛvÀéPÁÌV d£À¦æÃAiÀÄ AiÉÆÃd£ÉUÀ¼À£ÀÄß ªÀiÁqÀÄvÀÛzÉAiÉÄÃ ºÉÆgÀvÀÆ zÉÃ±ÀzÀ ̧ ÀzÀÄzÉÝÃ±ÀPÁÌV C®è. »ÃUÁV, 

gÁdåUÀ¼À UÀr ̧ ÀªÀÄ¸Éå,£À¢Ã¤ÃgÀÄ ̧ ÀªÀÄ¸ÉåUÀ¼ÀÄ EvÀåxÀðªÁUÀzÉÃ ̧ ÀA«zsÁ£ÀzÀ GzÉÝÃ±ÀUÀ½UÉÃ ̧ ÀªÁ¯ÁVzÉ.

 ¸ÀA¥À£ÀÆä®UÀ¼À ºÀAaPÉAiÀÄ «µÀAiÀÄzÀ°è: d®¸ÀA¥À£ÀÆä®, ªÀiÁ£ÀªÀ¸ÀA¥À£ÀÆä® 

GvÁàzÀ£Á¸ÀA¥À£ÀÆä® ̧ ÁjUÉ, ̧ ÉÃªÉUÀ¼ÀÄ, UÀr EvÁå¢ «ZÁgÀUÀ¼À°è “MAzÀÄ gÁµÀÖç,MAzÀÄ ̧ ÀA«zsÁ£À” 

J£ÀÄßªÀ zsÉåÃAiÀÄPÉÌ, ««zsÀ ªÀÄÄRUÀ¼À£ÀÄß ºÉÆA¢gÀÄªÀ ««zsÀ gÁdåUÀ¼ÀÄ ªÀåwjPÀÛ ̧ ÀªÁ¯ÉÆqÀÄØwÛªÉ.

 PÉÆ£ÉAiÀÄzÁV, DyðPÀ ªÀÄvÀÄÛ ¸ÁªÀiÁfPÀ ©PÀÌlÄÖUÀ¼ÀÄ ¸ÀºÀ ¸ÀA«zsÁ£ÁvÀäPÀvÉAiÀÄ «gÀÄzÀÞªÁV 

PÁAiÀÄð ªÀiÁqÀÄvÀÛªÉ. ºÀ¹ªÀÅ, §qÀvÀ£À, §gÀ ¥ÀjºÁgÀ, gÉÆÃUÀ-gÀÄf£À, ¤gÀÄzÉÆåÃUÀ ¤ªÀÄÆð®£À 

ªÀÄÄAvÁzÀ ¸ÀªÀÄ¸ÉåUÀ¼À£ÀÄß §UÉºÀj¹ d£ÀgÀ §ªÀuÉUÀ¼À£ÀÄß G¥À±ÀªÀÄ£À ªÀiÁqÀ®Ä ¸ÀPÁðgÀªÀÅ 

¸ÀA«zsÁ£ÁvÀäPÀvÉUÉ C£ÀÄ¸ÁgÀªÁV PÁAiÀÄð ªÀiÁqÀ®Ä ¸ÁzsÀå«®è. EAvÀºÀ «µÀªÀÄ ¥Àj¹ÜwUÀ¼À 

¤ªÀÄÆð®£ÉUÁV ¸ÀPÁðgÀzÀ «ªÉÆÃZÀ£ÁvÀäPÀ PÁAiÀÄðªÀÅ C¤ªÁAiÀÄðªÁUÀÄvÀÛzÉ. EAvÀºÀ ©PÀÌlÄÖUÀ¼À£ÀÄß 

¤ªÁj¸À®Ä ¸ÀPÁðgÀªÀÅ vÀéjvÀªÁV PÀæªÀÄ PÉÊUÉÆ¼Àî¨ÉÃPÁUÀÄvÀÛzÉ. GzÁ: EA¢gÁ UÁA¢üAiÀÄªÀgÀÄ 20 

CA±ÀUÀ¼À PÁAiÀÄðPÀæªÀÄUÀ½AzÀ C£ÉÃPÀ C©üªÀÈ¢Þ ºÁUÀÆ d£À¥ÀgÀ PÁAiÀÄðUÀ¼ÀÄ ̧ ÁzsÀåªÁVªÉ. DzÀÄzÀjAzÀ 

d£ÀgÀ DyðPÀ ¹ÜwUÀwUÀ¼À£ÀÄß ̧ ÀÄzsÁj¸À®Ä ̧ ÀPÁðgÀ ºÉÆA¢zÀ «±ÉÃµÀ C¢üPÁgÀUÀ¼ÀÄ ̧ ÀA«zsÁ£ÁvÀäPÀvÉAiÀÄ 

¥ÀvÀ£ÀPÉÌ PÁgÀtªÁUÀ¯ÁgÀªÀÅ JA§ C©ü¥ÁæAiÀÄ¥ÀqÀ§ºÀÄzÀÄ.

¤ªÁgÀuÉÆÃ¥ÁAiÀÄUÀ¼ÀÄ 

 DzsÀÄ¤PÀ PÁ®zÀ°è ¸ÀA«zsÁ£ÁvÀäPÀvÉAiÀÄÄ JzÀÄj¸ÀÄwÛgÀÄªÀ ¸ÀªÀÄ¸ÉåUÀ¼À£ÀÄß CxÀªÁ CrØ 

DvÀAPÀUÀ¼À£ÀÄß F PÉ¼ÀV£À PÀæªÀÄUÀ½AzÀ ¤ªÁj¸À§ºÀÄzÁVzÉ. 

1) ªÉÆzÀ®£ÉAiÀÄzÁV, ¸ÀA«zsÁ£ÀªÀÅ ‘gÁ¶ÖçÃAiÀÄ ¸ÀéAiÀÄA ¤zsÁðgÀ’ vÀvÀéªÀ£ÀÄß ªÀiÁ£Àå ªÀiÁqÀ¨ÉÃPÀÄ. 

¥ÁæzÉÃ²PÀ ªÀÄ£ÉÆÃ¨sÁªÀ£ÉAiÀÄÄ «aÒzÀæPÁgÀvÉAiÀÄ£ÀÄß ¥ÉÆæÃvÁì»¹ ¸ÀA«zsÁ£ÁvÀäPÀ ¸ÀPÁðgÀPÉÌ ¨ÉzÀjPÉ 

MqÀÄØvÀÛzÉ. DzÀÝjAzÀ ¥ÁæzÉÃ²PÀvÉAiÀÄ£ÀÄß vÀqÉzÀÄ gÁ¶ÖçÃAiÀÄ LPÀåvÉAiÀÄ£ÀÄß FqÉÃj¸À®Ä 

¥ÀæAiÀÄwß¸À¨ÉÃPÀÄ.

2) JgÀqÀ£ÉAiÀÄzÁV, ¥ÁæzÉÃ²PÀ ªÀÄvÀÄÛ gÁ¶ÖçÃAiÀÄ »vÁ¸ÀQÛAiÀÄ£ÀÄß ¸ÀªÀÄ£ÀéAiÀÄUÉÆ½¸ÀÄªÀ ¸ÀAAiÀÄÄPÀÛ 

¥ÀzÀÞwAiÀÄÆ ̧ ÀºÀ ̧ ÀA«zsÁ£ÁvÀäPÀ ̧ ÀPÁðgÀªÀ£ÀÄß §®¥Àr¸À®Ä ̧ ÀºÀPÁjAiÀiÁVzÉ. GzÁ: CªÉÄÃjPÁ, 

¨sÁgÀvÀ, gÀµÁå, ¹éd¯ÉðAqï ªÀÄÄAvÁzÀ gÁµÀÖçUÀ¼ÀÄ ¸ÀAAiÀÄÄPÀÛ ¥ÀzÀÞwAiÀÄ£ÀÄß C¼ÀªÀr¹PÉÆ¼ÀÄîªÀÅzÀgÀ 

ªÀÄÆ®PÀ vÀªÀÄä §ºÀÄ gÁ¶ÖçÃAiÀÄvÉAiÀÄ ̧ ÀªÀÄ¸ÉåUÀ¼À£ÀÄß ¥ÀjºÀj¹PÉÆArªÉ. 

3) ªÀÄÆgÀ£ÉAiÀÄzÁV, ¸ÀA«zsÁ£ÁvÀäPÀ ¸ÀPÁðgÀzÀ AiÀÄ±À¹é PÁAiÀiÁðZÀgÀuÉUÉ DzsÀÄ¤PÀ gÁdåªÀÅ 

CAvÀgÀgÁ¶ÖçÃAiÀÄ PÁ£ÀÆ£ÀÄ, ‘£ÁåAiÀÄ’zÀ°è £ÀA©PÉ ºÉÆA¢gÀ¨ÉÃPÀÄ.  AiÀÄÄzÀÞ ¤ÃwUÀ¼À ¥ÀjvÁåUÀ, 

CAvÀgÀgÁ¶ÖçÃAiÀÄ ¸ÀA¸ÉÜUÀ¼À wÃªÀiÁð£ÀUÀ½UÉ ªÀÄ£ÀßuÉ ªÀÄÄAvÁzÀ CA±ÀUÀ¼ÁVªÉ.  GzÁ: F 

CA±ÀUÀ¼À ¥ÁæªÀÄÄRåvÉAiÀÄ£ÀÄß ªÀÄ£ÀUÀAqÀÄ ¨sÁgÀvÀ, d¥Á£ï zÉÃ±ÀUÀ¼ÀÄ gÁ¶ÖçÃAiÀÄ zsÉÆÃgÀuÉAiÀÄ 

¸ÁzsÀ£ÀªÁV vÀªÀÄä ̧ ÀA«zsÁ£ÀUÀ¼À°è AiÀÄÄzÀÞ ¥ÀjvÁåUÀ vÀvÀéªÀ£ÀÄß C¼ÀªÀr¹ªÉ.  
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4) £Á®Ì£ÉAiÀÄzÁV, ±ÁAw ªÁvÁªÀgÀt, DyðPÀ ¸ÀªÀÄÈ¢Þ, d£ÀeÁUÀÈw, «ZÁgÀ ¸ÁévÀAvÀæöåPÉÌ CªÀPÁ±À, 

gÁ¶ÖçÃAiÀÄ ¨sÁªÀ£É, CAvÀgÀ gÁ¶ÖçÃAiÀÄ ¸ÀAAiÀÄÄPÀÛ gÁdå vÀvÀé, ¸ÀªÀiÁdªÁzÀ, ¥ÀæeÁ¥Àæ¨sÀÄvÀé, 

£ÁåAiÀÄ§zÀÞªÁzÀ £ÀqÀªÀ½PÉUÀ¼ÀÄ EªÉÃ ªÀÄÄAvÁzÀªÀÅUÀ¼ÀÄ ¸ÀA«zsÁ£ÁvÀäPÀvÉAiÀÄ£ÀÄß PÁ¥ÁqÀÄªÀÅzÀPÉÌ 

CUÀvÀåªÁzÀ vÀvÀéUÀ¼ÁVªÉ. EA¢£À ¥Àæ¥ÀA¥ÀZÀzÀ §ºÀÄvÉÃPÀ gÁµÀÖçUÀ¼ÀÄ ¤gÀAPÀÄ±À ¥Àæ¨sÀÄvÀéQÌAvÀ®Æ 

¸ÀA«zsÁ£ÁvÀäPÀ ̧ ÀPÁðgÀªÀ£ÀÄß C¥ÉÃQë¹ªÉ JAzÀÄ ºÉÃ¼À§ºÀÄzÁVzÉ.

5) zÉÃ±ÀzÀ°è ¸ÀÄªÀiÁgÀÄ LªÀvÀ ÛjAzÀ CgÀªÀvÀÄÛ PÀÄlÄA§UÀ¼ÀÄ,PÀÄlÄA§ gÁdPÁgÀtzÀvÀ Û 

¥ÀjªÀwðvÀªÁUÀÄvÁÛ ºÉÆÃzÁUÀ ¸ÀA«zsÁ£ÀzÀ zsÉåÃAiÉÆÃzÉÝÃ±ÀUÀ¼ÀÄ ,D±ÉÆÃvÀÛgÀUÀ¼ÀÄ FqÉÃgÀÄªÀÅ¢®è. 

EzÀjAzÀ PÉ®ªÉÇªÉÄä gÁ¶ÖçÃAiÀÄ »vÁ¸ÀQÛAiÀÄÄ §°AiÀiÁUÀÄªÀ ̧ ÁzsÀåvÉAiÀÄÆ EzÉ.
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¨sÁgÀvÀzÀ ¸ÀA«zsÁ£À ªÀÄvÀÄÛ DqÀ½vÀ: MAzÀÄ CªÀ¯ÉÆÃPÀ£À      

                                                                     
qÁ. dUÀ¢Ã±À ©. UËqÀ 
¸ÀºÁAiÀÄPÀ G¥À£Áå¸ÀPÀgÀÄ, 

¸ÁªÀðd¤PÀ DqÀ½vÀ «¨sÁUÀ, 
PÀ£ÁðlPÀ «±Àé«zÁå®AiÀÄ, zsÁgÀªÁqÀ.

  

¸ÁgÁA±À

  ¨sÁgÀvÀzÀ ¸ÀA«zsÁ£À ªÀÄvÀÄÛ DqÀ½vÀªÀÅ MAzÀPÉÆÌAzÀÄ ¥ÀgÀ¸ÀàgÀ ¸ÀA§AzsÀªÀ£ÀÄß ºÉÆA¢zÉ. 
¸ÀA«zsÁ£ÀªÀÅ DqÀ½vÀPÉÌ ªÀÄÆ® ZËPÀlÖ£ÀÄß MzÀV¸ÀÄvÀÛzÉ. ¸ÀA«zsÁ£ÀªÀÅ DqÀ½vÀzÀ O¥ÀZÁjPÀ 
¸ÀégÀÆ¥ÀªÀ£ÀÄß ¤zsÀðj¸ÀÄvÀÛzÉ. ̧ ÀA«zsÁ£ÀzÀ ªÀÄÆ® GzÉÝÃ±ÀªÉÃ ̧ ÀPÁðgÀzÀ UÀÄjUÀ¼ÉÃ£ÀÄ ºÁUÀÆ DqÀ½vÀzÀ 
zsÉåÃAiÉÆÃzÉÝÃ±ÀUÀ¼ÉÃ£ÀÄ J£ÀÄßªÀÅzÀ£ÀÄß ¸ÀàµÀÖ¥Àr¸ÀÄªÀÅzÁVzÉ. DqÀ½vÀ AiÀÄAvÀæªÀÅ AiÀiÁªÀ jÃwAiÀÄ PÁAiÀÄð 
ªÀÄvÀÄÛ C¢üPÁgÀUÀ¼À°è vÀ£Àß ºÉaÑ£À ¥ÀæAiÀÄvÀßUÀ¼À£ÀÄß £ÀqÉ¸À¨ÉÃPÀÄ J£ÀÄßªÀÅzÀ£ÀÄß PÀÄjvÀÄ ¸ÀA«zsÁ£ÀzÀ 
¦ÃpPÉAiÀÄ°èAiÀÄÆ ºÁUÀÆ £Á®Ì£ÉÃAiÀÄ ̈ sÁUÀzÀ°è ¤gÀÆ¦¸À¯ÁVgÀÄªÀ gÁdå ¤ÃwAiÀÄ ¤zÉðÃ±ÀPÀ vÀvÀéUÀ¼À°è 
ºÉÃ¼À¯ÁVzÀÄÝ, EªÀÅ gÁµÀÖçzÀ ¸ÁªÀiÁ£Àå zsÉåÃAiÉÆÃzÉÝÃ±ÀUÀ¼À ¨ÁºÀå ZËPÀlÖ£ÀÄß MzÀV¹ªÉ. F »£Àß¯ÉAiÀÄ°è 
¨sÁgÀvÀzÀ ¸ÀA«zsÁ£À ªÀÄvÀÄÛ DqÀ½vÀ AiÀiÁªÀ jÃwAiÀÄ°è PÁAiÀÄð¤ªÀð»¸ÀÄvÀÛzÉ, CzÀgÀ £ÀqÀÄªÉ EgÀÄªÀ 
CAvÀgÀ ªÀÄvÀÄÛ ¤AiÀÄAvÀæt PÀÄjvÀÄ F ̄ ÉÃR£ÀzÀ°è ZÀað¸À¯ÁVzÉ.

(ªÀÄÄRå¥ÀzÀUÀ¼ÀÄ: DqÀ½vÀ, ¸ÀA«zsÁ£À, ¸ÉÃªÉ, C©üªÀÈ¢Þ, ¨sÁgÀvÀ, AiÉÆÃd£ÉUÀ¼ÀÄ, gÁdå, ¤ÃwUÀ¼ÀÄ, 
C¢üPÁgÀ, ̧ ÀPÁðgÀ, ºÉÆuÉUÁjPÉ, dªÁ¨ÁÝj)

¥Àæ¸ÁªÀ£É 

  ¥Àæ¸ÀÄÛvÀ zÉÃ±ÀzÁzÀåAvÀ ºÉZÀÄÑ ZÀZÉðUÉ M¼À¥ÀlÖ «µÀAiÀiÁªÀÅzÉAzÀgÉ ̧ ÀPÁðgÀzÀ DqÀ½vÀ, ºÀPÀÄÌUÀ¼ÀÄ, 
vÁ¥ÀªÀiÁ£À, ZÀÄ£ÁªÀuÉ, ̧ ÀA«zsÁ£À ªÀÄÄAvÁzÀ «µÀAiÀÄUÀ¼ÀÄ. CªÀÅUÀ¼À°è ¥ÀæªÀÄÄRªÁV ̧ ÀA«zsÁ£À ªÀÄvÀÄÛ 
DqÀ½vÀPÉÌ ̧ ÀA§A¢ü¹zÀ CA±ÀUÀ¼ÁVªÉ. ̧ ÀA«zsÁ£ÀªÀÅ £ÁUÀjPÀgÀ ºÀPÀÄÌUÀ¼ÀÄ, ̧ ÁªÀð¨sËªÀÄvÉ ªÀÄvÀÄÛ ̧ ÀªÀÄUÀæ 
C©üªÀÈ¢ÞUÉ ¥ÀÆgÀPÀªÁV ¸ÀPÁðgÀUÀ¼ÀÄ PÁAiÀÄð ¤ªÀð»¸ÀÄªÀÅzÀgÀ §UÉÎ ªÀiÁUÀðzÀ±Àð£À ªÀiÁqÀÄvÀÛzÉ. 
£ÁUÀjPÀgÀ ¨ÉÃPÀÄ-¨ÉÃrPÉUÀ½UÉ ¸ÀàA¢¸ÀÄvÁÛ ªÀÄvÀÄÛ zÉÃ±ÀzÀ C©üªÀÈ¢ÞUÉ ¥ÀÆgÀPÀªÁV ¸ÀPÁðgÀªÀÅ 
PÁAiÀÄð¤ªÀð»¸À¨ÉÃPÀÄ. ¸ÀPÁðgÀªÀÅ zÉÃ±ÀzÀ C©üªÀÈ¢ÞUÉ ¥ÀÆgÀPÀªÁV ¤ÃwUÀ¼À£ÀÄß gÀa¹ CzÀ£ÀÄß 
DqÀ½vÀzÀ ªÀÄÆ®PÀ C£ÀÄµÁ×£ÀPÉÌ vÀgÀÄvÀÛzÉ. ¸ÁªÀiÁfPÀªÁV, DyðPÀªÁV, gÁdQÃAiÀÄªÁV ºÁUÀÆ 
zsÀªÀÄð¤gÀ¥ÉÃPÉëAiÀÄ zÀÈ¶ÖAiÀÄ£ÀÄß DqÀ½vÀ ºÉÆA¢gÀ¨ÉÃPÉAzÀÄ ̧ ÀA«zsÁ£À ̧ ÀàµÀÖ¥Àr¸ÀÄvÀÛzÉ. ̈ sÁgÀvÀ d£ÀvÉAiÀÄ 
PÉ®ªÉÇAzÀÄ ªÀÄÆ®¨sÀÆvÀ ºÀPÀÄÌ ºÁUÀÆ ¸ÁévÀAvÀæöåUÀ¼À£ÀÄß G®èAWÀ£É ªÀiÁqÀzÉAiÉÄÃ UÀÄjUÀ¼À£ÀÄß 
¸Á¢ü¸À¨ÉÃPÉAzÀÄ ̧ ÀA«zsÁ£ÀzÀ ªÀÄÆ®¨sÀÆvÀ ºÀPÀÄÌUÀ¼À CzsÁåAiÀÄzÀ°è w½¸ÀÄvÀÛzÉ.  ̧ ÀPÁðgÀªÀÅ ªÉÄÃ°£À UÀÄj 
ªÀÄvÀÄÛ GzÉÝÃ±ÀªÀ£ÀÄß ¸Á¢ü¸ÀÄªÀ°è ¸ÁªÀðd¤PÀ DqÀ½vÀªÀÅ ¥ÀæªÀÄÄRªÁV PÁAiÀÄð¤ªÀð»¸ÀÄvÀÛzÉ. 
¸ÀA«zsÁ£À, ̧ ÀPÁðgÀ ªÀÄvÀÄÛ ̧ ÁªÀðd¤PÀ DqÀ½vÀªÀÅ zÉÃ±ÀzÀ C©üªÀÈ¢Þ ªÀÄvÀÄÛ £ÁUÀjPÀ ̈ ÉÃPÀÄ ̈ ÉÃrPÉAiÀÄ£ÀÄß 
FqÉÃj¸ÀÄªÀ°è ¤gÀAvÀgÀªÁV PÁAiÀÄð¥ÀæªÀÈvÀÛªÁUÀÄvÀÛzÉ.

DqÀ½vÀ

  AiÀiÁªÀÅzÉÃ ¸ÀPÁðgÀªÀÅ AiÀÄ±À¸ÀÄì ¥ÀqÉAiÀÄ¨ÉÃPÉAzÀgÉ CzÀgÀ ¤ÃwUÀ¼ÀÄ ªÀÄvÀÄÛ DqÀ½vÀzÀ 
PÁAiÀÄðªÉÊRj ¥ÀæªÀÄÄRªÁVgÀÄvÀÛzÉ. F »£Àß¯ÉAiÀÄ°è DqÀ½vÀ PÀÄjvÀÄ w½zÀÄPÉÆ¼ÀÄîªÀÅzÀÄ CªÀ±ÀåªÁVzÉ. 
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DqÀ½vÀ J£ÀÄßªÀ ¥ÀzÀªÀÅ §ºÀÄ «±Á®ªÁzÀ CxÀðªÀÅ¼ÀîzÁÝVzÉ. DqÀ½vÀ JA§ ¥ÀzÀ ¯Áån£ï ¨sÁµÉAiÀÄ 
‘Dqï’  ªÀÄvÀÄÛ ‘«Ä¤¸ÀÖgï’ JA§ JgÀqÀÄ ¥ÀzÀUÀ¼À ¸ÀAAiÉÆÃd£ÉAiÀiÁVzÀÄÝ, ªÀåªÀ¸ÉÜ ªÀiÁqÀÄ, ¤ªÀð»¸ÀÄ, 
¸ÉÃªÉ ªÀiÁqÀÄ JAzÀÄ EzÀgÀ CxÀðªÁUÀÄvÀÛzÉ . DqÀ½vÀªÉAzÀgÉ ¤¢ðµÀÖ UÀÄj¸ÁzsÀ£ÉUÁV £ÀqÉ¸ÀÄªÀ 
¸ÁªÀÄÆ»PÀ ¥ÀæAiÀÄvÀßªÉAzÀÄ ºÉÃ¼À¯ÁVzÉ.

  ¦ü¥sÀßgÀªÀgÀ ¥ÀæPÁgÀ “¤jÃQë¹zÀ UÀÄjUÀ¼À£ÀÄß FqÉÃj¹PÉÆ¼Àî®Ä zÉÆgÉAiÀÄÄªÀ ªÀiÁ£ÀªÀgÀ ºÁUÀÆ 
¸ÁªÀÄVæUÀ¼À ªÀåªÀ¸ÉÜ ªÀÄvÀÄÛ ¤zÉðÃ±À£ÀªÉÃ DqÀ½vÀ”. 

  J¯ï.r.ªÉÊmï ¥ÀæPÁgÀ “GzÉÝÃ±ÀªÉÇAzÀgÀ ̧ ÁzsÀ£ÉUÁV ºÀ®ªÁgÀÄ d£ÀgÀ£ÀÄß ¤zÉðÃ²¸ÀÄªÀ ªÀÄvÀÄÛ 
¤Ai À ÄAw æ¸ À Äª À P À¯ ÉAi É Ä Ã Dq À½v À” ª É ÄÃ°£ À ªÁ åS É åU À½Az À Dq À½v Àª À Å Jg Àq À Ä 
ªÀÄÆ¯ÁA±ÀUÀ¼À£ÉÆß¼ÀUÉÆArgÀÄªÀÅzÀÄ ̧ ÀàµÀÖªÁUÀÄvÀÛzÉ. CªÀÅUÀ¼ÉAzÀgÉ ̧ ÁªÀÄÆ»PÀ ¥ÀæAiÀÄvÀß ªÀÄvÀÄÛ ̧ ÁªÀiÁ£Àå 
GzÉÃ±À. DqÀ½vÀªÀÅ J®è PÉëÃvÀæUÀ¼À°è ªÀÄvÀÄÛ d£ÀgÀ fÃªÀ£ÀzÀ°è EzÀgÀ ¥Àæ¨sÁªÀ ªÀÄvÀÄÛ ZÀlÄªÀnPÉUÀ¼ÀÄ 
PÀAqÀÄ§gÀÄwÛªÉ. DqÀ½vÀªÀÅ J®è PÉëÃvÀæUÀ¼À C©üªÀÈ¢ÞAiÀÄ°è ¥ÀæªÀÄÄR ¥ÁvÀæªÀ£ÀÄß ªÀ»¸ÀÄvÀÛzÉ.

¸ÀA«zsÁ£À ªÀÄvÀÄÛ DqÀ½vÀzÀ ̧ ÀA§AzsÀUÀ¼ÀÄ

  ¸ÀA«zsÁ£ÀªÀÅ zÉÃ±ÀzÀ ¸ÁªÀð¨sËªÀÄvÀé ªÀÄvÀÄÛ d£ÀgÀ PÀ¯ÁåtPÁÌV ¸ÀPÁðgÀªÀ£ÀÄß gÀa¸À®Ä ªÀÄvÀÄÛ 
CzÀgÀ ªÀÄÆ®PÀ DqÀ½vÀ £ÀqÉ¸À®Ä MAzÀÄ ZËPÀlÖ£ÀÄß MzÀV¹PÉÆqÀÄvÀÛzÉ. ¸ÀA«zsÁ£ÀªÀÅ ¥ÀæeÁ¥Àæ¨sÀÄvÀé 
jÃwAiÀÄ ¸ÀPÁðgÀzÀ ªÀåªÀ¸ÉÜ EgÀÀ¨ÉÃPÉAzÀÆ ºÁUÀÆ DqÀ½vÀªÀÅ ¥ÀæeÁ¸ÀvÁÛvÀäPÀ ¸ÀPÁðgÀzÀ ¥ÀzÀÞwAiÀÄ 
ZËPÀn£À°èAiÉÄÃ £ÀqÉAiÀÄ¨ÉÃPÉAzÀÄ ¸ÀàµÀÖ¥Àr¸ÀÄvÀÛzÉ. ¸ÀA«zsÁ£ÀªÀÅ ¨sÁgÀvÀPÉÌ ¸ÀAAiÀÄÄPÀÛ ¥ÀzÀÞwAiÀÄ ¸ÀPÁðgÀ 
ªÀÄvÀÄÛ ¸ÀA¸À¢ÃAiÀÄ ªÀiÁzÀjAiÀÄ ¸ÀPÁðgÀªÀ£ÀÆß MzÀV¹zÉ. ¸ÀAAiÀÄÄPÀÛ ¸ÀPÁðgÀzÀ vÀvÀéPÉÌ C£ÀÄUÀÄtªÁV 
PÉÃAzÀæ ªÀÄvÀÄÛ gÁdåUÀ¼À°è ¥ÀævÉåÃPÀ ºÁUÀÆ ¸ÀévÀAvÀæ ¸ÀPÁðgÀUÀ½zÀÄÝ, CªÉgÀqÀgÀ £ÀqÀÄªÉ ¸ÀA«zsÁ£ÀzÀ 7£ÉÃ 
C£ÀÄ¸ÀÆaAiÀÄÄ C¢üPÁgÀUÀ¼À£ÀÄß ºÀAazÉ. »ÃUÉ PÉÃAzÀæ ªÀÄvÀÄÛ gÁdå ¸ÀPÁðgÀUÀ¼ÀÄ vÀªÀÄä C¢üPÁgÀUÀ¼À£ÀÄß 
¸ÀA«zsÁ£À¢AzÀ ¥ÀqÉ¢ªÉ. EªÀÅUÀ¼À ªÀÄÆ® GzÉÝÃ±ÀªÉÃ zÉÃ±ÀzÀ C©üªÀÈ¢ÞAiÀiÁVzÉ.

  ¸ÀA«zsÁ£ÀªÀÅ PÉÃAzÀæ ªÀÄvÀÄÛ gÁdåUÀ¼À°èAiÀÄÆ ¸ÀA¸À¢ÃAiÀÄ ¥ÀzÀÞw ¸ÀPÁðgÀªÀ£ÀÄß MzÀV¹zÉ. 
¸ÀA¸À¢ÃAiÀÄ ¥ÀzÀÞwAiÀÄ ¸ÀPÁðgÀzÀ°è gÁdQÃAiÀÄ PÁAiÀiÁðAUÀªÀÅ ¸ÁªÀÄÆ»PÀªÁV ±Á¸ÀPÁAUÀPÉÌ 
dªÁ¨ÁÝjAiÀiÁVgÀÄvÀÛzÉ. ¸ÀA«zsÁ£ÀzÀ ¥ÀæPÁgÀ, ¥ÀæzsÁ£À ªÀÄAwæAiÀÄ £ÉÃvÀÈvÀézÀ°è ªÀÄAwæªÀÄAqÀ®ªÀÅ 
¸ÁªÀÄÆ»PÀªÁV ¯ÉÆÃPÀ¸À¨sÉUÉ ºÉÆuÉAiÀiÁVgÀÄvÀÛzÉ. CAzÀgÉ ¯ÉÆÃPÀ¸À¨sÉAiÀÄ §ºÀÄªÀÄvÀzÀ ¨ÉA§®, 
«±Áé¸À«®èzÉ ¸ÀPÁðgÀªÀÅ C¢üPÁgÀzÀ°è ªÀÄÄAzÀÄªÀjAiÀÄÄªÀAw®è. C®èzÉ, F ¥ÀzÀÞwAiÀÄ ¸ÀPÁðgÀzÀ°è 
£ÁªÀÄªÀiÁvÀæ ªÀÄvÀÄÛ ªÁ¸ÀÛ«PÀ PÁAiÀiÁðAUÀUÀ¼ÉA§ JgÀqÀÄ §UÉAiÀÄ PÁAiÀiÁðAUÀUÀ½gÀÄvÀÛªÉ. ¨sÁgÀvÀzÀ 
gÁµÀÖç¥ÀwAiÀÄÄ gÁµÀÖçzÀ ªÀÄÄRå¸ÀÜgÀÄ ºÁUÀÆ £ÁªÀÄªÀiÁvÀæ PÁAiÀiÁðAUÁ¢üPÁj. ªÁ¸ÀÛªÀªÁV 
¥ÀæzsÁ£ÀªÀÄAwæAiÀÄ £ÉÃvÀÈvÀézÀ°è£À ªÀÄAwæªÀÄAqÀ®ªÀÅ DqÀ½vÀªÀÅ £ÀqÉ¸ÀÄvÀÛzÉ.

¨sÁgÀvÀzÀ ̧ ÀA«zsÁ£ÀzÀ°è ¥ÀæwµÀ×vÀªÁVgÀÄªÀ ̧ ÀA¸À¢ÃAiÀÄ ¥ÀæeÁ¥Àæ¨sÀÄvÀéªÀÅ §ºÀÄªÀÄÄTAiÀiÁVzÉ. DzÀgÉ F 
PÉ¼ÀV£ÀªÀÅUÀ¼ÀÄ gÁµÀÖçzÀ ̧ ÁªÀðd¤PÀ DqÀ½vÀPÉÌ £ÉÃgÀªÁV ̧ ÀA§A¢ü¹ªÉ. 

1. PÁAiÀiÁðAUÀzÀ ªÉÄÃ¯É ¸ÀA¸ÀvÀÄÛ ¥ÁgÀªÀÄåvÉ ºÉÆA¢zÀÄÝ, DqÀ½vÁAUÀzÀ PÁAiÀÄð¤ªÀðºÀuÉAiÀÄ£ÀÄß 
¥Àj²Ã°¸ÀÄªÀ ºÀPÀÌ£ÀÄß ¸ÀA¸ÀvÀÄÛ ºÉÆA¢gÀÄvÀÛzÉ. CAzÀgÉ, ±Á¸ÀPÁAUÀzÀ ¥ÀgÉÆÃPÀë ¤AiÀÄAvÀætzÀ 
ºÉÆgÀvÁV, ¸ÀaªÀ ¸ÀA¥ÀÄlzÀ ¸ÀzÀ¸ÀågÁzÀAvÀºÀ ªÀÄAwæUÀ¼À £ÉÃgÀ ¤AiÀÄAvÀætPÉÌ DqÀ½vÀ AiÀÄAvÀæªÀÅ 
M¼À¥ÀnÖzÉ.

2. ªÀÄAwæªÀÄAqÀ®ªÀÅ ̧ ÀA¸ÀwÛUÉ dªÁ¨ÁÝjAiÀiÁVgÀÄvÀÛzÉ ªÀÄvÀÄÛ ¥ÀæªÀÄÄR ¤ÃwUÀ¼ÀÄ ̧ ÀaªÀ ̧ ÀA¥ÀÄl¢AzÀ 
¤zsÀðj¸À®àqÀÄvÀÛªÉ.
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3. ¥ÀæwAiÉÆ§â ªÀÄAwæAiÀÄÆ vÁ£ÀÄ ºÉÆA¢gÀÄªÀ E¯ÁSÉAiÀÄ ¤Ãw ¤gÀÆ¥ÀuÉUÀÆ CzÀgÀ C£ÀÄµÁ×£ÀPÀÆÌ 
ºÁUÀÆ CzÀgÀ zÀPÀë DqÀ½vÀ ¤ªÀðºÀuÉUÀÆ ªÉÊAiÀÄQÛPÀªÁV dªÁ¨ÁÝjAiÀiÁVgÀÄvÁÛ£É.

4. ¸ÀA«zsÁ£À ºÁUÀÆ PÁ£ÀÆ¤£À D¢ü¥ÀvÀå vÀvÀéªÀ£ÀÄß ¸ÀªÀÄyð¸ÀÄªÀÅzÀÄ ªÀÄAwæUÀ¼À ºÁUÀÆ £ÁUÀjPÀ 
¸ÉÃªÁ ªÀUÀðzÀ C¢üPÁjUÀ¼À ̈ ÁzsÀåvÉAiÀiÁVgÀÄvÀÛzÉ.

5. ªÀÄAwæUÀ¼ÀÄ PÉÊUÉÆAqÀ ¤Ãw-¤tðAiÀÄUÀ¼ÀÄ, £ÁUÀjPÀ ¸ÉÃªÁ ªÀUÀðzÀ C¢üPÁjAiÀÄ ¸À®ºÉUÉ 
«gÀÄzÀÞªÁVzÀÝgÀÆ, CªÀÅUÀ¼À£ÀÄß ¤µÉ× ªÀÄvÀÄÛ ¥ÁæªÀiÁtÂPÀvÉ¬ÄAzÀ PÁAiÀÄðgÀÆ¥ÀPÉÌ vÀgÀÄªÀÅzÀÄ £ÁUÀjPÀ 
¸ÉÃªÁ ªÀUÀðzÀ C¢üPÁjAiÀÄ PÀvÀðªÀåªÁVzÉ.

6. ªÀÄAwæUÀ¼ÀÆ ¸ÉÃjzÀAvÉ vÀªÀÄä ªÉÄÃ¯Á¢üPÁjUÀ½UÉ ¸À®ºÉ ¤ÃqÀÄªÁUÀ CªÀgÀ C©ü¥ÁæAiÀÄªÀ£ÀÄß 
ªÀåPÀÛ¥Àr¸ÀÄªÀ ̧ ÁévÀAvÀæöå £ÁUÀjPÀ ̧ ÉÃªÁ ªÀUÀðzÀ C¢üPÁjUÀ½UÉ EgÀÄªÀÅzÀÄ

7. £ÁUÀjPÀ ̧ ÉÃªÁ ªÀUÀðzÀªÀgÀÄ gÁdQÃAiÀÄ vÁl¸ÀÜöå, ¤µÀàPÀë¥ÁvÀvÉ ºÁUÀÆ C£ÁªÀÄzsÉÃAiÀÄvÀé vÀvÀéUÀ¼À£ÀÄß 
C£ÀÄ¸Àj¸ÀÄªÀÅzÀÄ.

¨sÁgÀvÀzÀ ̧ ÀA«zsÁ£ÀzÀ ¦ÃpPÉAiÀÄ°è PÉ®ªÀÅ GzÁvÀÛ zsÉåÃAiÀÄUÀ¼À£ÀÄß ̧ ÀàµÀÖ¥Àr¸À¯ÁVzÉ. CªÀÅUÀ¼ÉAzÀgÉ,

1. ¸ÁªÀiÁfPÀªÁV, gÁdQÃAiÀÄªÁV ªÀÄvÀÄÛ DyðPÀªÁV J®èjUÀÆ ‘£ÁåAiÀÄ’ zÉÆgÉAiÀÄ¨ÉÃPÉA§ÄzÀÄ.

2. ¥ÀæwAiÉÆ§âjUÀÆ D¯ÉÆÃa¸ÀÄªÀ, «ZÁgÀUÀ¼À£ÀÄß ªÀåPÀÛ¥Àr¸ÀÄªÀ ºÁUÀÆ vÁªÀÅ £ÀA©gÀÄªÀ 
zsÀªÀiÁðZÀgÀuÉ PÉÊUÉÆ¼ÀÄîªÀ ªÀÄvÀÄÛ G¥Á¸À£É ªÀiÁqÀÄªÀ ¸ÁévÀAvÀæöå J®è ¥ÀæeÉUÀ½UÉ ¤ÃqÀ¨ÉÃPÀÄ 
JA§ÄzÀÄ.

3. J®èjUÀÆ ̧ ÀªÀiÁ£À ̧ ÁÜ£ÀªÀiÁ£ÀzÀ CªÀPÁ±ÀUÀ¼ÀÄ zÉÆgÉAiÀÄ¨ÉÃPÉA§ÄzÀÄ ªÀÄvÀÄÛ

4. J®è £ÁUÀjPÀgÀ°è ¨sÁvÀÈvÀé ¨sÁªÀ£ÉAiÀÄ£ÀÄß ¨É¼É¹, ªÀåQÛAiÀÄ WÀ£ÀvÉAiÀÄ£ÀÄß, gÁµÀÖçzÀ LPÀåvÉAiÀÄ£ÀÄß 
JwÛ»rAiÀÄÄªÀÅzÀÄ. 

F J®è ªÀÄÆ® GzÉÝÃ±ÀUÀ¼À ̧ ÁzsÀ£ÉUÁV ̈ sÁgÀvÀzÀ DqÀ½vÀ ±Àæ«Ä¸À¨ÉÃPÉAzÀÄ ̧ ÀÆa¸ÀÄvÀÛzÉ.

ºÉÆuÉUÁjPÉ ªÀÄvÀÄÛ ¤AiÀÄAvÀæt

  ¥ÀæeÁ¸ÀvÁÛvÀäPÀ ¸ÀPÁðgÀzÀ°è ºÉÆuÉUÁjPÉ ªÀÄvÀÄÛ ¤AiÀÄAvÀæt ¸ÁªÀðd¤PÀ DqÀ½vÀzÀ 
ªÀÄÄSÁåA±ÀUÀ¼ÁVªÉ. EA¢£À ¸ÀÄTÃgÁdåzÀ°è ¸ÀPÁðgÀzÀ PÁAiÀÄðPÉ ëÃvÀ æ ¤gÀAvÀgÀªÁV 
ªÁå¥ÀPÀªÁUÀÄwÛgÀÄªÀÅzÀjAzÀ ̧ ÀPÁðj C¢üPÁjUÀ¼ÀÄ ªÁå¥ÀPÀ «ªÉÃZÀ£Á¢üPÁgÀªÀ£ÀÄß ºÉÆA¢zÁÝgÉ. ºÁUÀÆ 
gÁdQÃAiÀÄ ªÀåªÀ¸ÉÜAiÀÄ ªÉÄÃ¯É PÀÆqÀ ̧ ÁPÀµÀÄÖ ¥Àæ¨sÁªÀ©ÃgÀÄvÁÛgÉ. EAvÀºÀ ªÀÄºÀvÀé¥ÀÆtð C¢üPÁgÀ ªÁå¦Û 
ºÉÆA¢gÀÄªÀÅzÀjAzÀ CzÀ£ÀÄß ZÀ¯Á¬Ä¹zÀ ¸ÀégÀÆ¥ÀPÉÌ C£ÀÄUÀÄtªÁV CªÀgÀÄ ºÉÆuÉUÁgÀgÁVgÀ¨ÉÃPÀÄ. 
ºÉÆuÉUÁjPÉ E®èzÀ C¢üPÁgÀ ZÀ¯ÁªÀuÉAiÀÄÄ ¤gÀAPÀÄ±ÀvÀéPÉÌ zÁjªÀiÁrPÉÆqÀÄvÀÛzÉ.

  C¢üPÁjUÀ¼ÀÄ vÁªÀÅ ZÀ¯Á¬Ä¹zÀ C¢üPÁgÀPÉÌ vÀÈ¦ÛPÀgÀªÁzÀ «ªÀgÀuÉ PÉÆqÀÄªÀÅzÀÄ C¢üPÁjUÀ¼À 
ºÉÆuÉUÁjPÉAiÀiÁVzÉ. CªÀgÀÄ ¤ªÀð»¹zÀ PÁAiÀÄðPÉÌ dªÁ¨ÁÝgÀgÀ£ÁßV ªÀiÁqÀzÉÃ ºÉÆÃzÀgÉ C¢üPÁgÀzÀ 
zÀÄgÀÄ¥ÀAiÉÆÃUÀ RArvÀ. J¯ï. r ªÉÊmï CªÀgÀÄ DqÀ½vÀ  ºÉÆuÉUÁjPÉAiÀÄ£ÀÄß »ÃUÉ «ªÀj¹zÁÝgÉ. 
“¸ÀPÁðj C¢üPÁjUÀ¼ÀÄ ¤ªÀð»¸ÀÄªÀ PÁAiÀÄðUÀ½UÉ CªÀgÀ£ÀÄß ºÉÆuÉUÁgÀgÀ£ÁßV ªÀiÁqÀÄªÀ 
¸ÀA«zsÁ£ÁvÀäPÀ, ±Á¸À¤ÃAiÀÄ, DqÀ½vÁvÀäPÀ ºÁUÀÆ £Áå¬ÄPÀ ¤AiÀÄªÀÄ ªÀÄvÀÄÛ ¥ÀÆªÀð ¤zÀ±Àð£ÀUÀ¼À ºÁUÀÆ 
¸ÁÜ¦vÀ gÀÆrüUÀ¼À MlÄÖ ªÉÆvÀÛªÉÃ DqÀ½vÀ dªÁ¨ÁÝj”. 
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  ¤AiÀÄAvÀætªÀÅ PÁAiÀÄð¤ªÀðºÀuÉAiÀÄ CvÀåAvÀ ªÀÄºÀvÀézÀ ªÀÄÆ¯ÁA±ÀªÁVzÉ. ««zsÀ ¸ÀégÀÆ¥ÀzÀ 
¤AiÀÄAvÀætUÀ¼À ªÀÄÆ®PÀ ¸ÀPÁðj C¢üPÁjUÀ¼À£ÀÄß dªÁ¨ÁÝjAiÀÄÄvÀªÁVgÀÄªÀAvÉ ªÀiÁqÀ¯ÁUÀÄvÀÛzÉ. 
¤AiÀÄAvÀætªÉAzÀgÉ ¥ÀÆªÀðAiÉÆÃfvÀ ¥ÀæªÀiÁtUÀ½UÀ£ÀÄUÀÄtªÁV ZÀlÄªÀnPÉUÀ¼ÀÄ £ÀqÉAiÀÄÄvÀÛªÉAiÉÆÃ 
E®èªÀÇ JA§ÄzÀ£ÀÄß «±ÉèÃ¶¸ÀÄªÀ ªÀÄvÀÄÛ F ZÀlÄªÀnPÉUÀ¼ÀÄ CªÀÅUÀ½UÉ C£ÀÄUÀÄtªÁV £ÀqÉAiÀÄÄªÀAvÉ 
£ÉÆÃrPÉÆ¼ÀÄîªÀ ¥ÀæQæAiÉÄAiÀiÁVzÉ JAzÀÄ ºÉÃ¼À§ºÀÄzÀÄ. eÁdð Dgï. mÉjæ CªÀgÀ ¥ÀæPÁgÀ 
“PÁAiÀÄð¤ªÀðºÀuÉAiÀÄ£ÀÄß ªÀiË°åÃPÀj¸ÀÄªÀÅzÀÄ ªÀÄvÀÄÛ CUÀvÀåªÉ¤¹zÀgÉ ̧ Àj¥Àr¸ÀÄªÀ PÀæªÀÄUÀ¼À£ÀÄß C£ÀÄ¸Àj¹ 
AiÉÆÃfvÀ jÃwAiÀÄ°è PÉ®¸ÀUÀ¼ÀÄ £ÀqÉAiÀÄÄªÀAvÉ £ÉÆÃrPÉÆ¼ÀÄîªÀÅzÀÄ ¤AiÀÄAvÀætªÁVzÉ. 

DqÀ½vÀzÀ ªÉÄÃ¯É ¤AiÀÄAvÀæt

DqÀ½vÀzÀ ªÉÄÃ¯É ±Á¸ÀPÁAUÀzÀ ¤AiÀÄAvÀæt

  DqÀ½vÀzÀ ªÉÄÃ¯É ±Á¸ÀPÁAUÀzÀ ¤AiÀÄAvÀætªÀÅ ¨ÁºÀå ¤AiÀÄAvÀætUÀ¼À¯ÉÆèAzÁVzÉ. ¨ÁºÀå 
¤AiÀÄAvÀætUÀ¼À°è ±Á¸ÀPÁAUÀzÀ ¤AiÀÄAvÀætªÀÅ CvÀåAvÀ ¥ÀjuÁªÀÄPÁjAiÀiÁzÀ ºÁUÀÆ ªÀÄºÀvÀézÀ 
¤AiÀÄAvÀætªÁVzÉ. ¥Àæw¤¢ü ¥ÀæeÁ¥Àæ¨sÀÄvÀézÀ°è d£ÀvÁ ¥Àæw¤¢üUÀ½AzÀ PÀÆrzÀ ±Á¸ÀPÁAUÀªÀÅ ¸ÀPÁðgÀzÀ 
CvÀÄå£ÀßvÀ CAUÀªÁVzÉ. ±Á¸ÀPÁAUÀªÀÅ d£ÀgÀ EZÉÒAiÀÄ£ÀÄß ¥Àæw©A©¸ÀÄwÛzÀÄÝ, CzÀÄ ¸ÁªÀðd¤PÀ 
»vÁ¸ÀQÛUÀ¼À gÀPÀëPÀ£ÁV PÁAiÀÄð ¤ªÀð»¸ÀvÀÛzÉ. ±Á¸ÀPÁAUÀªÀÅ DqÀ½vÀªÀ£ÀÄß dªÁ¨ÁÝjAiÀÄÄvÀªÀ£ÁßV 
ªÀiÁqÀ®Ä CzÀgÀ ªÉÄÃ¯É ¤AiÀÄAvÀætªÀ£ÀÄß ZÀ¯Á¬Ä¸ÀÄvÀÛzÉ.

  ¨sÁgÀvÀªÀÅ ¸ÀA¸À¢ÃAiÀÄ ¥ÀzÀÞwAiÀÄ ¸ÀPÁðgÀªÀÅ “¸ÁªÀÄÆ»PÀ ºÉÆuÉUÁjPÉAiÀÄ” vÀvÀéªÀ£ÀÄß 
DzsÀj¹zÉ. CAzÀgÉ ªÀÄAwæUÀ¼ÀÄ vÁªÀÅ PÉÊUÉÆAqÀ zsÉÆÃgÀuÉ ºÁUÀÆ PÁAiÀÄðUÀ½UÉ ¸ÀA¸ÀwÛUÉ 
ºÉÆuÉAiÀiÁVgÀÄvÁÛgÉ. ̧ ÀA¸À¢ÃAiÀÄ ¥ÀzÀÞwAiÀÄrAiÀÄ°è DqÀ½vÀ ªÉÄÃ°£À ±Á¸ÀPÁAUÀzÀ ¤AiÀÄAvÀætªÀÅ PÉÃªÀ® 
¥ÀgÉÆÃPÀëªÁVgÀÄªÀÅzÀÄ. CAzÀgÉ ªÀÄAwæUÀ¼À ªÀÄÆ®PÀ ±Á¸ÀPÁAUÀªÀÅ DqÀ½vÀªÀ£ÀÄß ¤AiÀÄAwæ¸ÀÄvÀÛzÉ. 
DqÀ½vÁ¢üPÁjUÀ¼ÀÄ £ÉÃgÀªÁV ±Á¸ÀPÁAUÀPÉÌ dªÁ¨ÁÝgÀgÁVgÀÄªÀÅ¢®è. CªÀgÀÄ ¸ÀaªÀ ºÉÆuÉUÁjPÉAiÀÄ 
¤AiÀÄªÀÄzÀ »AzÉ D±ÀæAiÀÄ ¥ÀqÉAiÀÄÄvÁÛgÉ. CAzÀgÉ vÀ¥ÀÄà ªÀiÁrzÀ C¢üPÁjUÀ¼À£ÀÄß ±Á¸À£À ¸À¨sÉUÉ 
PÀgÉ¸ÀÄªÀAw®è. ºÉ¸ÀgÀÄ »rzÀÄ nÃQ¸ÀÄªÀAw®è. D E¯ÁSÉAiÀÄ ªÀÄÄRå¸ÀÜ£ÁzÀ ªÀÄAwæAiÀÄ ªÀÄÆ®PÀ 
DqÀ½vÁ¢üPÁjAiÀÄ ªÉÄÃ¯É ¤AiÀÄAvÀæt ZÀ¯Á¬Ä¸ÀÄvÀÛzÉ. »ÃUÉ DqÀ½vÁAUÀªÀÅ ¥ÀgÉÆÃPÀëªÁV ±Á¸ÀPÁAUÀPÉÌ 
dªÁ¨ÁÝjAiÀiÁVgÀÄvÀÛzÉ.

DqÀ½vÀzÀ ªÉÄÃ¯É PÁAiÀiÁðAUÀzÀ ¤AiÀÄAvÀæt

  DqÀ½vÀ ªÉÄÃ¯É PÁAiÀiÁðAUÀzÀ ¤AiÀÄAvÀætªÉAzÀgÉ ªÀÄÄRå PÁAiÀÄð¤ªÁðºÀPÀ£ÀÄ 
DqÀ½vÀ±Á»AiÀÄ PÁAiÀÄð¤ªÀðºÀuÉAiÀÄ ªÉÄÃ¯É ZÀ¯Á¬Ä¸ÀÄªÀ ¤AiÀÄAvÀætªÁVzÉ. ¸ÀA¸À¢ÃAiÀÄ 
¸ÀPÁðgÀzÀ°è ̧ ÀaªÀ ̧ ÀA¥ÀÄlªÀÅ vÁ£ÀÄ PÉÊUÉÆ¼ÀÄîªÀ DqÀ½vÀ ¤Ãw ¤zsÁðgÀUÀ½UÉ ̧ ÀA§A¢ü¹zÀAvÉ ̧ ÀA¸ÀwÛUÉ 
¸ÁªÀÄÆ»PÀªÁV ºÉÆuÉAiÀiÁVgÀÄvÀÛzÉ. MAzÀÄ E¯ÁSÉAiÀÄÄ C£ÀÄ¸Àj¸ÀÄªÀ zsÉÆÃgÀuÉUÉ PÉÃªÀ® E¯ÁSÉ 
ªÀÄAwæ ªÀiÁvÀæ ºÉÆuÉUÁgÀ£À®è, §zÀ¯ÁV Er ¸ÀaªÀ ¸ÀA¥ÀÄl ºÉÆuÉUÁjPÉAiÀiÁVgÀÄvÀÛzÉ. ¸ÀA«zsÁ£ÀªÀÅ 
ªÀÄÄRå GzÉÝÃ±ÀªÀ£ÀÄß FqÉÃj¸ÀÄªÁUÀ C¢üPÁj CxÀªÁ ªÀÄAwæ vÀ£Àß «ÄÃwAiÀÄ£ÀÄß «ÄÃgÀ¨ÁgÀzÀÄ JA§ 
PÁgÀt¢AzÀ F ¤AiÀÄAvÀætªÀ£ÀÄß ºÁQPÉÆArzÉ.

DqÀ½vÀzÀ ªÉÄÃ¯É £ÁåAiÀiÁAUÀzÀ ¤AiÀÄAvÀæt

  DqÀ½vÀzÀ PÁAiÀÄðZÀlÄªÀnPÉUÀ¼À PÁ£ÀÆ£ÀÄ §zÀÞvÉAiÀÄ£ÀÄß ¤zsÀðj¸À®Ä £ÁåAiÀiÁAUÀzÀ 
¤Ai À Ä Av À æ «z É .  £Á åA i À i ÁAU Àª À Å  ¸ À P Áðj C¢ ü P ÁjU À¼ À Ä  v Àª À Ä ä  C¢ ü P Ág Àª À£ À Ä ß 
zÀÄgÀÄ¥ÀAiÉÆÃUÀ¥Àr¹PÉÆ¼ÀÄîªÀÅzÀ£ÀÄß vÀqÉUÀnÖ ¥ÀæeÉUÀ¼À ºÀPÀÄÌUÀ¼À£ÀÄß gÀQë¸ÀÄvÀÛzÉ. £ÁåAiÀiÁ®AiÀÄUÀ¼ÀÄ 
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vÁªÁVAiÉÄÃ DqÀ½vÀ PÁAiÀÄð ZÀlÄªÀnPÉUÀ¼À°è PÉÊ ºÁPÀÄªÀAw®è. DqÀ½vÀ PÁAiÀÄð ZÀlÄªÀnPÉUÀ½AzÀ 
vÉÆAzÀgÉUÉÆ¼ÀUÁzÀ ªÀåQÛ CxÀªÁ ¸ÀA¸ÉÜAiÀÄÄ ªÀÄ£À« ªÀiÁrPÉÆAqÁUÀ ªÀiÁvÀæ £ÁåAiÀiÁAUÀzÀ ªÀÄÄAzÉ 
§gÀÄªÀÅzÀÄ. DqÀ½vÁAUÀªÀÅ vÀ£Àß PÁAiÀÄðªÁå¦ÛAiÀÄ£ÀÄß G®èAX¹ ªÀwð¹zÁUÀ, zÉÆÃµÀ¥ÀÆjvÀ 
jÃwAiÀÄ°è PÁ£ÀÆ£ÀÄ ZÀ¯Á¬Ä¹zÁUÀ, ªÀÄvÀÄÛ «zsÁ£ÀªÀ£ÀÄß C£ÀÄ¸Àj¹zÁUÀ £ÁåAiÀiÁAUÀªÀÅ DqÀ½vÀzÀ 
ªÉÄÃ¯É ¤AiÀÄAvÀæt«gÀÄªÀAvÉ ̈ sÁgÀvÀzÀ ̧ ÀA«zsÁ£ÀzÀ°è G¯ÉèÃT¸À¯ÁVzÉ.

  ¨sÁgÀvÀ ¸ÀA«zsÁ£ÀªÀÅ DqÀ½vÀPÉ Ì ºÀ®ªÁgÀÄ ªÀiÁUÀðUÀ¼À£ÀÄß ¤ÃrzÀgÀÆ PÀÆqÀ 
DqÀ½vÁ¢üPÁjUÀ¼ÀÄ CxÀªÁ ¸ÀPÁðgÀzÀ E¯ÁSÉAiÀÄ ªÀÄAwæUÀ¼ÀÄ zÉÃ±ÀzÀ ªÀÄvÀÄÛ £ÁUÀjÃPÀgÀ ¥ÀÆgÀPÀªÁV 
PÁAiÀÄð¤ªÀð»¸ÀzÉÃ C¢üPÁgÀªÀ£ÀÄß zÀÄgÀÄ¥ÀAiÉÆÃUÀªÁV CxÀªÁ C¸ÀªÀÄ¥ÀðPÀªÁV §¼À¸ÀÄªÀAvÀ 
¸ÀAzÀ¨sÀðzÀ°è CªÀÅUÀ¼À ªÉÄÃ¯É ¤AiÀÄAvÀætªÀ£ÀÄß ªÀiÁqÀÄvÀÛzÉ.

¸ÀªÀiÁgÉÆÃ¥À

  ¸ÀA«zsÁ£À ªÀÄvÀÄÛ DqÀ½vÀ MAzÀPÉÆÌAzÀÄ ¥ÀÆgÀPÀªÁV PÁAiÀÄð¤ªÀð»¹zÁUÀ zÉÃ±ÀzÀ C©üªÀÈ¢Þ 
ªÀÄvÀÄÛ d£ÀgÀ ¸ÀªÀÄUÀæ PÀ¯ÁåtPÉÌ ¸ÁzsÀåªÁUÀÄvÀÛzÉ. DzÀgÉ ±Á¸ÀPÁAUÀzÀ ¥ÀgÉÆÃPÀë ¤AiÀÄAvÀætzÀ ºÉÆgÀvÁV 
ªÀÄAwæUÀ¼À £ÉÃgÀ ¤AiÀÄAvÀætPÉÌ DqÀ½vÀ AiÀÄAvÀæªÀÅ M¼À¥ÀnÖzÉ. gÁdPÁgÀt ªÀÄvÀÄÛ £ÁUÀjPÀ ̧ ÉÃªÁ ªÀUÀðzÀ 
£ÀqÀÄªÉ ©ü£Áß©ü¥ÁæAiÀÄUÀ¼ÀÄ ºÉZÀÄÑwÛzÉ. ̧ ÀA«zsÁ£À ¤ÃqÀÄªÀ £ÁUÀjPÀgÀ ºÀPÀÄÌUÀ¼À gÀPÀëuÉ ¤ÃqÀÄªÀ°è DqÀ½vÀzÀ 
PÁAiÀÄðªÉÊRj PÀÆqÀ §zÀ¯ÁVzÉ. ¨sÁgÀvÀ ¸ÀA«zsÁ£À zsÀªÀÄð¤gÀ¥ÉÃPÀëvÉ vÀvÀéªÀ£ÀÄß vÀ£Àß DzÀ±ÀðªÁV 
CAVÃPÀj¹zÀgÀÆ DqÀ½vÀ £ÀqÉ¸ÀÄªÀ ¸ÀPÁðgÀUÀ¼ÀÄ F vÀvÀéUÀ¼À£ÀÄß ¤®ðQë¸ÀÄªÀÅzÀÄ PÁt§ºÀÄzÁVzÉ. 
eÁwÃAiÀÄvÉ £ÀªÀÄä ¸ÀªÀiÁdPÉÆÌAzÀÄ ±Á¥ÀªÁVzÀÄÝ, PÉ®ªÀÄnÖUÉ DqÀ½vÀ AiÀÄAvÀæªÀÅ eÁwÃAiÀÄvÉAiÀÄ 
zÀÈ¶ÖPÉÆÃ£À ºÉÆA¢gÀÄªÀ ̧ ÁzsÀåvÉAiÀÄ£ÀÄß C®èUÉ¼ÉAiÀÄ®Ä ̧ ÁzsÀå«®è. d£ÀvÉAiÀÄ D±ÉÆÃvÀÛgÀUÀ½UÉ ̧ ÀPÁðgÀzÀ 
DqÀ½vÀUÁgÀgÀÄ ¸ÀjAiÀiÁV ¸ÀàA¢¸ÀÄwÛ®è. DqÀ½vÀzÀ GzÉÝÃ±ÀUÀ¼ÀÄ, PÁAiÀÄðUÀ¼ÀÄ, UÀÄjUÀ¼ÀÄ C°è£À d£ÀgÀ 
¨ÉÃrPÉ CxÀªÁ ¸ÀªÀiÁdPÉÌ C£ÀÄUÀÄtªÁV §zÀ¯ÁUÀÄªÀÅzÀÄ PÀAqÀÄ§gÀÄvÀÛzÉ. DqÀ½vÀUÁgÀgÀÄ DqÀ½vÁvÀäPÀ 
¸ÀªÀÄ¸ÉåAiÀÄ£ÀÄß AiÀiÁAwæPÀªÁV ¥ÀjºÀj¸À®Ä ¥ÀæAiÀÄwß¸ÀzÉ, C°è£À ªÀiÁ£À«ÃAiÀÄvÉ, ¸ÁªÀiÁfPÀªÁV ªÀÄvÀÄÛ 
¸À¤ßªÉÃ±ÀPÉÌ C£ÀÄUÀÄtªÁV ¥ÀjºÀj¸À¨ÉÃPÀÄ. ¨sÁgÀvÀzÀ°è ¸ÀA«zsÁ£ÀzÀ ªÀÄÆ®vÀvÀéUÀ½UÉ C£ÀÄUÀÄtªÁV 
DqÀ½vÀzÀ ¤ÃwUÀ¼ÀÄ ªÀÄvÀÄÛ PÁAiÀÄðªÉÊRjUÀ¼ÀÄ EzÁÝUÀ ªÀiÁvÀæ  ¸ÀA«zsÁ£ÀzÀ ¥ÀÆªÀð¦ÃpPÉAiÀÄ£ÀÄß 
¸ÀªÀÄ¥ÀðPÀªÁV C£ÀÄµÁ×£ÀUÉÆ½¸À®Ä ̧ ÁzsÀåªÁUÀÄvÀÛzÉ.
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“PÉÃAzÀæ-gÁdå ¸ÀA§AzsÀUÀ¼À : ¤§ðAzsÀUÀ¼ÀÄ ªÀÄvÀÄÛ ¤jÃPÉëUÀ¼ÀÄ”
(Center State Relation : Constraints and Prospects)

²æÃªÀÄw ªÀÄzsÀÄ ºÀÄt¸ÀV
                   ¸ÁßvÀPÉÆÃvÀÛgÀ «zÁåyð¤

PÀ£ÁðlPÀ gÁdå CPÀÌªÀÄºÁzÉÃ« ªÀÄ»¼Á «±Àé«zÁå®AiÀÄ, «dAiÀÄ¥ÀÄgÀ

CªÀÄÆvÀð

 ¨sÁgÀvÀzÀ C©üªÀÈ¢ÞAiÀÄ zÀÈ¶ÖPÉÆÃ£À¢AzÀ PÉÃAzÀæ - gÁdå ¸ÀA§AzsÀUÀ¼À ¤§ðAzsÀUÀ¼ÀÄ ªÀÄvÀÄÛ 
¤jÃPÉëÃUÀ¼À£ÀÄß ¥Àj²Ã°¸ÀÄªÀzÀÄ, LPÀåvÉ «µÀAiÀÄªÁV EªÀÅUÀ¼À dªÁ¨ÁÝjAiÀÄ£ÀÄß «ªÀj¸ÀÄªÀÅzÀÄ. ºÁUÀÆ 
¸ÀAQëÃ¥ÀÛ »£Àß¯ÉAiÀÄ°è ̈ sÁgÀvÀzÀ MPÀÆÌlªÀåªÀ¸ÉÜ ªÀÄvÀÄÛ CgÉ ̧ ÀAAiÀÄÄPÀÛ ¥ÀzÀÝwAiÀÄ PÀÄjvÀÄ «±ÉèÃ¶¸ÀÄªÀÅzÀÄ. 
PÉÃAzÀæ - gÁdå ̧ ÀA§AzsÀUÀ¼À zÀéAzÀé¤ªÁgÀuÉ ªÀÄvÀÄÛ ̧ ÀºÀPÁgÀAiÀÄÄvÀ ̧ ÀA§AzsÀ ºÉÆAzÀÄªÀzÀgÀ CUÀvÀåªÀ£ÀÄß 
MwÛºÉÃ¼ÀÄªÀzÀÄ F ¸ÀA±ÉÆÃzsÀ£ÉAiÀÄ ¥ÀæªÀÄÄR GzÉÝÃ±ÀªÁVzÉ. ¨sÁgÀvÀzÀ PÉÃAzÀæ - gÁdå ¸ÀA§AzsÀUÀ¼À 
ªÀÄzsÉå ¤§ðAzsÀUÀ¼ÀÄ ªÀÄvÀÄÛ ¤jÃPÉëUÀ½zÀÄÝ CªÀÅUÀ¼ÉgÀqÀÄ CUÀvÀå JA§ÄzÀ£ÀÄß F «±ÉèÃµÀuÉAiÀÄÄ ¨sÁgÀvÀzÀ 
C©üªÀÈ¢Þ ºÁUÀÆ LPÀåvÉAiÀÄ zÀÈ¶ÖPÉÆÃ£ÀUÀ½AzÀ ¸Á©vÀÄ ¥Àr¸ÀÄvÀÛzÉ. MPÀÆÌl ªÀåªÀ¸ÉÜAiÀÄ ¤ªÀðºÀuÉUÉ 
PÉÃAzÀæ gÁdå ¸ÀA§AzsÀUÀ¼ÀÄ GvÀÛªÀÄªÁVgÀÄªÀÅzÀÄ CvÀåUÀvÀå J£ÀÄßªÀzÀ£ÀÄß F ¸ÀA±ÉÆÃzsÀ£É ¥Àæ¸ÀÆÛvÀ 
¨É¼ÀªÀtÂUÉUÀ¼À ªÀÄÆ®PÀ «±ÉèÃ¶¸ÀÄªÀÅzÀÄ.

¥Àæ¸ÁÛªÀ£É

 PÉÃAzÀæ gÁdå ¸ÀA§AzsÀUÀ¼ÀÄ : ¤§ðAzsÀUÀ¼ÀÄ ªÀÄvÀÄÛ ¤jÃPÉëUÀ¼ÀÄ ¸ÀA«zsÁ£ÁvÀäPÀ C¢üPÁgÀ 
ºÀAaPÉAiÀÄ C£ÀÄUÀÄtªÁVªÉ. PÉ£ÀqÁ ¸ÀA«zsÁ£À¢AzÀ JgÀªÀ®Ä ¥ÀqÉzÀ “§°µÀ× PÉÃAzÀæ ¸ÀPÁðgÀªÀÅ¼Àî 
¸ÀAAiÀÄÄPÀÛ ªÀåªÀ¸ÉÜ, ̧ ÀªÀÄªÀwð ¥ÀnÖAiÀÄ°ègÀÄªÀ CA±ÀUÀ¼À ªÉÄÃ¯É PÁ£ÀÆ£ÀÄ gÀa¸ÀÄªÀ C¢üPÁgÀ PÉÃAzÀæ¸ÀPÁðgÀ 
ºÉÆA¢gÀÄªÀzÀÄ ºÁUÀÆ PÉÃAzÀæ¢AzÀ (gÁµÀÖç¥Àw) gÁdåUÀ¼À gÁdå¥Á®gÀ £ÉÃªÀÄPÀªÀiÁqÀÄªÀ CA±ÀUÀ¼ÀÄ 
PÉÃAzÀæ - gÁdå ¸ÀA§AzsÀÀUÀ¼À£ÀÄß ¤zsÀðj¸ÀÄvÀÛªÉ. F ªÀiÁzÀj ¸ÀÆPÀÛªÉAzÀÄ ¥ÀjUÀtÂ¸À®Ä PÁgÀtªÁzÀ 
¥ÀæªÀÄÄR CA±ÀUÀ¼ÀÄ 1. ̈ sÁgÀvÀzÀ LPÀåvÉ 2. ̈ sÁgÀvÀzÀ C©üªÀÈ¢Þ. ¥ÁæzÉÃ²PÀ ©ü£ÀßvÉ ªÀÄvÀÄÛ ªÉÊ«zÀåvÉAiÀÄÄ¼Àî 
gÁdåUÀ¼À MPÀÆÌl ̈ sÁgÀvÀPÉÌ ‘CgÉ ̧ ÀAAiÀÄÄPÀÛ’ (Quasi-Federation) ̧ ÀPÁðgÀªÀÅ LPÀåvÉ zÀÈ¶Ö¬ÄAzÀ 
gÁdåUÀ¼À ̧ ÁéAiÀÄvÀÛvÉ ªÉÄÃ¯É ºÉaÑ£À PÉÃAzÀæ C¢üPÁgÀUÀ¼À£ÀÄß ºÉÆA¢zÀÄÝ ¤§ðAzsÀÀUÀ¼ÁV ¥Àjt«Ä¸ÀÄwÛªÉ, 
gÁdåUÀ¼ÀÄ PÉÃAzÀæ¢AzÀ ̧ ÁéAiÀÄvÀÛvÉ ¥ÀqÉAiÀÄÄªÀ ªÀÄvÀÄÛ DyðPÀ, DqÀ½vÁäPÀ ªÀÄvÀÄÛ ±Á¸À¤ÃAiÀÄ C¢üPÁgÀUÀ¼À 
ªÉÄÃ¯É ¥Áæ§®å ̧ Á¢ü¸ÀÄªÀ ¤jÃPÉëUÀ¼À£ÀÄß ºÉÆA¢ªÉ, DzÀÝjAzÀ PÉÃAzÀæ gÁdå ̧ ÀA§AzsÀÀUÀ¼À£ÀÄß F JgÀqÀÄ 
zÀÈ¶ÖPÉÆÃ£À¢AzÀ ¥ÀjÃ²°¸ÀÄªÀzÀÄ.

 ¸ÀA«zsÁ£ÀzÀ 7£ÉÃ C£ÀÄ¸ÀÆa ªÀÄvÀÄÛ 11£ÉÃ ¨sÁUÀzÀ MAzÀ£ÉÃ CzÁåAiÀÄzÀ°è £ÀªÀÄÆ¢¹gÀÄªÀ 
245 jAzÀ 255gÀªÀgÉV£À «¢üUÀ¼À£ÀÄß ªÀÄvÀÄÛ 6£ÉÃ ̈ sÁUÀzÀ°ègÀÄªÀ 200 ºÁUÀÆ 201£ÉÃ «¢üUÀ¼À£ÀÄß 
CªÀ¯ÉÆÃQ¹zÁUÀ PÉÃAzÀæ ¸ÀPÁðgÀPÉÌ ºÉZÀÄÑ ±Á¸À¤ÃAiÀÄ ºÁUÀÆ «±ÉÃµÀ C¢üPÁgÀUÀ¼À£ÀÄß PÉÆnÖgÀÄªÀzÀÄ 
gÁdåUÀ¼À ±Á¸À¤ÃAiÀÄ C¢üPÁgÀUÀ¼À §¼ÀPÉAiÀÄ ªÉÄÃ¯É ¤§ðAzÀªÁVªÉ. PÉÃAzÀæ gÁdåUÀ¼À £ÀqÀÄªÉ EgÀÄªÀ 
DqÀ½vÀ ¸ÀA§AzsÀUÀ¼À£ÀÄß ¸ÀA«zsÁ£ÀzÀ 11£ÉÃ ¨sÁUÀzÀ JgÀqÀ£ÉÃ CzsÁåAiÀÄzÀ°è ºÁUÀÆ E£ÀÆß PÉ®ªÀÅ 
«¢üUÀ¼À°è PÁtÄvÉÛªÉ. PÉÃAzÀæ ºÁUÀÆ gÁdåUÀ¼À DyðPÀ ̧ ÀA§AzsÀUÀ¼À ¤AiÀÄªÀÄUÀ¼À£ÀÄß ̧ ÀA«zsÁ£ÀzÀ 12£ÉÃ 
¨sÁUÀzÀ°ègÀÄªÀ «¢üUÀ¼À°è ºÁUÀÆ 7£ÉÃ C£ÀÄ¸ÀÆaAiÀÄ°è PÁtvÉÛÃªÉ. PÉÃAzÀæ ¥ÀnÖAiÀÄ°ègÀÄªÀ «µÀAiÀÄUÀ¼ÀÄ, 
ºÁUÀÆ 82 jAzÀ 91 ªÀÄvÀÄÛ 92(J) ºÁUÀÆ 92(©) ªÀgÉV£À PÉÃAzÀæ¸ÀPÁðgÀzÀ ¸ÀA¥À£ÀÆä®UÀ¼À£ÀÄß 
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ªÀÄvÀÄÛ vÉjUÉ «¢ü¸ÀÄªÀ C¢üPÁgÀUÀ¼À£ÀÄß ¸ÀÆa¸ÀÄvÀÛzÉ. gÁdåUÀ½UÉ 19 DzÁAiÀÄ ªÀÄÆ®UÀ½zÀÝgÀÆ 
ºÀtPÁ¸ÀÄ «µÀAiÀÄzÀ°è ºÉZÀÄÑ ̧ ÁéAiÀÄvÀÛvÉ AiÀÄ£ÀÄß ¥ÀqÉ¢®è. F jÃwAiÀÄ ©ü£ÀßvÉAiÀÄ CzsÀPÁgÀ ºÀAaPÉAiÀÄÄ 
ZÀZÁð¸ÀàzÀ «µÀAiÀÄªÁVzÉ.

»£Éß¯É

 ±ÉµÁªÀ¸ÉÜAiÀÄ°èzÀÝ ¨sÁgÀvÀzÀ ¸ÁévÀAvÀæöå gÁ¶ÖçÃAiÀÄ LPÀåvÉ ¸Á¢ü¸À®Ä ªÀÄvÀÄÛ ¨sÁgÀvÀzÀ MPÀÆÌl 
ªÀåªÀ¸ÉÜAiÀÄ£ÀÄß ̈ sÀzÀæUÉÆ½¸À®Ä ̧ ÀAAiÀÄÄPÀÛ ªÀåªÀ¸ÉÜAiÀÄ°è PÉÃAzÀæ¸ÀPÁðgÀªÀ£ÀÄß ¥Àæ§®UÉÆ½¸ÀÄªÀÅzÀgÀ ¥ÀæªÀÄÄR 
GzÉÝÃ±ÀªÁVvÀÄÛ. §°µÀ× PÉÃAzÀæ¸ÀPÁðgÀzÀ C¢üPÁgÀUÀ¼ÀÄ dªÀºÀgÀ¯Á® £ÉºÀgÀÄ £ÁAiÀÄPÀvÀézÀ 
DqÀ½vÁªÀ¢üAiÀÄ°è PÉÃAzÀæ gÁdå ¸ÀA§AzsÀÀUÀ¼ÀªÉÄÃ¯É AiÀiÁªÀÅzÉÃ ¥ÀjuÁªÀÄ ©ÃgÀ°®è. £ÉºÀgÀÄ CªÀgÀÄ 
gÁdåUÀ¼À DqÀ½vÀzÀ°è C£ÀªÀ±ÀåPÀªÁV ºÀ¸ÀÛPÉëÃ¥À ªÀiÁqÀ°®è. gÁdåUÀ¼À ªÀÄÄRåªÀÄAwæUÀ¼À ªÀÄvÀÄÛ gÁdå¥Á®gÀ    

C¢üPÁgÀUÀ¼À£ÀÄß ¥Àæ²ß¸À°®è. DzÀÝjAzÀ PÉÃAzÀæ – gÁdå ̧ ÀA§zsÀUÀ¼À ªÀÄzsÉå «ªÁzÀUÀ¼ÀÄ ªÀÄvÀÄÛ zÀéAzÀéUÀ½®èzÉ 
LPÀåvÉ ªÀÄvÀÄÛ C©üªÀÈ¢Þ ¸ÀgÀ¼ÀªÁzÀªÀÅ. ¸ÀA«zsÁ£ÁvÀäPÀ ZËPÀnÖ£À¯Éè DqÀ½vÀ £ÀqÉ¹zÀ ¯Á¯ï §ºÀÄzÀÆÞgÀ 
±Á¹ÛçÃ £ÁAiÀÄPÀvÀézÀ ̧ ÀPÁðgÀªÁUÀ°, ªÀÄÆgÁfð zÉÃ¸Á¬Ä £ÉÃvÀÈvÀézÀ

 d£ÀvÁ ¸ÀPÁðgÀªÁUÀ° PÉÃAzÀæ - gÁdå ¸ÀA§AzsÀÀUÀ¼À ªÀÄzsÉå AiÀiÁªÀÅzÉÃ CqÉ vÀqÉUÀ¼À£ÀÄß 
GAlÄªÀiÁqÀ°®è. 1966 jAzÀ 1977 ªÀÄvÀÄÛ 1980 jAzÀ 1984 gÀ°è DqÀ½vÀPÉÌ §AzÀ 
EA¢gÁUÁA¢üÃ £ÁAiÀÄPÀvÀézÀ PÉÃAzÀæ¸ÀPÁðgÀªÀÅ vÀÄvÀÄð ¥ÀgÀ¹ÜwAiÀÄAvÀ ¸ÀAzsÀ¨sÀðUÀ¼À°è gÁdåUÀ¼À 
¸ÁéAiÀÄvÀÛvÉUÉ zsÀÀPÉÌ GAlÄªÀiÁrvÀÄ. ºÁUÀÆ gÁfÃªÀ UÁA¢üÃAiÀÄªÀgÀ £ÁAiÀÄPÀvÀézÀ ̧ ÀPÁðgÀªÀÅ DgÀA¨sÀzÀ°è 
gÁdåUÀ¼À ̧ ÁéAiÀÄvÀÛvÉAiÀÄ£ÀÄß UËgÀªÀ¢AzÀ PÀAqÀgÀÆ PÀæªÉÄÃt ̧ ÀÜ½ÃAiÀÄ ̧ ÀPÁðgÀUÀ¼ÁzÀ f¯Áè ¥ÀjµÀvï ªÀÄvÀÄÛ 
¥ÀAZÁAiÀÄvÀ ¸ÀzÀ¸ÀågÀ eÉÆvÉ £ÉÃgÀªÁV ZÀZÉðV½zÀÄ gÁdå ¸ÀPÁðgÀUÀ¼À DqÀ½vÀªÀ£ÀÄß PÀqÉUÀtÂ¹zÀÝ®èzÉ, 
PÉÃAzÀæ gÁdåUÀ¼À ¸ÀA§AzsÀ ¸ÀÄzÁgÀuÉUÉ ‘¸ÀPÁðjAiÀiÁ DAiÉÆÃUÀzÀ’ ²¥ÁgÀ¸ÀÄìUÀ¼À£ÀÄß ¤Ã®ðQë¹zÀÄÝ, 
gÁdåUÀ¼À C¸ÀªÀiÁzsÁ£ÀPÉÌ PÁgÀtªÁ¬ÄvÀÄ. EwÛÃa£À CªÀ¢üAiÀÄ°è ¥ÁæzÉÃ²PÀ ¥ÀPÀëUÀ¼À ¨ÉA§®¢AzÀ 
PÉÃAzÀæ°è ¸À«Ää±Àæ ¸ÀPÁðgÀUÀ¼ÀÄ C¢üPÁgÀPÉÌ §AzÀªÉÄÃ¯É ªÀÄvÉÛ PÉÃAzÀæ gÁdå ¸ÀA§AzsÀÀUÀ¼À°è vÀPÀÌªÀÄnÖUÉ 
¸ÀÄzsÁgÀuÉAiÀÄ£ÀÄß PÀArªÉ. EwÛÃa£À ¨É¼ÀªÀtÂUÉ ªÀÄÆ®PÀ PÉÃAzÀæ¢AzÀ §gÀ¨ÉÃPÁzÀ ¸Ë®¨sÀåUÀ¼À£ÀÄß 
¥ÀqÉAiÀÄ®Ä gÁdåUÀ¼ÀÄ ̧ ÀªÀÄxÀðªÁVªÉ.

 EzÀjAzÀ £ÁªÀÅ w½zÀPÉÆ¼ÀÄîªÀÅzÀÄ K£ÀAzÀgÉ ¸ÀA«zsÁ£À §zÀÞ gÁdQÃAiÀÄ DqÀ½vÀzÀ 
zÀÄgÀ¥ÀAiÉÆÃUÀ ̧ ÀªÀÄ¸ÉåAiÀÄ ªÀÄÆ®ªÁVzÉ. ̧ ÀA«zsÁ£À ̈ Á»gÀ DqÀ½vÀ¢AzÀ¯ÉÃ ̧ ÀªÀÄ¸ÉåUÀ¼ÀÄ GzÀã«¸ÀÄvÀÛªÉ 
JA§ÄzÀÄ ¸ÀàµÀÖªÁUÀÄvÀÛzÉ. DzÀÞjAzÀ ¸ÀA«zsÁ£ÀvÀäPÀ DqÀ½vÀªÉ ¸ÀÆPÀÛ, §zÀ¯ÁªÀuÉUÀ½UÉ vÀPÀÌAvÉ CUÀvÀå 
wzÀÄÝ¥ÀrUÀ¼À£ÀÄß ¸ÀA«zsÁ£ÀzÀ WÀ£ÀvÉ ªÀÄvÀÄÛ ¸ÀégÀÆ¥ÀPÉÌ zÀPÉÌ GAmÁUÀzÀAvÉ ªÀiÁqÀ®Ä CªÀPÁ±À«zÀÄÝ 
CzÀ£ÀÄß ¸ÀjAiÀiÁV §¼À¹ PÉÆÃ¼Àî¨ÉÃPÀÄ. C¢üPÁgÀ G½¹PÉÆ¼ÀÄîªÀÅzÀPÁÌUÀ° ¥ÀPÀë»vÁ¸ÀQÛ ¸ÁzsÀ£ÉUÁUÀ° 
¸ÀA«zsÁ£À ̈ Á»gÀ DqÀ½v,À vÀÄvÀÄð ¥ÀgÀ¹Üw, gÁdåUÀ¼À LPÀåvÉUÉ zÀPÉÌ GAlÄªÀiÁqÀÄvÀÛªÉ.

¨sÁgÀvÀzÀ PÉÃAzÀæ - gÁdå ¸ÀA§AzsÀUÀ¼À : ¤§ðAzsÀÀUÀ¼ÀÄ ºÁUÀÆ ¤jPÉëÃUÀ¼À£ÀÄß gÁ¶ÖçÃAiÀÄ C©üªÀÈ¢Þ 
zÀÈ¶ÖPÉÆÃ£À¢AzÀ «±ÉèÃ¹¸ÀÄªÀzÀÄ.

 ¨sÁgÀvÀzÀ MPÀÆÌl ªÀåªÀ¸ÉÜAiÀÄ PÉÃAzÀæ ¸ÀPÁðgÀzÀ ¥Áæ§®åªÀÅ ±Á¸À¤ÃAiÀÄ, DqÀ½vÁvÀäPÀ ªÀÄvÀÄÛ 
DyðPÀ CA±ÀUÀ¼À ªÉÄÃ¯É gÁdåUÀ½UÉ ¤§ðAzsÀUÀ¼À£ÀÄß ºÉÃgÀÄªÀAvÀ ¸ÀA«zsÁ£ÀzÀ «¢üUÀ¼ÀÄ, gÁdåUÀ¼À 
¤§ðAzsÀÀªÀ£ÀÄß PÀrvÀUÉÆ½¸ÀÄªÀ ªÀÄvÀÄÛ ¸ÁéAiÀÄvÀÛvÉ ¥ÀqÉAiÀÄÄªÀ ¤jÃPÉëUÀ¼ÀÄ C©üªÀÈ¢ÞAiÀÄ ªÉÄÃ¯É 
©ÃgÀÄwÛgÀÄªÀ ªÀÄºÀvÀézÀ ¥ÀjuÁªÀÄUÀ¼ÉAzÀgÉ- DyðPÀ, ̧ ÁªÀiÁfPÀ, ±ÉÊPÀëtÂPÀ, PÀÈ¶ ªÀÄvÀÄÛ UÁæ«ÄÃuÁ©üªÀÈ¢Þ 
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PÁAiÀÄðPÀæªÀÄUÀ½UÉ ¸ÀàµÀÖ ¨ÉA§® ªÀÄvÀÄÛ ¸ÀºÀPÁgÀAiÀÄÄvÀ ¸ÀºÁAiÀÄ ¸Ë®¨sÀåUÀ¼ÀÄ zÉÆgÉAiÀÄzÉ CªÀÅUÀ¼À 
¹ÜwAiÀÄ£ÀÄß ¸ÀÄzsÁj¹PÉÆ¼Àî®Ä ¸ÁzÀåªÁUÀÄwÛ®.è GzÁºÀgÀuÉUÉ PÉÃAzÀæ ¸ÀPÁðgÀzÀ ºÉaÑ£À UÀªÀÄ£À 
CAvÁgÁ¶ÖçÃAiÀÄ ªÀÄlÖzÀ°è zÉÃ±ÀªÀ£ÀÄß ±ÀPÀÛ UÉÆÃ½¸ÀÄªÀzÀgÀ PÀqÉVgÀÄvÀÛzÉ, PÉÃAzÀæ ¥ÀnÖAiÀÄ°ègÀÄªÀ gÀPÀëuÉUÉ 
ºÉZÀÄÑ DzÀåvÉ ¤ÃqÀÄªÀzÀÄ, PÉÃAzÀæzÀ DzÁAiÀÄªÀÅ gÁdåUÀ½AzÀ gÁdåUÀ½VAvÀ ºÉZÁÑV PÀÆærPÀgÀt 
DUÀÄªÀzÀjAzÀ gÁdå¸ÀPÁðgÀUÀ¼ÀÄ £À¸ÀÖªÀ£ÀÄß C£ÀÄ¨sÀ«¸ÀÄvÀÛªÉ. ¨sÁgÀvÀzÀ C©üªÀÈ¢ÞAiÀÄ£ÀÄß UÀªÀÄ¤¹zÁUÀ 
¨sÁgÀvÀzÀ ºÀ¹«£À ̧ ÀÆZÀåAPÀ 102 QÌ½¢zÀÄÝ ±À¸ÁÛç¸ÀÛç Rj¢AiÀÄ°è 2£ÉÃ ̧ ÁÜ£ÀPÉÌjzÉ.

 246 2£ÉÃ G¥À«¢ü CrAiÀÄ°è CAvÀgÀ gÁdå ªÁå¥ÁgÀ CxÀªÁ ªÁtÂdåPÉÌ ¸ÀA§A¢¹zÀAvÉ 
‘¸ÀgÀPÀÄ ºÁUÀÆ ̧ ÉÃªÉUÀ¼À ªÉÄÃ¯É vÉjUÉ «¢ü¸ÀÄªÀ §UÉÎ ̧ ÀA¸ÀvÀÄÛ PÁ£ÀÆ£ÀÄ ªÀiÁqÀ®Ä ¥ÀÆtð Cs¢üPÁgÀªÀ£ÀÄß 
ºÉÆA¢zÉ. PÉÃAzÀæ ̧ ÀPÁðgÀªÀÅ gÁµÀÖçzÀ C©üªÀÈ¢Þ zÀÈ¶ÖPÉÆÃ£À¢AzÀ ªÀiÁqÀÄªÀAvÀ

 PÁ£ÀÄ£ÀÆUÀ¼ÀÄ DyðPÀ C©üªÀÈ¢ÞAiÀÄ£ÀÄß ¸Á¢ü¸À®Ä ¥ÀÆgÀPÀªÁVgÀÄvÀÛªÉ, DzÀgÉ MPÀÆÌlzÀ 
gÁdåUÀ¼À ¹ÜwUÀ¼É®èªÀÅ ©ü£ÀßªÁVgÀÄªÀzÀjAzÀ ̧ ÀÆPÀëöä C©üªÀÈ¢Þ DUÀÄwÛ®è. “¸ÀÆPÀëöä DyðPÀ C©üªÀÈ¢ÞAiÀÄ£ÀÄß 
¸Á¢ü¸ÀzÀ ºÉÆgÀvÀÄ ̧ ÀªÀÄUÀæ ̧ ÁzsÀå«®è”.(¸ÀÆPÀëöä DyðPÀvÉ JAzÀgÉ ¤¢ðµÀÖ ªÀÄvÀÄÛ ̧ ÀtÚ WÀlPÀUÀ¼À DzÁAiÀÄ 
ªÀÄvÀÄÛ ªÉZÀÑªÁVzÉ.) F jÃwAiÀÄ PÁ£ÀÄ£ÀÆUÀ¼ÀÄ gÁdåUÀ¼À d£ÀgÀ fÃªÀ£À ªÀÄlÖzÀ ̧ ÀAQÃtð ̧ ÀªÀÄ¸ÉåUÀ¼À£ÀÄß 
CªÀ¯ÉÆÃPÀ£À ªÀiÁqÀzÉÃ EgÀÄªÀzÀÄ ̈ sÁgÀvÀzÀ C©üªÀÈ¢ÞUÉ £ÀPÁgÁvÀäPÀ ¥ÀjuÁªÀÄªÀ£ÀÄß ©ÃgÀÄwÛzÉ.

 PÉÃAzÀæ ̧ ÀPÁðgÀ ºÁQPÉÆAqÀAvÀ C©üªÀÈ¢Þ¥ÀgÀ AiÉÆÃd£ÉUÀ¼ÀÄ ̧ ÁªÀiÁ£Àå d£ÀgÀ£ÀÄß vÀ®Ä¥ÀÄªÀzÀÄ 
PÀ£À¹£À ªÀiÁvÁVzÉ, CzÀgÀ®Æè ¨sÁgÀvÀzÀAvÀ §ºÀÄ «¸ÁÛgÀªÁzÀ ¨sÀÆ¥ÀæzÉÃ±ÀªÀÅ¼Àî gÁµÀÖçzÀ°è J¯Áè 
gÁdåUÀ½UÉ AiÉÆÃd£ÉUÀ¼ÀÄ ̧ ÀªÀÄvÉÆÃ®£ÀªÁV vÀ®Ä¦ CªÀÅUÀ¼À AiÀÄ±À¹é ¥Àæw¥sÀ® PÁt¨ÉÃPÁzÀgÉ ̈ sÁgÀvÀzÀ 
C©üªÀÈ¢Þ PÀ£À¸ÁV G½AiÀÄÄªÀAvÉ vÉÆÃgÀÄwÛzÉ. EzÀ®èzÉ ¨sÀæµÁÖZÁgÀ, «¼ÀA§ PÁAiÀÄð¤Ãw CAvÀºÀ 
ªÀÄÄAvÁzÀ ¸ÀªÁ®ÄUÀ¼ÀÄ JzÀÄj¸ÀÄªÀzÀÄAlÄ. JµÉÆÖÃ PÉÃAzÀæ ¸ÀPÁðgÀzÀ AiÉÆÃd£ÉUÀ¼ÀÄ CªÀ±ÀåPÀvÉAiÀÄÄ¼Àî 
d£ÀjUÉ vÀ®Ä¥ÀzÉ AiÉÆÃd£Á ªÉZÀÑ ªÀåxÀðªÁUÀÄvÀÛzÉ. ºÁUÀÆ CzÉÃ d£ÀjAzÀ ¸ÀAUÀæ»¹zÀ vÉjUÉUÉ 
¥Àæw¥sÀ®«®èzÉÃ d£ÀgÀ fÃªÀ£À ªÀÄlÖ ªÀÄvÀÛµÀÄÖ PÉ¼ÀªÀÄlÖPÉÌ E½AiÀÄÄwÛzÉ.

 gÁdåUÀ¼À DzÁAiÀÄ ªÀÄÆ®UÀ¼ÀÄ PÀrªÉÄ¬ÄgÀÄªÀÅzÀjAzÀ J®è ªÀÄÆ®UÀ½AzÀ PÉÃAzÀæ ªÀ¸ÀÆ° 
ªÀiÁrzÀ ¸ÀA¥À£ÀÆä®UÀ¼À°è ±ÉÃPÀqÁ 75 gÀµÀÖ£ÀÄß gÁdåUÀ½UÉ PÉÆqÀ¨ÉÃPÉAzÀÄ ¥À²ÑªÀÄ §AUÁ¼ÀzÀ ªÁªÀÄ 
¥ÀAyAiÀÄ ̧ ÀPÁðgÀ ªÁ¢¹vÀÄ.1 PÉÃAzÀæzÀ £ÉgÀ«£À°è ±ÉÃPÀqÁ 70 gÀµÀÄÖ ̧ Á®zÀ gÀÆ¥ÀzÀ°è ªÀÄvÀÄÛ ±ÉÃPÀqÁ 
30 gÀµÀÄÖ C£ÀÄzÁ£ÀzÀ gÀÆ¥ÀzÀ°è EgÀÄªÀzÀPÉÌ §zÀ¯ÁV JgÀqÀÄ vÀ¯Á 50 gÀµÀÄÖ EgÀ¨ÉÃPÉAzÀÄ EzÉÃ 
gÁdåzÀ ªÀÄÄRåªÀÄAwæ eÉÆåÃw §¸ÀÄ (CwÃ ºÉZÀÄÑ PÁ® ªÀÄÄRåªÀÄAwæ DVzÀÝªÀgÀÄ) C©ü¥ÁæAiÀÄ ¥ÀlÖgÀÄ. 
r.zÉªÀgÁd CgÀ¸ÀÄ ªÀiÁvÀ£ÁqÀÄvÀÛ, “PÀ¼ÉzÀ 30 ªÀµÀðUÀ¼À DqÀ½vÀ¢AzÀ zÉÃ±ÀPÉÌ ¸ÁPÀµÀÄÖ C£ÀÄ¨sÀªÀ 
zÉÆgÀQzÀÄÝ EzÀjAzÀ gÁdåUÀ½UÉ ºÉaÑ£À ¸ÁéAiÀÄvÀÛvÉ zÉÆgÀPÀÄªÀAvÉ PÉÃAzÀæ gÁdå ¸ÀA§zsÀUÀ¼À£ÀÄß 
¥ÀÄ£ÀgÀæa¸ÀÄªÀ CUÀvÀå«zÉ JAzÀÄ C©ü¥ÁæAiÀÄ¥ÀlÖgÀÄ.

 PÉÃAzÀæ ̧ ÀPÁðgÀzÀ ºÉaÑ£À C¢üPÁgÀªÀÅ gÁdåUÀ¼À ̧ ÁéAiÀÄvÀÛvÉAiÀÄ ªÉÄÃ¯É ºÉÃgÀÄwÛgÀÄªÀ ¤§ðAzsÀªÀÅ 
gÁdåUÀ¼ÀÄ PÉÃAzÀæ ¸ÀPÁðgÀ¢AzÀ ¤jÃQë¸ÀÄªÀ zsÀ£À¸ÀºÁAiÀÄ, «¥ÀvÀÄÛ ¤ªÀðºÀuÉUÉ ºÀtPÁ¹£À ¥ÀÆgÉÊPÉ, 
gÁdåUÀ¼À C©üªÀÈ¢ÞUÁV PÉÃAzÀæzÀ ¸ÀºÀPÁgÀ ªÀÄvÀÄÛ gÁdåUÀ¼À°è §zÀ¯ÁUÀÄwÛgÀÄªÀ «zsÀåªÀiÁ£ÀUÀ½UÉ vÀPÀÌ 
¸ÀÆPÀëöä CªÀ¯ÉÆÃPÀ£À¢AzÀ ±Á¸À£À gÀa¹PÉÆ¼Àî®Ä gÁdå ¸ÀPÁðgÀUÀ½UÉ CrØAiÀiÁVzÉ. “PÉÃAzÀæªÀÅ «±ÉÃµÀ 
ºÀtPÁ¸ÀÄ C¢üPÁgÀUÀ¼À£ÀÄß ºÉÆA¢gÀÄªÀzÀjAzÀ gÁdåUÀ¼ÀÄ vÀªÀÄäzÉAiÀiÁzÀ DyðPÀ ¨É¼ÀªÀtÂUÉAiÀÄ£ÀÄß 
¸Á¢ü¸À®Ä ¸ÁzÀå«®èªÉAzÀÄ” ¥ÀAeÁ©£À ªÀÄÄRåªÀÄAwæ ¥ÀæPÁ±ï ¹AUï ¨ÁzÀ¯ï (gÁdQÃAiÀÄ aAvÀPÀgÀÄ) 
C©ü¥ÁæAiÀÄ¥ÀnÖzÁÝgÉ. F jÃwAiÀÄ PÉÃAzÀæ gÁdåUÀ¼À ªÀÄzsÉå C¸ÀªÀiÁ£ÀªÁzÀ C¢üPÁgÀ ªÀÄvÀÄÛ DyðPÀ 



Chanakya

81

ºÀAaPÉAiÀÄÄ ¨sÁgÀvÀzÀ C©üªÀÈ¢ÞAiÀÄ ªÉÄÃ¯É ¥ÀjuÁªÀÄ ©ÃgÀÄwÛzÉ. EzÀPÉÌ ¸ÀA§¢¹zÀAvÉ PÀ£ÁðlPÀzÀ 
d£ÀvÁ ̧ ÀPÁðgÀ 1985 gÀ°è vÀ£Àß ̧ À®ºÉAiÀÄ£ÀÄß ¤Ãr PÉÃAzÀæ gÁdå DyðPÀ ̧ ÀA§AzsÀUÀ¼À «±ÉèÃµÀuÉUÁV 
gÁ¶ÖçÃAiÀÄ ¸Á® DAiÉÆÃUÀ ªÀÄvÀÄÛ gÁdåUÀ¼À RZÀÄð ºÁUÀÆ DzÁAiÀÄªÀ£ÀÄß CAzÁdÄ ªÀiÁqÀ®Ä 
gÁ¶ÖçÃAiÀÄ RZÀÄð ªÉZÀÑzÀ DAiÉÆÃUÀªÀ£ÀÄß gÀa¸À¨ÉÃPÉAzÀÄ ²¥sÁgÀ¸ÀÄ ªÀiÁrvÀÄ.

 PÉÃAzÀæ ¸ÀPÁðgÀzÀ ¥Áæ§®å gÁdåUÀ¼À ªÀÄzÉå ¸ÀªÀÄvÉÆÃ®£À PÁ¥ÁqÀÄªÀzÀÄ, DzÀgÉ PÉÃAzÀæzÀ 
AiÉÆÃd£ÉUÀ¼ÀÄ C©üªÀÈ¢Þ ̧ Á¢ü¸À®Ä CªÀÅ d£ÀjUÉ vÀ®Ä¥À®Ä C¢üPÀ ªÉZÀÑ ªÀiÁqÀ¨ÉÃPÁUÀÄvÀÛzÉ.

 ±Á¸À¤ÃAiÀÄ C¢üPÁgÀUÀ¼À ªÉÄÃ¯É ºÉaÑ£À ¥Áæ§®å ºÉÆA¢gÀÄªÀ PÉÃAzÀæ ¸ÀPÁðgÀªÀÅ gÁdåUÀ¼À 
DqÀ½vÀPÉÌ vÀqÉAiÀiÁUÀÄªÀzÀÄ ¸ÀA«zsÁ£ÁvÀäPÀ C¢üPÁgÀ ªÁå¦Û, DzÀgÉ PÉ®ªÀAzÀÄ ¸ÀAzÀ¨sÀðUÀ¼À°è PÉÃAzÀæzÀ 
¥Áæ§®å zÀÄgÀ¥ÀAiÉÆÃUÀªÁUÀÄªÀ ¸ÁzÀåvÉ EzÉ. EzÀÄ gÁdåUÀ¼À C©üªÀÈ¢Þ PÁAiÀÄðUÀ¼À ªÉÄÃ¯É ¥ÀjuÁªÀÄ 
©ÃgÀÄwÛzÉ. gÁdåUÀ½AzÀ ̧ ÀÆPÀëöä C©üªÀÈ¢Þ DUÀzÀ ºÉÆgÀvÀÄ gÁµÀÖçzÀ ̧ ÀªÀÄUÀæ C©üªÀÈ¢ÞAiÀÄ£ÀÄß ¤ÃjQë¸ÀÄªÀzÀÄ 
C¸ÀªÀÄAd¸À. AiÉÆÃd£Á ¥ÀæQæÃAiÉÄAiÀÄ£ÀÄß ¤dªÁzÀ MPÀÆÌlªÁV¸À®Ä ‘PÉ¼ÀV¤AzÀ AiÉÆÃd£É’ JA§ÄzÀÄ 
ºÉZÀÄÑ ªÀÄºÀvÀé¥ÀqÉzÀÄ QæAiÀiÁ²Ã®ªÁUÀ¨ÉÃPÀÄ.

 ¨sÁgÀvÀzÀ C©üªÀÈ¢Þ zÀÈ¶ÖPÉÆÃ£À¢AzÀ PÉÃAzÀæ gÁdå ¸ÀA§AzsÀUÀ¼À ; ¤§ðAzsÀUÀ¼ÀÄ ªÀÄvÀÄÛ 
¤jÃPÉëUÀ¼ÀÄ ¨sÁgÀvÀzÀ ¥ÁæzÉÃ²PÀ «©ü£ÀßvÉAiÀÄ ¥Àæw¥sÀ®ªÁVªÉ. MPÀÆÌlzÀ gÁdåUÀ¼ÀÄ ¨sËUÉÆÃ½PÀ, DyðPÀ 
ªÀåªÀ¸ÉÜ, ±ÉÊPÀëtÂPÀ ¸ÁÜ£ÀªÀiÁ£À, ¸ÀA¸ÀÌøw, ¨sÁµÉ, d£ÁAUÀ ªÀÄÄAvÁzÀ ªÉÊ«zsÀåªÀÄAiÀÄ CA±ÀUÀ¼À£ÀÄß 
M¼ÀUÉÆArzÀÄÝ, CªÉ®èªÀÅUÀ¼À ªÀÄzÉå DyðPÀ ¸ÀªÀÄvÉÆÃ®£ÀvÉ PÁ¥ÁqÀÄªÀzÀÄ PÉÃAzÀæ ¸ÀPÁðgÀzÀ ºÉaÑ£À 
C¢üPÁgÀzÀ dªÀ¨ÁÝjAiÀiÁVzÉ. CzÀ®èzÉ gÁdåUÀ¼À ªÀÄzÉå MªÀÄävÀ ªÀÄÆr¸ÀÄªÀzÀÄ gÁ¶ÖçÃAiÀÄvÉAiÀÄ£ÀÄß JwÛ 
»rAiÀÄÄªÀzÀgÉÆA¢UÉ, d£ÀgÀ fÃªÀ£À ªÀÄlÖ ¸ÀÄzsÁj¸ÀÄªÀ ªÀÄÆ®PÀ C©üªÀÈ¢Þ ¸Á¢ü¸ÀÄªÀÅzÀÄ PÉÃAzÀæ - 
gÁdå ̧ ÀA§AzsÀUÀ¼À ̧ ÀºÀPÁgÀAiÀÄÄvÀ ¤ªÀðºÀuÉAiÀÄ£ÀÄß CªÀ®A©¹zÉ.

F ¢±ÉAiÀÄ°è 2015 jAzÀ £ÀgÉÃAzÀæ ªÉÆÃ¢ £ÁAiÀÄPÀvÀézÀ PÉÃAzÀæ ̧ ÀPÁðgÀªÀÅ gÀa¹zÀ ‘gÁ¶ÖçÃAiÀÄ ̧ À®ºÁ 
ªÀÄAqÀ½’ GvÀÛªÀÄ ¨É¼ÀªÀtÂUÉ AiÀiÁVzÀÄÝ, F ªÀÄAqÀ½AiÀÄÄ 8 ¥sÉÃ§ÄæªÀj 2015 gÀAzÀÄ ªÉÆzÀ® 
¸À¨sÉAiÀÄ£ÀÄß ̧ ÉÃjvÀÄ. F ̧ À¨sÉAiÀÄ°è J®è gÁdåUÀ¼À ªÀÄÄRåªÀÄAwæUÀ¼ÀÄ, PÉÃAzÁæqÀ½vÀ ¥ÀæzÉÃ±ÀUÀ¼À UËgÀßgïUÀ¼ÀÄ 
£Á®égÀÄ PÁå©£ÉÃmï ¸ÀaªÀgÀÄUÀ¼ÀÄ ¨sÁUÀªÀ»¹zÀÄÝ, MPÀÆÌl ªÀåªÀ¸ÉÜAiÀÄ£ÀÄß ¨sÀzÀæUÉÆ½¸À®Ä 
£ÁA¢AiÀiÁ¬ÄvÀÄ. C®èzÉ F ̧ À¨sÉAiÀÄ°è 3 ¥ÀæªÀÄÄR G¥À UÀÄA¥ÀÄUÀ¼ÁzÀ_

1. PÉÃA¢æÃAiÀÄ ¥ÁæAiÉÆÃfvÀ AiÉÆÃd£ÉUÀ¼À vÀPÀð§zÀÞ UÉÆ½¸ÀÄ«PÉ.

2. PË±À®å C©üªÀÈ¢Þ.

3. ̧ ÀéZÀÒ ̈ sÁgÀvÀ C©üAiÀiÁ£À.

ºÁUÀÆ PÀÈ¶ C©üªÀÈ¢Þ ªÀÄvÀÄÛ §qÀvÀ£À ¤ªÀÄÆð®£É JA§ JgÀqÀÄ PÁAiÀÄð¥ÀqÉUÀ¼À£ÀÄß gÁdåUÀ¼À 
£ÁAiÀÄPÀvÀézÀ°è ¸ÁÜ¦¸À®Ä ¤zsÀðj¸À¯Á¬ÄvÀÄ. EAvÀºÀ ¨É¼ÀªÀtÂUÉUÀ¼ÀÄ ªÀÄvÀÛµÀÄÖ QæÃAiÀiÁvÀäPÀªÁUÀÄªÀ 
ªÀÄÆ®PÀ MPÀÆÌl ªÀåªÀ¸ÉÜ ªÀÄvÀÄÛ ̈ sÁgÀvÀzÀ C©üªÀÈ¢Þ §®ªÁUÀÄªÀ ̧ ÁzÀåvÉUÀ¼ÀÄ ºÉZÁÑVªÉ.

¨sÁgÀvÀzÀ PÉÃAzÀæ – gÁdå ̧ ÀA§AzsÀUÀ¼À : ¤§ðAzsÀUÀ¼ÀÄ ªÀÄvÀÄÛ ¤jÃPÉëUÀ¼À£ÀÄß gÁ¶ÖçÃAiÀÄ LPÀåvÉ zÀÈ¶ÖPÉÆÃ£À¢AzÀ 
«±ÉèÃ¶¸ÀÄªÀzÀÄ :-

¨sÁgÀvÀzÀ C©üªÀÈ¢Þ JµÀÄÖ ªÀÄºÀvÀéªÀÅ¼ÀîzÉÆÝÃ : CµÉÖÃ ¥ÀæªÀÄÄRªÁzÀzÀÄÝ gÁ¶ÖçÃAiÀÄ ‘LPÀåvÉ’. DzsÀÄ¤PÀ 
¥ÉÊ¥ÉÆÃnAiÀÄ «±ÀézÀ°è MUÀÎlÄÖ, gÁµÀÖçzÀ ¥Àæ¨sÁªÀ ºÁUÀÆ ¥Áæ§®åªÀ£ÀÄß ºÉaÑ¸ÀÄªÀzÀÄ PÀÆqÁ ¨sÁgÀvÀzÀ 
C©üªÀÈ¢ÞUÉ CµÉÖÃ CªÀ±ÀåªÁVzÉ. CAvÀgÁ¶ÖçÃAiÀÄ ªÀÄlÖzÀ°è ¨sÁgÀvÀªÀ£ÀÄß §°µÀ× gÁµÀÖçªÁV 
¥Àæw©A©¸ÀÄªÀzÀÄ ̈ sÁgÀwÃAiÀÄgÀ DzÀå PÀvÀðªÀåªÁVzÉ.
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 PÉÃAzÀæ gÁdå ¸ÀA§AzsÀUÀ¼À ªÀÄzsÉå EgÀÄªÀAvÀ «ªÁ¢vÀ CA±ÀUÀ¼É gÁdåUÀ¼À ªÉÄÃ°£À PÉÃAzÀæzÀ 
¤§ðA¢üvÀ C¢üPÁgÀ ªÁå¦Û, gÁdåUÀ½UÉ PÉÃAzÀæ¢A¢gÀÄªÀ ¤jÃPÉëUÀ¼ÀÄ. gÁµÀÖçzÀ LPÀåvÉ zÀÈ¶Ö¬ÄAzÀ 

¸ÀÆPÀÛªÁVgÀÄªÀ PÉÃAzÀæzÀ ¥Áæ§®åPÉÌ eÁUÀwÃPÀgÀt – GzÁjÃPÀgÀtzÀAvÀ ªÀåªÀ¸ÉÜUÀ¼ÀÄ ¸ÀªÁ¯É¸ÉAiÀÄÄwÛªÉ. 
CªÀÅUÀ¼À ¤ªÁgÀuÉUÁV ̈ sÁgÀvÀzÀ MPÀÆÌl ¥ÀæAiÀÄwß¸ÀÄªÀ CUÀvÀå«zÉ. PÉÃAzÀæ gÁdå ̧ ÀA§AzsÀUÀ¼À°è “LPÀåvÉ 
zÀÈ¶ÖPÉÆÃ£À¢AzÀ” gÁdåUÀ¼À ªÉÄÃ¯É PÉÃAzÀæzÀ §°µÀ×vÉ CvÀåUÀvÀå. CµÉÖC®è £ÀªÀ ªÀ¸ÁºÀvÀÄªÁzÀ - 
£ÀªÀ¸ÁªÀiÁædåªÁzÀUÀ½AzÀ MPÀÆÌlzÀ gÁdåUÀ¼À£ÀÄß ¸ÀAgÀQë¸ÀÄªÀ CªÀÅUÀ½UÉ ¸ÀÆPÀÛ ªÀÄvÀÄÛ ¸ÀÄgÀQëvÀ 
«zÉÃ²ªÁå¥ÁgÀzÀ°è ¥Á¯ÉÆÎ¼Àî®Ä ¸ÀºÁAiÀÄPÀªÁUÀÄªÀzÀÄ PÉÃAzÀæ ¸ÀPÁðgÀzÀ ¥Áæ§®åzÀ dªÁ¨ÁÝjAiÀÄ£ÀÄß 
MwÛ ºÉÃ¼ÀÄvÀÛzÉ. gÁdåUÀ½UÉ DyðPÀ ªÀÄvÀÄÛ DqÀ½vÁvÀäPÀ ̧ ÁéAiÀÄvÀÛvÉ ̈ ÉÃPÀÄ J£ÀÄßªÀÅzÀÄ ¥Àæ¸ÀÄÛvÀzÀ°è UÀªÀÄ¤¸À 
¨ÉÃPÁzÀ CA±ÀªÉ DVzÉ, DzÀÝjAzÀ gÁdåUÀ¼À ¸ÁéAiÀÄvÀÛvÉAiÀÄ£ÀÄß PÉÃAzÀæªÀÅ ¥Àæ²ß¸ÀzÉ gÁ¶ÖçÃAiÀÄ LPÀåvÉUÉ 
«gÉÆÃzsÀªÁUÀÄªÀAvÀ gÁdåUÀ¼À ¤®ÄªÀÅUÀ¼ÀÄ ºÁUÀÆ zsÉÆÃgÀuÉUÀ¼À£ÀÄß ªÀiÁvÀæ ¤AiÀÄAwæ¸À®Ä vÀ£Àß ºÉaÑ£À 
C¢üPÁgÀªÀ£ÀÄß §¼À¸ÀÄªÀzÀgÀ ªÀÄÆ®PÀ ̧ ÀºÀPÁgÀAiÀÄÄvÀ ̧ ÀA§AzsÀ ºÉÆAzÀ¨ÉÃPÁVzÉ.

 MPÀÆÌlzÀ gÁdåUÀ¼ÀÄ PÀÆqÁ ¨sÁgÀvÀzÀ gÁ¶ÖçÃAiÀÄ LPÀåvÉUÁV ºÁUÀÆ KPÀ ¸ÀA«zsÁ£À 
¥Á®£ÉAiÀÄ£ÀÄß ªÀÄÆAzÀÄªÀgÉ¸À®Ä PÉÃAzÀæzÉÆA¢UÉ ¸ÀºÀPÁgÀ¢AzÀ PÉÊ eÉÆÃr¸ÀÄªÀzÀÄ ¥Àæ¸ÀÆÛvÀzÀ°è 
CUÀvÀåªÁVzÉ. ¸ÀA«zsÁ£À §zÀÞªÁVgÀÄªÀ ªÀåªÀ¸ÉÜAiÀÄ£ÀÄß ¥Àæ²ß¸ÀÄªÀzÀÄ ¥ÀæeÁ¥Àæ¨sÀÄvÀézÀ°è PÉÆ£ÉAiÀÄÄ C®è 
ªÉÆzÀ®Ä C®,è DzÀgÉ LPÀåvÉUÉ CrØAiÀÄÄAlÄ ªÀiÁqÀÄªÀAvÀ §zÀ¯ÁªÀuÉUÀ¼À£ÀÄß ¸ÀA«zÁ£ÀzÀ°è 
ªÀiÁqÀÄªÀAvÉ MvÁÛ¬Ä¸ÀÄªÀzÀÄ ̈ sÁgÀvÀzÀ ¥ÀæeÉUÀ¼À ±ÁAwAiÀÄÄvÀ fÃªÀ£ÀzÀ zÀÈ¶Ö¬ÄAzÀ ̧ ÀÆPÀÛªÀ®è.

 13 ªÀÄvÀÄÛ 14 £ÉÃ ±ÀvÀªÀiÁ£ÀzÀ°è ¸ÁéAiÀÄvÀÛvÉAiÀÄÄ¼Àî gÁdgÀ DqÀ½vÀ PÁ®zÀ°è «zÉÃ²UÀgÀÄ 
ªÀiÁrzÀ zÁ½UÀ¼ÀÄ CzÀjAzÁV GAmÁzÀ ºÁ¤UÀ¼À£ÀÄß ̈ sÁgÀvÀªÀÅ EA¢UÀÄ ̈ sÀj¸À¯ÁUÀÄwÛ®è. Qæ.±À 1498 
jAzÀ ¨sÁgÀvÀPÉÌ §AzÀ AiÀÄÄgÉÆÃ¦AiÀÄ£ÀßgÀÄ 300 ªÀµÀðUÀ¼ÀPÁ® D½éPÉ ªÀiÁrzÀÄÝ ¨sÁgÀwÃAiÀÄgÀ°ègÀÄªÀ 
LPÀåvÉ PÉÆgÀvÉEAzÀ¯É, DzÀÝjAzÀ MPÀÆÌl ªÀåªÀ¸ÉÜUÉ ¸ÀªÁ¯ÁVgÀÄªÀAvÀºÀ ¥ÁæzÉÃ²PÀvÉ, ºÀtPÁ¹£À 
¸ÀAAiÀÄÄPÀÛvÉAiÀÄ C£ÀÄ¥À¹Üw, gÁdåUÀ¼À C¸ÀªÀiÁ£À ¥Áæw¤zÀå, PÉÃA¢æÃPÀÈvÀ wzÀÄÝ¥Àr ±ÀQÛ, KPÀ ¸ÀA«zsÁ£À 
ªÀÄvÀÄÛ KPÀ ¥ËgÀvÀé, ¸ÀAAiÉÆÃfvÀ ¸ÉÃªÉUÀ¼ÀÄ, PÉÃA¢æÃPÀÈvÀ AiÉÆÃd£ÉUÀ¼ÀÄ, ¨sÁµÁ ¸ÀAWÀµÀð, DyðPÀ 
C¸ÁªÀÄgÀ¸Àå, ¨sËwPÀ ¥Àj¸ÀgÀ ªÀÄvÀÄÛ ¨ÁºÀå ±ÀQÛUÀ¼À ¤ªÀðºÀuÉUÁV PÉÃªÀ® gÁdåUÀ¼À ¸ÁéAiÀÄvÀÛvÉAiÀiÁUÀ° 
CxÀªÁ PÉÃAzÀæzÀ §°µÀ× C¢üPÁgÀªÁUÀ° CAwªÀÄ C®è. PÉÃAzÀæ - gÁdå ̧ ÀPÁðgÀUÀ¼À ̧ ÀºÀPÁgÀzÀ DqÀ½vÀzÀ 
CUÀvÀå«zÉ.

 LPÀåvÉAiÀÄ ªÀÄvÀÄÛ C©üªÀÈ¢Þ zÀÈ¶ÖPÉÆÃ£À¢AzÀ dÄ¯ÉÊ 15 2015 gÀ°è £ÀqÉzÀ 2£ÉÃ ¸À®ºÁ 

ªÀÄAqÀ½ (Governing Council) ¸À¨sÉAiÀÄ°è ¨sÁgÀvÀzÀ ¥ÀæzsÁ¤AiÀÄªÀgÀÀ ªÀiÁvÀÄUÀ¼ÀÄ “§qÀvÀ£ÀªÀ£ÀÄß 
PÉÆ£ÉUÉÆ½¸À®Ä PÉÃAzÀæ ªÀÄvÀÄÛ gÁdåUÀ¼ÀÄ MmÁÖV ¸ÁUÀ¨ÉÃPÀÄ JAzÀÄ ºÉÃ½zÀgÀÄ. ±Á¯ÉUÀ¼ÀÄ, D¸ÀàvÉæUÀ¼ÀÄ, 
gÀ¸ÉÛUÀ¼ÀÄ ªÀÄvÀÄÛ ¤gÁªÀj AiÉÆÃd£ÉUÀ¼À gÀZÀ£É ̧ ÉÃjzÀAvÉ UÁæ«ÄÃuÁ©üªÀÈ¢Þ ªÉÄÃ¯É gÁdQÃAiÀÄzÀ C¸Àé¸ÀÛvÉ 
¥ÀjuÁªÀÄ ©ÃgÀ¨ÁgÀzÀÄ JAzÀÄ ªÀiÁrzÀ ªÀÄ£À«”. ªÁ¸ÀÛªÀzÀ°è ¥ÀæAiÉÆÃUÀPÉÌ §gÀÄªÀzÀÄ ̧ ÀÆPÀÛªÉ¤¸ÀÄvÀÛzÉ. “ 

¸À¨ï PÁ ¸Áxï ¸À¨ïPÁ «PÁ¸ï” (sab ke sath sab ka vikas) JA§ vÀvÀézÀrAiÀÄ°è PÉÃAzÀæ gÁdåzÀ 
¸ÀA§AzsÀUÀ¼ÀÄ MAzÀPÉÆÌAzÀÄ ¥ÀÆgÀPÀªÁV ¨sÁgÀvÀzÀ LPÀåvÉUÁV PÁAiÀÄð¤ªÀð»¸À¨ÉÃPÀÄ. CAvÉAiÉÄÃ 

¸À®ºÁ ªÀÄAqÀ½AiÀÄ(Governing Council) 3£ÉÃ ¸À¨sÉAiÀÄ°è ««zsÀ gÁdåUÀ¼À ªÀÄÄRåªÀÄAwæUÀ¼ÀÄ ¤ÃrzÀ 
¸À®ºÉUÀ¼À£ÀÄß ¥ÀæzsÁ¤AiÀÄªÀgÀÄ AiÉÆÃd£ÉUÀ¼À gÀZÀ£ÉAiÀÄ°è

 UÀA©üÃgÀªÁV ¥ÀjUÀtÂ¸ÀÄªÀzÁV ºÉ½zÀÄÝ4 gÁdåUÀ¼À ¥ÀæzsÁ£ÀåvÉAiÀÄ£ÀÄß PÉÃAzÀæ ¸ÀPÁðgÀ 
PÀqÉUÀtÂ¹®è JA§ÄzÀ£ÀÄß ̧ ÀàµÀÖªÁV¹vÀÄ.
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G¥À¸ÀAºÁgÀ

 «±ÀézÀ §ÈºÀvï ¥ÀæeÁ¥Àæ¨sÀÄvÀé gÁµÀÖçªÁzÀ ̈ sÁgÀvÀzÀ°è C£ÉÃPÀ CA±ÀUÀ¼ÀÄ ̧ ÀAQÃtðªÁzÀ «ªÁ¢üvÀ 
«zsÀåªÀiÁ£ÀUÀ¼ÀÄ ¸ÀªÉð ¸ÁªÀÄ£Àå. CªÀÅUÀ¼À°è PÉÃAzÀæ-gÁdå ¸ÀA§AzsÀUÀ¼À ¤§ðAzsÀUÀ¼ÀÄ ¤jÃPÉëUÀ¼ÀÄ 
«±ÉÃµÀÀªÉ£À®è, DzÀgÉ ErÃ zÉÃ±ÀzÀ PÉÃAzÀæªÁVgÀÄªÀ DqÀ½vÀ ªÀåªÀ¸ÉÜUÀ¼ÀÄ EªÉÃ DVgÀÄªÀzÀjAzÀ ºÉaÑ£À 
¥ÁæªÀÄÄRåvÉ ¤ÃqÀÄªÀzÀÄ ̧ ÀÆPÀÛ. CzÀgÀ®Äè F PÉÃAzÀæ-gÁdå ̧ ÀA§AzsÀUÀ¼ÀÄ G½zÉ®è ̧ ÀªÀÄ¸ÉåUÀ½UÉ ¥ÀjºÁgÀ 
¤ÃqÀÄªÀ ¸ÁÜ£ÀzÀ°èªÉ. ¨sÁgÀvÀzÀ C©üªÀÈ¢Þ, LPÀåvÉ, PÉÃAzÀæ - gÁdå ¸ÀA§AzsÀUÀ¼ÀÄ J®èªÀÅ ¨sÁgÀwÃAiÀÄjUÉ 
¥ÀæªÀÄÄR CA±ÀUÀ¼É DVzÀÄÝ CªÉÃ®èªÀÇUÀ¼À£ÀÄß ¸ÀªÀÄvÉÆÃ®£ÀªÁV PÁ¥ÁrPÉÆAqÀÄ ºÉÆÃUÀÄªÀÅzÀÄ PÉÃAzÀæ 
gÁdå ¸ÀPÁðgÀUÀ¼À dªÁ¨ÁÝjAiÀiÁVzÉ. J®è ¥ÀæzÉÃ±ÀUÀ¼À£ÀÄß ¥Àæw¤¢ü¸ÀÄªÀAvÀ ªÀÄAqÀ½UÀ¼ÀÄ 
PÁAiÀÄð¥ÀæªÀÈvÀÛªÁUÀÄªÀ ªÀÄÆ®PÀ ̧ ÁzsÀåªÁUÀÄvÀÛzÉ. gÁdQÃAiÀÄ C¸Àé¸ÀÛvÉAiÀÄ£ÀÄß «ÄÃj zÉÃ±ÀzÀ ªÀÄvÀÄÛ d£ÀgÀ 
C©üªÀÈ¢Þ ̧ Á¢ü¸À®Ä ¥ÀæAiÀÄwß¸À¨ÉÃPÁVzÉ. PÉÃAzÀæ gÁdå ̧ ÀA§AzsÀUÀ¼À ¥ÁvÀæªÀÅ F ¤nÖ£À°è ªÀÄºÀvÀézÁVzÀÄÝ 
¸À®ºÁ ªÀÄAqÀ½AiÀÄÆ ̧ ÁéAiÀÄvÀÛvÉ¬ÄAzÀ PÁAiÀÄð ¤ªÀð»¸À¨ÉÃPÁVzÉ.

DzsÁgÀUÀ¼ÀÄ

1. W. Begal govt; Memorandun on Centre – State Relations (1977), page no 5

2. ̈ sÁgÀvÀ ̧ ÀA«zsÁ£À ªÀÄvÀÄÛ ̧ ÀPÁðgÀ- JZï,JA,gÁd±ÉÃRgÀ(¥ÀÄl-396) ¥Àæ¨sÉÆÃzsÀ ¥À©èPÉÃµÀ£Àì 881, 
§¸ÀªÉÃ±ÀégÀ gÀ¸ÉÛ, ªÉÄÊ¸ÀÆgÀÄ-570 004.

3. d£ÉªÀj 27 1985 gÀ ¥ÀæeÁªÁtÂ ¥ÀwæPÉ.

4. internet web – https://niti.gov.in (Meeting of Governing council / NITI Aayog

Further Readings
1. gÁdå±Á¸ÀÛç - ¥ÉÆæÃ. ºÁ®¥Àà G£Àßw ¥ÀæPÁ±À£À £ÀA.105, 18£ÉÃ CqÀØgÀ¸ÉÛ, wºÀ¼ÀgÀ¥Á¼Àå gÁWÀªÉÃAzÀæ 

§qÁªÀuÉ, ̈ ÉAUÀ¼ÀÆgÀÄ-560 018.

2. PÉÃAzÀæ-gÁdå ̧ ÀA§AzsÀUÀ¼À°è ¥ÀæªÀÈwÛUÀ¼ÀÄ- qÁ° CgÉÆÃgÁ ̄ ÉÃR£À.
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PÉÃAzÀæ ªÀÄvÀÄÛ gÁdåUÀ¼À £ÀqÀÄ«£À DqÀ½vÁvÀäPÀ ¸ÀA§AzsÀUÀ¼ÀÄ  

                                                                 

                                                     ²æÃ AiÀÄ¯Áè°AUÀ. Dgï. ¥ÀÆeÁj                                              
JªÀiï.J ¢éwÃAiÀÄ ªÀµÀðzÀ «zÁåyð

gÁdå±Á¸ÀÛç CzsÀåAiÀÄ£À «¨sÁUÀ

PÀ£ÁðlPÀ «±Àé«zÁå®AiÀÄ, zsÁgÀªÁqÀ

9535454903

                               

¸ÁgÁA±À

 ¨sÁgÀvÀzÀ ¸ÀA«zsÁ£ÀzÀ°è ¨sÁgÀvÀªÀÅ gÁdåUÀ¼À MPÀÆÌlªÉAzÀÄ w½¸À¯ÁVzÉ. F »£Éß¯ÉAiÀÄ°è 
PÉÃAzÀæ ªÀÄvÀÄÛ gÁdå ̧ ÀPÁðgÀUÀ¼ÉgÀqÀÄ ̧ ÀA«zsÁ£À §zÀÞªÁV ̧ ÀªÀiÁ£À ̧ ÁÜ£ÀªÀ£ÀÄß ºÉÆA¢zÉ. ºÁUÁV EzÀÄ 
¸ÀA«zsÁ£ÀzÀ ±ÉæÃµÀ×vÉAiÀÄ£ÀÄß ¸ÀàµÀÖ¥Àr¸ÀÄvÀÛzÉ JAzÀÄ ºÉÃ¼À§ºÀÄzÀÄ. ¨sÁgÀvÀ ¸ÀA«zsÁ£ÀzÀ°è PÉÃAzÀæ ªÀÄvÀÄÛ 
gÁdå ¸ÀA§AzsÀUÀ¼À°è ¸ÀA«zsÁ£À §zÀÞªÁV PÉÃAzÀæ ¥ÀnÖ-gÁdå¥ÀnÖ, ¸ÀªÀÄªÀwð ¥ÀnÖ JAzÀÄ UÀÄgÀÄw¹ 
ºÁUÉÃ CªÀÅUÀ¼À£ÀÄß «AUÀr¹ ±Á¸À¤ÃAiÀÄ C¢üPÁgÀUÀ¼ÀÄ, DqÀ½vÁvÀäPÀ ¸ÀA§AzsÀUÀ¼ÀÄ ªÀÄvÀÄÛ DyðPÀ 
¸ÀA§AzsÀUÀ¼ÉAzÀÄ PÉÃAzÀæ ªÀÄvÀÄÛ gÁdåUÀ¼À ªÀÄzsÀå ºÀAaPÉ ªÀiÁqÀ¯ÁVzÉ. EªÀÅUÀ¼À°è ̈ sÁgÀvÀ ̧ ÀA«zsÁ£ÀzÀ 
«¢ü-256 jAzÀ «¢ü-261gÀ ªÀgÉUÉ PÉÃAzÀæ ªÀÄvÀÄÛ gÁdåUÀ¼À DqÀ½vÁvÀäPÀ ̧ ÀA§AzsÀUÀ¼À£ÀÄß «ªÀj¸À¯ÁVzÉ. 
D »£Éß¯ÉAiÀÄ°è F £À£Àß ¯ÉÃR£ÀªÀÅ zÉÃ±ÀzÀ LPÀåvÉ ªÀÄvÀÄÛ ¸ÀªÀÄUÀævÉAiÀÄ£ÀÄß gÀQë¸ÀÄªÀ ¸ÀAAiÀÄÄPÀÛ gÀZÀ£ÉAiÀÄ 
D¸ÉAiÀÄUÀ¼À£ÀÄß §®¥Àr¸ÀÄªÀ GzÉÝÃ±ÀUÀ¼À£ÀÄß F ̄ ÉÃR£ÀzÀ°è ¥Àæ¸ÀÄÛvÀ¥Àr¸À¯ÁVzÉ. 

(ªÀÄÆ®¥ÀzÀUÀ¼ÀÄ : ̈ sÁgÀvÀ MPÀÆÌl ªÀåªÀ¸ÉÜ, PÉÃAzÀæ ªÀÄvÀÄÛ gÁdåUÀ¼À £ÀqÀÄªÉ C¢üPÁgÀ ºÀAaPÉ, DqÀ½vÁvÀäPÀ 
¸ÀA§AzsÀUÀ¼ÀÄ, ̧ ÀA«zsÁ£ÀzÀ D¸ÉUÀ¼ÀÄ.)

PÉÃAzÀæ ªÀÄvÀÄÛ gÁdåUÀ¼À £ÀqÀÄ«£À DqÀ½vÁvÀäPÀ ̧ ÀA§AzsÀUÀ¼ÀÄ

 ¨sÁgÀvÀ ¸ÀA«zsÁ£ÀzÀ ¸ÀAAiÀÄÄPÀÛ  gÁdå ¥ÀzÀÞwAiÀÄ£ÀÄß ªÀåªÀ¸ÉÜUÉÆ½¹zÉ. EAxÀ ¥ÀzÀÝw 
ºÉÆA¢gÀÄªÀ gÁµÀÖçUÀ¼À°è PÉÃAzÀæ ºÁUÀÆ gÁdåUÀ¼ÉA§ ¢éªÀÄÄR ¸ÀPÁðgÀUÀ¼À£ÀÄß PÁtÄvÉÛÃªÉ. ¸ÀA«zsÁ£À 
§zÀÞªÁV C¢üPÁgÀUÀ¼À£ÀÄß PÉÃAzÀæ ¸ÀPÁðgÀ ºÁUÀÆ gÁdå ¸ÀPÁðgÀUÀ¼À ªÀÄzsÀå ºÀAaPÉAiÀiÁVgÀÄvÀÛzÉ. 
gÁ¶ÖçÃAiÀÄ ªÀÄºÀvÀézÀ «µÀAiÀÄUÀ¼À£ÀÄß PÉÃAzÀæ ¸ÀgÀPÁgÀPÀÆÌ, ¥ÁæAwÃAiÀÄ ªÀÄºÀvÀézÀ «µÀAiÀÄUÀ¼À£ÀÄß gÁdå 
¸ÀPÁðgÀUÀ½UÉ ªÀ»¹PÉÆqÀ¯ÁVzÉ.

C¢üPÁgÀ ºÀAaPÉ UÁvÀæ ¸ÀégÀÆ¥ÀªÀÅ D gÁµÀÖçzÀ ¥Àj¹Þw ºÁUÀÆ gÁdQÃAiÀÄ ¥Àj¸ÀgÀªÀ£ÀÄß 
CªÀ®A©ü¹gÀÄvÀÛzÉ, CªÉÄÃjPÁ D¸ÉÖçÃ°AiÀiÁUÀ¼À°è gÁ¶ÖçÃAiÀÄ ¨sÀzÀævÉ ªÀÄvÀÄÛ ¸ÀªÀÄUÀævÉUÉ ¸ÀA§A¢ü¹zÀ 
¥ÀæªÀÄÄR «µÀAiÀÄUÀ¼À£ÀÄß PÉÃAzÀæ ¸ÀPÁðgÀPÉÌ ªÀ»¹, G½zÉ®è C¢üPÁgÀUÀ¼À£ÀÄß gÁdå ¸ÀPÁðgÀUÀ½UÉ 
PÉÆqÀ¯ÁVzÉ DzÀgÉ, £ÀªÀÄä ¸ÀA«zsÁ£À CªÉÄÃjPÁVAvÀ PÉ£ÉqÁ ªÀiÁzÀj D¢üPÁgÀ ºÀAaPÉ «zsÁ£ÀªÀ£ÀÄß 
C£ÀÄ¸Àj¹zÉ. C«ÄvÀ C¢üPÁgÀUÀ¼À£ÀÄß PÉÃAzÀæ ¸ÀPÁðgÀPÀÆÌ ¹«ÄÃvÀ C¢üPÁgÀUÀ¼À£ÀÄß gÁdåUÀ½UÉ 
PÉÆqÀªÀiÁqÀ¯ÁVzÉ EzÀgÀ §UÉÎ ¸ÀA«zÁ£À gÀZÀ£Á ¸À¨sÉAiÀÄ°èAiÉÄÃ ¸ÀÄ¢ÃWÀð aAvÀ£ÉUÉÊzÀÄ ZÀað¹ D 
ªÀÄÆ®PÀ PÉÃAzÀæ ªÀÄvÀÄÛ gÁdå ¸ÀPÁðgÀUÀ¼À £ÀqÀÄªÉ «µÀAiÀÄUÀ¼À£ÀÄß ºÀAaPÉ ªÀiÁrPÉÆqÀ¯ÁVzÉ. 
ªÀÄÄAzÀÄªÀgÉzÀÄ PÉÃAzÀæ ªÀÄvÀÄÛ gÁdå ¸ÀPÁðgÀUÀ¼ÀÄ ¸ÀA«zsÁ£À §zÀÞªÁV ºÀAaPÉ ªÀiÁqÀ¯ÁzÀ 
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«µÀAiÀÄUÀ¼À£ÀÄß KPÀvÉ¬ÄAzÀ ¸ÀévÀAvÀæöåªÁV ZÀ¯Á¬Ä¸ÀÄvÀÛªÉ. DzÀÝjAzÀ¯ÉÃ ¨sÁgÀvÀªÀÅ gÁdåUÀ¼À 
MPÀÆÌlªÉAzÀÄ §®¥Àr¸ÀÄvÀÛzÉ. ºÁUÀÆ zÉÃ±ÀzÀ ¸ÀªÀÄUÀævÉAiÀÄ£ÀÄß PÁ¥ÁqÀ®Ä ºÀAaPÉ ªÀiÁqÀ¯ÁzÀ 
«µÀAiÀÄUÀ¼À ¥ÀnÖUÀ¼À£ÀÄ¸ÁgÀªÁV PÁAiÀÄðUÉÊAiÀÄÄåwÛªÉ. F »£Éß¯ÉAiÀÄ°è PÉÃAzÀæ ªÀÄvÀÄÛ gÁdåUÀ¼À £ÀqÀÄ«£À 
F jÃwAiÀÄ C¢üPÁgÀUÀ¼À£ÀÄß F ̄ ÉÃR£ÀzÀ°è ¥Àæ¸ÀÄÛvÀ ¥Àr¸À¯ÁVzÉ. CªÀÅUÀ¼ÉAzÀgÉ, 

C) ±Á¸À¤ÃAiÀÄ ̧ ÀA§AzsÀUÀ¼ÀÄ

§)  DqÀ½vÀzÀ ̧ ÀA§AzsÀUÀ¼ÀÄ 

PÀ)  ºÀtPÁ¹ ̧ ÀA§AzsÀUÀ¼ÀÄ 

qÀ)  vÀÄvÀÄð ¥Àj¹ÜwAiÀÄ°è£À ̧ ÀA§AzsÀUÀ¼ÀÄ. 

 »ÃUÉ ºÀAaPÉ ªÀiÁqÀ¯ÁzÀ «µÀAiÀÄUÀ¼À°è ¥ÀæªÀÄÄRªÁV £ÁªÀÅ DqÀ½vÁvÀäPÀ ¸ÀA§AzsÀUÀ¼À£ÀÄß 
PÀÄjvÀÄ F ̄ ÉÃR£ÀzÀ°è «±ÉèÃ¶¸À®Ä ¥ÀæAiÀÄwß¸À¯ÁVzÉ. 

1) gÁdå ̧ ÀPÁðgÀUÀ½UÉ PÉÃAzÀæzÀ ¤zÉÃð±À£À

Ÿ  «¢ü 256 £ÉÃ ¥ÀæPÁgÀ, ¥ÀæwAiÀÄÆAzÀÄ gÁdåªÀÅ vÀ£Àß PÁAiÀiÁðAV¢üPÁgÀªÀ£ÀÄß ZÀ¯Á¬Ä¸ÀÄªÁUÀ 
¸ÀA¸ÀwÛ£À PÁ£ÀÆ£ÀÄUÀ¼À£ÀÄß C£ÀÄ¸Àj¸À¨ÉÃPÀÄ. F ¢±ÉAiÀÄ°è PÉÃAzÀæªÀÅ gÁdåUÀ½UÉ ¤zÉÃð±À£ÀUÀ¼À£ÀÄß 
PÉÆqÀ§ºÀÄzÀÄ

Ÿ  «¢ü 257 £ÉÃ C£ÀéAiÀÄ gÁdå ¸ÀPÁðgÀ vÀ£Àß  C¢üPÁgÀªÀ£ÀÄß ZÀ¯Á¬Ä¸ÀÄªÁUÀ PÉÃAzÀæ ¸ÀPÁðgÀzÀ 
PÁAiÀÄðAVAiÀÄ C¢üPÁgÀPÉÌ CqÀZÀuÉAiÀÄ£ÀÄßAlÄ ªÀiÁqÀ¨ÁgÀzÀÄ. F «µÀAiÀÄzÀ°è PÉÃAzÀæªÀÅ gÁdåUÀ½UÉ 
¤zÉÃð±À£À PÉÆqÀ§ºÀÄzÀÄ.

2) PÁAiÀÄðUÀ¼À ¤AiÉÆÃd£É

Ÿ «¢ü 258£ÉÃ C£ÀéAiÀÄ gÁµÁÖçzÀåPÀëgÀÄ gÁdåzÀ M¦àUÉ PÉÃAzÀæ ¸ÀgÀPÁgÀzÀ PÁAiÀiÁðAUÀPÉÌ 
¸ÀA§A¢ü¹zÀPÀvÀðªÀåUÀ¼À£ÀÄß gÁdå ̧ ÀgÀPÁgÀPÉÌ gÁµÀÖç¥Àw M¦à¸À¨ÉÃPÀÄ.

Ÿ «¢ 258£ÉÃ (J) G¥À«¢üAiÀÄ£ÀéAiÀÄ gÁdåAiÉÆAzÀgÀ gÁdå¥Á®gÀÄ vÀ£Àß gÁdåzÀ C¢üPÁgÀ 
ªÁå¦ÛAiÉÆ¼ÀUÉ §gÀÄªÀ PÁAiÀÄðªÀ£ÀÄß PÉÃAzÀæ ¸ÀgÀPÁgÀzÀ C£ÀÄªÀÄwAiÉÆA¢UÉ µÀgÀvÀÄÛ§zÀÝ CxÀªÁ 
µÀgÀvÀÄÛgÀ»vÀªÁV ¤ªÀð»¸À®Ä PÉÃAzÀæPÉÌ ªÀ»¹PÉÆqÀ§ºÀÄzÀÄ.

3) CAvÀgÁdå ̧ ÀªÀÄ£ÀéAiÀÄvÉUÁV ̧ À«ÄwUÀ¼À gÀZÀ£É

Ÿ «¢ü 260£ÉÃ ̈ sÁgÀvÀzÀ ºÉÆgÀVgÀÄªÀ ¥ÀæzÉÃ±ÀUÀ½UÉ ̧ ÀA§A¢ü¹zÀAvÉ, PÉÃAzÀæ ̧ ÀgÀPÁgÀPÉÌ EgÀÄªÀ C¢üPÁgÀ 
ªÁå¦ÛAiÀÄ£ÀÄß w½¸ÀÄvÀÛzÉ.

Ÿ «¢ü 261-(1) £ÉÃ ¥ÀæPÁgÀ MPÀÆÌl ¸ÀgÀPÁgÀ ªÀÄvÀÄÛ ¥ÀæwAiÉÆAzÀÄ gÁdå ¸ÀgÀPÁgÀzÀ ¸ÁªÀðd¤PÀ 
PÁAiÀÄðUÀ¼ÀÄ C©ü¯ÉÃR£ÀUÀ¼ÀÄ ºÁUÀÆ £Áå¬ÄPÀ ªÀåªÀÀºÁgÀUÀ¼ÀÄ eÁjUÉ §gÀÄªÀAvÉ £ÉÆÃrPÉÆ¼ÀîvÀPÀÌzÀÄÝ.

 EzÀPÁÌV KQÃPÀÈvÀ £ÁåAiÀiÁAUÀªÀ£ÀÄß ªÀåªÀ¸ÉÜUÉÆ½¸À®Ä ¸ÀA¸ÀvÀÄÛ G¥À§A¢ü¹gÀÄªÀ 
¤AiÀÄªÀiÁªÀ½UÀ¼À£ÀÄß gÀa¸À§ºÀÄzÀÄ. AiÀiÁªÀÅzÉÃ £ÁåAiÀiÁ®AiÀÄ PÉÆlÖ wÃ¥ÀÄðUÀ¼À£ÀÄß eÁjUÉ vÀgÀÄªÀÅzÀÄ 
PÉÃAzÀæ gÁdåUÀ¼À PÀvÀðªÀåªÁVzÉ JAzÀÄ ̧ ÀA«zsÁ£ÀzÀ G¥À«¢ü 3gÀ°è w½¹zÉ.
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 gÁdåUÀ¼À £ÀqÀÄªÉ ̧ ÀªÀÄ£ÀéAiÀÄ GAlÄªÀiÁqÀ®Ä 263 £ÉÃ «¢ C£ÀéAiÀÄ CAvÀgÁdå ªÀÄAqÀ½AiÀÄ£ÀÄß 
gÁµÀÖç¥Àw gÀa¸À§ºÀÄ. F «¢üAiÀÄ°è  CAvÀgÀgÁdå ªÀÄAqÀ½ PÉ¼ÀV£À ªÀÄÆgÀÄ PÀvÀðªÀåUÀ¼À£ÀÄß w½¸À¯ÁVzÉ.

1. gÁdåUÀ¼À £ÀqÀÄªÉ GAmÁUÀÄªÀ «ªÁzÀUÀ¼À£ÀÄß ¥Àj¹Ã°¹ ¥ÀjºÁgÀ ̧ ÀÆa¸ÀÄªÀÅzÀÄ.

2. C£ÉÃPÀ CxÀªÁ J¯Áè gÁdåUÀ¼ÀÄ ªÀÄvÀÄÛ PÉÃAzÀæ ̧ ÀPÁðgÀ AiÀiÁªÀÅzÁzÀgÀÄ  «µÀAiÀÄUÀ¼À §UÉÎ ̧ ÁªÀiÁ£Àå 
»vÁ¸ÀQÛAiÀÄ£ÀÄß ºÉÆA¢gÀÄªÀÅzÀÄ ZÀað¸ÀÄªÀÅzÀÄ.

3. CAvÀºÀ «µÀAiÀÄUÀ¼À §UÉÎ ²¥sÁgÀ¸ÀÄìUÀ¼À£ÀÄß ªÀiÁr ¤Ãw ¤gÀÆ¥ÀuÉ ªÀÄvÀÄÛ DZÀgÀuÉAiÀÄ°è ̧ ÀªÀÄ£ÀéAiÀÄ 
GAlÄªÀiÁqÀÄªÀÅzÀÄ.  1990 ªÉÄÃ 28 gÀAzÀÄ CAvÀgÀgÁdå ªÀÄAqÀ½AiÀÄ£ÀÄß gÀa¸À®Ä gÁµÀÖç¥Àw 
¥ÀæPÀl£É ºÉÆgÀr¹zÀgÀÄ.

4) «¢ü 339 (2)£ÉÃ C£ÀéAiÀÄ gÁdåzÀ°ègÀÄªÀ §ÄqÀPÀlÄÖ d£ÁAUUÀÀ¼À PÀ¯ÁåtPÉÌ CUÀvÀåªÁzÀ 
AiÉÆÃd£ÉAiÀÄ£ÀÄß gÀÆ¦¹, PÁAiÀÄðUÀvÀUÉÆ½¸À®Ä PÉÃAzÀæ ¸ÀPÁðgÀªÀÅ gÁdåUÀ½UÉ ¸ÀÆZÀ£É 
PÉÆqÀ§ºÀÄzÀÄ.

5) 350 (J) PÀ®A £À ¥ÀæPÁgÀ, gÁdåzÀ°ègÀÄªÀ ¨sÁµÁ C®à¸ÀASÁåvÀgÀ ªÀÄPÀÌ¼À ¥ÁæxÀ«ÄPÀ, ²PÀët CªÀgÀ 
ªÀiÁvÀÈ ̈ sÁµÉAiÀÄ°è ¥ÀqÉAiÀÄ®Ä gÁdå CUÀvÀåªÁzÀ ̧ Ë®¨sÀåUÀ¼À£ÀÄß MzÀV¸À¨ÉÃPÀÄ.

6) 353 £ÉÃ «¢üAiÀÄ ¥ÀæPÁgÀ, gÁ¶ÖçÃAiÀÄ vÀÄvÀÄð¥Àj¹Üw eÁjAiÀÄ°èzÁÝUÀ, C¢üPÁgÀ ZÀ¯ÁªÀuÉ PÀÄjvÀÄ 
gÁdåUÀ½UÉ ¤zÉð±À£À PÉÆqÀÄªÀ C¢üPÁgÀ PÉÃAzÀæQÌzÉ.

CT® ̈ sÁgÀvÀ ̧ ÉÃªÉUÀ¼ÀÄ

Ÿ  «¢ü 312 £ÉÃ «¢üAiÀÄ ¥ÀæPÁgÀ KPÀgÀÆ¥ÀzÀ DqÀ½vÀªÀ£ÀÄß gÁµÁÖçzÀåAvÀ ¸ÁzsÀåUÉÆ½¸À®Ä ªÀÄvÀÄÛ 
gÁ¶ÖçÃAiÀÄ »vÁ¸ÀQÛAiÀÄ£ÀÄß PÁ¥ÁqÀÄªÀ GzÉÝÃ±À¢AzÀ CT® ¨sÁgÀvÀ ¸ÉÃªÉUÀ¼ÁzÀ LJJ¸ï. 
L¦J¸ï.LJ¥sïJ¸ï ºÀÄzÉÝUÀ¼À C¢üPÁgÀUÀ¼À£ÀÄß PÉÃAzÀæ ¯ÉÆÃPÀ¸ÉÃªÁ DAiÉÆÃUÀ DAiÉÄÌ ªÀiÁr, PÉÃAzÀæ 
ªÀÄvÀÄÛ gÁdå¸ÉÃªÀUÀ½UÉ ¤AiÀÄÄPÀÛUÉÆ½¸À¯ÁUÀÄvÀÛzÉ.

gÁeÁåqÀ½vÀzÀ°è ºÀ¸ÀÛPÉëÃ¥À

Ÿ «¢ü 355 £ÉÃ ¥ÀæPÁgÀ, ̈ ÁºÀå DPÀæªÀÄt ªÀÄvÀÄÛ DAvÀjPÀ UÀ®¨sÉUÀ½AzÀ gÁdåUÀ¼À£ÀÄß gÀQë¸ÀÄªÀ C¢üPÁgÀ 
PÉÃAzÀæ ̧ ÀPÁðgÀQÌzÉ.

Ÿ «¢ü 356 £ÉÃ ¥ÀæPÁgÀ, gÁeÁåqÀ½vÀªÀÅ ̧ ÀA«zsÁ£À jvÀå£ÀqÉAiÀÄ¢zÁÝUÀ CxÀªÁ E¤ßvÀgÀ PÁgÀtUÀ½UÁV 
gÁdå ¸ÀPÁðgÀªÀ£ÀÄß ªÀeÁªÀiÁr CzÀgÀ DqÀ½vÀªÀ£ÀÄß vÀªÀÄä PÉÊªÀ±À ªÀiÁrPÉÆ¼ÀÄîªÀ C¢üPÁgÀ 
gÁµÁÖçzsÀåPÀëjVzÉ.

gÁdå¥Á®gÀ £ÉÃªÀÄPÀ

Ÿ «¢ü 155 £ÉÃ ªÀÄÆ®PÀ gÁdåUÀ¼À gÁdå¥Á®gÀ£ÀÄß gÁµÀÖç¥Àw £ÉÃªÀÄPÀªÀiÁqÀÄvÁÛgÉ.

Ÿ «¢ü 307 £ÉÃ C£ÀéAiÀÄ, ªÁå¥ÁgÀ ªÁtÂdåUÀ¼À §UÉUÉ ¸ÀA«zsÁ£ÀzÀ°è w½¸À¯ÁVgÀÄªÀ ¤AiÀÄªÀÄUÀ¼À£ÀÄß 
gÁµÀÖçzÀåAvÀ C£ÀÄµÁ×£À vÀgÀ®Ä ¸ÀA¸ÀvÀÄÛ CªÉÄÃjPÁ ¸ÀAAiÀÄÄPÀÛ ¸ÀA¸ÁÜ£ÀzÀ CAvÀgÀ gÁdå ªÁtÂdå 
ªÀiÁzÀjAiÀÄ°è MAzÀÄ ¥Áæ¢üPÁgÀªÀ£ÀÄß gÀa¸À§ºÀÄzÀÄ.
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G¥À¸ÀAºÁgÀ

 ¨sÁgÀvÀ ¸ÀA«zsÁ£ÀzÀ «¢üÃ 256 jAzÀ 261 gÀªÀgÉUÉ PÉÃAzÀæPÉÌ gÁdåUÀ¼À £ÀqÀÄ«£À DqÀ½vÁvÀäPÀ 
¸ÀA§AzsÀUÀ¼À£ÀÄß «ªÀj¸À¯ÁVzÉ. C®èzÉ zÉÃ±ÀzÀ LPÀåvÉ ªÀÄvÀÄÛ ̧ ÀªÀÄUÀævÉAiÀÄ£ÀÄß gÀQë¸ÀÄªÀ ̧ ÀAAiÀÄÄPÀÛ gÀZÀ£ÉUÀ¼À 
D¸ÉAiÀÄUÀ¼À£ÀÄß §®¥Àr¸ÀÄªÀ GzÉÝÃ±ÀUÀ¼À£ÀÄß ªÉÄÃ¯É ̧ ÀA«zsÁ£ÀzÀ «¢üUÀ¼À£ÀéAiÀÄ «±ÉèÃ¶¹ F ̄ ÉÃR£ÀzÀ°è 
G¯ÉèÃT¸À¯ÁVzÉ. CzÀgÀAvÉAiÉÄ gÁµÀÖç ¤jÃQëvÀ ¥ÀæªÀiÁtzÀ°è ¥ÀæUÀw ¸Á¢üü¸À¨ÉÃPÁzÀgÉ, PÉÃAzÀæ gÁdåUÀ¼À 
£ÀqÀÄªÉ ¸ÀºÀPÁgÀ ¸ÀªÀÄ£ÀéAiÀÄvÉ MqÀªÀÄÆqÀ¨ÉÃPÁzÀgÉ, JgÀqÀÄ ¸ÀPÁðgÀUÀ¼ÀÄ ¸ÀA«zsÁ£ÀzÀ C¢üPÁgÀ 
ªÁå¦ÛAiÉÆ¼ÀUÉ PÁAiÀÄð¤ªÀð»¸À¨ÉÃPÀÄ. gÁµÀÖ çzÀ LPÀåvÉ, ¨sÀzÀ ævÉ ªÀÄvÀÄÛ ¸ÀªÀÄUÀ ævÉAiÀÄ£ÀÄß 
PÁAiÀÄÄÝPÉÆ¼Àî¨ÉÃPÁzÀgÉÀ, gÁdåUÀ¼ÀÄ ¤jÃQëzÀ ¥ÀæªÀiÁtzÀ°è C©üªÀÈ¢Þ ¸Á¢ü¸À¨ÉÃPÀÄ. F ¢¸ÉAiÀÄvÀÛ PÉÃAzÀæ 
gÁdåUÀ½UÉ, GzÁgvÉ¬ÄAzÀ ¸ÀºÁAiÀÄÀºÀ¸ÀÛ ZÁZÀ¨ÉÃPÀÄ. CµÉÖ C®èzÉ, gÁdåUÀ¼À C©üªÀÈ¢ÝUÉ 
CvÀåUÀvÀåªÁVgÀÄªÀ PÉëÃvÀæUÀ¼À°è gÁdåUÀ½UÉ E£ÀßµÀÄÖ ̧ ÁéAiÀÄvÀÛvÉ ̧ ÁÜ£ÀªÀiÁ£ÀUÀ¼À£ÀÄß ¤Ãr CªÀÅUÀ¼À£ÀÄß ̧ ÁA¹ÜPÀ 
ªÀÄlÖzÀ°è §®¥Àr¸À¨ÉÃPÁVzÉ JAzÀÄ ºÉÃ½zÀgÉ Cw±ÀAiÉÆÃQÛAiÀiÁUÀ¯ÁgÀzÀÄ.  
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“qÉÊj ¸ÀºÀPÁj ¸ÀAWÀUÀ¼À ¸ÀAWÀl£ÁvÀäPÀ gÀZÀ£É ªÀÄvÀÄÛ ZÀÄ£ÁªÀuÁ ªÀåªÀ¸ÉÜAiÀÄ 
MAzÀÄ CªÀ¯ÉÆÃPÀ£À”

                                                                 

                                                            ²æÃ CªÀÄgï.J¸ï                                              
¸ÀA±ÉÆÃzsÀ£Á «zsÁåyð

gÁdå±Á¸ÀÛç «¨sÁUÀ

¨ÉAUÀ¼ÀÆgÀÄ «±Àé«zÁå¤®AiÀÄ eÁÕ£À¨sÁgÀw 

¨ÉAUÀ¼ÀÆgÀÄ, ªÉÆ:-9035065006

EªÉÄÃ¯ï:- amarsrao92@gmail.com

CªÀÄÆvÀð

 PÀ£ÁðlPÀzÀUÁæ«ÄÃt ¥ÀæzÉÃ±ÀzÀ°èqÉÊj ¸ÀºÀPÁj ¸ÀAWÀUÀ¼ÀÄ ¥ÀæeÁ¥Àæ¨sÀÄvÀézÀ §®ªÀzsÀð£ÉAiÀÄ 
¸ÁzsÀ£ÀªÁV DzsÀÄ¤PÀ ¢£ÀUÀ¼À°è PÁAiÀÄð ¥ÀæªÀÈvÀÛªÁVzÉ. ºÁUÀÆ UÁæ«ÄÃuÁ©üªÀÈ¢ÞAiÀÄ°è ºÁ®Ä 
GvÁàzÀPÀgÀ ̧ ÀºÀPÁj  ̧ ÀAWÀUÀ¼ÀÄ ªÀÄºÀvÀÛgÀªÁzÀ ¥ÁvÀæªÀ£ÀÄß ªÀ»¹zÉ. qÉÊj ̧ ÀºÀPÁj ̧ ÀAWÀUÀ¼ÀÄ UÁæ«ÄÃt 
¨sÁUÀzÀ°è ¸ÁªÀiÁfPÀDyðPÀ ªÀÄvÀÄÛgÁdQÃAiÀÄ §zÀ¯ÁªÀuÉAiÀÄ ¸ÀAPÉÃvÀªÁVzÉ. EzÀÄ ¸ÁªÀiÁfPÀ-
DyðPÀªÁV d£ÀjU ÉGzÉÆåUÀªÀPÁ± ÀªÀÄvÀÄÛ ¤gÀAvÀgÀ DzÁAiÀÄzÀ ªÀÄÆ®ªÀ£ÀÄß MzÀV¸ÀÄªÀ°è 
¸À¥sÀ®ªÁVzÉ. gÁdQÃAiÀÄªÁV qÉÊj ¸ÀºÀPÁj ¸ÀAWÀzÀ CzsÀåPÀëgÀÄ, G¥ÀzsÀåPÀëgÀÄ ºÁUÀÆ DqÀ½vÀ 
ªÀÄAqÀ½AiÀÄ ¤zsÉðÃ±ÀPÀgÀÄ £ÉÃgÀªÁV ¸ÀAWÀzÀ ºÁ®Ä GvÁàzÀPÀjAzÀ ¥ÀæeÁ ¸ÀvÁÛvÀäPÀªÁV ZÀÄ£ÁªÀuÁ 
ªÀåªÀ¸ÉÜAiÀÄ ªÀÄÆ®PÀ DAiÉÄÌAiÀiÁUÀÄvÁÛgÉ. ºÁUÁV qÉÊj ¸ÀºÀPÁj ¸ÀAWÀUÀ¼ÀÄ ¥ÀæeÁ¥Àæ¨sÀÄvÀézÀ gÁdQÃAiÀÄ 
ªÀåªÀ¸ÉÜAiÀÄ vÀgÀ¨ÉÃw PÉÃAzÀæªÁV PÁAiÀÄð ¤ªÀð»¸ÀÄwÛzÉ. F ¯ÉÃR£ÀªÀÅ UÁæ«ÄÃt ¥ÀæzÉÃ±ÀzÀ°èqÉÊj 
¸ÀºÀPÁj ¸ÀAWÀUÀ¼ÀÄ ¸ÀºÀPÁjvÀvÀé ªÀÄvÀÄ Û¥ÀæeÁ¥Àæ¨sÀÄvÀézÀ ªÀÄÆ® DzsÁgÀ ¸ÀÛA¨sÀªÁzÀ ZÀÄ£ÁªÀuÁ ¥ÀzÀÝw 
ªÀÄvÀÄÛ ªÀåªÀ¸ÉÜAiÀÄ£ÀÄß ¸ÀzsÀÈqÀUÉÆ½¸À®Ä PÁgÀtªÁzÀ CA±ÀUÀ¼À£ÀÄß, ºÁ®Ä GvÁàzÀPÀ ¸ÀºÀPÁj ¸ÀAWÀzÀ 
¸ÀAWÀl£ÁvÀäPÀ «£Áå¸À ªÀÄvÀÄÛgÀZÀ£É, ¸ÀzÀ¸ÀågÀCºÀðvÉ, DqÀ½vÀ ªÀÄAqÀ½AiÀÄ gÀZÀ£É ªÀÄvÀÄÛZÀÄ£ÁªÀuÁ 
¥ÀzÀÝw, ̧ À¨sÉUÀ¼ÀÄ, ̧ ÀzÀ¸ÀågÀ ºÀPÀÄÌ ºÁUÀÆ ̈ sÁzÀåvÉUÀ¼À£ÀÄß «±ÉèÃ¶¸À¯ÁVzÉ.

(ªÀÄÆ®¥ÀzÀUÀ¼ÀÄ : qÉÊj ¸ÀºÀPÁj ¸ÀAWÀ, ¥ÀæeÉ¥Àæ¨sÀÄvÀé, ZÀÄ£ÁªÀuÁªÀåªÀ¸ÉÜ, ¨ÉÊ-¯Á, ¸ÀºÀPÁj ¸ÀAWÀUÀ¼À 
PÁAiÉÄÝPÁAiÀÄðPÁj ªÀÄAqÀ½.)

qÉÊj ̧ ÀºÀPÁj ̧ ÀAWÀUÀ¼ÀÄ (DCS)

¦ÃpPÉ

 PÀ£ÁðlPÀ ¸ÀºÀPÁj ºÁ®Ä GvÁàzÀPÀ ªÀÄºÁªÀÄAqÀ½ (PÉJAJ¥sï)AiÀÄ ªÀÄÆgÀÄ ¸ÀÛgÀzÀ 
«£Áå¸ÀzÀgÀZÀ£ÉAiÀÄ°èPÉÆ£ÉAiÀÄ ¸ÀA¸ÉÜAiÉÄÃqÉÊj ¸ÀºÀPÁj ¸ÀAWÀªÁVzÉ. EzÀ£ÀÄß ¥ÁæxÀ«ÄPÀ ºÁ®Ä 
GvÁàPÀzÀgÀ ̧ ÀºÀPÁj ̧ ÀAWÀ ªÉAzÀÄ¸ÀºÀ PÀgÉAiÀÄÄvÁÛgÉ.F qÉÊj ̧ ÀºÀPÁj ̧ ÀAWÀUÀ¼ÀÄ UÁæªÀÄªÀÄlÖzÀ°èPÁAiÀÄð 
¤ªÀð»¸ÀÄwÛgÀÄªÀMAzÀÄ ªÀÄÆ® ̧ ÀA¸ÉÜAiÀiÁVzÉ.qÉÊj ̧ ÀºÀPÁj ̧ ÀAWÀUÀ¼ÀÄ UÁæ«ÄÃt ¥ÀæzÉÃ±ÀzÀ°è ̧ ÀºÀPÁj 
vÀvÀéUÀ¼ÀÄ ªÀÄvÀÄÛ ¥ÀæeÁ¥Àæ¨sÀÄvÀéªÀ£ÀÄß vÀ¼ÀªÀÄlÖzÀ°è ̧ ÀzsÀÈqÀUÉÆ½¹zÉ. PÀ£ÁðlPÀzÀqÉÊjC©üªÀÈ¢ÞAiÀÄ°èUÁæ«ÄÃt 
ºÁ®Ä GvÁàzÀPÀgÀ ̧ ÀºÀPÁj ̧ ÀAWÀUÀ¼ÀÄ ªÀÄºÀvÀÛgÀªÁzÀ ¥ÁvÀæªÀ£ÀÄß ¤¨sÁ¬Ä¸ÀÄwÛzÉ.
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 PÀ£ÁðlPÀzÁzÀ åAvÀ ªÉÄÃ.2019 ªÉÃ¼ÉU É, 16,071 qÉÊj ¸ÀºÀPÁj ¸ÀAWÀUÀ¼ ÀÄ 
£ÉÆÃAzÁ¬ÄvÀªÁVzÀÄÝ, CzÀgÀ°è 14,493 qÉÊj ̧ ÀºÀPÁj ̧ ÀAWÀUÀ¼À PÁAiÀÄðZÀgÀuÉAiÀÄ°èzÉ. qÉÊj ̧ ÀºÀPÁj 
¸ÀAWÀªÀÅ D UÁæªÀÄzÀ ªÁå¦ÛAiÀÄ°ègÀÄªÀ ¸ÀAWÀPÉÌ ¤AiÀÄ«ÄvÀªÁV ºÁ®£ÀÄß ¥ÀÇgÉÊ¸ÀÄªÀ ¸ÀzÀ¸ÀågÀ£ÀÄß 
M¼ÀUÉÆArgÀÄvÀÛzÉ. ¥ÁæxÀ«ÄPÀ ºÁ®Ä GvÁàzÀPÀgÀ ¸ÀºÀPÁj ¸ÀAWÀzÀ ªÀÄÄRå dªÁ¨ÁÝjAiÉÄAzÀgÉ vÀ£Àß 
PÁAiÀÄðZÀgÀuÉAiÀÄ ªÁå¦ÛAiÀÄ°ègÀÄªÀ ºÁ®Ä GvÁàzÀPÀjAzÀ ºÁ®£ÀÄß ¸ÀAUÀæ»¹, ¸À«ÄÃ¥ÀzÀ ²ÃvÀ°ÃPÀgÀt 
PÉÃAzÀæUÀ½UÉ ¸ÀgÀ§gÁdÄ ªÀiÁqÀÄªÀÅzÀÄ, ²ÃvÀ°ÃPÀj¹zÀ £ÀAvÀgÀ ºÁ®Ä MPÀÆÌlPÉÌ vÀ®Ä¦¸ÀÄªÀÅzÀÄ. qÉÊj 
¸ÀºÀPÁj ¸ÀAWÀUÀ¼ÀÄ gÉÊvÀgÀ£ÀÄß ªÀÄvÀÄÛf¯Áè ªÀÄlÖzÀ°ègÀÄªÀ ºÁ®Ä MPÀÆÌlUÀ¼À £ÀqÀÄªÉ ¸ÀA¥ÀPÀð 
¸ÉÃvÀÄªÉUÀ¼ÁV PÁAiÀÄð ¤ªÀð»¸ÀÄwÛzÉ. ¸ÀAWÀªÀÅ ¸ÀzÀ¸ÀåjAzÀ ºÁ®£ÀÄß ¥Àæw¢£À ¨É½îUÉÎ ªÀÄvÀÄÛ ¸ÀAeÉ 
JgÀqÀÄ ªÉÃ¼É ºÁ®£ÀÄß ¸ÀAUÀæ»¸À¯ÁUÀÄwÛzÉ. ¸ÀAUÀæ»¹zÀ ºÁ°£À ªÀiÁzÀjAiÀÄ£ÀÄß ¥ÀjÃQë¹ CzÀgÀ°ègÀÄª 
ÀPÉÆ©â£ÁA±À ¥ÀæªÀiÁtªÀ£ÀÄß UÀ§ðgïmÉ¸ÁÖ CxÀªÁ «zÀÄå£Áä£À ºÁ®Ä ¥ÀjÃPÀëPÀ AiÀÄAvÀæUÀ¼À£ÀÄß §¼À¹ 
ºÁ°£À°ègÀÄªÀ WÀ£À ¥ÀzÁxÀðªÀ£ÀÄß ¯ÁåPÉÆÖÃ«ÄÃlgï §¼À¹ fqÀÄØ ªÀÄvÀÄÛ ºÁ°£À WÀ£À ¥ÀzÁxÀðUÀ¼À 
¥ÀæªÀiÁtªÀ£ÀÄß ¯ÉqÀÓgï£À°è £ÀªÀÄÆ¢¸À¯ÁUÀÄvÀÛzÉ. MPÀÆÌlªÀÅ ¤UÀ¢ü ¥Àr¹zÀAvÉ ¥Àæw 15 ¢£ÀUÀ½UÉÆªÉÄä 
ºÁ®Ä GvÁàzÀPÀjUÉ ºÁ°£À ºÀtªÀ£ÀÄß CªÀgÀ ̈ ÁåAPÀÄ SÁvÉUÀ½UÉ dªÀÄ ªÀiÁqÀ¯ÁUÀÄvÀÛzÉ.

qÉÊj ̧ ÀºÀPÁj ̧ ÀAWÀUÀ¼À ̧ ÀAWÀl£ÁvÀäPÀ gÀZÀ£É

 UÁæªÀÄ ªÀÄlÖzÀ°è PÁAiÀÄð ¤ªÀð»¸ÀÄªÀ qÉÊj ¸ÀºÀPÁj ¸ÀAWÀUÀ¼À£ÀÄß ¸ÁÜ¦¸À®Ä ºÀ®ªÁgÀÄ 
ºÀAvÀUÀ¼À£ÀÄß M¼ÀUÉÆArzÉ.

 ¥ÀæxÀªÀÄªÁV, D ¥ÀæzÉÃ±ÀUÀ¼À°è ºÁ°£À ¸ÀAWÀªÀ£ÀÄß ¸ÁÜ¦¸À®Ä ªÀiÁzÀj ¸À«ÄÃPÉëUÀ¼À£ÀÄß 
PÉÊUÉÆ¼ÀÄîªÀÅzÀÄ, D ¸À«ÄÃPÉëAiÀÄ ªÀgÀ¢AiÀÄ£ÀÄß DzsÀj¹ ¸ÀAWÀzÀ ¸ÁÜ¥À£ÉUÉ ¥ÀæzÉÃ±ÀªÀ£ÀÄß DAiÉÄÌ ªÀiÁr 
CAwªÀÄUÉÆ½¸À¯ÁUÀÄªÀÅzÀÄ, JgÀqÀ£ÉAiÀÄzÁV, qÉÊj ¸ÀºÀPÁj ¸ÀAWÀzÀ ¥Áæ¸ÉàPÀÖ¸ï£ÀÄß ZÀað¸À®Ä µÉÃgÀÄ 
¸ÀAUÀæºÀuÉUÁgÀÄ ªÀÄvÀÄÛUÁæªÀÄzÀ ªÀvÀðPÀgÀ£ÀÄß DAiÉÄÌ ªÀiÁqÀ®Ä ̧ ÁªÀiÁ£Àå ̧ À¨sÉAiÀÄ£ÀÄß PÀgÀAiÀÄ¯ÁUÀÄªÀÅzÀÄ. F 
¸À¨sÉAiÀÄ°è ¸ÀAWÀUÀ¼À ¨sÀ«µÀåzÀ §UÉÎ ZÀað¸À¯ÁUÀÄvÀÛzÉ. ¸ÀºÀPÁj ¸ÀAWÀªÀ£ÀÄß £ÉÆÃAzÁ¬Ä¹zÀ £ÀAvÀg 
ÀJgÀqÀ£ÉAiÀÄ ¸À¨sÉAiÀÄ£ÀÄß PÀgÉAiÀÄ¯ÁUÀÄªÀÅzÀÄ. F ¸À¨sÉAiÀÄ°è µÉÃgÀÄzÁgÀ ªÀiÁvÀæ ¨sÁUÀªÀ»¹, DqÀ½vÀzÀ 
dªÁ¨ÁÝjAiÀÄ£ÀÄß vÉUÉzÀÄPÉÆ¼Àî®Ä ¤ªÀðºÀuÁ ªÀÄvÀÄÛ qÉÊjAiÀÄ DqÀ½vÀ ªÀÄAqÀ°AiÀÄ£ÀÄß ºÁUÀÆ ̧ ÀAWÀzÀ 
¥ÀÇtðPÁ°PÀ PÁAiÀÄðzÀ²ð ªÀÄvÀÄÛ ¹§âA¢ ªÀUÀðzÀªÀgÀ£ÀÄß £ÉÃ«Ä¸À¯ÁUÀÄvÀÛzÉ .

qÉÊj ̧ ÀºÀPÁj ̧ ÀAWÀUÀ¼À ̧ ÀAWÀ£ÁvÀäPÀ «£Áå¸À CxÀªÁ gÀZÀ£É

 F PÉ¼ÀV£À gÉÃSÁavÀæzÀ ªÀÄÆ®PÀ qÉÊj ¸ÀºÀPÁj ¸ÀAWÀUÀ¼À ¸ÀAWÀ£ÁvÀäPÀ «£Áå¸À CxÀªÁ 
gÀZÀ£ÉAiÀÄ£ÀÄß PÁt§ºÀÄzÀÄ.

qÉÊj ¸ÀºÀPÁj ¸ÀAWÀUÀ¼ÀÄ

CzsÀåPÀëgÀÄ, G¥ÁzsÀåPÀëgÀÄ, ¤zÉðÃ±ÀPÀgÀ ªÀÄAqÀ½

¸ÀºÀPÁj ¸ÀAWÀzÀ PÁAiÀÄðzÀ²ðUÀ¼ÀÄ ªÀÄvÀÄÛ ¹§âA¢ªÀUÀð

ºÁ®Ä GvÁàzÀPÀgÀÄ
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 F ªÉÄÃ°£À gÉÃSÁavÀæzÀ ªÀÄÆ®PÀ UÁæ«ÄÃt ¥ÀæzÉÃ±ÀzÀ°è ̧ ÀAWÀnvÀUÉÆArgÀÄªÀ qÉÊj ̧ ÀºÀPÁj 
¸ÀAWÀzÀ zÉÊ£ÀA¢£À DqÀ½vÁvÀäPÀ PÁAiÀÄð ZÀlÄªÀnPÉUÀ¼ÀÄ ZÀÄ£Á¬ÄvÀ CzsÀåPÀëgÀÄ, G¥ÁzsÀåPÀëgÀÄ ºÁUÀÆ 
¤zÉðÃ±ÀPÀgÀ£ÀÄß M¼ÀUÉÆAqÀ DqÀ½vÀ ªÀÄAqÀ½ ¸ÀzÀ¸ÀågÀÄ, ºÁ°£À ¸ÀAUÀæºÀuÉAiÀÄ ¸ÀºÁAiÀÄPÁÌV ºÁUÀÆ 
¸ÀAWÀzÀ ¯ÉPÀÌªÀåªÀºÁgÀ ¤ªÀðºÀuÉUÁV ¥ÀÇtðPÁ°PÀ PÁAiÀÄðzÀ²ðUÀ¼ÀÄ, ºÁ°£À ¥ÀjÃPÀëPÀ ªÀÄvÀÄÛ 
¸ÀºÁAiÀÄPÀgÀ£ÀÄß ªÀÄÆ®PÀ qÉÊj ̧ ÀºÀPÁj ̧ ÀAWÀUÀ¼À PÁAiÀÄð¤ªÀð»¸ÀÄwÛzÉ.

qÉÊj ̧ ÀºÀPÁj ̧ ÀAWÀUÀ¼À GzÉÝÃ±ÀUÀ¼ÀÄ 

¥ÁæxÀ«ÄPÀqÉÊj ¸ÀºÀPÁj ¸ÀAWÀUÀ¼ÀÄ ¨ÉÊ-¯Á£À  ¥ÀæPÁgÀ F PÉ¼ÀV£À GzÉÝÃ±ÀUÀ¼À£ÀÄß M¼ÀUÉÆArzÉ. 
CªÀÅUÀ¼ÉAzÀgÉ

1. ºÁ®Ä GvÁà¢¸À®Ä vÀ£Àß ̧ ÀzÀ¸ÀåjUÉCUÀvÀåªÁzÀ ªÀiÁUÀðzÀ±Àð£À ªÀÄvÀÄÛ ̧ ÀºÁAiÀÄªÀ£ÀÄß MzÀV¸ÀÄªÀÅzÀÄ.

2. qÉÊj ̧ ÀºÀPÁj ̧ ÀAWÀUÀ¼ÀÄ vÀ£Àß ̧ ÀzÀ¸ÀåjUÉ ¥À±ÀÄ ̧ ÀAUÉÆÃ¥À£ÉAiÀÄ ¥ÀæUÀwAiÀÄ §UÉÎ eÁUÀÈw ªÀÄÆr¸ÀÄªÀ 
GzÉÝÃ±À¢AzÀ ±ÉÊPÀëtÂPÀ PÁAiÀÄðPÀæªÀÄUÀ¼ÀÄ ªÀÄvÀÄÛ ºÉÊ£ÀÄUÁjPÉ «¸ÀÛgÀuÁ ̧ ÉÃªÉUÀ¼À£ÀÄß PÉÊUÉÆ¼ÀÄîªÀÅzÀÄ.

3. qÉÊj ̧ ÀºÀPÁj ̧ ÀAWÀªÀÅ ̧ ÀzÀ¸ÀågÀ ̧ ÁªÀiÁ£Àå PÀ¯Áåt PÁAiÀÄðPÀæªÀÄUÀ¼À£ÀÄß ºÀ«ÄäPÉÆ¼ÀÄîªÀÅzÀÄ.

4. ¸ÀAWÀªÀÅ ºÁ°£À GvÁàzÀ£ÉAiÀÄ£ÀÄß ºÉaÑ¸À®Ä ªÉÄÃªÀÅ, ̧ ÀAvÁ£ÉÆÃvÀàwÛ ̧ Ë®¨sÀåUÀ¼ÀÄ, ¥À±ÀÄ ªÉÊzÀåQÃAiÀÄ 
¸ÉÃªÉUÀ¼ÀÄ, vÀAvÀæeÁÕ£À ªÀÄvÀÄÛ ̧ ÀAWÀUÀ¼À ¤ªÀðºÀuÁ ̧ ÉÃªÉUÀ¼À£ÀÄß MzÀV¸ÀÄªÀÅzÀÄ.

5. qÉÊj ¸ÀºÀPÁj ¸ÀAWÀUÀ¼À C©üªÀÈ¢ÞUÁV ¨sÀÆPÀlÖqÀUÀ¼À£ÀÄß, ¨ÁrUÉ CxÀªÁ UÀÄwÛUÉ E£ÁßªÀÅzÉÃ 
¸ÉÃªÉUÀ¼À£ÀÄß RjÃ¢¸À®Ä PÀæªÀÄªÀ»¸ÀÄªÀÅzÀÄ.

6. ¸ÀºÀPÁj ¸ÀAWÀzÀ ¸ÀzÀ¸ÀåjUÉ ««zsÀ ºÀtPÁ¹£À ¸ÀA¸ÉÜUÀ½AzÀ zÉÆgÉAiÀÄÄªÀ ºÀtPÁ¹£À ¸ÉÃªÉUÀ¼À£ÀÄß 
MzÀV¸ÀÄªÀÅzÀÄ. GzÁ: eÁ£ÀÄªÁgÀÄUÀ¼À RjÃ¢UÁV ̧ Á®zÀ ªÀåªÀ¸ÉÜAiÀÄ£ÀÄß.

¸ÀzÀ¸ÀåvÀé CxÀªÁ ̧ ÀzÀ¸ÀågÀ CºÀðvÉ

 ¸ÀºÀPÁj ¸ÀAWÀUÀ¼À ¨ÉÊ-¯Á£À ¥ÀæPÁgÀqÉÊj ¸ÀºÀPÁj ¸ÀAWÀzÀ ¸ÀzÀ¸Àå£ÁUÀ®Ä D ªÀåQÛAiÀÄÄºÁ®Ä 
PÉÆqÀÄªÀ ¥ÁætÂUÀ¼À£ÀÄß ºÉÆA¢gÀ¨ÉÃPÀÄ ªÀÄvÀÄÛvÀªÀÄä ºÁ®£ÀÄß ̧ ÀAWÀPÉÌ ªÀiÁgÁl ªÀiÁqÀ®Ä M¦àPÉÆAqÀªÀgÀÄ 
ªÀiÁvÀæ ¸ÀAWÀzÀ ¸ÀzÀ¸ÀågÁUÀÄvÁÛgÉ. CzÀgÀeÉÆvÉUÉ F PÉ¼ÀV£À CA±ÀUÀ½AzÀ ¸ÀAWÀzÀ ¸ÀzÀ¸Àå£ÁUÀ®Ä 
EgÀ¨ÉÃPÁzÀ CºÀðvÉAiÀÄ£ÀÄß ºÉÆA¢gÀ¨ÉÃPÀÄ.

1. ¸ÀAWÀzÀ ¸ÀzÀ¸Àå£ÁUÀ®Ä §AiÀÄ¸ÀÄªÀ ªÀåQÛAiÀÄÄ qÉÊjAiÀÄ PÁAiÀÄðZÀgÀuÉAiÀÄ ªÁå¦ÛAiÀÄ°è 
ªÁ¸ÀªÁVgÀ¨ÉÃPÀÄ ºÁUÀÆ F M¥ÀàAzÀPÉÌ ̧ ÀªÀÄxÀðgÁVgÀ¨ÉÃPÀÄ.

2. MAzÉÃ PÀÄlÄA§zÀ E£ÉÆß§âgÀÄ ªÀåQÛAiÀÄ ̧ ÀAWÀzÀ ̧ ÀzÀ¸Àå£ÁVgÀ¨ÁgÀzÀÄ.

3. ¸ÀzÀ¸ÀåvÀéPÁÌV ¤UÀ¢ü¥Àr¹zÀ ¸ÀégÀÆ¥ÀzÀ°è CªÀgÀ °TvÀ CfðAiÀÄ£ÀÄß ªÀåªÀ¸ÁÜ¥À£Á ¸À«ÄwAiÀÄÄ 
C£ÀÄªÉÆÃ¢¸À¨ÉÃPÀÄ.

4. CªÀ£ÀÄ CxÀªÁ CªÀ£À PÀÄlÄA§zÀ ¸ÀzÀ¸ÀågÀÄ ºÁ®Ä ªÀÄvÀÄÛ ºÁ°£À GvÀà£ÀßUÀ¼À ªÀåªÀºÁgÀzÀ°è 
¨sÁVAiÀiÁVgÀ¨ÁgÀzÀÄ.

5. qÉÊj ̧ ÀºÀPÁj ̧ ÀAWÀzÀ ̧ ÀzÀ¸Àå£ÁUÀ®Ä EaÑ¸ÀÄªÀ ªÀåQÛAiÀÄÄ PÀ¤µÀ× 10 µÉÃgÀÄUÀ¼À£ÀÄß (MlÄÖ ªÀiË®åzÀ 100 
gÀÆ¥Á¬ÄVAvÀ PÀrªÉÄ¬Ä®èzÀAvÉ) vÉUÉzÀÄPÉÆArgÀ¨ÉÃPÀÄ. EzÀgÀeÉÆvÉUÉ ¸ÀzÀ¸ÀåvÀé Cfð ¸À°è¸ÀÄªÀ 
¸ÀªÀÄAiÀÄzÀ°è 135 gÀÆ¥Á¬ÄUÀ¼À ¥ÀæªÉÃ±À ±ÀÄ®ÌªÀ£ÀÄß ¥ÁªÀw¹gÀ¨ÉÃPÀÄ.
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6. ¥ÀæwAiÉÆ§â ̧ ÀzÀ¸Àå£ÀÄ ̧ ÀAWÀPÉÌ PÀ¤µÀ× 180 ¢£ÀQÌAv ÀPÀrªÉÄ E®èzÀAvÉ ºÁ®£ÀÄß ¥ÀÇgÉÊ¹gÀ¨ÉÃPÀÄ.

ªÀµÀðzÀ°è PÀ¤µÀ× 500 °Ãlgï / PÉf ¥ÀæªÀiÁtzÀ ºÁ®£ÀÄß ̧ ÀAWÀPÉÌ ̧ ÀgÀ§gÁdÄ ªÀiÁrgÀ¨ÉÃPÀÄ.

7. ¸ÀAWÀzÉÆA¢UÉ AiÀiÁªÀÅzÉÃ ¨ÁQ ºÀtªÀ£ÀÄß G½¹PÉÆArgÀ¨ÁgÀzÀÄ ºÁUÀÆ ¸ÀAWÀªÀ£ÀÄß 
ºÉÆgÀvÀÄ¥Àr¹ ̈ ÉÃgÉAiÀiÁªÀÅzÉÃ ºÁ°£À KeÉ¤ìUÀ½UÉ ºÁ®£ÀÄß ¥ÀÇgÉÊ¹gÀ¨ÁgÀzÀÄ.

8. ¸ÀzÀ¸Àå£ÀÄvÀ£Àß µÉÃgÀÄ §AqÀªÁ¼ÀªÀ£ÀÄß ªÀÄÆgÀÄ ªÀµÀðUÀ¼À £ÀAvÀgÀ ªÀiÁvÀæ »A¥ÀqÉAiÀÄ®Ä 
CºÀð£ÁVgÀÄvÁÛgÉ. ¸ÀAWÀzÀ ªÀÄgÀÄ¥ÁªÀw §ºÀÄzÁzÀ µÉÃgÀÄUÀ¼ÀÄ »A¢£À ¸ÀºÀPÁj ªÀµÀðUÀ¼À 
ªÀÄÄPÁÛAiÀÄzÀ ªÉÃ¼ÉUÉ MlÄÖ ¥ÁªÀw¹zÀ ªÉÆvÀÛzÀ ºÀvÀÛ£ÉÃ MAzÀÄ ¨sÁUÀPÉÌ ¹Ã«ÄvÀªÁVzÉ. ¸ÀºÀPÁj 
ªÀµÀðªÀÅ K¦æ¯ï 1 jAzÀ DgÀA¨sÀªÁV ªÀiÁZïð 31gÀªÀgÉUÉ C¹ÛvÀézÀ°ègÀÄvÀÛzÉ. »A¢£À ¸ÀºÀPÁj 
ªÀµÀðzÀ°è PÀ¤µÀ× 180 ¢£ÀUÀ¼ÀªÀgÉUÉ ºÁ®£ÀÄß ¥ÀÇgÉÊ¸ÀzÀAiÀiÁªÀÅzÉÃ ¸ÀzÀ¸ÀåjUÉ ªÀÄvÀzÁ£ÀzÀ 
ºÀPÀÄÌUÀ¼À£ÀÄß ZÀ¯Á¬Ä¸À®Ä ªÀÄvÀÄÛ÷qÉÊj ̧ ÀºÀPÁj ̧ ÀAWÀzÀ M¼ÀV£À AiÀiÁªÀÅzÉÃ ̧ ÁÜ£ÀªÀ£ÀÄß ¥ÀqÉAiÀÄ®Ä 
CºÀðgÀ®è. ̧ ÀzÀ¸ÀåvÀé ¥ÀqÉzÀ MAzÀÄ ªÀµÀðzÉÆ¼ÀUÉ AiÀiÁªÀÅzÉÃ ªÀåQÛAiÀÄÄ µÉÃgÀÄ §AqÀªÁ¼ÀzÀ jl£ïð 
¥ÀqÉAiÀÄ®Ä ̧ ÁzsÀå«®è.

qÉÊj ̧ ÀºÀPÁj ̧ ÀAWÀzÀ ̧ À¨sÉAiÀÄ CzsÀåPÀëvÉ

 CzsÀåPÀëgÀÄ ̧ À¨sÉAiÀÄ CzsÀåPÀëvÉAiÀÄ£ÀÄß ªÀ»¸ÀvÀPÀÌzÀÄÝ, CzsÀåPÀëgÀ UÉÊgÀÄ ºÁdjAiÀÄ°è, ̧ À¨sÉAiÀÄ°è ºÁdjzÀÝ 
DqÀ½vÀ ªÀÄAqÀ°AiÀÄ ̧ ÀzÀ¸ÀågÀÄ vÀªÀÄä°è M§âgÀ£ÀÄß D ̧ À¨sÉAiÀÄ CzsÀåPÀëgÀ£ÁßV DAiÉÄÌ ªÀiÁrPÉÆ¼ÀîvÀPÀÌzÀÄÝ.

PÉÆÃgÀA

 PÁAiÀÄðPÁj ªÀÄAqÀ°AiÀÄ ¸À¨sÉ £ÀqÉAiÀÄ®Ä PÀ¤µÀ× 6 d£À DqÀ½vÀ ªÀÄAqÀ°AiÀÄ ¸ÀzÀ¸ÀågÀÄ 
ºÁdjgÀvÀPÀÌzÀÄÝ. PÉÆÃgÀA E®è¢zÀÝgÉ ¸À¨sÉAiÀÄ£ÀÄß ªÀÄvÉÆÛAzÀÄ ¢£ÀPÉÌ ªÀÄÄAzÀÆqÀvÀPÀÌzÀÄÝ. UÉÊgÀÄ ºÁdjzÀÝ 
¸ÀzÀ¸ÀåjUÉ ªÀiÁvÀæ ªÀÄÄAzÀÆrzÀ ¸À¨sÉAiÀÄ §UÉÎ £ÉÆÃn¸ï PÉÆqÀvÀPÀÌzÀÄÝ ªÀÄÄAzÀÆrzÀ ¸À¨sÉAiÀÄ°è ºÉÆ¸À 
«µÀAiÀÄUÀ¼À §UÉÎ ZÀað¸À®Ä CªÀPÁ±À«®è.

DqÀ½vÀ ªÀÄAqÀ°AiÀÄ°è vÉgÀªÁzÀ ̧ ÁÜ£ÀUÀ½UÉ PÉÆ-D¥ÁÖ ªÀiÁrPÉÆ¼ÀÄîªÀÅzÀÄ

 ªÀÄgÀt, ªÀeÁ, gÁfÃ£ÁªÉÄ CxÀªÁ E£ÁßªÀÅzÉÃ PÁgÀtUÀ½AzÀ vÉgÀªÁzÀ ¸ÁÜ£ÀªÀ£ÀÄß CªÀgÀ 
ªÀÄÆ® CªÀ¢üAiÀÄ 2 1/2  ªÀµÀðUÀ½UÉ PÀrªÉÄ E®èzÀAvÉ G½zÀ CªÀ¢üUÉ ªÀÄAqÀ°AiÀÄÄ “PÉÆÃ-D¥ÁÖ” 
ªÀÄÆ®PÀ ¨sÀwð ªÀiÁrPÉÆ¼ÀîvÀPÀÌzÀÄÝ, CAvÀºÀ ¸ÀzÀ¸ÀågÀÄAiÀiÁgÀ ¸ÁÜ£ÀzÀ°è ¸ÉÃj¹PÉÆ¼Àî®ànÖzÁÝgÉÆÃ CªÀgÀ 
¥ÀÇtðUÉÆ¼ÀîzÀ CªÀ¢üAiÀÄªÀgÉUÉ ªÀiÁvÀæ DqÀ½vÀ ªÀÄAqÀ½AiÀÄ ̧ ÀzÀ¸ÀågÁUÀ®Ä C¢üPÁgÀ ºÉÆA¢gÀÄvÁÛgÉ.

¸ÀzÀ¸ÀågÀ gÁfÃ£ÁªÉÄ

 qÉÊj ̧ ÀºÀPÁj ̧ ÀAWÀzÀ DqÀ½vÀ ªÀÄAqÀ°AiÀÄ ̧ ÀzÀ¸ÀågÀÄvÀªÀÄä ̧ ÀzÀ¸ÀåvÀéPÉÌ °TvÀªÁV gÁfÃ£ÁªÉÄ 
¥ÀvÀæªÀ£ÀÄß ªÀÄÄRå PÁAiÀÄð¤ªÁðºÀPÀ CxÀªÁ PÁAiÀÄðzÀ²ðUÀ½UÉ ¸À°è¸À§ºÀÄzÀÄ. gÁfÃ£ÁªÉÄ PÉÆlÖ 
¢£ÁAPÀ¢AzÀ 15 ¢ªÀ¸ÀUÀ¼ÉÆ¼ÀUÁV gÁfÃ£ÁªÉÄAiÀÄ£ÀÄß DqÀ½vÀ ªÀÄAqÀ°AiÀÄ ¸ÀzÀ¸ÀågÀÄ °TvÀªÁV 
»AvÉUÉzÀÄPÉÆ¼Àî¢zÀÝgÉ 15 ¢£ÀUÀ¼À £ÀAvÀgÀ DqÀ½vÀ ªÀÄAqÀ½ ¸ÀzÀ¸ÀågÀ gÁfÃ£ÁªÉÄAiÀÄ£ÀÄß 
CAVÃPÀj¸À®ànÖzÉ JAzÀÄ ̈ sÁ«¸ÀvÀPÀÌzÀÄÝ ºÁUÀÆ D ̧ ÁÜ£ÀªÀÅ vÉgÀªÁVzÉ JAzÀÄ w½AiÀÄvÀPÀÌzÀÄÝ.

DqÀ½vÀ ªÀÄAqÀ° ̧ ÀzÀ¸ÀågÀ C¢üPÁgÀ ªÀÄvÀÄÛ PÁAiÀÄðUÀ¼ÀÄ

 ¸ÀºÀPÁj ̧ ÀAWÀUÀ¼À ̈ ÉÊ-¯Á, PÁ¬ÄzÉUÀ½UÉ, G¥À«¨sÁUÀUÀ½UÉ ªÀÄvÀÄÛ ªÀåªÀºÁgÀUÀ¼À ¤AiÀÄªÀÄUÀ½UÉ 
C£ÀÄ¸ÁgÀªÁV DqÀ½vÀ ªÀÄAqÀ° ¸ÀzÀ¸ÀågÀÄ ¸ÀAWÀzÀ ¥ÀzÁ¢üPÁjUÀ¼ÀÄ ºÁUÀÆ ¹§âA¢ ªÀUÀðzÀªÀgÀÄ 
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£ÀqÉ¹zÀ J¯Áè ªÀåªÀºÁgÀUÀ½UÉ ªÉÊAiÀÄQÛPÀªÁV ªÀÄvÀÄÛ ̧ ÁªÀÄÆ»PÀªÁV dªÁ¨ÁÝgÀgÀVgÀÄvÁÛgÉ. ¤AiÀÄªÀÄUÀ¼À 
G®èAWÀ£É¬ÄAzÀ ¸ÀAWÀzÀ D¹Û, ¥Á¹ÛUÀ½UÉ K£ÁzÀgÀÆ KgÀÄ¥ÉÃgÀÄUÀ½zÀÝgÉ ¸ÀºÀPÁj ¸ÀAWÀUÀ¼À PÁAiÉÄÝ 
PÀ®A.69gÀ ªÀÄvÀÄÛ 70gÀ ¥ÀæPÁgÀ DqÀ½vÀ ªÀÄAqÀ°AiÀÄªÀgÀÄ PÀæªÀÄvÉUÉzÀÄPÉÆAqÀÄ vÀ¦àvÀ¸ÀÜjAzÀ ºÀtªÀ£ÀÄß 
CxÀªÁ £ÀµÀÖªÀ£ÀÄß ªÀ¸ÀÆ° ªÀiÁqÀÄªÀ C¢üPÁgÀªÀ£ÀÄß ºÉÆA¢zÉ.

1. DqÀ½vÀ ªÀÄAqÀ°AiÀÄÄ ¸ÀAWÀzÀ ¸ÀzÀ¸ÀåvÀéPÉÌ §AzÀ CfðUÀ¼ÀÄ, gÁfÃ£ÁªÉÄUÀ¼ÀÄ, µÉÃgÀÄUÀ½UÉ 
¨ÉÃrPÉUÀ¼ÀÄ, µÉÃgÀÄ ªÀUÁðªÀuÉUÀ¼ÀÄ ªÀÄvÀÄÛ µÉÃgÀÄ ¥ÁªÀwUÁV CfðUÀ¼À£ÀÄß «¯ÉÃªÁj ªÀiÁqÀÄªÀÅzÀÄ 
ªÀÄvÀÄÛ µÉÃgÀÄ ¥ÁªÀwUÀ¼À£ÀÄß ¥Àj²Ã°¸ÀÄªÀÅzÀÄ.

2. ¸ÀAWÀzÀ ºÉ¸Àj£À°è ¨ÁåAQ£À°è CUÀvÀåªÁzÀ SÁvÉUÀ¼À£ÀÄß vÉgÉAiÀÄÄªÀÅzÀÄ ªÀÄvÀÄÛ ºÀtzÀ ªÀ»ªÁlÄ 
ªÀiÁqÀ®Ä CUÀvÀå C¢üPÁgÀªÀ£ÀÄß PÁAiÀÄðzÀ²ðUÀ½UÉ ¤AiÉÆÃf¸ÀÄªÀÅzÀÄ.

3. ¸ÀAWÀzÀ ̧ ÀzÀ¸ÀågÀ £ÉÆÃAzÀtÂ SÁvÉUÀ¼À ¥ÀÅ¸ÀÛPÀ ªÀÄvÀÄÛEvÀgÉ jf¸ÀÖgïUÀ¼À£ÀÄß ¥Àj²Ã°¸ÀÄªÀÅzÀÄ, eÉÆvÉUÉ 
zÁR¯ÉUÀ¼À£ÀÄß ªÀåªÀ¹ÜvÀªÁV ¤ªÀð»¸ÀÄªÀÅzÀÄ.

4. ¤¢ðµÀÖ PÉ®¸ÀUÀ½UÉ G¥À¸À«ÄwUÀ¼À£ÀÄß £ÉÃ«Ä¹ CzÀgÀ C¢üPÁgÀ PÀvÀðªÀåUÀ¼À£ÀÄß UÉÆvÀÄÛ ªÀiÁqÀÄªÀÅzÀÄ.

5. DqÀ½vÀ ªÀÄAqÀ½AiÀÄ ̧ ÀzÀ¸ÀågÀ ZÀÄ£ÁªÀuÉUÉ ªÀåªÀ¸ÉÜ ªÀiÁqÀÄªÀÅzÀÄ.

qÉÊj ̧ ÀºÀPÁj ̧ ÀAWÀzÀ CzsÀåPÀëgÀ ZÀÄ£ÁªÀuÉ

 PÀ£ÁðlPÀ ¸ÀºÀPÁj ¸ÀAWÀUÀ¼À PÁ£ÀÆ£ÀÄ 1959, PÀ®A 39 J, 14 gÀ°è w½¹gÀÄªÀAvÉ ¸ÀºÀPÁj 
ZÀÄ£ÁªÀuÁ DAiÉÆÃUÀ¢AzÀ £ÉÃªÀÄPÀUÉÆAqÀ ZÀÄ£ÁªÀuÁ¢üPÁjAiÀÄÄ DqÀ½vÀ ªÀÄAqÀ°AiÀÄÄgÀZÀ£ÉAiÀiÁzÀ 
¢£ÁAPÀ¢AzÀ CxÀªÁ ZÀÄ£ÁªÀuÉAiÀÄ £ÀAvÀgÀ DqÀ½vÀ ªÀÄAqÀ°AiÀÄÄgÀZÀ£ÉAiÀiÁVzÉAiÉÄAzÀÄ ̈ sÁ«¸À¯ÁzÀ 
¢£ÁAPÀ¢AzÀ ºÀ¢£ÉÊzÀÄ ¢£ÀUÀ¼ÉÆ¼ÀUÁV, CzsÀåPÀëgÀ PÁ¯ÁªÀ¢üAiÀÄ ªÀÄÄPÁÛAiÀÄPÉÌ ¤PÀl ¥ÀÇªÀðzÀ°è 
CzsÀåPÀëgÀ£ÀÄß ZÀÄ£Á¬Ä¸ÀÄªÀ GzÉÝÃ±ÀPÁÌV J¯Áè DqÀ½vÀ ªÀÄAqÀ° ¸ÀzÀ¸ÀågÀÄUÀ½UÉ ¸ÀàµÀÖ K¼ÀÄ ¢ªÀ¸ÀUÀ¼À 
£ÉÆAzÀuÁ¢üPÁjUÀ¼ÀÄ £ÉÆÃn¸ï eÁj ªÀiÁr, ̧ À¨sÉAiÀÄ£ÀÄß PÀgÉAiÀÄvÀPÀÌzÀÄÝ. CA¢£À ̧ À¨sÉAiÀÄ°è ZÀÄ£ÁªÀuÁ 
C¢üPÁjAiÀÄÄ ̧ À¨sÉAiÀÄ CzsÀåPÀëgÁV PÁAiÀÄð ¤ªÀð»¸ÀÄªÀgÀÄ.

Ÿ  CzsÀåPÀëgÀ DAiÉÄÌAiÀÄ£ÀÄß UÀÄ¥ÀÛ CxÀªÁ UË¥Àå ªÀÄvÀzÁ£À ¥ÀzÀÞwAiÀÄ£ÀÄß M¼ÀUÉÆArgÀÄvÀÛzÉ.

Ÿ  qÉÊj ̧ ÀºÀPÁj ̧ ÀAWÀzÀ CzsÀåPÀëgÀ C¢üPÁgÀ CªÀ¢üAiÀÄÄ 5 ªÀµÀðUÀ¼ÀÄ ªÀiÁvÀæ EgÀvÀPÀÌzÀÄÝ.

CzsÀåPÀëgÀ C¢üPÁgÀ ªÀÄvÀÄÛ PÁAiÀÄðUÀ¼ÀÄ

1. ¸ÀAWÀzÀ ¸ÁªÀiÁ£Àå DqÀ½vÀªÀÅ CzsÀåPÀëgÀ ¤AiÀÄAvÀætPÉÆÌ¼À ¥ÀnÖgÀvÀPÀÌzÀÄÝ, CzsÀåPÀëgÀ DAiÉÄÌAiÀÄ 
ZÀÄ£ÁªÀuÉAiÀÄ£ÀÄß ºÉÆgÀvÀÄ ¥Àr¹, PÁAiÀÄðPÁj ªÀÄAqÀ°AiÀÄ ̧ À¨sÉUÀ¼ÀÄ ªÀÄvÀÄÛ ̧ ÀªÀð¸ÀzÀ¸ÀågÀ ̧ À¨sÉAiÀÄ 
CzsÀåPÀëvÉAiÀÄ£ÀÄß ªÀ»¹PÉÆ¼ÀÄîªÀÅzÀÄ.

2. PÁAiÀÄðPÁj ªÀÄAqÀ½AiÀÄ ¸ÁªÀiÁ£Àå ¤zÉðÃ±À£ÀzÀAvÉ ¸ÀAWÀzÀ »vÀzÀÈ¶Ö¬ÄAzÀ CªÀ±Àå«gÀÄªÀ 
ªÀåªÀºÁgÀUÀ¼À£ÀÄß £ÀqÉ¸À®Ä CzsÀåPÀëjUÉ C¢üPÁgÀ«gÀÄvÀÛzÉ.

3. ¸À¨sÉAiÀÄ°è PÉÆÃgÀA EgÀ¢zÀÝgÉ ̧ À¨sÉAiÀÄ ¢£ÁAPÀªÀ£ÀÄß ªÀÄvÀÄÛ ̧ ÀÜ¼ÀªÀ£ÀÄß ¤UÀ¢ü ¥Àr¸ÀÄªÀÅzÀÄ.

4. ¸ÁªÀiÁ£Àå ¸À¨sÉAiÀÄ°èAiÀiÁªÀÅzÉÃ «µÀAiÀÄzÀ ªÉÄÃ¯É ¸ÀªÀÄ ªÀÄvÀUÀ¼ÀÄ §AzÁUÀvÀªÀÄä ¤tðAiÀÄPÀ 
ªÀÄvÀZÀ¯Á¬Ä¸ÀÄªÀÅzÀÄ.
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5. qÉÊj ¸ÀºÀPÁj ¸ÀAWÀzÀ £ÀUÀzÀÄ ¥ÀÅ¸ÀÛPÀ ªÀÄvÀÄ ¯ÉPÀÌzÀ ¥ÀÅ¸ÀÛPÀUÀ¼À£ÀÄß PÀæªÀÄ§zÀÞªÁV ¤vÀåªÀÇ §gÉ¹, 
¥Àj²Ã°¹, gÀÄdÄ ªÀiÁqÀÄªÀÅzÀÄ.

6. CzsÀåPÀëgÀÄ, DqÀ½vÀ ªÀÄAqÀ½ CxÀªÁPÁAiÀÄðPÁj ªÀÄAqÀ½ ºÉÃ½zÀ PÉ®¸ÀUÀ¼À£ÀÄß ¤ªÀð»¸ÀÄªÀÅzÀÄ.

7. qÉÊj ¸ÀºÀPÁj ¸ÀAWÀzÀ CzsÀåPÀëgÀÄ ¸ÀA§A¢ü¹zÀ ºÁ°£À MPÀÆÌlzÀ ¤zÉðÃ±ÀPÀjUÉ DAiÉÄÌ £ÀqÉAiÀÄÄªÀ 
ZÀÄ£ÁªÀuÉAiÀÄ°è ̧ ÀAWÀzÀ ¥Àæw¤¢üAiÀiÁV ªÀÄvÀªÀ£ÀÄß ZÀ¯Á¬Ä¸ÀÄªÀÅzÀÄ.

8. ¸ÀAWÀzÀ PÁAiÀÄðzÀ²ðAiÀÄ UÉÊgÀÄ ºÁdjAiÀÄ°è CzsÀåPÀëgÀÄ PÁAiÀÄðzÀ²ðAiÀÄ PÉ®¸ÀªÀ£ÀÄß EvÀjUÉ 
ªÀ»¸ÀÄªÀÅzÀÄ

PÀAqÀÄPÉÆAqÀ ¥sÀ°vÀ ªÀÄvÀÄÛ ²¥sÁgÀ¸ÀÄìUÀ¼ÀÄ:

Ÿ qÉÊj ̧ ÀºÀPÁj ̧ ÀAWÀUÀ¼ÀÄ UÁæ«ÄÃtªÀÄlÖzÀ°è ¥ÀæeÁ¥Àæ¨sÀÄvÀézÀ ªÀÄÆ® vÀvÀéUÀ¼À£ÀÄß C£ÀÄµÁÖ£ÀUÉÆ½¸ÀÄªÀ 
¤AiÉÆÃVUÀ¼ÁVªÉ. GzÁºÀgÀuÉUÉ MAzÀÄ ¤UÀ¢vÀCªÀ¢üUÉ ZÀÄ£ÀªÀuÉ £ÀqÉ¸ÀÄªÀÅzÀÄ.

Ÿ ºÁ®Ä GvÁàzÀPÀgÀ ÄqÉÊj ¸ÀºÀPÁj ¸ÀAWÀUÀ¼À DqÀ½vÁvÀäPÀ ¥ÀæQæAiÉÄAiÀÄ°è ¨sÁUÀªÀ»¸ÀÄªÀÅzÀjAzÀ 
¥Á¯ÉÎÆ¼ÀÆîªÀ ¥ÀæeÁ¥Àæ¨sÀÄwéÃ PÀgÀtPÉÌzÁj ªÀiÁrPÉÆqÀÄvÀÛzÉ.

Ÿ qÉÊj ¸ÀºÀPÁj ¸ÀAWÀUÀ¼ÀÄ ºÁ®Ä GvÁàzÀPÀgÀÄ ºÉÆA¢gÀÄªÀ ºÀPÀÄÌ ªÀÄvÀÄÛ ¨ÁzsÀåvÉUÀ¼À §UÉÎ CjªÀÅ 
ªÀÄÆr¸ÀÄvÀÛzÉ.

Ÿ qÉÊj ¸ÀºÀPÁj ¸ÀAWÀUÀ¼À ¸ÀAWÀ£ÁvÀäPÀ «£Áå¸À ªÀÄvÀÄÛ gÀZÀ£ÉAiÀÄÄ UÀÄeÁgÁvï£À CªÀÄÄ¯ï 
ªÀiÁzÀj¬ÄAzÀ  ¥Àæ¨sÁ«vÀUÉÆArzÉ.

Ÿ qÉÊj ̧ ÀºÀPÁj ̧ ÀAWÀUÀ¼ÀÄ UÁæ«ÄÃt ¥ÀæzÉÃ±ÀzÀ°è ̧ ÀºÀPÁj vÀvÀéUÀ¼À£ÀÄß eÁjUÉÆ½¸ÀÄªÀ ̧ ÁzsÀ£ÀªÁVzÉ.

G¥À¸ÀAºÁgÀ

 qÉÊj ̧ ÀºÀPÁj ̧ ÀAWÀUÀ¼ÀÄ UÁæ«ÄÃt ̈ sÁUÀzÀ°è ̧ ÀAWÀnvÀUÉÆArzÀÄÝ, EzÀgÀ DqÀ½vÀªÀ£ÀÄß ºÁ®Ä 
GvÁàzÀPÀ ¸ÀzÀ¸ÀåjAzÀ ZÀÄ£ÁªÀuÉAiÀÄ ªÀÄÆ®PÀ DAiÉÄÌAiÀiÁzÀ ¥Àæw¤¢üUÀ½AzÀ £ÀqÉ¸À®àqÀÄvÀÛzÉ. ºÁ®Ä 
GvÁàzÀPÀ ¸ÀAWÀUÀ¼ÀÄ UÁæ«ÄÃt §qÀvÀ£ÀªÀ£ÀÄß ¤ªÀÄÆð®£É ªÀiÁqÀÄªÀvÀAvÀæªÁVzÉ. qÉÊj ¸ÀºÀPÁj 
¸ÀAWÀUÀ¼ÀÄ PÉJAJ¥sï ªÀÄvÀÄÛ ºÁ®Ä MPÀÆÌlUÀ¼À ¤AiÀÄAvÀætPÉÌ M¼ÀUÁVzÀÄÝ qÉÊj ¸ÀºÀPÁj ¸ÀAWÀUÀ¼ÀÄ 
“J®ègÀÆ ¥ÀæwAiÉÆ§âjUÁV, ¥ÀæwAiÉÆ§âgÀÆ J®èjUÁV” JA§ zsÉåÃAiÀÄ vÀvÀéªÀ£ÀÄß ºÉÆA¢zÉ. ̧ ÀºÀPÁgÀªÉÃ 
EzÀgÀ ªÀÄÆ® wgÀÄ¼ÁVzÉ. ºÁ®Ä GvÁàzÀPÀgÀ £ÀqÀÄªÉ ¥ÀgÀ¸ÀàgÀ ¸ÀºÀPÁgÀ ªÀÄvÀÄÛ ¸ÀºÀAiÉÆÃUÀzÉÆA¢UÉ 
DyðPÀ ̧ ÁéªÀ®A§£ÉAiÀÄ£ÀÄß ̧ Á¢ü¸À®Ä £ÉgÀªÁVzÉ.

¥ÀgÁªÀÄ±Àð£À UÀæAxÀUÀ¼ÀÄ

· V.M.Rao (1991), Dairy farming Socio Economic Analysis of Milk Production, 
Reliance Publishing house, New Delhi.

· Dilip Shah (1992), Dairy Co-Operativization, Rawat Publication, Jaipur.
· Basavaraj.S.Benni.(2005), Dairy Co-Operative Management and 

Practice,Rawat Publication, New Delhi.
· B.S.Baviskar (1990), Dairy Co-operatives and Rural Development in Gujarat, 

Sage Publications, New Delhi.
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· Dr.V.Kulandaiswamy (1982), Co-operative Dairying in India, Rainbow 
Publications, Coimbatore.

· DR.P.A.Koli (2007), Dairy Development in India and Challenges, Shruthi 
Publications, Jaipur.

· George Shanti (1994), Dairy Cooperative Marketing India, Oxford University 
Press, Delhi.

· Manmal Jain (1986), Growth Pattern of Dairy Sub-Sector in Rajasthan:  A Study 
of Milk Producers Cooperatives, Himalaya Publishing House, Bombay. 

· C.Ratnam (1986), Dairy Development (Demand and Supply Aspects),Chugh 
Publications, Allahabad. 

· Basavaraj S Benni (2005), Dairy Cooperative Management and Practice,Rawat 
Publications, New Delhi. 

· Dr.ManobK.Bandayopadhya (1994), Dairy Coopertative and Rural 
Development in India, Uppal Publishing House, New Delhi.

ªÁ¶ðPÀ ªÀgÀ¢UÀ¼ÀÄ

v Sreenivasaiah.K, Role of Milk Co-operatives in Village Development, 
Karnataka State Journal of Business and Management, Vol.8, Vol.I(Aug.2016) 
PP 23-29.

v Harold Alderman, Cooperative Dairy Development in Karnataka, India: An 
Assessment 1987 International Food Policy Research Institute. 

v NDDB- Procurement Manual Hand Book, Published by NDDB, PP.48-66, 2018.
v Brochure of KMF, Promoting Rural Prosperity in Karnataka, 2015.
 Annual Report of KMF 2018-19
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¯ÉÆÃPÀ¸À¨sÉ ZÀÄ£ÁªÀuÉUÀ¼ÀÄ ¥ÀæeÁvÀAvÀæzÀ ¥ÀjÃPÉëAiÀÄ
¤zÀ±Àð£ÀªÉÃ 2019gÀ «±ÉèÃµÀuÉ

                                   
                                               qÁ. £ÁUÉÃ±ï PÉ.J¯ï

 gÁdå±Á¸ÀÛçzÀ G¥À£Áå¸ÀPÀgÀÄ
¸ÀPÁðj ¥ÀzÀ« ¥ÀÇªÀð PÁ¯ÉÃdÄ

ªÀiÁPÀ½, ZÀ£Àß¥ÀlÖt vÁ®ÆèPÀÄ

¸ÁgÁA±À

 ¨sÁgÀvÀzÀ ¥ÀæeÁvÀAvÀæzÀ ºÀ§â ̧ ÀÄªÀiÁgÀÄ K¼ÀÄ ºÀAvÀUÀ¼À°è AiÀÄ±À¹éAiÀiÁV ªÀÄÄVzÀÄ £ÀªÀ ̧ ÀPÁðgÀ 
C¢üPÁgÀzÀ UÀzÀÄÝUÉAiÉÄÃjgÀÄªÀÅzÀÄ §ºÀÄ±ÀB ¥ÀæeÉUÀ¼À°è ºÉÆ¸ÀvÀ£ÀÄß vÀAzÀ ºÀµÀð §AzÉqÉAiÀiÁzÀgÉ 
gÁdQÃAiÀÄ ¥ÀPÀëUÀ¼À GªÉÄÃzÀÄªÁgÀgÀ ¥ÀÆªÀð»£Éß¯ÉAiÀÄ°è CªÀ¯ÉÆÃQ¹zÁUÀ EzÉÆAzÀÄ ªÁå¥ÁgÀ, 
vÉÆÃ¼Àâ®UÀ¼À ¸ÀªÁj, ¸ÀA¥ÀwÛ£À ¸ÀAWÀµÀð, C«zÁåªÀAvÀgÀ ±Á¸ÀPÁAUÀ, C¥Àæ§ÄzÀÞgÀ ¤Ãw gÀZÀ£ÁPÁgÀgÀ 
PÀÆl, ªÀÄ»¼Á ¥Áæw¤zsÀåvÉAiÀÄ vÉÆÃjPÉ, CzsÀåQëÃAiÀÄ ZÀÄ£ÁªÀuÉAiÀÄ ¥ÀævÀåPÀë ¤zÀ±Àð£À »ÃUÉ ºÀvÀÄÛ ºÀ®ªÀÅ 
¥Àæ±ÉßUÀ¼ÀÄ £ÀªÀÄä£ÀÄß ªÀÄvÉÆÛAzÀÄ CªÀ¯ÉÆÃPÀ£ÀPÉÌ vÀ¼ÀÄîvÀÛªÉ JAzÀgÉ EzÀÄ ¸ÁªÀiÁ£Àå «µÀAiÀÄªÀ®è. 
¸ÀA«zsÁ£À§zÀÞ ±Á¸À¤ÃAiÀÄ ºÉÆuÉUÁjPÉAiÀÄ°è EªÀgÀÄUÀ¼À ¥ÁvÀæ QæAiÀiÁ²Ã®ªÁzÀ ¥ÀæeÁvÀAvÀæ vÀ£Àß 
£ÉÊdvÉUÉ vÁ£ÉÃ C¸ÀºÀdvÉUÉ ªÀÄÄ£ÀÄßr §gÉAiÀÄÄwÛzÉ JA§ ̧ ÉÊzÁÞAwPÀ ¥Àæ±Éß ZÀZÉðUÉ UÁæ¸ÀªÁUÀÄvÀÛzÉ.

 F ̄ ÉÃR£ÀªÀÅ ̈ sÁgÀvÀzÀ°è 2018-2019gÀ°è £ÀqÉzÀ ««zsÀ gÁdåUÀ¼À «zsÁ£À¸À¨sÉ ºÁUÀÆ EwÛÃa£À 
¯ÉÆÃPÀ¸À¨sÉ ZÀÄ£ÁªÀuÉAiÀÄ C¨sÀåyðUÀ¼À »£Àß¯É, ²PÀët, ¸ÀA¥ÀvÀÄÛ, ªÀÄ»¼Á gÁdQÃAiÀÄ 
¨sÁUÀªÀ»¸ÀÄ«PÉAiÀÄ£ÀÄß «ªÀj¸ÀÄvÀÛzÉ.

 2019gÀ ¨sÁgÀvÀzÀ 17£ÉÃ ¸ÁªÀðwæPÀ ZÀÄ£ÁªÀuÉAiÀiÁV ºÀ®ªÀÅ ªÉÄÊ°UÀ®ÄèUÀ¼À£ÀÄß zÁR°¹zÉ. 
2014 jAzÀ 2019gÀªÀgÉV£À CªÀ¢üAiÀÄ°è 81 PÉÆÃn¬ÄAzÀ 90 PÉÆÃnUÉ ªÀÄvÀzÁgÀgÀ ¸ÀASÉå ºÉZÁÑVzÀÄÝ 
ºÉÆ¸ÀzÁV 8.5 PÉÆÃn ªÀÄvÀzÁgÀ ¸ÉÃ¥ÀðqÉUÉÆArgÀÄªÀÅzÀÄ ºÉÆ¸À D±ÀAiÀÄUÀ¼ÉÆA¢UÉ ¥ÀæeÁvÀAvÀæzÀ 
¨sÁUÀªÀ»¸ÀÄ«PÉAiÀÄ ªÀÄlÖ KjPÉ PÀArgÀÄªÀÅzÀÄ «±ÉÃµÀ. ¨sÁgÀvÀ ºÉÆ¸À D«µÁÌgÀ, ¸ÀA±ÉÆÃzsÀ£É ºÁUÀÆ 
¥ÀæUÀwAiÉÄqÉUÉ §zÀ¯ÁUÀÄwÛgÀÄªÀ PÁ®UÀlÖzÀ°è gÁdåUÀ¼À «zsÁ£À ̧ À¨sÉAiÀÄ ZÀÄ£ÁªÀuÉUÀ¼ÀÄ zÉÃ±ÀPÉÌ ªÀiÁzÀj, 
F ¤nÖ£À°è ZÀÄ£ÁªÀuÁ DAiÉÆÃUÀzÀ PÉ®ªÀÅ ¢lÖPÀæªÀÄ¢AzÁV 1.5 PÉÆÃn £ÀªÀAiÀÄÄªÀPÀgÀÄ 18-19gÀ 
ªÀAiÉÆÃªÀiÁ£ÀzÀ ªÀÄvÀzÁgÀgÀ £ÉÆAzÀtÂAiÀÄÄ ¸ÁéUÀvÁºÀð DzÀgÉ F ªÀÄA¢ ±ÉÃ100gÀ ¥ÀæªÀiÁtzÀ°è 
ªÀÄvÀzÁ£ÀPÉÌ §gÀÄªÀgÉÃ! ¨sÁgÀvÀzÀ EA¢£À ¸ÁªÀiÁfPÀ ªÀÄvÀÄÛ DyðPÀ ¥Àj¹ÜwAiÀÄ ¥ÀjuÁªÀÄzÀ ªÉÄÃ¯É 
¤AwgÀÄªÀÅzÀÄ ªÀiÁvÀæ ¸ÀvÀå C®èzÉÃ ¸ÀÄ¦æÃA PÉÆÃlð£À EwÛÃa£À ºÀ®ªÀÅ ¸ÀªÀiÁ£À CªÀPÁ±ÀUÀ¼À 
¤zÉðÃ±À£ÀUÀ¼ÀÄ ªÀÄvÀÄÛ wÃ¦ð£À ¥ÀjuÁªÀÄ 38,325 ªÀÄA¢ vÀÈwÃAiÀÄ °AUÀUÀ¼ÀÄ ªÀÄvÀzÁgÀgÁV 
£ÉÆAzÁ¬Ä¹PÉÆArgÀÄªÀÅzÀÄ ¸ÀºÀ ¸ÀA«zsÁ£ÀzÀ ¸ÀzÁ±ÀAiÀÄPÉÌ PÀ£Àßr »rzÀAwzÉ. EAzÀÄ AiÀÄÄªÀ 
¸ÀªÀÄÄzÁAiÀÄ F ZÀÄ£ÁªÀuÉAiÀÄ°è ¥ÀæzsÁ£À ¥ÁvÀæ ªÀ»¹gÀÄªÀ ®PÀët zÀÈqsÀªÁVzÉ. ±ÉÃ. 1.66gÀµÀÄÖ ºÉÆ¸À§gÀÄ 
vÉUÉzÀÄ PÉÆ¼ÀÄîªÀ ¤tðAiÀÄ C£ÉÃPÀ ¥ÀPÀëUÀ¼À UÉ®ÄªÀÅ ̧ ÉÆÃ®£ÀÄß §ÄqÀªÉÄÃ®Ä ªÀiÁrgÀÄªÀ ̧ ÁzsÀåvÉAiÉÄÃ ºÉZÀÄÑ.

 2014 ªÀÄvÀÄÛ 2019gÀ ZÀÄ£ÁªÀuÉAiÀÄÄ ©eÉ¦ ªÀÄvÀÄÛ PÁAUÉæÃ¸ï ¥ÀPÀëPÉÌ £ÉÃgÁ-£ÉÃgÁ ºÉÆÃ°PÉ 
PÁtÄwÛzÀÄÝzÀÄ K¼ÀÄ-©Ã¼ÀÄUÀ¼À £ÀqÀÄ«£À ¨ÁAzÀªÀå ªÀÄvÀzÁ£ÀzÀ ¥ÀæªÀiÁtªÀ£ÀÄß ¸ÀÆa¸ÀÄvÀÛzÉ. 2014gÀ°è 
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©eÉ¦ 2009QÌAvÀ ±ÉÃ12 gÀµÀÄÖ, 2014gÀ°è ±ÉÃ 31gÀµÀÄÖ ªÀÄvÀUÀ½¹zÀgÉ EzÉÃ ¹Üw PÁAUÉæÃ¸ï ¥ÀPÀë 10 
ªÀµÀðUÀ¼À »A¢£À zÀ±ÀPÀzÀ DqÀ½vÀzÀ ºÉÆgÀvÁV ±ÉÃ 29 gÀµÀÄÖ 2009 gÀ°è ¥ÀqÉzÀÄ 2014gÀ°è ±ÉÃ. 19PÉÌ 
PÀÄ¹vÀ PÀArvÀÄ.

 CAzÀgÉ ±ÉÃ. 10gÀµÀÄÖ ªÀÄvÀ E½PÉAiÀÄ£ÀÄß zÁR°¹ »Ã£ÁAiÀÄ ¹ÜwAiÀÄ£ÀÄß 1977gÀ°èzÀÝ 
¥Àj¹ÜwAiÀÄ£ÀÄß ºÉÆÃ°¸ÀÄªÀAvÉ UÉÆÃZÀj¸ÀÄvÀÛzÉ. F CA±ÀUÀ¼ÀÄ ¥ÀæzsÁ£ÀªÁV gÁdQÃAiÀÄ PÉëÃvÀæzÀ 
ªÀ®AiÀÄzÀ°è ZÀZÉðUÉ UÁæ¸ÀªÁzÀgÀÆ ªÀÄvÀzÁgÀ£À ªÀÄÆgÀÄ zÀ±ÀPÀzÀ 1984 jAzÀ 2014gÀªÀgÉV£À PÉÃAzÀæzÀ°è 
C¹ÜgÀ ¸ÀPÁðgÀzÀ ¥ÀjuÁªÀÄªÀÅ ¨sÁgÀvÀzÀ gÁdPÁgÀt, ¸ÀA«zsÁ£À ªÀÄvÀÄÛ ¸ÀA¸ÀwÛ£À ¹ÜgÀvÉAiÀÄ£ÀÄß 
zÀÈqsÀ¥Àr¸ÀÄªÀ°è AiÀÄ±À¹éAiÀiÁzÀgÉ EzÀgÀ ¥ÁæAiÉÆÃVPÀ ¥sÀ°vÁA±À ªÀiÁvÀæ C£ÀÄPÀgÀuÉUÉ ¸ÀÆPÀÛªÀ®è JA§ 
¤tðAiÀÄPÉÌ ªÀÄvÀzÁgÀ §A¢gÀÄªÀÅzÀÄ 2014gÀ°è zÀÈqÀ¥ÀqÀÄvÀÛzÉ. gÁ¶ÖçÃAiÀÄ ¥ÀPÀëUÀ¼À ºÉÆgÀvÁV F 
CªÀ¢AiÀÄ°è ºÉZÀÄÑ ¥ÀæªÀzÀðªÀiÁ£ÀPÉÌ §A¢zÀÄÝ ¥ÁæzÉÃ²PÀ gÁdPÁgÀt ªÀÄvÀÄÛ PÀªÀÄÆå¤¸ïÖ ¥Àæ¨sÁªÀ zÉÃ±ÀzÀ 
C¢üPÁgÀ¸ÀÜgÀ£ÉßÃ »rvÀPÉÌ vÉUÉzÀÄPÉÆ¼ÀÄîªÀ ºÀAvÀPÉÌ vÀ®Ä¦gÀÄªÀÅzÀÄ w½AiÀÄÄvÀÛzÉ. zÉÃ±ÀzÁzÀåAvÀ 1999 jAzÀ 
2009 PÀªÀÄÆå¤¸ïÖ ¥ÀPÀë ±ÉÃ. 5.4 jAzÀ 5.7gÀµÀÄÖ ªÀÄvÀUÀ½UÉ ©eÉ¦ «gÉÆÃ¢ü ºÁUÀÆ §AqÀªÁ¼À ±Á», 
PÁ«ÄðPÀ «gÉÆÃ¢ü ¤ÃwAiÀÄ£ÀÄß ¥Àæ§®ªÁV¹ CµÀÄÖ ¸ÁÜ£ÀUÀ½¸ÀÄªÀ°è AiÀÄ±À¹éAiÀiÁVzÉ. 2004 gÀ°è 43 
¸ÁÜ£À ¥ÀqÉzÀÄ EA¢£À PÁAUÉæÃ¸ï ¹ÜwAiÀÄ°è, §¯ÁqÀå ̧ ÁÜ£À CAzÀÄ PÀªÀÄÆå¤¸ÀÖgÀÄ ºÉÆA¢zÀÝgÀÄ JA§ÄzÀÄ 
w½AiÀÄÄvÀÛzÉ. DzÀgÉ 2019gÀ ZÀÄ£ÁªÀuÉ 2014PÉÌ ºÉÆÃ°¹zÀgÉ EªÀgÀÄ E£ÀÄß QëÃtÂ¸ÀÄªÀÅzÀÄ w½AiÀÄÄvÀÛzÉ.

 1989jAzÀ ¥ÁæzÉÃ²PÀ ¥ÀPÀëUÀ¼ÀÄ gÁµÀÖç gÁdPÁgÀtzÀ°è ¥ÀæªÀzsÀðªÀiÁ£ÀPÉÌ §AzÀªÀÅ. D §½PÀzÀ 
¯ÉÆÃPÀ¸À¨sÁ ZÀÄ£ÁªÀuÉUÀ¼À£ÀÄß UÀªÀÄ¤¹zÀgÉ ©eÉ¦ ªÀÄvÀÄÛ PÁAUÉæ¸ÀÄì ¥ÀqÉzÀ MlÄÖ ̧ ÁÜ£ÀUÀ½VAvÀ ¥ÁæzÉÃ²PÀ 
¥ÀPÀëUÀ¼ÀÄ CxÀªÁ CªÀgÀ MPÀÆÌl ¥ÀqÉzÀ ¸ÁÜ£ÀUÀ¼ÀÄ PÀrªÉÄAiÉÄÃ. »ÃVgÀÄªÁUÀ PÉÃAzÀæzÀ°è C¢üPÁgÀ 
»rAiÀÄÄªÀ PÀ£À¸ÀÄ PÀÄvÀÆºÀ®PÀgÀªÁUÀzÉ ªÀÄÆgÁ§mÉÖAiÀiÁUÀ®Ä PÁAUÉæ¸ï PÉÆ£ÉAiÀÄ ªÉÆ¼É MqÉ¢zÉ. 
¥sÉqÀgÀ¯ï ¥sÀæAmï JA§ ºÉÆ¸À ̧ À«ÄÃPÀgÀt - 2019gÀ ̄ ÉÆÃPÀ¸À¨sÁ ZÀÄ£ÁªÀuÉUÉ ©eÉ¦ ªÀÄvÀÄÛ PÁAUÉæ¸ïUÉ 
¥ÀAiÀiÁðAiÀÄªÁV ¥sÉqÀgÀ¯ï ¥sÀæAmï vÀ¯ÉAiÉÄwÛzÉ. PÉÃAzÀæzÀ°è C¢üPÁgÀ ZÀÄPÁÌtÂ »rAiÀÄ¨ÉÃPÀÄ JA§ 
§AiÀÄPÉ F ¥sÀæAmï£ÀzÀÄÝ. «¥ÀAiÀiÁð¸ÀªÉAzÀgÉ C¢üPÁgÀzÀ ªÀÄzsÀÄgÀ PÀ£À¸ÀÄ PÁtÄwÛgÀÄªÀ F £ÁAiÀÄPÀgÀ°è 
¥sÀæAmï C£ÀÄß AiÀiÁgÀÄ ªÀÄÄAzÀÄªÀj¸À¨ÉÃPÀÄ JA§ §UÉÎAiÉÄÃ MªÀÄävÀ ªÀÄÆqÀ°®è ªÀÄvÀÄÛ ºÉaÑ£À £ÁAiÀÄPÀgÀÄ 
vÀªÀÄä gÁdåUÀ¼À ºÉÆgÀvÁV ¨ÉÃgÉqÉ gÁdQÃAiÀÄ ¥Àæ¨sÁªÀ½ ºÉÆA¢®è. ‘KPÀ¯Á ZÀ¯ÉÆÃ gÉÃ’ JA§ 
WÉÆÃµÀuÉ ªÉÆ¼ÀV¸ÀÄvÀÛ ¥À²ÑªÀÄ §AUÁ¼À CxÀªÁ UÀzÀÄÝUÉ »rzÀÄ ªÀÄªÀÄvÁ ̈ Áå£Àfð£Áxï ZÀ¯ÉÆÃ gÉÃ’ 
MPÀÆÌlzÀ £ÁAiÀÄPÀvÀé ªÀ»¸À°®è. CT¯ÉÃ±ÀgÀ£ÀÄß M¦àPÉÆ¼Àî®Ä ªÀÄªÀÄvÁ vÀAiÀiÁj®èzÀjAzÀ ZÀAzÀæ±ÉÃRgï 
gÁªï £ÁAiÀÄPÀvÀéPÉÌ CT¯ÉÃ±ï ̧ ÀªÀÄäw E®èzÉ ªÀiÁAiÀiÁªÀwAiÀÄªÀgÀ

‘r£Àßgï r¥ÉÆöèªÀÄ¹ CµÉÖÃ£ÀÆ ¥sÀ® ¤ÃqÀ°®è. nr¦AiÀÄÄ ZÀAzÀæ¨Á§Ä £ÁAiÀÄÄØ ‘zÉºÀ°’AiÀÄvÀÛ E£ÀÆß 
¥ÀÆwðªÀÄÄR ªÀiÁqÀzÉ J£ï¹¦AiÀÄ ±ÀgÀzï ¥ÀªÁgï gÁdQÃAiÀÄ ¯ÉPÁÌZÁgÀzÀ¯ÉèÃ ©fAiÀiÁVzÀÄÝzÀÄ, 
PÉ®ªÉÇªÉÄä J£ïrJ£ÀvÀÛ ªÁ®ÄªÀ ̧ ÀÄ½ªÀÅ CvÀAvÀævÉAiÀÄ ¤zÀ±Àð£À. gÁdQÃAiÀÄ C¹ÛvÀéªÉÃ ªÀÄÄ¸ÀÄPÁVgÀÄªÀ 
PÀªÀÄÄå¤¸ïÖ ¥ÀPÀëzÀ ¸ÉßÃºÀ AiÀiÁgÀÆ §AiÀÄ¸ÀzÉÃ DzÀgÀÆ vÀÈwÃAiÀÄ gÀAUÀzÀ‘ ZÀÄPÁÌtÂ’ vÀªÀÄä PÉÊAiÀÄ°è 
EgÀ¨ÉÃPÀÄ JA§ÄzÀÄ D ¥ÀPÀëzÀ £ÁAiÀÄPÀgÀ §AiÀÄPÉAiÀiÁVvÀÄÛ. DAvÀjPÀ dUÀ¼ÀzÀ¯ÉèÃ ªÀÄÄ¼ÀÄVzÀ rJAPÉ, 
JLJrJAPÉ ¥ÀPÀëUÀ¼ÀÄ MPÀÆÌl JA§ zÉÆqÀØªÀÄ£ÉAiÀÄ AiÀÄdªÀiÁ£ÀªÁUÀ®Ä ºÉÃUÉ ¸ÁzsÀå JA§ feÁÕ¸É 
ºÀÄ¹UÉÆ½¹vÀÄ. d£À¥ÀgÀ DqÀ½vÀ¢AzÁV GvÀÛªÀÄ ªÀZÀð¸ÀÄì ºÉÆA¢gÀÄªÀ Mr±ÁzÀ ªÀÄÄRåªÀÄAwæ ©dÄ 
d£ÀvÁ zÀ¼ÀzÀ £ÁAiÀÄPÀ £À«Ã£ï ¥ÀmÁßAiÀÄPï vÀÈwÃAiÀÄ gÀAUÀzÉÆA¢UÉ CAvÀgÀ PÁAiÀÄÄÝPÉÆArzÀÝgÀ 
¥sÀ®ªÁV ªÀiÁAiÀiÁªÀw ‘gÁdQÃAiÀÄ ¥ÀªÁqÀ’zÀ ¤jÃPÉëAiÀÄÄ ¥sÀ°¸ÀzÉÃ ¥ÁæzÉÃ²PÀ ¥ÀPÀëUÀ¼À ©V »rvÀ eÁj 
©eÉ¦ ªÀ®AiÀÄzÀ°è dAiÀÄzÀ ªÀÄÄ£ÀÄßr §gÉ¢zÉ.
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 zÀQët gÁdåUÀ¼ÁzÀ DAzÀæ¥ÀæzÉÃ±À, vÉ®AUÁt, PÉÃgÀ¼À ¥ÁæzÉÃ²PÀ ¥ÀPÀëUÀ¼À »rvÀ¢AzÀ 
ªÀ±ÀªÁVgÀÄªÀÅzÀÄ SÁwæAiÀiÁUÀÄvÀÛzÉ. ¥ÀæªÀÄÄRªÁV 2014 PÉÃgÀ¼ÀzÀ°è MlÄÖ 20 ̧ ÁÜ£ÀUÀ¼À°è 12 UÉ®ÄªÀ£ÀÄß 
zÁR°¹zÉ. DAzsÀæ¥ÀæzÉÃ±ÀzÀ°è 25gÀ°è 23 ̧ ÁÜ£ÀUÀ¼ÀÄ ¥ÁæzÉÃ²PÀ ¥ÀPÀëUÀ¼À ªÀ±ÀªÁVgÀÄvÀÛzÉ. vÉ®AUÁt 17gÀ 
¥ÉÊQ 14 ̧ ÁÜ£ÀUÀ¼ÀÄ ¥ÀqÉ¢zÀÄÝ, ¥À²ÑªÀÄ §AUÁ¼À 42gÀ ¥ÉÊQ 36 ̧ ÁÜ£ÀUÀ¼ÀÄ zÁR¯ÁVªÉ. vÀ«Ä¼ÀÄ£Ár£À°è 
38 ¸ÁÜ£ÀUÀ¼À ¥ÉÊQ 30PÀÆÌ ºÉZÀÄÑ ¸ÁÜ£ÀUÀ¼À£ÀÄß ¥ÀqÉ¢gÀÄªÀÅzÀÄ gÁµÀÖç gÁdPÁgÀtªÀ£ÀÄß gÁdå 
gÁdPÁgÀtªÁV zÉºÀ°¬ÄAzÀ gÁdåUÀ¼À gÁdzsÁ¤UÉ C¢üPÁgÀ ºÀAaPÉUÉ ¥ÁæzÉÃ²PÀ ¥ÀPÀëUÀ¼À ¥ÁvÀ  
gÀÄdÄªÁvÀÄ ªÀiÁrzÉ.

 2018gÀ ¥ÀAZÀ gÁdåUÀ¼À ZÀÄ£ÁªÀuÉAiÀÄÄ 2019gÀ ̄ ÉÆÃPÀ¸À¨sÁ ZÀÄ£ÁªÀuÉUÉ ̈ sÀÆ«ÄPÉ ºÁV PÀAqÀÄ 
§AzÀgÀÆ AiÀiÁªÀÅzÉÃ ¥ÀPÀëUÀ½UÀÆ ¨sÁgÀwÃAiÀÄ ªÀÄvÀzÁgÀ UÀÄwÛUÉ ¤Ãr®è JA§ CA±À ¸ÀàµÀÖªÁUÀÄvÀÛzÉ. 
ªÀÄzsÀå¥ÀæzÉÃ±ÀzÀ «zsÁ£À¸À¨sÉAiÀÄ°è ±ÉÃ. 1 gÀµÀÄÖ ªÀÄvÀUÀ½AzÀ ©eÉ¦AiÀÄ£ÀÄß ºÀ¢£ÉÊzÀÄ ªÀµÀðUÀ¼À DqÀ½vÀzÀ 
ªÀÄÄQÛ ¤ÃrzÀÄzÀÄ, gÁd¸ÁÜ£ÀzÀ°è ±ÉÃ. 0.5 gÀµÀÄÖ ºÉZÀÄÑªÀj ªÀÄvÀ PÁAUÉæÃ¸ïUÉ ¤Ãr Cw ºÉZÀÄÑ »UÀÎzÀAvÉ 
C¢üPÁgÀ zÀAqÀ ¤ÃrzÀÄzÀÄ, vÉ®AUÁtzÀ°è ̈ sÁµÁ ZÀ¼ÀÄªÀ½AiÀÄ ¥Áæ§®å & C¹ävÉAiÀÄ ¥ÀjuÁªÀÄ¢AzÀ 
PÁAUÉæÃ¸ïVAvÀ ±ÉÃ. 18.27gÀµÀÄÖ ºÉZÀÄÑªÀj ªÀÄvÀ, ©eÉ¦VAvÀ ±ÉÃ. 39.9 gÀµÀÄÖ ºÉZÀÄÑªÀj ªÀÄvÀ ¤Ãr 
¥ÁæzÉÃ²PÀvÉ ̈ sÁgÀvÀzÀ ªÀÄvÉÆÛAzÀÄ C¹ävÉ JAzÀÄ zÀÈqÀ ¥Àr¸ÀÄªÀ°è vÀ«Ä¼ÀÄ£Ár£À £ÀAvÀgÀ ̧ Á©ÃvÀÄ ªÀiÁr 
ªÀÄvÀzÁgÀ n.Dgï.J¸ï.£ÀÄß JgÀqÀ£ÉÃ ¨ÁjUÉ UÀzÀÄÝUÉUÉ Kj¹zÀ, C®èzÉÃ «ÄeÉÆÃgÁA ¸ÀºÀ ±ÉÃ. 37.6 
ªÀÄvÀUÀ¼ÉÆA¢UÉ JA.J£ï.J¸ï. C¢üPÁgÀPÉÌ §AzÀgÉ, bÀwÛÃ¸ÀUÀqÀzÀ°è ±ÉÃ. 10.3gÀµÀÄÖ ºÉZÀÄÑ ªÀÄvÀ zÉÆA¢UÉ 
PÁAUÉæÃ¸ï ©eÉ¦¬ÄAzÀ C¢üPÁgÀ PÀ¹¬ÄvÀÄ JAzÀgÉ vÀ¥ÁàUÀzÀÄ CAzÀgÉ §ºÀÄ DAiÀiÁªÀÄzÀ gÁdQÃAiÀÄ 
¤zsÁðgÀPÉÌ ªÀÄvÀzÁgÀ EA¢£À ¥Àj¹Ü wAiÀÄ°è ¤tðAiÀÄPÀªÁV F ¥ÀPÀëPÉÌ JAzÀÄ CAQUÀ¼À°è ºÉÃ¼À®Ä PÀµÀÖ 
¸ÁzsÀåªÁzÀgÀÆ ªÀÄvÀUÀ½PÉAiÀÄ UÉ®ÄªÀÅ ªÀiÁvÀæ ¨sÁgÀvÀzÀ ªÀÄvÀzÁgÀ¤UÉ JA§ÄzÀÄ ªÀÄvÉÆÛªÉÄä gÀÄdÄªÁvÀÄ 
DUÀÄªÀÅzÀgÀ°è ̧ ÀA±ÀAiÀÄ«®è.

¨sÁgÀvÀzÀ 2019gÀ ZÀÄ£ÁªÀuÉUÉ ̧ Àà¢üð¹gÀÄªÀ 8049 C¨sÀåyðUÀ¼À°è 7928 GªÉÄÃzÀÄªÁgÀgÀ »£Éß¯ÉAiÀÄ£ÀÄß 
C¸ÉÆÃ¹AiÉÄÃµÀ£ï ¥sÁgï qÉªÀiÁPÀænPï j¥sÁªÀiïìð ªÀgÀ¢AiÀÄ°è ¥ÀæPÀnzÀ CA±ÀUÀ¼ÀÄ dUÀwÛ£À zÉÃ±ÀUÀ¼ÀÄ 
¨sÁgÀvÀªÀ£ÀÄß £ÉÆÃqÀÄªÀ zÀÈ¶Ö ¥ÀævÀåPÀëªÁV ¨ÉÃgÉAiÀiÁUÀ§ºÀÄzÀÄ. ZÀÄ£ÁªÀuÉUÉ 677 ¥ÀPÀëUÀ¼ÀÄ ¸Àà¢üð¹zÀÄÝ 
2014PÉÌ ºÉÆÃ°¹zÀgÉ 213 ¥ÀPÀëUÀ¼ÀÄ ºÉÆ¸ÀzÁV ¸ÉÃ¥ÀðqÉUÉÆArªÉ. §ºÀÄ±ÀB ¥ÀPÀë ¥ÀzÀÞwAiÀÄ zÀÄgÀAvÀzÀ 
¸ÁQëAiÀiÁV zÁR¯ÁzÀ F CAQ - CA±ÀUÀ¼ÀÄ ¥ÀæeÁvÀAvÀæzÀ°è d£ÀvÁ ¸ÁªÀð¨sËªÀÄ JA§ gÁdQÃAiÀÄ 
aAvÀPÀ eÉ.eÉ. gÀÆ¸ÉÆÃ ¥ÀjPÀ®à£ÉAiÀÄÄ E°è ªÀÄjÃaPÉAiÀiÁV zÀÈqsÀªÁUÀÄvÀÛzÉ. ¥ÀæªÀÄÄRªÁV ¨sÁgÀwÃAiÀÄ 
gÁ¶ÖçÃAiÀÄ PÁAUÉæ¸ï, ©eÉ¦, ©.J¸ï.¦. ¥ÀPÀëUÀ¼ÉÃ gÁ¶ÖçÃAiÀÄªÁV UÀÄwð¹PÉÆAqÀÄ J¯Áè ºÀAvÀzÀ®Æè 
¸ÀªÀiÁ£ÀªÁV ¥ÀPÀëUÀ¼À »rvÀªÉÃ ªÉÄÃ®ÄUÉÊ ºÉÆgÀvÁV ªÀÄvÀzÁgÀ£À®è JA§ÄzÀÄ ̧ Á©ÃvÁVzÉ. 

 ªÀÄvÀzÁgÀ ¥ÀæeÁ¥Àæ¨sÀÄvÀézÀ°è ¤uÁðAiÀÄPÀ JA§ CA±À E°è ºÁ¸Áå¸ÀàzÀ ªÀiÁvÁV UÀÄgÀÄw¹zÉ. 
ªÀÄvÀ ªÀÄvÀÄÛ ¥ÀPÀë gÁdPÁgÀtzÀ ªÀÄzsÉå, C¨sÀåyð, ªÀÄvÀzÁgÀ, ̧ ÁA«zsÁ¤PÀ ZÀÄ£ÁªÀuÁ ªÀåªÀ¸ÉÜ UËtªÁV 
¥ÀPÀëzÀ C¨sÀåyð DAiÉÄÌAiÀÄ ¤tðAiÀÄªÀ£ÀÄß ªÀÄvÀzÁgÀ¤UÉ ªÀÄÄAZÉAiÉÄÃ ºÉÃgÀÄªÀ ªÀÄvÀÄÛ §®ªÀAvÀªÁV 
M¦àPÉÆ¼ÀÄîªÀAvÉ ªÀiÁqÀÄªÀ zÀÄ¹ÜwAiÀÄ°è ¹zÁÞAvÀUÀ¼ÀÄ ¸ÀwÛgÀÄªÀÅzÀÄ ªÀiÁvÀæ ¸ÀàµÀÖªÁUÀÄvÀÛzÉ. F PÉ¼ÀV£À 
ºÀ®ªÀÅ PÉÆÃµÀö×PÀUÀ¼ÀÄ ¥ÀPÀëUÀ¼À »A¢£À C¢üPÁgÀ gÁdPÁgÀtzÀ »£Éß¯É CªÀÅUÀ¼À §zÀÞvÉ ºÁUÀÆ 
¤jÃPÉëAiÀÄ£ÀÄß w½AiÀÄ®Ä ¸ÀºÁAiÀÄPÀªÁUÀÄªÀÅzÉÃ C®èzÉÃ zÀÈqsÀªÁV ªÁå¥ÁgÀzÀ ºÀAaPÉzÁgÀgÉAzÀÄ 
¥ÀjUÀtÂ¸À®Ä ¤zÀ±Àð£ÀªÉ¤¸ÀÄvÀÛzÉ. 
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ªÉÄÃ®ÌAqÀ PÉÆÃµÀÖPÀzÀ°è UÀªÀÄ£ÁºÀð CA±ÀUÀ¼ÀÄ JAzÀgÉÃ ©eÉ¦ ªÀÄvÀÄÛ PÁAUÉæ¸ï ±ÉÃ. 83gÀ ¥ÀæªÀiÁtzÀ°è 
PÉÆÃnUÀ¼À£ÀÄß ºÉÆA¢gÀÄªÀ ¸ÀA¥ÀwÛ£À C¢ü¥ÀwUÀ¼À£ÀÄß C¨sÀåyðUÀ¼ÁV DAiÉÄÌ ªÀiÁrgÀÄªÀÅzÀÄ gÁ¶ÖçÃAiÀÄ 
¥ÀPÀëUÀ¼ÀÄ ¸ÀªÀÄxÀð £ÁAiÀÄPÀ¤VAvÀ ºÀtzÀ ¥Àæ§® gÀºÀzÁj CUÀvÀå JAzÀÄ wÃªÀiÁð¤¹zÀAwzÉ. C®èzÉÃ 
»AzÉAiÉÄÃ F ¥ÀPÀëUÀ¼ÀÄ ªÀÄÄA¢£À ¥ÀæzsÁ¤AiÀiÁUÀ¨ÉÃPÉAzÀÄ ¤zsÀðj¹ CzsÀåQëÃAiÀÄ ¥ÀzÀÞwAiÀÄ£ÀÄß d£ÀvÉAiÀÄ 
ªÉÄÃ¯É KgÀ®Ä ̧ ÀA¸À¢ÃAiÀÄ ¥ÀlÄUÀ½VAvÀ ªÁå¥Á¸ÀÜgÀÄ CªÀ±ÀåªÉAzÀÄ EvÀgÀ ºÉÆÃgÁlzÀ £ÁAiÀÄPÀvÀéªÀ£ÀÄß 
ºÉÆgÀVqÀÄªÀ vÀAvÀæUÁjPÉAiÀiÁVUÀÄwð¹ªÉ. ©J¸ï¦ vÀ£Àß MmÁÖgÉ C¨sÀåyðUÀ¼À°è ±ÉÃ. 33gÀ ¥ÀæªÀiÁt 
GzÀåªÀÄ, ̧ ÀA¥ÀwÛ£À ²æÃªÀÄAvÀgÀÄ §ºÀÄd£ÀgÀ ¥ÀPÀëzÀ ¹zÁÞAvÀPÉÌ ºÉÃUÉ ºÉÆA¢PÉÆ¼Àî§®ègÀÄ JA§ÄzÀÄ ̧ ÀºÀ 
¥Àæ±ÉßAiÀiÁVAiÉÄÃ G½AiÀÄÄvÀÛzÉ. nr¦ ªÀÄvÀÄÛ ªÉÊJ¸ïDgï¦ vÀ¯Á 25 d£À C¨sÀåyðUÀ¼ÀÄ DAzsÀæ MAzÀgÀ¯ÉèÃ 
±ÉÃ. 88 ªÀÄvÀÄÛ ±ÉÃ. 100gÀµÀÄÖ PÉÆÃnUÀ¼À C¢ü¥ÀwAiÀiÁVzÉ. »ÃUÁV ¨sÁgÀvÀzÀ EAzÀÄ ¥ÀæeÁ¢üPÁgÀzÀ 
gÁdPÁgÀtªÀÅ ¸ÉÆgÀV ªÀÄgÉAiÀiÁUÀÄwÛzÀÄÝ ªÀÄvÉÆÛAzÀÄ ©üÃPÀgÀ ©ænÃµÀgÀ ªÁå¥ÁgÀzÀ gÁdPÁgÀtPÉÌ 
£ÁA¢AiÀiÁUÀÄwÛzÉ JA§ DvÀAPÀ EwºÁ¸ÀªÀ£ÀÄß ªÉÄ®ÄPÀÄ ºÁPÀÄªÀAwzÉ. 2009gÀ°è ±ÉÃ. 16 gÀ¶ÖzÀÝ F 
¥ÀæªÀiÁt 2014gÀ ªÉÃ¼É ±ÉÃ. 27gÀµÀÄÖ KjPÉAiÀiÁV CAzÀgÉ ±ÉÃ. 9gÀ ¥ÀæªÀiÁtzÀ ªÀÈ¢Þ gÁdPÁgÀtÂUÀ¼À¯ÁèzÀgÉ 
EzÀÄ zÉÃ±ÀzÀ CPÀëgÀvÉ, fr¦, fÃªÀ£ÀªÀÄlÖ ¸ÀÄzsÁgÀuÉAiÀÄ CAQ CA±ÀUÀ¼À°è ªÀiÁvÀæ F ¥ÀæªÀiÁt 
ºÉZÁÑUÀzÉÃ EgÀÄªÀÅzÀÄ ¸ÀºÀ ªÀÄvÉÆÛAzÀÄ «¥ÀAiÀiÁð¸À. 2019gÀ°èAiÀÄÆ ¸ÀºÀ EzÀÄ ªÀÄÄAzÀÄªÀgÉzÀÄ PÀ¼ÉzÀ 
LzÀÄ ªÀµÀðUÀ¼À G¢ÝªÉÄ ¥ÀgÀ DqÀ½vÀ ºÉÆgÀvÁVAiÀÄÆ ±ÉÃ. 2gÀµÀÄÖ ºÉZÀÑ¼À ºÉÆA¢gÀÄªÀÅzÀÄ 
¸ÀàµÀÖªÁUÀÄvÀÛzÉ. 

ªÀÄ»¼Á ¨sÁUÀªÀ»¸ÀÄ«PÉ - 2019

MlÄÖ  C¨sÀåyðUÀ¼ÀÄ  ªÀÄ»¼É   ¥ÀÄgÀÄµÀ   vÀÈwÃAiÀÄ °AUÀ

    7928   724         7200      04

         ±ÉÃ. 9.13%      ±ÉÃ. 90.81%           0.06%

¥ÀPÀë   PÉÆÃmÁå¢ü¥ÀwUÀ¼À  ̧ ÀASÉå   ±ÉÃ.   ¸ÀgÁ¸Àj D¹Û   

PÁAUÉæ¸ï   348   83  19,92,56,392

©eÉ¦    361    83  13,37,47,715

©J¸ï¦   127    33   3,86,40.033

J£ï¹¦   20    59   21,04,87.346

¹¦LJA   25    36   1,28,74,310

J¸ï¦    31   39   18,47,75.202

D¥ï    21    60   4,44,19,640

ªÉÊJ¸ïD¥ï¦   25    88   62,94,55.643

nr¦    25    100   57,77,99.033

EvÀgÉ   506    15   1,25,58.033

¥ÀPÀëªÁgÀÄ ºÉZÀÄÑ ¸ÀA¥ÀvÀÄÛ ºÉÆA¢gÀÄªÀ D¹Û «ªÀgÀ - 2019gÀ ¯ÉÆÃPÀ¸À¨sÁ ZÀÄ£ÁªÀuÉ 

DzsÁgÀ : ECI & ADR ªÀgÀ¢ 2019 ¯ÉÆÃPÀ¸À¨sÁ ZÀÄ£ÁªÀuÉ
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ªÀÄÆ® : ECT & ADR Report - ¥ÀæeÁªÁtÂ ªÀgÀ¢, ªÉÄÃ 2019

EzÉÆAzÀÄ ¸ÀévÀAvÀæ ¨sÁgÀvÀzÀ ±Á¥ÀªÉÇÃ ¥ÀÄgÀÄµÀ ¥ÀæzsÁ£ÀvÉAiÀÄ£ÀÄß ¥ÀjUÀtÂ¹ £ÀqÉAiÀÄÄwÛgÀÄªÀ jÃwAiÉÆÃ 
JA§ ̧ ÀA±ÀAiÀÄ ªÀiÁvÀæ ºÉÆÃUÀÄªÀÅ¢®è. PÁgÀt MlÄÖ ªÀÄvÀzÁgÀgÀ°è ¥ÉÊQ ±ÉÃ. 49gÀµÀÄÖ ªÀÄ»¼ÉAiÀÄjzÀÝgÀÄ 
EªÀgÀÄUÀ¼À ̧ ÀàzsÉðAiÀÄ ¥ÀæªÀiÁt ªÀiÁvÀæ ZÀÄ£ÁªÀuÉ¬ÄAzÀ ZÀÄ£ÁªÀuÉUÉ ©ü£ÀßªÁV®è JAzÉÃ ̈ sÁ«¸À§ºÀÄzÀÄ. 
PÁAUÉæ¸ï - 54, ©eÉ¦ - 53, ©J¸ï¦ - 24, nJA¹ - 23, ¹¦LJA - 10, ¹¦L - 04 »ÃUÉ 
¥ÀæªÀÄÄR gÁdQÃAiÀÄ ¥ÀPÀëUÀ¼À GªÉÄÃzÀÄªÁgÀgÀ ªÀÄ»¼Á ¸ÀàzsÁð¼ÀÄUÀ¼À ¸ÀASÉå ¨sÁgÀwÃAiÀÄ gÁdPÁgÀt 
¥ÀÄgÀÄµÀgÀ »rvÀzÀ¯ÉèÃ §ºÀÄ¸ÀASÁåvÀ ªÀÄ»¼ÉAiÀÄgÀÄ ¢ªÀå ¤®ðPÀëöåªÁVgÀÄªÀÅzÀÄ gÁdQÃAiÀÄ zÀÈ¶ÖAiÀÄ°è 
¸ÀàµÀÖªÁUÀÄvÀÛzÉ. ¥ÀPÉëÃvÀgÀgÁV 222 ªÀÄ»¼ÉAiÀÄgÀÄ 04 vÀÈwÃAiÀÄ °AVUÀ¼ÀÄ EgÀÄªÀÅzÀÄ w½AiÀÄÄvÀÛzÉ. CAzÀgÉ 
724 ªÀÄ»¼Á C¨sÀåyðUÀ¼ÀÄ gÁdQÃAiÀÄªÁV ¸ÀZÁÑjvÀæöåzÀ »£Éß¯É ºÉÆA¢gÀÄªÉÃ? JA§ ¥Àæ±ÉßUÉ UÁ¹ 
GvÀÛgÀ ®©ü¸ÀÄvÀÛzÉ. PÁgÀt EªÀgÀ ¥ÉÊQ 100 ªÀÄ»¼ÉAiÀÄgÀÄ Qæ«Ä£À¯ï DgÉÆÃ¥À ºÉÆwÛgÀÄªÀªÀgÀÄ, 78 
ªÀÄ»¼Á C¨sÀåyðUÀ¼ÀÄ UÀA©üÃgÀ ¸ÀàgÀÆ¥ÀzÀ 02 ªÀÄ»¼ÉAiÀÄgÀÄ C¥ÀgÁzsÀ ¥ÀæPÀgÀtUÀ¼À°è 
vÀ¦àvÀ¸ÀÛgÁVgÀÄªÀªÀgÀÄ, 20 ªÀÄ»¼Á C¨sÀåyðUÀ¼ÀÄ PÉÆ¯É - PÉÆ¯É AiÀÄvÀßzÀ DgÉÆÃ¦UÀ¼ÀÄ, 14 C¨sÀåyðUÀ¼ÀÄ 
ªÀÄ»¼ÉAiÀÄgÀ «gÀÄzÀÞªÉÃ C¥ÀgÁzsÀ ºÉÆA¢zÀ ªÀÄ»¼Á DgÉÆÃ¦UÀ¼ÀÄ, 07 zÉéÃµÀ ̈ sÁµÀtzÀ DgÉÆÃ¦UÀ¼ÀÄ 
JA§ÄzÀÄ ªÀiÁvÀæ C¥ÀgÁzsÀ UÀAqÀÄ ºÉÆgÀvÁV ºÉtÂÚUÀÆ CAnPÉÆArzÉ. DzÀgÉ ZÀÄ£ÁªÀuÉAiÀÄ 
¸ÀàzsÉð¬ÄAzÀ ºÉÆgÀvÁV®è JAzÀÄ zÀÈqsÀªÁUÀÄvÀÛzÉ.

ªÀiÁ»w : ADR ªÀgÀ¢

ªÉÄÃ®ÌAqÀ PÉÆÃµÀö×PÀ ̧ Àj ̧ ÀÄªÀiÁgÀÄ JgÀqÀÄ zÀ±ÀPÀzÀ°è DAiÉÄÌ §AiÀÄ¹zÀ gÁdQÃAiÀÄ £ÁAiÀÄPÀgÀ »£Éß¯ÉAiÀÄÄ 
C¥ÀgÁzsÀ¢AzÀ ºÉÆgÀvÁV®è JA§ÄzÀgÀ ¤zÀ±Àð£À. 2009jAzÀ 2019gÀªÀgÉV£À ¸ÁªÀiÁ£Àå C¥ÀgÁzsÀ 
ºÉÆA¢gÀÄªÀ DgÉÆÃ¥ÀzÀ C¨sÀåyðUÀ¼À ¸ÀASÉå ªÀÄÆgÀÄ ¸ÁªÀðwæPÀ ZÀÄ£ÁªÀuÉUÀ¼À®Æè ±ÉÃ. 2gÀ ºÉZÀÑ¼À 
DvÀAPÀPÁjAiÀiÁzÀÄzÀÄ EzÉÆAzÀÄ ̧ ÁªÀiÁ£Àå d£À ̧ ÉÃªÁ PÉëÃvÀæªÁV £ÉÆÃqÀzÉ eÉÊ®ÄªÁ¹UÀ¼ÀÄ ̧ ÀºÀ ¥Àæ¨sÁ« 
¸ÁA«zsÁ¤PÀ ºÀÄzÉÝ ºÉÆAzÀ®Ä gÀPÀëuÁvÀäPÀªÁV vÀªÀÄä£ÀÄß gÀQë¹PÉÆ¼Àî®Ä £ÉÃgÀ ºÉzÁÝjAiÀiÁVzÉ JA§ 
CA±À ¥ÀæUÀw¥ÀgÀ aAvÀ£ÉAiÀÄ ªÉÄÃ¯É UÀzÁ¥ÀæºÁgÀzÀ ¨ÁtªÁVzÉ J£ÀÄßªÀÅzÀÄ. F ¥ÀæªÀiÁt 2009gÀ°èzÀÝ 
±ÉÃ. 15 jAzÀ 2019gÀ ªÉÃ¼ÉUÉ ±ÉÃ. 19PÉÌ fV¢zÀÄÝ, UÀA©üÃgÀ C¥ÀgÁzsÀ »£Éß¯ÉAiÀÄÄ 2009gÀ°è ±ÉÃ. 8, 
2014gÀ°è ±ÉÃ. 11, 2019gÀ°è ±ÉÃ.13 gÀµÁÖVzÀÄÝ ±ÉÃ. 2.5gÀ ¸ÀgÁ¸Àj ¥ÀæªÀiÁtzÀ°è ºÉZÀÄÑwÛgÀÄªÀ F CAQ 
CA±ÀUÀ¼ÀÄ PÉÆÃmÁå¢ü¥Àw C¨sÀåyðUÀ¼À ¸ÀA¥ÀwÛ£À ºÉÆgÀºÀjªÀÅ zÁ½, ¨ÉzÀjPÉ, CPÀæªÀÄPÉÌ zÁjAiÀÄ£ÀÄß 
ºÀÄqÀÄPÀ®Ä ¸ÀºÁAiÀÄPÀªÁVzÉ. F JgÀqÀÄ CA±ÀUÀ¼ÀÄ CAzÀgÉ C¥ÀgÁzsÀ ªÀÄvÀÄÛ ¸ÀA¥ÀvÀÄÛ ºÉÆA¢gÀÄªÀ 

C¥ÀgÁzsÀzÀ »£Éß¯ÉAiÀÄ «ªÀgÀ

C¥ÀgÁzsÀ »£Éß¯É 2019 2014 2009

C¨sÀåyðUÀ¼ÀÄ 7928 8205 7810

MlÄÖ gÁdQÃAiÀÄ ¥ÀPÀë 677

¸ÁªÀiÁ£Àå C¥ÀgÁzsÀ »£Éß¯É C¨sÀåyðUÀ¼ÀÄ 1500(±ÉÃ.19) 1404(17%) 1158(15%)

UÀA©üÃgÀ C¥ÀgÁzsÀ »£Éß¯É 1070(±ÉÃ.13) 908(11%) 608(8%)

PÉÆÃmÁå¢ü¥ÀwUÀ¼ÀÄ 2297(±ÉÃ.29) - -

«±ÉèÃµÀuÉUÉ M¼ÀUÁzÀ C¨sÀåyðUÀ¼ÀÄ 7928
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C¨sÀåyðUÀ¼À ¸ÀASÉå ¥Àæw ZÀÄ£ÁªÀuÉAiÀÄ°èAiÀÄÆ ºÉZÀÄÑwÛgÀÄªÀÅzÀÄ MAzÀÄ ªÀÄvÉÆÛAzÀgÀ ¸ÀºÀ¸ÀA§A¢üvÀ 
¥Àæ¨sÁªÀ ¸ÁQëÃPÀj¹zÉ. F CA±ÀUÀ¼ÉÃ ªÀÄÄAzÉÆAzÀÄ ¢£À ¸ÀA«zsÁ£À§zÀÞ ±Á¸ÀPÁAUÀ, PÁAiÀiÁðAUÀ, 
£ÁåAiÀiÁAUÀzÀ ¨sÀzÀæ §Ä£Á¢ ªÀåªÀ¸ÉÜAiÀÄ£ÀÄß £Á±À¥Àr¸ÀÄªÀ ªÀÄÄ£ÀÆìZÀ£É UÉÆÃZÀj¸ÀÄwÛzÉ. »ÃUÁV 
ªÀÄvÀzÁgÀ E£ÁßzÀgÀÆ vÀ£Àß DAiÉÄÌ ̧ ÁévÀAvÀæöåzÀ ̧ À§°ÃPÀgÀtzÀ §UÉÎ AiÉÆÃa¸ÀÄªÀ C¤ªÁAiÀÄðvÉ EzÉ.

Source : ADR & ECI ªÀgÀ¢

ªÉÄÃ°£À PÉÆÃµÀ×PÀªÀÅ ¨sÁgÀvÀzÀ PÉ¼ÀªÀÄ£ÉAiÀiÁzÀ ¯ÉÆÃPÀ¸À¨sÉAiÀÄ ZÀÄ£ÁªÀuÉAiÀÄ C¨sÀåyðUÀ¼À ²PÀëtzÀ 
ªÀÄlÖªÀ£ÀÄß zÀÈqsÀ¥Àr¸ÀÄvÀÛzÉ. 1950gÀ°è CA¨ÉÃqÀÌgï C©ü¥ÁæAiÀÄ¥ÀqÀÄªÀAvÉ ªÀÄvÀzÁ£ÀzÀ DAiÉÄÌAiÀÄ C¢üPÁgÀ 
²PÀëtzÀ CºÀðvÉ CUÀvÀåªÀ®è¢zÀÝgÀÆ 71£ÉÃ UÀtgÁdåªÀ£ÀÄß DZÀj¹zÀ ̈ sÁgÀvÀzÀ EA¢£À ̧ ÀAzÀ¨sÀðzÀ°èAiÀÄÄ 
±ÉÃ. 2.11gÀµÀÄÖ C¨sÀåyðUÀ¼ÀÄ C£ÀPÀëgÀ¸ÀÜgÀÄ JA§ÄzÀÄ ¢UÀãçªÉÄ ªÀÄÆr¸ÀÄvÀÛzÉ. 10£ÉÃ vÀgÀUÀwAiÀÄ ±ÉÃ. 16, 
¥ÀzÀ« ¥ÀqÉzÀ ±ÉÃ. 18.64, ªÀÈwÛ¥ÀgÀ ¥ÀzÀ« ºÉÆA¢zÀ ±ÉÃ. 11.56 F CAQ CA±ÀUÀ¼ÀÄ ¸ÀªÀiÁzsÁ£À 
vÀj¸ÀÄvÀÛªÉ. F PÉÆÃµÀ×PÀªÀ£ÀÄß ªÀÄÆgÀÄ ¨sÁUÀªÁV «AUÀr¹zÀgÉ 10£ÉÃ vÀgÀUÀwªÀgÉUÉ ±ÉÃ. 34.86, 12 
vÀgÀUÀw¬ÄAzÀ ¥ÀzÀ«ªÀgÉUÉ 34.19 ºÁUÀÆ ªÀÈwÛ¥ÀgÀ ¸ÁßvÀPÉÆÃvÀÛgÀ ¥ÀzÀ« ¥ÀqÉzÀ UÀtå C¨sÀåyðUÀ¼ÀÄ ±ÉÃ. 
30.79 EgÀÄªÀÅzÀÄ ̧ ÀàµÀÖªÁUÀÄvÀÛzÉ. «±ÉÃµÀªÁV ªÀÄÆgÀ£ÉÃ ªÀUÀðzÀ ±ÉÃPÀqÀªÁgÀÄ ¥ÀæªÀiÁt ªÀÄvÀÄÛ F ªÀUÀð 
¸ÀévÀAvÉÆæ÷åÃvÀÛgÀ ̈ sÁgÀvÀzÀ ̧ ÁªÀðwæPÀ ZÀÄ£ÁªÀuÉUÀ¼À°è ªÀÄvÀzÁ£ÀzÀ ªÀÄvÀUÀmÉÖ¬ÄAzÀ ºÉÆgÀVgÀÄªÀÅzÀÄ CAQ 
¸ÀASÉåUÀ½UÉ ºÀwÛgÀ«zÉ JAzÉÃ ¨sÁ«¸À§ºÀÄzÀÄ. »ÃUÁV ¥ÀæeÁ¥Àæ¨sÀÄvÀé F ªÀÄÆgÀÄ ªÀUÀðUÀ¼À£ÀÄß 
¸ÀªÀiÁzsÁ£ÀavÀÛ¢AzÀ ªÀÄÄ£ÀßqÉ¸ÀÄwÛzÉ JAzÉÃ ̈ sÁ«¸À§ºÀÄzÁVzÉ. 

±ÉÊPÀëtÂPÀ »£Àß¯ÉAiÀÄ «ªÀgÀ

 ¸ÁªÀiÁfPÀgÀtzÀ 
ºÉÆÃ°PÉ

C£ÀPÀëgÀ¸ÀÜgÀÄ       163            2.11

NzÀÄ §gÀºÀ 
§®èªÀgÀÄ 253 3.28

5£ÉÃ vÀgÀUÀw 339 4.40 ±ÉÃ. 34.86%

8£ÉÃ vÀgÀUÀw 699 9.07

10£ÉÃ vÀgÀUÀw 1241 16

12£ÉÃ vÀgÀUÀw 1198 15.55 
34.19

¥ÀzÀ« 1436 18.64

ªÀÈwÛ¥ÀgÀ ¥ÀzÀ« 891 11.56

qÁPÀÖgÉÃmï 155 2.01 
30.78

¸ÁßvÀPÉÆÃvÀÛgÀ ¥ÀzÀ« 1326 17.21

®¨sÀå«gÀÄªÀ 
C¨sÀåyðUÀ¼À ªÀiÁ»w 7701 

ªÀÄvÀzÁ£À¢AzÀ 
ºÉÆgÀUÀÄ½zÀªÀgÀ
¥ÀæªÀiÁtPÉÌ
ºÀwÛgÀ«gÀÄªÀªÀgÀÄ

±ÉÊPÀëtÂPÀ »£Éß¯É C¨sÀåyðUÀ¼À ¸ÀASÉå  ±ÉÃ.

±ÉÃ. 69.05
ªÀÄvÀzÁ£ÀzÀ
¥ÀæªÀiÁtPÉÌ
ºÀwÛgÀªÁzÀÄzÀÄ
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¨sÁgÀwÃAiÀÄ ¸ÀA«zsÁ£À CjªÀÅ ªÀÄvÀÄÛ DZÀgÀuÉ                                      

                                                        ²æÃ ¥Àæ«Ãt ZÀ¥ÀàgÀªÀÄ¤                                     
G¥À£Áå¸ÀPÀgÀÄ

J¸ï J¸ï J£ï ¹ qÁ. ©. Dgï. CA¨ÉÃqÀÌgï ¸ÁägÀPÀ ¥ÀæxÀªÀÄ 

zÀeÉð PÀ¯Á ªÀÄvÀÄÛ ªÁtÂdå PÁ¯ÉÃdÄ, ºÀÄ§â½î -20

 EAzÀÄ «±ÀézÀ ºÉaÑ£À zÉÃ±ÀUÀ¼ÀÄ ¸ÀA«zsÁ£ÀªÀ£ÀÄß ºÉÆA¢ªÉ. J¯Áè ¥ÀæeÁ¥Àæ¨sÀÄvÀé gÁµÀÖæUÀ¼ÀÄ 
MAzÀÄ ¸ÀA«zsÁ£À, ºÉÆA¢gÀÄªÀ J®è zÉÃ±ÀUÀ¼ÀÄ C¤ªÁAiÀÄðªÀ®è ¸ÀA«zsÁ£ÀªÀÅ ¥ÀæeÁ¥Àæ¨sÀÄvÀéªÁVzÉ. 
¸ÀA«zsÁ£ÀªÀÅ PÁAiÀÄð ¤ªÀð»¸ÀÄvÀÛzÉ ºÀ®ªÁgÀÄ GzÉÝÃ±ÀUÀ¼ÀÄ. ªÉÆzÀ°UÉ, CzÀÄ gÀÆ¦¸ÀÄªÀ PÉ®ªÀÅ 
DzÀ±ÀðUÀ¼À£ÀÄß w½¸ÀÄvÀÛzÉ £ÁUÀjPÀgÁzÀ £ÁªÀÅ §AiÀÄ¸ÀÄªÀ zÉÃ±ÀzÀ ¥ÀæPÁgÀzÀ DzsÁgÀ ªÁ¹¹. CxÀªÁ, 
E£ÉÆßAzÀÄ jÃwAiÀÄ°è ºÉÃ¼ÀÄªÀÅzÁzÀgÉ, ¸ÀA«zsÁ£ÀªÀÅ K£ÀÄ ºÉÃ¼ÀÄvÀÛzÉ £ÀªÀÄä ¸ÀªÀiÁdzÀ ªÀÄÆ®¨sÀÆvÀ 
¸ÀégÀÆ¥À. MAzÀÄ zÉÃ±À ¸ÁªÀiÁ£ÀåªÁV d£ÀgÀ ««zsÀ ¸ÀªÀÄÄzÁAiÀÄUÀ½AzÀ PÀÆrzÉ. PÉ®ªÀÅ £ÀA©PÉUÀ¼À£ÀÄß 
ºÀAaPÉÆ½î DzÀgÉ J®èªÀ£ÀÄß M¦àPÉÆ¼Àî¢gÀ§ºÀÄzÀÄ ¸ÀªÀÄ¸ÉåUÀ¼ÀÄ. ¸ÀA«zsÁ£ÀªÀÅ ¤AiÀÄªÀÄUÀ¼À UÀÄA¥ÁV 
PÁAiÀÄð¤ªÀð»¸À®Ä ¸ÀºÁAiÀÄ ªÀiÁqÀÄvÀÛzÉ ªÀÄvÀÄÛ MAzÀÄ zÉÃ±ÀzÀ J®è ªÀåQÛUÀ¼ÀÄ EzÀ£ÀÄß 
M¦àPÉÆ¼Àî§ºÀÄzÀÄ. zÉÃ±ÀªÀÅ EgÀ¨ÉÃPÉAzÀÄ CªÀgÀÄ §AiÀÄ¸ÀÄªÀ «zsÁ£ÀzÀ DzsÁgÀ DqÀ½vÀ. EzÀÄ ̧ ÀPÁðgÀzÀ 
¥ÀæPÁgÀªÀ£ÀÄß ªÀiÁvÀæªÀ®è DzÀgÉ CªÀgÉ®ègÀÆ £ÀA§ÄªÀ PÉ®ªÀÅ DzÀ±ÀðUÀ¼À M¥ÀàAzÀ zÉÃ±ÀªÀ£ÀÄß 
JwÛ»rAiÀÄ¨ÉÃPÀÄ.¸ÁévÀAvÀæ¥ÀÇªÀð ¨sÁgÀvÀzÀ gÁdQÃAiÀÄ PÉëÃvÀæzÀ°è C£ÉÃPÀ GzÁvÀÛ ªÀåQÛUÀ¼À ¥ÀæªÀiÁtÂvÀ 
ªÀÄÄRAqÀgÀÄ gÁdPÁgÀtÂUÀ¼ÀÄ ªÀÄÄvÀì¢UÀ¼ÀÄ ªÀÄvÀÄÛ zÉÃ±À¥ÉæÃ«ÄUÀ¼ÀÄ PÁtÂ¹PÉÆAqÀÄ, zÉÃ±ÀzÀ 
«ªÉÆÃZÀ£ÉUÁV ̧ ÀªÀð¸ÀéªÀ£ÀÄß vÁåUÀ ªÀiÁrgÀÄªÀÅzÀ£ÀÄß £ÁªÀÅ EA¢UÀÆ ̧ Àäj¸ÀÄvÉÛÃªÉ. CzÀgÀ°è qÁ.©.Dgï. 
CA¨ÉÃqÀÌgï CªÀgÀÄ zÉÃ±ÀzÀ ¸ÀévÀAvÀ æ £ÀAvÀgÀ ¸ÀA«zsÁ£ÀzÀ gÀZÀ£ÉAiÀÄ°è CªÀgÀ ¥ÁvÀæ 
¸ÀägÀtÂÃAiÀÄªÁzÀzÀÄÝ.EªÀgÀÄ PÉÃªÀ® C¸Àà±ÀågÀ £ÁAiÀÄPÀgÁVgÀzÉ ErÃ ªÀÄ£ÀÄPÀÄ®zÀ ºÀPÀÄÌUÀ¼À ¸ÁévÀAvÀæ 
¸ÀªÀiÁ£ÀvÉ ¨sÁvÀÈvÀé ¸ÁÜ¥À£ÉUÁV CvÀåªÀÄÆ®åªÁzÀ «ZÁgÀUÀ¼À£ÀÄß £ÀªÀÄä ¨sÁgÀvÀzÀ ¸ÀA«zsÁ£ÀzÀ°è 
C¼ÀªÀr¹gÀÄvÁÛgÉ.

»£Éß¯É  

 ¨sÁgÀvÀzÀ ̧ ÀA«zsÁ£À gÀZÀ£É DUÀÄªÀÅzÀQÌAvÀ ¥ÀÇªÀðzÀ°è ̧ ÁªÀiÁfPÀ DyðPÀ ̧ ÁA¸ÀÌøwPÀ ºÁUÀÆ 
eÁw ¥ÀzÀÞw C¸ÀÈà±ÀåvÉ ªÀÄÄAvÁzÀ ̧ ÀªÀÄ¸ÉåUÀ¼ÀÄ JzÀÄÝ PÁtÄwÛzÀÝªÀÅ. 12£ÉÃ ±ÀvÀªÀiÁ£ÀzÀ°è d£ÀgÀ K½UÉUÁV 
ºÁUÀÆ C¸ÀÈà±ÀåvÉ ¤ªÁgÀuÉUÁV eÁw¥ÀzÀÞw ºÉÆÃUÀ¯Ár¸À®Ä JAzÀÄ §¸ÀªÀtÚ£ÀªÀgÀÄ C£ÉÃPÀ ¥ÀæAiÀÄvÀßUÀ¼ÀÄ 
ªÀiÁrgÀÄªÀÅzÀ£ÀÄß £ÁªÀÅ FUÁUÀ¯ÉÃ C£ÉÃPÀ CzsÀåAiÀÄ£ÀzÀ ªÀÄÆ®PÀ w½zÀÄPÉÆArgÀÄvÉÛÃªÉ.CzÉÃ jÃw 20 
£ÉÃ   ±ÀvÀªÀiÁ£ÀzÀ°è ̧ ÁªÀiÁfPÀ, DyðPÀ, zsÁ«ÄðPÀ ,gÁdQÃAiÀÄ ,C©üªÀåQÛ  ̧ ÁévÀAvÀæå, zsÀªÀÄð, ªÀåQÛUÀvÀ 
¤ªÁgÀt GzÉÝÃ±ÀUÀ¼À£ÀÄß ºÉÆA¢zÀÝ £ÀªÀÄä ¸ÀA«zsÁ£À gÀZÀ£ÁPÁgÀgÁzÀ qÁ. ©.Dgï. CA¨ÉÃqÀÌgï 
EªÉ®èªÀÅUÀ¼À£ÀÄß ¸ÁªÀiÁfPÀ ªÀåªÀ¸ÉÜAiÀÄ°è ¸ÀªÀÄ£ÁV PÁtÄªÀÅzÀgÀ UÉÆÃ¸ÀÌgÀ  ¸ÀªÀðgÀÄ ¸ÀªÀiÁ£ÀgÀÄ 
¸ÀªÀðzsÀªÀÄð ¸ÀªÀiÁ£ÀvÉ zÀÈ¶Ö¬ÄAzÀ AiÀiÁªÀ eÁwAiÀÄ ªÉÄÃ®®è AiÀiÁªÀÅzÀÆ QÃ¼À®è JA§ ¨sÉÃzsÀ-¨sÁªÀ 
§gÀ¨ÁgÀzÉAzÀÄ £ÀªÀÄä ¨sÁgÀvÀzÀ ¸ÀA«zsÁ£ÀªÀ£ÀÄß gÀa¹gÀÄvÁÛgÉ. DzÀÝjAzÀ¯ÉÃ ¨sÁgÀvÀzÀ ¸ÀA«zsÁ£ÀzÀ 
¥Àæ¸ÁÛªÀ£ÉAiÀÄ°è, ¨sÁgÀvÀzÀ d£ÀvÉAiÀiÁzÀ £ÁªÀÅ, ¨sÁgÀvÀªÀ£ÀÄß ,¸ÁªÀð¨sËªÀÄ, ¸ÀªÀiÁdªÁ¢, zsÀªÀÄð 
¤gÀ¥ÉÃPÀë, ¥ÀæeÁ¸ÀvÁÛvÀäPÀ ¥ÀæeÁ¸ÀvÁÛvÀäPÀ UÀtgÁdåªÀ£ÁßV gÀÆ¦¸ÀÄªÀÅzÀPÁÌV; ¨sÁgÀvÀzÀ J¯Áè £ÁUÀjPÀjUÉ 
¸ÁªÀiÁfPÀ, DyðPÀ, ªÀÄvÀÄÛ gÁdQÃAiÀÄ £ÁåAiÀÄªÀ£ÀÄß, «ZÁgÀ, C©üªÀåQÛ, £ÀA©PÉ, ªÀÄvÀÄÛ G¥Á¸À£É 
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¸ÁévÀAvÀæåªÀ£ÀÄß; ¸ÁÜ£ÀªÀiÁ£À ªÀÄvÀÄÛ CªÀPÁ±ÀUÀ¼À ¸ÀªÀiÁ£ÀvÉAiÀÄÄ zÉÆgÉAiÀÄÄªÀAvÉ ªÀiÁqÀÄªÀÅzÀPÁÌV ªÀåQÛ 
UËgÀªÀ zÉÃ±ÀzÀ KPÀvÉ ªÀÄvÀÄÛ ¸ÀªÀÄUÀævÉUÁV J®ègÀ ¨sÁªÀ£ÉAiÀÄ£ÀÄß ªÀÄÆr¸ÀÄªÀÅzÀPÉÌ zÀÈqsÀ ¸ÀAPÀ®à ªÀiÁr. 
£ÀªÀÄä ¸ÀA«zsÁ£À gÀZÀ£É ¸À¨sÉAiÀÄ°è 1949 £ÉÃ E¸À«AiÀÄ £ÀªÉA§gï wAUÀ¼ÀÄ 26 £ÉÃ ¢£ÁAPÀzÀAzÀÄ 
¸ÀA«zsÁ£ÀªÀ£ÀÄß CAVÃPÀj¹, PÁ£ÀÆ£ÀÄ gÀÆ¥ÀzÀ°è £ÀªÀÄUÉ £ÁªÉÃ gÀÆ¦¹PÉÆArzÉÝÃªÉ.

  F ¥Àæ¸ÁÛªÀ£ÉAiÀÄ ªÀÄÆ®PÀ w½¸ÀÄªÀ vÀvÀéUÀ¼ÉAzÀgÉ d£ÀgÉÃ C¢üPÁgÀzÀ ªÀÄÆ® ¨sÁgÀvÀ MAzÀÄ 
¸ÀévÀAvÀæªÁzÀ ̧ ÁªÀð¨sËªÀÄ gÁµÀÖæ. CzÉÆAzÀÄ ̧ ÀªÀiÁdªÁ¢, eÁvÁåwÃvÀ , ¥ÀæeÁ¸ÀvÁÛvÀäPÀ UÀtgÁdå, J¯Áè 
¥ÀæeÉUÀ½UÉ ¸ÁªÀiÁfPÀ DyðPÀ ºÁUÀÆ gÁdQÃAiÀÄ £ÁåAiÀÄ zÉÆgÀQ¹PÉÆqÀÄªÀÅzÀÄ J®èjUÀÆ ¸ÀªÀiÁ£À 
CªÀPÁ±ÀUÀ¼ÀÄ ªÀÄvÀÄÛ ¸ÁÜ£ÀªÀiÁ£ÀªÀ£ÀÄß PÀ°à¸ÀÄªÀÅzÀÄ,ªÀåQÛ UËgÀªÀ ªÀÄvÀÄÛ ¸ÀºÉÆÃzÀgÀvÉAiÀÄ£ÀÄß ¨É¼É¸ÀÄªÀÅzÀÄ 
gÁµÀÖæzÀ KPÀvÉ ªÀÄvÀÄÛ ̧ ÀªÀÄUÀævÉAiÀÄ£ÀÄß PÁ¥ÁqÀÄªÀÅzÀÄ £ÀªÀÄä ̧ ÀA«zsÁ£ÀzÀ UÀÄjAiÀiÁVzÉ.

£ÀªÀÄä ¨sÁgÀvÀzÀ ¸ÀA«zsÁ£ÀªÀÅ ¨sÁgÀvÀªÀ£ÀÄß PÀ¯Áåt gÁdåªÀ£ÁßV ªÀiÁqÀ®Ä F PÉ¼ÀV£À CA±ÀUÀ¼À£ÀÄß £ÁªÀÅ 
UÀªÀÄ¤¸À§ºÀÄzÀÄ.

1. J¯Áè ¥ÀæeÉUÀ¼À fÃªÀ£À ¤ªÀðºÀuÉUÉ CUÀvÀåªÁzÀµÀÄÖ ¸ÁzsÀ£À ¸ËPÀAiÀÄðUÀ¼ÀÄ EgÀÄªÀAvÉ 
£ÉÆÃrPÉÆ¼ÀÄîªÀÅzÀÄ.

2. UÀAqÀÄ ªÀÄvÀÄÛ ºÉtÄÚ JA§ ̈ sÉÃzÀ¨sÁªÀ E®èzÉ ̧ ÀªÀiÁ£À PÉ®¸ÀPÉÌ ̧ ÀªÀiÁ£À ̧ ÀA§¼À ¤ÃqÀÄªÀÅzÀÄ.

3.  UÁæªÀÄ ¥ÀAZÁAiÀÄwUÀ¼À£ÀÄß gÀÆ¦¹ ªÀåªÀ¹ÜvÀ UÉÆ½¸ÀÄªÀÅzÀÄ.

4.  14 ªÀµÀðzÉÆ¼ÀV£À J¯Áè ªÀÄPÀÌ½UÀÆ GavÀ ªÀÄvÀÄÛ PÀqÁØAiÀÄ ²PÀëtªÀ£ÀÄß MzÀV¸ÀÄªÀÅzÀÄ.

5. ¥Àj²µÀÖ-eÁw,¥Àj²µÀÖ-§ÄqÀPÀlÄÖ,ªÀÄvÀÄÛ ¸ÁªÀiÁfPÀ zÀÄ§ð® ªÀUÀðUÀ¼À ¹ÜwUÀwUÀ¼À£ÀÄß  
¸ÀÄzsÁj¸ÀÄªÀÅzÀÄ.

6.  CAvÀgÁ¶ÖæÃAiÀÄ ±ÁAw ªÀÄvÀÄÛ ̈ sÀzÀævÉAiÀÄ£ÀÄß ªÀÈ¢Þ¸ÀÄªÀÅzÀÄ.   

      »ÃUÉ ¥ÀæwAiÉÆ§â ¥ÀæeÉAiÀÄ ªÀåQÛvÀé ¥Àj¥ÀÇtðªÁV ̈ É¼ÉzÀÄ «PÁ¸ÀªÁUÀ¨ÉÃPÀÄ, DzÀgÉ CªÀjUÉ PÉ®ªÀÅ 
ºÀPÀÄÌUÀ¼À£ÀÄß ¤ÃqÀ¨ÉÃPÁUÀÄvÀÛzÉ. EAvÀºÀ ªÀÄÆ®¨sÀÆvÀ ºÀPÀÄÌUÀ¼À£ÀÄß £ÀªÀÄä ¨sÁgÀvÀzÀ ¸ÀA«zsÁ£ÀªÀÅ £ÀªÀÄUÉ 
¤ÃrgÀÄªÀÅzÀÄ ºÉªÉÄäAiÀÄ «µÀAiÀÄªÁVzÉ.

" UÀtgÁdå ̈ sÁgÀvÀzÀ ̧ ÁzsÀ£ÉUÀ¼ÀÄ"

       £ÀªÀÄä ̈ sÁgÀvÀzÀ ̧ ÀA«zsÁ£À eÁjUÉ §AzÀ £ÀAvÀgÀ ̈ sÁgÀvÀªÀÅ ̧ ÁPÀµÀÄÖ C©üªÀÈ¢ÞAiÀÄ£ÀÄß ̧ Á¢ü¹zÉ.

EAzÀÄ ¨sÁgÀvÀ zÉÃ±ÀzÀ°è PÁ²äÃgÀ¢AzÀ »rzÀÄ PÀ£ÁåPÀÄªÀiÁjAiÀÄªÀgÉUÉ MAzÉÃ gÁdQÃAiÀÄ DqÀ½vÀPÉÌ 
M¼À¥Àr¸À¯ÁVzÉ. CµÉÖÃ C®èzÉ MAzÉÃ ¸ÀA«zsÁ£ÀªÀ£ÀÄß, MAzÉÃ gÁµÀÖæVÃvÉ  MAzÉÃ gÁµÀÖæzsÀéd 
MAzÉÃgÁµÀÖæaºÉß, EzÀÄ ¤dªÁzÀ ̈ sÁgÀvÀzÀ gÁµÀÖæ ¤ªÀiÁðt EzÀÄ ¤dPÀÆÌ ªÀÄºÀvÀÛgÀªÁzÀ ̧ ÁzsÀ£É PÀÆqÀ 
DVzÉ.

 "¸ÀA«zsÁ£À"JµÉÖÃ GvÀÛªÀÄªÁVgÀ°, CzÀ£ÀÄß ¤ªÀð»¸ÀÄªÀªÀgÀÄ PÉlÖªÀgÁVzÀÝgÉ CzÀÄ PÉlÖzÁV 
©qÀÄªÀÅzÀÄ RArvÀ JA§ qÁ.©.Dgï CA¨ÉÃqÀÌgï CªÀgÀ ªÀiÁvÀÄUÀ¼À£ÀÄß £ÁªÀÅ £É£À¦¹PÉÆ¼Àî¯ÉÃ¨ÉÃPÀÄ; 
¸ÀA«zsÁ£ÀªÀ£ÀÄß £ÁªÀÅ gÀQë¹zÀgÉ CzÀÄ £ÀªÀÄä£ÀÄß gÀQë¸ÀÄvÀÛzÉ. EwºÁ¸ÀªÀ£ÀÄß CjAiÀÄzÀªÀ EwºÁ¸ÀªÀ£ÀÄß 
JA¢UÀÆ ¸ÀÈ¶Ö¸À¯ÁgÀ JA§ ªÀiÁw£ÀAvÉ £ÀªÀÄä ¸ÀA«zsÁ£ÀPÉÌ ¸ÀA§A¢ü¹zÀAvÉ PÉlÖ WÀl£ÉUÀ¼ÀÄ 
¸ÀA¨sÀ«¸ÀÄvÀÛ¯ÉÃ EªÉ.  GzÁ:- EwÛÃaUÀµÉÖÃ ¢£ÁAPÀ 12/8/ 2018  gÀAzÀÄ £ÁåAiÀÄªÀÄÆwðAiÉÆ§âgÀÄ 
»AzÀÆ ªÀQÃ®gÀ ¸ÀAWÀl£ÉAiÀÄ CUÀvÀåªÀ£ÀÄß ¥Àæw¥Á¢¹zÀ ¨sÁµÀt ªÀiÁqÀÄvÁÛ»AzÀÄvÀéªÉÃ ¨sÁgÀwÃAiÀÄvÉ 
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JAzÀÄ ºÉÃ½zÀgÉAzÀÄ ¥ÀwæPÉUÀ¼À°è ¥ÀæPÀlªÁVzÀÄÝ £ÁªÀÅ N¢zÉÝÃªÉ.CZÀÑj VAvÀ ºÉZÁÑV DvÀAPÀªÀ£ÀÄßAlÄ 
ªÀiÁrzÉ KPÉAzÀgÉ £ÁåAiÀiÁ¢üÃ±ÀgÉÆ§âgÀÄ ªÀQÃ®gÀ ¸ÀAWÀl£ÉAiÀÄ£ÀÄß ¸ÀªÀÄyð¸ÀÄªÀÅzÀÄ »AzÀÄvÀéªÀ£ÀÄß 
ªÀÄvÀÄÛ ̈ sÁgÀvÀzÀ ̧ ÀA«zsÁ£ÀªÀ£ÀÄß ºÉÃUÉ CxÀð ªÀiÁrPÉÆArzÁÝgÉ JA§ ¥Àæ±Éß ºÀÄlÄÖvÀÛzÉ.

    EzÉÃ jÃwAiÀiÁV »AzÉÆªÉÄä PÉÃAzÀæ ¸ÀgÀPÁgÀzÀ ¸ÀaªÀgÉÆ§âgÀÄ ¸ÀA«zsÁ£ÀªÀ£ÀÄß 
§zÀ¯Á¬Ä¸À¨ÉÃPÀÄ CzÀPÁÌVAiÉÄÃ £ÁªÀÅ C¢üPÁgÀPÉÌ §A¢zÉÝÃªÉ JAzÀÄ ¨sÁµÀt ªÀiÁr «ªÁzÀªÀ£ÀÄß 
J©â¹gÀÄªÀÅzÀ£ÀÄß ¸ÀºÀ £ÁªÀÅ ¢£À¥ÀwæPÉAiÀÄ°è N¢zÉÝÃªÉ.F jÃwAiÀiÁzÀ ªÀiÁw¤AzÀ ¸ÀªÀiÁdzÀ°è 
C¸ÀºÀ£ÉAiÀÄ ̧ ÉÆàÃlUÉÆ¼ÀÄîªÀ QæAiÉÄAiÀÄÄ DUÀ§ºÀÄzÀÄ JA§ÄzÀPÉÌ ¢£ÁAPÀ 12/8/2018 gÀAzÀÄ zÉºÀ°AiÀÄ°è 
dAvÀgï ªÀÄAvÀgï §½ ¸ÀA«zsÁ£ÀzÀ ¥ÀæwAiÀÄ£ÀÄß ¸ÀÄlÖ WÀl£É ¸ÁQëAiÀiÁVzÉ.¸ÀA«zsÁ£À ¥ÀæwAiÀÄ£ÀÄß 
¸ÀÄqÀÄªÀ zÀÄµÀÖ zÉÊAiÀÄð E°èAiÀÄªÀgÉUÉ AiÀiÁjUÀÆ §A¢gÀ°®è.FUÀ §gÀ®Ä MzÀVzÀ MvÁÛ¸É K£ÀÄ JA§ 
¥Àæ±Éß GzÀãªÀªÁUÀÄvÀÛzÉ.EzÀ£Éß®è £ÁªÀÅ UÀªÀÄ¤¹zÁUÀ eÁw DzsÁjvÀ ±ÉÆÃµÀuÉ ¥ÀæZÀ°vÀ ¢£ÀªÀiÁ£ÀzÀ°è 
¤Aw®è JA§ ªÁ¸ÀÛªÀ ¸ÀvÀåªÀ£ÀÄß PÀÆqÀ £ÁªÀÅ ¤gÁPÀj¸ÀÄªÀAw®è.£ÀªÀÄä ¸ÀA«zsÁ£ÀªÀ£ÀÄß UËgÀ«¸ÀÄªÀÅzÀÄ 
JAzÀgÉ zÉÃ±ÀªÀ£ÀÄß UËgÀ«¹zÀAvÉ CzÀ£ÀÄß «gÉÆÃ¢ü¸ÀÄªÀÅzÉAzÀgÉ zÉÃ±ÀªÀ£ÀÄß «gÉÆÃ¢ü¹zÀAvÉ  JAzÀÄ 
ºÉÃ¼À¯ÁUÀÄvÀÛzÉ.

¸ÀA¸ÀvÀÄÛ: ̧ ÀA«zsÁ£ÀzÀ zÀÈ¶ÖAiÀÄ£ÀÄß £À£À¸ÁV¸ÀÄªÀ ªÀiÁUÀð

 gÁdQÃAiÀÄ ¸ÀA¸ÉÜUÀ¼ÀÄ ªÀÄvÀÄÛ gÀZÀ£ÉUÀ¼ÀÄ ¸ÀªÀiÁdªÀ£ÀÄß ¥Àæw©A©¸ÀÄªÀÅzÀ®èzÉ, CzÀ£ÀÄß 
¥Àæ¨sÁ«¸ÀÄvÀÛªÉ ªÀÄvÀÄÛ §zÀ¯Á¬Ä¸ÀÄvÀÛªÉ. F ¸À¤ßªÉÃ±ÀzÀ°è, ¨sÁgÀvÀzÀ ¸ÀA¸ÀvÀÄÛ ¸ÁªÀiÁfPÀ 
§zÀ¯ÁªÀuÉAiÀÄ£ÀÄß vÀgÀÄªÀ°è ªÀÄvÀÄÛ ̧ ÁªÀiÁfPÀ-DyðPÀ ¥ÀjªÀvÀð£ÉAiÀÄ ªÉÄÃ¯É £ÉÃgÀ ªÀÄvÀÄÛ PÀArÃµÀ¤AUï 
¥ÁvÀæªÀ£ÀÄß ªÀ»¸ÀÄvÀÛzÉ. d£ÀgÀ ¸ÀªÉÇÃðZÀÑ ¥Àæw¤¢ü ¸ÀA¸ÉÜAiÀiÁVgÀÄªÀÅzÀjAzÀ ¸ÀA¸ÀvÀÄÛ J¯Áè ¸ÀPÁðj 
ZÀlÄªÀnPÉUÀ¼À fÃªÀ£ÁrAiÀiÁVzÉ. MmÁÖgÉAiÀiÁV ̧ ÀA¸À¢ÃAiÀÄ ZÀlÄªÀnPÉ - ±Á¸À£À gÀZÀ£É, ºÀtPÁ¸À£ÀÄß 
¤AiÀÄAwæ¸ÀÄªÀÅzÀÄ ªÀÄvÀÄÛ PÁAiÀÄð¤ªÁðºÀPÀ ±ÁSÉAiÀÄ ªÉÄÃ°éZÁgÀuÉ - C©üªÀÈ¢ÞAiÀÄ ¸ÀA¥ÀÇtð 
ªÀtð¥Àl®ªÀ£ÀÄß M¼ÀUÉÆArzÉ. ¸ÁªÀðd¤PÀ fÃªÀ£ÀzÀ°è PÀæªÀÄ§zÀÞ §zÀ¯ÁªÀuÉUÀ¼ÀÄ ªÀÄvÀÄÛ 
D«µÁÌgÀUÀ½UÉ zÁj vÉgÉAiÀÄÄªÀ ¸ÁªÀÄxÀåðªÀ£ÀÄß ºÉÆA¢gÀÄªÀ PÉ®ªÀÅ ¥ÁæxÀ«ÄPÀ ¥ÀæQæAiÉÄUÀ¼À£ÀÄß ZÀ®£ÉUÉ 
M¼À¥Àr¸ÀÄªÀÅzÀÄ ¸ÀzÀ£ÀzÀ ªÀÄºÀrAiÀÄ°èzÉ. ¸ÀA¸ÀwÛ£À ¸ÀPÁðgÀzÀ gÀÆ¥ÀzÀ°è, PÁAiÀÄðPÁj JAzÀgÉ 
±Á¸ÀPÁAUÀzÀ gÀZÀ£É ªÀÄvÀÄ Û ±Á¸ÀPÁAUÀªÀÅ PÁAiÀÄðPÁjtÂAiÀÄ ªÉÄÃ¯É ¤AiÀÄAvÀ ætªÀ£ÀÄß 
ºÉÆA¢gÀÄªÀÅzÀjAzÀ, ±Á¸ÀPÁAUÀªÀÅ ¤ÃrzÀ ¤zÉÃð±À£ÀUÀ¼À£ÀÄß ¤®ðQë¸À®Ä AiÀiÁªÀÅzÉÃ ¸ÀPÁðgÀPÉÌ 
¸ÁzsÀå«®è.

 zÉÃ±ÀzÀ CvÀÄå£ÀßvÀ ¥ÀæeÁ¥Àæ¨sÀÄvÀé ¸ÀA¸ÉÜAiÀiÁV ¸ÀA¸ÀvÀÄÛ ¸ÁA«zsÁ¤PÀ ªÀiË®åUÀ¼ÀÄ ªÀÄvÀÄÛ 
DzÀ±ÀðUÀ¼À£ÀÄß ¨sÁµÁAvÀj¸ÀÄªÀ ¸ÁzsÀ£ÀªÁV PÁAiÀÄð¤ªÀð»¸ÀÄwÛzÉ PÁ®PÁ®PÉÌ, GvÀÛªÀÄ ¨sÀ«µÀåªÀ£ÀÄß 
¤«Äð¸ÀÄªÀ PÀqÉUÉ PÁ£ÀÆ£ÀÄUÀ¼À£ÀÄß eÁjUÉÆ½¸ÀÄªÀ ªÀÄÆ®PÀ PÀæªÀÄ ¸ÀªÀiÁd. ªÀµÀðUÀ¼À°è, ºÀ®ªÁgÀÄ 
¥ÀæUÀw¥ÀgÀ ±Á¸À£ÀUÀ¼À£ÀÄß eÁjUÉ vÀgÀ¯ÁVzÉ zÉÃ±ÀzÀ ®PÁëAvÀgÀ d£ÀjUÉ ºÉZÀÄÑ C£ÀÄPÀÆ®PÀgÀ ¥Àj¹ÜwUÀ¼À£ÀÄß 
¸ÀÈ¶Ö¸ÀÄªÀÅzÀÄ. 

 £ÀªÀÄä ¸ÀA¸ÀvÀÄÛ ¸ÁªÀiÁfPÀ PÁAiÀÄðUÀ¼À ¥ÀjuÁªÀÄPÁj ¸ÁzsÀ£ÀªÁVzÀÄÝ, d£ÀgÀÄ vÀªÀÄä 
PÀ£À¸ÀÄUÀ¼À£ÀÄß - ̧ ÁªÀiÁfPÀªÁV, ̧ ÁPÁgÀUÉÆ½¸À®Ä ̧ ÀºÁAiÀÄ ªÀiÁqÀ®Ä ±Àæ«Ä¹zÁÝgÉ. ±ÉÊPÀëtÂPÀªÁV ªÀÄvÀÄÛ 
DyðPÀªÁV. £À«ÄäAzÀ ªÀiÁrzÀ ¥ÀæUÀw¥ÀgÀ ±Á¸À£ÀUÀ¼À ªÀÄÆ®PÀ ̧ ÀA¸ÀvÀÄÛ, ̈ sÀzÀæªÁVgÀÄªÀ ©üÃwAiÀÄ «gÀÄzÀÞ 
ºÉÆÃgÁqÀ®Ä £ÁªÀÅ §ºÀ¼À zÀÆgÀ §A¢zÉÝÃªÉ ¸ÁªÀiÁfPÀ vÁgÀvÀªÀÄå. ºÀPÀÄÌUÀ¼ÀÄ, gÀPÀëuÉ ªÀÄvÀÄÛ PÀ¯Áåt 
¸ÉÃjzÀAvÉ ̧ ÁªÀiÁfPÀ DyðPÀ C©üªÀÈ¢ÞUÉ ºÀ®ªÁgÀÄ ±Á¸ÀPÁAUÀ PÀæªÀÄUÀ¼À£ÀÄß eÁjUÉ vÀgÀ¯ÁVzÉ »jAiÀÄ 
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£ÁUÀjÃPÀgÀÄ; ªÀÄPÀÌ¼ÀÄ; AiÀÄÄªÀ d£À; PÁ«ÄðPÀgÀÄ ªÀÄvÀÄÛ PÁ«ÄðPÀgÀÄ. gÁ¶ÖæÃAiÀÄ ªÀÄ»¼Á DAiÉÆÃUÀªÀÅ 
DAiÉÆÃUÀzÀ zÀÈ¶Ö¬ÄAzÀ ºÁ¢AiÀÄ£ÀÄß ¸ÀÄUÀªÀÄUÉÆ½¹vÀÄ ªÀÄ»¼ÉAiÀÄgÀ ºÀPÀÄÌUÀ¼ÀÄ ªÀÄvÀÄÛ »vÁ¸ÀQÛUÀ¼À£ÀÄß 
PÁ¥ÁqÀÄªÀÅzÀÄ. ªÀÄPÀÌ¼À£ÀÄß ªÀÄÄPÀÛUÉÆ½¸ÀÄªÀ ºÀPÀÄÌ ªÀÄvÀÄÛ PÀqÁØAiÀÄ ²PÀët PÁAiÉÄÝ, ªÀiÁ»w ºÀPÀÄÌ PÁAiÉÄÝ, ¢ 
¥ÀjºÁgÀ C¥sÁgÉ¸ÉÖÃµÀ£ï ¥sÀAqï DPïÖ, DzsÁgï (GzÉÝÃ²vÀ «vÀgÀuÉ ºÀtPÁ¸ÀÄ ªÀÄvÀÄÛ EvÀgÀ ̧ À©ìrUÀ¼ÀÄ, 
¥ÀæAiÉÆÃd£ÀUÀ¼ÀÄ ªÀÄvÀÄÛ ¸ÉÃªÉUÀ¼ÀÄ) PÁAiÉÄÝ, ªÀÄºÁvÀä UÁA¢ü gÁ¶ÖæÃAiÀÄ UÁæ«ÄÃt GzÉÆåÃUÀ SÁvÀj 
PÁAiÉÄÝ (JAfJ£ïDgïEfJ), PÉ®ªÀÅ ̧ ÁªÀiÁ£Àå d£À¸ÁªÀiÁ£ÀågÀ£ÀÄß ̧ À§°ÃPÀgÀtUÉÆ½¸À®Ä §ºÀ¼À zÀÆgÀ 
¸ÁVzÀ ¥ÀæªÀÄÄR ±Á¸À£ÀUÀ¼ÀÄ ªÀÄvÀÄÛ CªÀjUÉ C£ÀÄPÀÆ®PÀgÀ ¥Àj¹ÜwUÀ¼À£ÀÄß ¸ÀÈ¶Ö¸ÀÄªÀÅzÀÄ. ¸ÀgÀPÀÄUÀ¼À 
¥ÀjZÀAiÀÄ ªÀÄvÀÄÛ ¸ÉÃªÁ vÉjUÉ (fJ¸ïn) ºÉaÑ£À ¸ÀASÉåAiÀÄ PÉÃAzÀæ ªÀÄvÀÄÛ gÁdå vÉjUÉUÀ¼À£ÀÄß 
¸ÀAAiÉÆÃf¹zÉ MAzÉÃ vÉjUÉUÉ, PÁå¸ÉÌÃrAUï CxÀªÁ qÀ§¯ï vÉjUÉAiÀÄ zÀÄµÀàjuÁªÀÄUÀ¼À£ÀÄß vÀVÎ¸ÀÄªÀÅzÀÄ 
a ¥ÀæªÀÄÄR zÁj ªÀÄvÀÄÛ ¸ÁªÀiÁ£Àå gÁ¶ÖæÃAiÀÄ ªÀiÁgÀÄPÀmÉÖUÉ zÁj ªÀiÁrPÉÆnÖvÀÄ. fJ¹Ö ¨sÁgÀwÃAiÀÄ 
GvÀà£ÀßUÀ¼À£ÀÄß zÉÃ²ÃAiÀÄ ªÀÄvÀÄÛ ºÉZÀÄÑ ¸ÀàzsÁðvÀäPÀªÁV¸ÀÄvÀÛzÉ CAvÀgÀgÁ¶ÖæÃAiÀÄ ªÀiÁgÀÄPÀmÉÖUÀ¼ÀÄ, D 
ªÀÄÆ®PÀ DyðPÀ ̈ É¼ÀªÀtÂUÉAiÀÄ£ÀÄß ºÉaÑ¸ÀÄvÀÛªÉ. 

 ºÉaÑ£ÀzÀ£ÀÄß ¤ÃqÀÄªÀ ªÀÄÆ®PÀ ¸À§°ÃPÀgÀtzÀvÀÛ ªÀÄvÉÆÛAzÀÄ ±ÁèWÀ¤ÃAiÀÄ ºÉeÉÓAiÀÄ°è d£ÀjUÉ 
C¢üPÁgÀ, ̧ ÀA«zsÁ£ÀzÀ 73 ªÀÄvÀÄÛ 74 £ÉÃ wzÀÄÝ¥ÀrUÀ¼ÀÄ eÁjUÉ §AzÀªÀÅ 1993 gÀ°è zÉÃ±ÀzÀ°è vÀ¼ÀªÀÄlÖzÀ 
¥ÀæeÁ¥Àæ¨sÀÄvÀéªÀ£ÀÄß §®¥Àr¹vÀÄ ªÀiÁvÀæªÀ®èzÉ DyðPÀ ¸ÁévÀAvÀæåzÉÆA¢UÉ ªÀÄÆgÀ£ÉÃ ºÀAvÀzÀ DqÀ½vÀPÉÌ 
C¢üPÁgÀ ¤ÃrvÀÄ. EªÀÅ wzÀÄÝ¥ÀrUÀ¼ÀÄ gÁdQÃAiÀÄ ªÀÄvÀÄÛ DyðPÀ ¸À§°ÃPÀgÀtPÉÌ zÁj ªÀiÁrPÉÆlÖªÀÅ 
EAzÀÄ ̧ ÀÜ½ÃAiÀÄ ̧ ÀA¸ÉÜUÀ¼À°è UÀt¤ÃAiÀÄ ¥Áæw¤zsÀåªÀ£ÀÄß PÀAqÀÄPÉÆ¼ÀÄîªÀ ªÀÄ»¼ÉAiÀÄgÀÄ.

 2022 gÀ°è, £ÀªÀÄä zÉÃ±ÀªÀÅ 75 ªÀµÀðUÀ¼À£ÀÄß ¥ÀÇgÉÊ¸À°zÉ ¸ÁévÀAvÀæå. D ºÉÆwÛUÉ ºÉÆ¸À 
¨sÁgÀvÀªÀ£ÀÄß ¸Á¢ü¸ÀÄªÀÅzÀÄ £ÀªÀÄä ¸ÀAPÀ®à. ºÉÆ¸À ¨sÁgÀvÀ DzsÀÄ¤PÀ ¸ÀªÀiÁdªÀÅ ¸ÀºÁ£ÀÄ¨sÀÆwAiÀÄ 
¤ÃwAiÀÄ£ÀÄß M¼ÀUÉÆArgÀÄvÀÛzÉ. ªÀÄUÀÄ, AiÀÄÄªÀPÀgÀÄ J®è ¥Á®ÄzÁgÀgÀ C©üªÀÈ¢Þ ªÀÄvÀÄÛ M¼ÀUÉÆ¼ÀÄî«PÉ 
EgÀÄªÀ ¸ÀªÀiÁd CxÀªÁ ªÀAiÀÄ¸ÁìzÀªÀgÀÄ, ¥ÀÅgÀÄµÀgÀÄ CxÀªÁ ªÀÄ»¼ÉAiÀÄgÀÄ, §qÀªÀgÀÄ CxÀªÁ 
¢Ã£ÀzÀ°vÀgÀ£ÀÄß ¸ÀjAiÀiÁV £ÉÆÃrPÉÆ¼Àî¯ÁUÀÄvÀÛzÉ; J°è ¥ÀæªÉÃ²¸À§ºÀÄzÁzÀ, PÉÊUÉlÄPÀÄªÀ ªÀÄvÀÄÛ G£ÀßvÀ 
²PÀët, ªÀÄvÀÄÛ UÀÄtªÀÄlÖzÀ DgÉÆÃUÀå gÀPÀëuÉ ªÀÄvÀÄÛ ¥ÉÇÃµÀuÉ MAzÀÄ ¸ÀªÀ®vÀÄÛ C®è; C°è ¥ÀæwAiÉÆ§â 
¨sÁgÀwÃAiÀÄ£ÀÄ CªÀ£À CxÀªÁ CªÀ¼À£ÀÄß CjvÀÄPÉÆ¼Àî®Ä ̧ ÀdÄÓUÉÆArzÁÝ£É ̧ ÀA¨sÁªÀå ªÀÄvÀÄÛ ºÁUÉ ªÀiÁr 
£ÀªÀÄä°è ¥ÀæwAiÉÆ§âjUÀÆ «µÀAiÀÄ ªÀÄvÀÄÛ ̧ ÀAvÉÆÃµÀªÀ£ÀÄß ¤ÃqÀÄvÀÛzÉ. EzÀ£ÉßÃ ̧ À¨ÁÌ ̧ Áxï, ̧ À¨ÁÌ «PÁ¸ï, 
¸À¨ÁÌ «±Áé¸ï (MnÖUÉ J¯Áè, J®èjUÀÆ C©üªÀÈ¢Þ, J®ègÀ «±Áé¸À.)

 EµÉÖ¯Áè UÉÆwÛzÀÝgÀÆ EwÛÃa£À ¢£ÀUÀ¼À°è £ÁªÉ®è ¤dªÁV DvÀAPÀ¥ÀqÀÄªÀ WÀl£ÉUÀ¼ÀÄ ¢£À¤vÀå 
£ÀqÉAiÀÄÄwÛªÉ ±Á¸ÀPÁAUÀªÀÅ £ÁåAiÀiÁAUÀªÀ£ÀÄß ¤AiÀÄAwæ¸À®Ä ««zsÀ §UÉAiÀÄ ¸ÀAZÀÄUÀ¼ÀÄ 
ºÉuÉAiÀÄÄwÛzÉ.£ÁåAiÀiÁAUÀzÀ PÉ®ªÀgÀÄ vÀªÀÄä ºÉÆuÉUÁjPÉAiÀÄ£ÀÄß ¸ÀªÀÄ¥ÀðPÀªÁV ¤ªÀð»¸ÀzÉ 
PÉÆÃªÀÄÄªÁ¢ ºÉÃ½PÉUÀ¼À£ÀÄß ¤ÃqÀÄvÁÛ ¸ÀA«zsÁ£ÀzÀ ªÀÄÆ® D±ÀAiÀÄUÀ½AzÀ zÀÆgÀ 
¸ÀjAiÀÄÄwÛzÁÝgÉ.¤®ðdÓ gÁdPÁgÀtÂ ¥ÀæeÁ¥Àæ¨sÀÄvÀéªÀ£ÀÄß CtQ¸ÀÄwÛzÉ.ªÀiÁ£ÀªÀ£À WÀ£ÀvÉUÉzÀPÉÌ  vÀgÀÄªÀAvÀºÀ 
PÉ®¸ÀUÀ¼À£ÀÄß PÉ®ªÀÅ d£À¥Àæw¤¢üUÀ¼ÀÄ ªÀiÁqÀÄwÛzÁÝgÉ ªÀÄvÀÄÛ CAxÀªÀjUÉ ²PÉëAiÀiÁUÀÄªÀAvÉ £ÉÆÃrPÉÆ¼ÀÄîªÀ°è 
¸ÀPÁðgÀ «¥sÀ®ªÁUÀÄwÛzÉ.J®è ¨sÁgÀwÃAiÀÄjUÉ MAzÉÃ PÁ£ÀÆ£ÀÄ JA§ ªÀiÁvÀÄ eÁjUÉ §gÀzÉ. 
G¼ÀÄªÀªÀjUÉ MAzÀÄ §qÀªÀjUÉ MAzÀÄ EzÀjAzÀ PÁ£ÀÆ£ÀÄ vÀ£ À ß ªÀÄºÀv À éª À£ ÀÄ ß 
PÀ¼ÉzÀÄPÉÆ¼ÀÄîwÛzÉ.«zÁåªÀAvÀgÀÄ ¸ÁªÀiÁfPÀ £ÁåAiÀÄzÀ «gÀÄzÀÞ ªÀiÁvÀ£ÁqÀÄªÀµÀÄÖ ¨sÀæµÀÖgÁVzÁÝgÉ. 
¥ÀæeÁ¥Àæ¨sÀÄvÀézÀ ¨É¼ÀªÀtÂUÉUÉ Cw zÉÆqÀØ PÉÆqÀÄUÉ ¤ÃrzÀ ªÀiÁzsÀåªÀÄUÀ¼ÀÄ ¸ÀÄªÀÄä£ÁV©nÖªÉ.EAvÀºÀ 
zÀAiÀÄ¤ÃAiÀÄ ¸ÀAzÀ¨sÀðzÀ°è §zÀÄPÀÄwÛgÀÄªÀ £ÁªÀÅ ªÉÆzÀ®Ä ªÀiÁqÀ¨ÉÃPÁzÀ PÉ®¸ÀªÉAzÀgÉ £ÀªÀÄä 
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¸ÀA«zsÁ£ÀªÀ£ÀÄß ̧ ÀjAiÀiÁV N¢ CxÀðªÀiÁrPÉÆAqÀÄ CzÀ£ÀÄß gÀQë¸À®Ä ºÉÆÃgÁqÀÄªÀÅzÀÄ ̧ ÀA«zsÁ£ÀªÀ£ÀÄß 
£ÁªÀÅ gÀQë¹zÀgÉ CzÀÄ £ÀªÀÄ ä£ÀÄß gÀQë¸ÀÄvÀ ÛzÉ. JA§ «ZÁgÀªÀ£ÀÄß ªÉÆzÀ®Ä £ÁªÀÅ 
CxÀðªÀiÁrPÉÆ¼Àî¨ÉÃPÁVzÉ.

DzsÁgÀ UÀæAxÀUÀ¼ÀÄ

1. ¥ÁnÃ¯ï J£ï © (2015) ̈ sÁgÀwÃAiÀÄ ̧ ÀA«zsÁ£À, CgÀÄuï ¥ÀæPÁ±À, «dAiÀÄ¥ÀÅgÀ

2. gÁd±ÉÃRgï JZï. JA. (2018) ̈ sÁgÀvÀ ̧ ÀgÀPÁgÀ & gÁdQÃAiÀÄ, QgÀt ¥ÀæPÁ±À£À, ªÉÄÊ¸ÀÆgÀ

3. UÀAUÁzsÀgÀ, r.J¸ï., (2014) ¨sÁgÀwÃAiÀÄ ¸ÀA«zsÁ£À ªÀÄvÀÄÛ ¥ÀjZÀAiÀÄ, ZÉÊvÁæ ¥À©èPÉÃ±À£ïì, 
¨ÉAUÀ¼ÀÆgÀÄ

4. qÀAV ²ªÀ¥ÀÅvÀæ¥À (2014) ̈ sÁgÀwÃAiÀÄ ̧ ÀA«zsÁ£À, ¥ÀgÀªÀÄ®Qëä ¥ÀæPÁ±À£À zsÁgÀªÁqÀ

5. Pylee M. V, (1977), Constitutional Government of India pp506-507

6. Basu D D ( 1989) Introduction to the constitution of India pp. 269-270



Chanakya

107

ªÀÄ»¼Á ¸À§°ÃPÀgÀtzÀ°è ¨sÁgÀvÀ ¸ÀA«zsÁ£ÀzÀ ¥ÁvÀæ -MAzÀÄ CªÀ¯ÉÆÃPÀ£À
         

         PÀÄ. D±Á ©.J£ï 
 ¸ÀA±ÉÆÃzsÀ£Á «zÁåyð¤, 

gÁdå±Á¸ÀÛç «¨sÁUÀ,

 PÀ£ÁðlPÀ «±Àé«zÁå®AiÀÄ, zsÁgÀªÁqÀ.

qÁ. gÀvÁß ¤A. ªÀÄgÉAiÀÄ¥ÀàUËqÀæ                                   

 ¸ÀºÁAiÀÄPÀ ¥ÁæzsÁå¥ÀPÀgÀÄ,  

gÁdå±Á¸ÀÛç «¨sÁUÀ, 

PÀ£ÁðlPÀ «±Àé«zÁå®AiÀÄ, zsÁgÀªÁqÀ

¸ÁgÁA±À

 ¨sÁgÀvÀzÀ ¸ÀA«zsÁ£ÀªÀÅ ¨sÁgÀvÀzÀ J¯Áè ¥ÀæeÉUÀ½UÉ C£Àé¬Ä¸ÀÄªÀ ¸ÀªÉÇÃðvÀÌøµÀ× PÁ£ÀÆ£ÀÄ. EzÀÄ 
¨sÁgÀvÀzÀ ¸ÁªÀð¨sËªÀÄvÉAiÀÄ ºÁUÀÆ d£ÉvÉAiÀÄ ºÀPÀÄÌUÀ¼À ªÀÄÆ®ªÁVzÉ. ¨sÁgÀvÀ ¸ÀA«zsÁ£ÀªÀÅ 
eÁjUÉÆAqÀA¢¤AzÀ °AUÀ, eÁw, ªÀÄvÀ, ¥ÀæzÉÃ±À ªÀÄÄAvÁzÀ CA±ÀUÀ¼À°è vÁgÀvÀªÀÄågÀ»vÀ ¸ÀªÀiÁd 
¤ªÀiÁðt GzÉÝÃ±ÀªÀ£ÀÄß ºÉÆA¢zÉ, ºÁUÀÆ ̧ ÁªÀiÁfPÀ, DyðPÀ ºÁUÀÆ gÁdQÃAiÀÄ £ÁåAiÀÄªÀ£ÀÄß JwÛ 
»r¢zÀÄÝ, ªÀÄ»¼Á ̧ À§°ÃPÀgÀtPÁÌV ºÀ®ªÁgÀÄ ̧ ÀA«zsÁ¤PÀ CªÀPÁ±ÀUÀ¼À£ÀÄß ¤ÃqÀ¯ÁVzÉ. 

      ¨sÁgÀvÀ ¸ÀA«zsÁ£ÀzÀ°è w½¹gÀÄªÀ ¥Àæ¸ÁÛªÀ£É, ªÀÄÆ®¨sÀÆvÀ ºÀPÀÄÌUÀ¼ÀÄ, gÁdå¤Ãw ¤zÉðÃ±ÀPÀ 
vÀvÀéUÀ¼ÀÄ ºÁUÀÆ ªÀÄÆ®¨sÀÆvÀ PÀvÀðªÀåUÀ¼ÀÄ ªÀÄ»¼ÉAiÀÄjUÉ ¸ÀªÀiÁ£À ¸ÁÜ£ÀªÀiÁ£ÀUÀ¼À£ÀÄß ¤ÃrgÀÄªÀÅzÀÄ 
ªÀiÁvÀæªÀ®èzÉ, J¯Áè §UÉAiÀÄ vÁgÀvÀªÀÄåUÀ¼À «gÀÄzÀÞ CªÀjUÉ ¸ÀA«zsÁ£ÁvÀäPÀ gÀPÀëuÉ MzÀV¹ªÉ. ¨sÁgÀvÀ 
¸ÀA«zsÁ£ÀzÀ ¥Àæ¸ÁÛªÀ£ÉAiÀÄ ¥ÀæPÁgÀ ªÀÄ»¼ÉAiÀÄgÀ£ÀÄß M¼ÀUÉÆAqÀAvÉ J¯Áè ¥ËgÀjUÀÆ C£ÀéAiÀÄªÁUÀÄªÀAvÉ 
¸ÀªÀiÁdªÁ¢ eÁvÁåwÃvÀ, ¥ÀæeÁ¸ÀvÁÛvÀäPÀ UÀtgÁdåªÀ£ÀÄß ¤«Äð¸ÀÄªÀÅzÀÄ: ¸ÁªÀiÁfPÀ, DyðPÀ, 
gÁdQÃAiÀÄ £ÁåAiÀÄªÀ£ÀÄß MzÀVzÀ¸ÀÄªÀÅzÀÄ, DZÁgÀ-«ZÁgÀ, C©üªÀåQÛ ̧ ÁévÀAvÀæ, zsÀªÀÄð ªÀÄvÀÄÛ G¥Á¸À£Á 
¸ÁévÀAvÀæöå, ¸ÁÜ£ÀªÀiÁ£À ªÀÄvÀÄÛ CªÀPÁ±ÀUÀ¼À°è ¸ÀªÀiÁ£ÀvÉ J®èjUÀÆ zÉÆgÉAiÀÄÄªÀAvÉ ªÀiÁqÀÄªÀÅzÀPÉÌ 
¸ÀA«zsÁ¤PÀªÁV PÁ£ÀÆ£À£ÀÄß eÁjUÉÆ½¸À¯ÁVzÉ. ¸ÀA«zsÁ£À eÁjUÉ §AzÀ ªÉÄÃ¯É ¨sÁgÀwÃAiÀÄgÀ 
¹ÜwUÀwUÀ¼ÀÄ GvÀÛªÀÄUÀÆAqÀÄ UÀt¤ÃAiÀÄªÁV C©üªÀÈ¢Þ PÀAqÀÄ §gÀÄwÛzÉ. ªÀÄ»¼ÉAiÀÄgÀ ¸ÁÜ£ÀªÀiÁ£ÀUÀ¼À°è 
wÃªÀæ ºÁUÀÆ PÁæAwPÁgÀPÀ §zÀ¯ÁªÀuÉUÀ¼À£ÀÄß ¸ÀÄzsÁgÀuÉUÀ¼À£ÀÄß PÁtÄwÛzÉÝÃªÉ. ªÀÄ»¼Á ¸À§°ÃPÀgÀtªÀÅ 
ªÀÄÆ®¨sÀÆvÀªÁV ¸ÀªÀiÁdzÀ°è ªÀÄ»¼ÉAiÀÄgÀ DyðPÀ, ¸ÁªÀiÁfPÀ ªÀÄvÀÄÛ gÁdQÃAiÀÄ ¸ÁÜ£ÀªÀiÁ£ÀzÀ 
G£Àßw ¸Á¢ü¸ÀÄªÀ, ºÁUÀÆ J¯Áè jÃwAiÀÄ »A¸ÁZÁgÀzÀ «gÀÄzÀÞzÀ ªÀÄ»¼ÉAiÀÄ£ÀÄß PÁ¥ÁqÀÄªÀ 
¥ÀæQæAiÉÄAiÀiÁVzÉ, F ¤nÖ£À°è ̧ ÁA«zsÁ¤PÀªÁV ªÀÄ»¼ÉAiÀÄjUÉ ºÀ®ªÁgÀÄ CªÀPÁ±ÀUÀ¼À£ÀÄß ¤ÃqÀ¯ÁVzÉ.

ªÀÄÄRå ¥ÀzÀUÀ¼ÀÄ: ªÀÄ»¼Á ̧ À§°ÃPÀgÀt, ̈ sÁgÀvÀzÀ ̧ ÀA«zsÁ£À, °AUÀ ̧ ÀªÀiÁ£ÀvÉ. 

¦ÃpPÉ  

    ¨sÁgÀwÃAiÀÄ ̧ ÀªÀiÁdzÀ ¥ÀæwAiÉÆAzÀÄ ºÀAvÀzÀ®Æè ªÀÄ»¼ÉAiÀÄgÀÄ §ºÀ¼À ªÀÄºÀvÀéªÁzÀ ¥ÁvÀæªÀ£ÀÄß 
ªÀ»¸ÀÄwÛzÁÝgÉ. ªÉÃzÀ ºÁUÀÆ ¥ÀÆªÀðªÉÃzÀ PÁ®¢AzÀ®Æ gÁµÀÖçzÀ ¨Ë¢ÞPÀ ºÁUÀÆ ¸ÁªÀiÁfPÀ 
fÃªÀ£ÀzÀ°è ªÀÄ»¼ÉAiÀÄgÀÄ QæAiÀiÁ²Ã®ªÁzÀ ºÉªÉÄäAiÀÄ ¸ÁÜ£ÀªÀ£ÀÄß ºÉÆA¢zÁÝgÉ. ºÁUÉÃ ¨sÁgÀvÀzÀ 
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¸ÁévÀAvÀæöå DAzÉÆÃ®£ÀzÀ ¸ÀªÀÄAiÀÄzÀ°è ªÀÄ»¼ÉAiÀÄgÀÄ UÀt¤ÃAiÀÄªÁV ¥ÁvÀæªÀ»¹gÀÄªÀÅzÀÄ EwºÁ¸ÀzÀ°è 
ªÀÄgÉAiÀÄ¯ÁUÀzÀ ¸ÀAUÀwAiÀiÁVzÉ. ¥Àæ¸ÀÄÛvÀ ¸À¤ßªÉÃ±ÀzÀ°è °AUÀ ¸ÀªÀiÁ£ÀvÉ, DyðPÀ C©üªÀÈ¢Þ, ¸ÁªÀiÁfPÀ 
C©üªÀÈ¢Þ gÁdQÃAiÀÄ C¸ÀªÀiÁ£ÀvÉ ªÀÄvÀÄÛ §qÀvÀ£À ¤ªÀÄÆð®£É ªÀiÁqÀ®Ä  ºÁUÀÆ ªÀÄ»¼Á ̧ À§°ÃPÀgÀt 
¸Á¢ü¸ÀÄªÀÅzÀÄ CvÀåAvÀ ªÀÄºÀvÀézÀ ̧ ÀAUÀwAiÀiÁVzÉ. "¸À§°ÃPÀgÀt" JAzÀgÉ ªÀÄ»¼ÉAiÀÄgÀÄ vÀªÀÄä ̧ ÀÈd£À²Ã® 
¸ÁªÀÄxÀðªÀ£ÀÄß ¨É¼É¹PÉÆ¼Àî®Ä ºÁUÀÆ ¸ÀévÀAvÀæöåªÁV ¤zsÁðgÀUÀ¼À£ÀÄß vÉUÉzÀÄPÉÆÃ¼ÀÄîªÀ CªÀPÁ±ÀªÀ£ÀÄß 
ºÉÆAzÀÄªÀÅzÁVzÉ. F ¤nÖ£À°è ¨sÁgÀvÀzÀ ¸ÀA«zsÁ£À ªÀÄ»¼Á ¸À§°ÃPÀgÀtPÁÌV ¸ÁA«zsÁ¤PÀ 
CªÀPÁ±ÀªÀ£ÀÄß ªÀiÁrPÉÆnÖzÉ.

 ¸ÀA«zsÁ£ÀzÀ 14£ÉÃ «¢üAiÀÄ£ÀéAiÀÄ AiÀiÁªÀÅzÉÃ ªÀåQÛUÉ PÁ£ÀÆ¤£À zÀÈ¶ÖAiÀÄ°è gÁdåªÀÅ 
¸ÀªÀiÁ£ÀvÉAiÀÄ£ÀÄß ¤gÁPÀj¸À¨ÁgÀzÀÄ CxÀªÁ vÁgÀvÀªÀÄå vÉÆÃgÀ¨ÁgÀzÀÄ, J®èjUÀÆ ¸ÀªÀiÁ£À gÀPÀëuÉ 
zÉÆgÉAiÀÄ¨ÉÃPÀÄ. F ¤nÖ£À°è ªÀÄ»¼É ¥ÀÄgÀÄµÀgÀ £ÀqÀÄ«£À ¸ÀªÀiÁ£ÀvÉAiÀÄ£ÀÄß ¸ÀA«zsÁ£ÁvÀäPÀ 
gÀPÀëuÉÆÃ¥ÁAiÀÄUÀ¼À ªÀÄÆ®PÀ ̧ Á¢ü¸À¨ÉÃPÉA§ÄzÀÄ ̧ ÀA«zsÁ£ÀzÀ ¥ÀæªÀÄÄR zsÉåÃAiÀÄªÁVzÉ. 

 ¸ÀªÀiÁ£ÀvÉAiÉÄAzÀgÉ J¯Áè §UÉAiÀÄ ¸ÁªÀiÁfPÀ, DyðPÀ, gÁdQÃAiÀÄ C¸ÀªÀiÁ£ÀvÉUÀ¼À£ÀÄß 
vÁgÀvÀªÀÄåvÉUÀ¼À£ÀÄß vÉÆqÉzÀÄ ºÁPÀÄªÀÅzÁVzÉ, DyðPÀ ̧ ÀªÀiÁ£ÀvÉ JAzÀgÉ PÉÃªÀ® °AUÀzÀ DzsÁgÀzÀ ªÉÄÃ¯É 
PÉ®¸ÀzÀ ºÀPÀÌ£ÀÄß ¤gÁPÀj¸ÀÄªÀAw®è. ¸ÀªÀiÁ£À PÉ®¸ÀPÉÌ ¸ÀªÀiÁ£À ªÉÃvÀ£À ¥ÀqÉAiÀÄÄªÀ ºÁUÀÆ D¹ÛAiÀÄ£ÀÄß 
ºÉÆAzÀÄªÀ ¥ÀgÀ¨sÁgÉ ªÀiÁqÀÄªÀ ºÀPÀÄÌ, ¸ÀA¥ÀæzÁ¬ÄPÀªÁV GzÉÆåÃUÀªÀ£ÀÄß PÉÊUÉÆ¼Àî®Ä CºÀðgÀ®è 
JA§ÄzÀPÉÌ «gÀÄzÀÞªÁV ªÀÄ»¼É vÀ£ÀVZÉÑ §AzÀ AiÀiÁªÀÅzÉÃ GzÉÆåÃUÀªÀ£ÀÄß PÉÊUÉÆ¼ÀÄîªÀ ºÀPÀÌ£ÀÄß DyðPÀ 
¸ÀªÀiÁ£ÀvÉ M¼ÀUÉÆArzÉ. ¸ÁªÀiÁfPÀ ¸ÀªÀiÁ£ÀvÉ JAzÀgÉ PÀÄlÄA§zÀ°è ²PÀëtzÀ ¯Á¨sÀ ¥ÀqÉAiÀÄ®Ä ºÉtÄÚ 
ºÁUÀÆ UÀAqÀÄªÀÄPÀÌ½§âjUÀÆ ¸ÀªÀiÁ£À ºÀPÀÄÌUÀ¼À CªÀPÁ±ÀUÀ¼À£ÀÄß ºÉÆA¢gÀ¨ÉÃPÀÄ ºÁUÀÆ PÀÄlÄA§zÀ°è 
PÉÊUÉÆ¼ÀÄîªÀ AiÀiÁªÀÅzÉÃ ¤tðAiÀÄzÀ°è ¹ÛçÃ ¥ÀÄgÀÄµÀj§âjUÀÆ ¸ÀªÀiÁ£ÀªÁV ¨sÁUÀªÀ»¸ÀÄªÀ CªÀPÁ±ÀªÀ£ÀÄß 
ºÉÆA¢gÀ¨ÉÃPÀÄ.

    15(1)£ÉÃ «¢ü C£ÀéAiÀÄ zsÀªÀÄð, PÀÄ®, eÁw, °AUÀ, d£Àä¸ÀÜ¼ÀUÀ¼À DzsÁgÀzÀ ªÉÄÃ¯É gÁdåªÀÅ 
¥ÀPÀë¥ÁvÀ ªÀiÁqÀ¨ÁgÀzÀÄ. 15(2) G¥À«¢üAiÀÄ ¥ÀæPÁgÀ CAUÀrUÀ¼ÀÄ, ºÉÆÃmÉ®ÄUÀ¼ÀÄ, gÉ¸ÉÆÖÃgÉAmïUÀ¼ÀÄ 
ªÀÄvÀÄÛ ̧ ÁªÀðd¤PÀ ªÀÄ£ÉÆÃgÀAd£À ̧ ÀÜ¼ÀUÀ¼À°è AiÀiÁªÀÅzÉÃ ¥ÀæeÉUÉ zsÀªÀÄð, PÀÄ®, eÁw, °AUÀ, d£Àä¸ÀÜ¼ÀUÀ¼À 
DzsÁgÀzÀ ªÉÄÃ¯É vÁgÀvÀªÀÄå ªÀiÁqÀÄªÀAw®è ºÁUÀÆ ¤§ðA¢ü¸ÀÄªÀAw®è.

    15(3)£ÉÃ G¥À «¢üAiÀÄ£ÀéAiÀÄ ªÀÄ»¼ÉAiÀÄgÀÄ ªÀÄvÀÄÛ ªÀÄPÀÌ¼À »vÁ¸ÀQÛUÀ¼À£ÀÄß gÀQë¹, 
PÁ¥ÁrPÉÆAqÀÄ §gÀ®Ä «±ÉÃµÀ ¤AiÀÄªÀÄªÀ£ÀÄß gÀÆ¦¸À®Ä gÁdåPÉÌ  C¢üPÁgÀ«zÉ. ªÀÄ»¼ÉAiÀÄjUÁV 
ªÀiÁqÀÄªÀ F §UÉAiÀÄ «±ÉÃµÀ ¤AiÀÄªÀÄUÀ¼À£ÀÄß EvÀgÀgÀ «gÀÄzÀÞzÀ vÁgÀvÀªÀÄåªÉAzÀÄ w½AiÀÄ¨ÁgÀzÀÄ.  
 ¸ÀA«zsÁ£À gÀZÀ£ÁPÁgÀgÀÄ ªÀÄ»¼ÉAiÀÄgÀ gÀPÀëuÉAiÀÄ CªÀ±ÀåPÀvÉAiÀÄ §UÉÎ ºÁUÀÆ EzÀPÉÌ 
¸ÀA§A¢ü¹zÀAvÉ PÉ®ªÀÅ ºÉZÀÄÑªÀj CªÀPÁ±ÀUÀ¼À£ÀÄß ªÀÄ»¼ÉAiÀÄjUÉ ¤ÃqÀ¨ÉÃPÉA§ CjªÀ£ÀÄß ºÉÆA¢zÀÝgÀÄ 
JA§ÄzÀPÉÌ EzÀÄ ̧ ÁQëAiÀiÁVzÉ. F 
 16(4) «¢üAiÀÄ ¥ÀæPÁgÀ gÁdåzÀ ̧ ÀPÁðj ̧ ÉÃªÉUÀ¼À°è »A¢½zÀ ªÀUÀðUÀ¼À ¥ÀæeÉUÀ¼ÀÄ ̧ ÁPÀµÀÄÖ ¥ÀæªÀiÁtzÀ°è 
¥Áæw¤zsÀåvÉAiÀÄ£ÀÄß ºÉÆA¢®è¢zÀÝgÉ CªÀjUÉ «ÄÃ¸À®Ä ¤AiÀÄªÀÄªÀ£ÀÄß gÁdåªÀÅ gÀÆ¦¸À§ºÀÄzÉAzÀÄ 
w½¸À¯ÁVzÉ. 

gÁdQÃAiÀÄ, DyðPÀ, ±ÉÊPÀëtÂPÀ, ¸ÁA¸ÀæøwPÀ PÉëÃvÀæUÀ¼À°è ªÀÄ»¼É ¥ÀÄgÀÄµÀgÀ ¸ÀªÀiÁ£ÀvÉAiÀÄ£ÀÄß ¨sÁgÀvÀzÀ 
¸ÀA«zsÁ£À M¦àPÉÆArzÉ. zsÀªÀÄð, §ÄqÀPÀlÄÖ, eÁw, °AUÀ CxÀªÁ AiÀiÁªÀÅzÉÃ MAzÀgÀ DzsÁgÀzÀ ªÉÄÃ¯É 
¸ÀªÀiÁ£À ¹ÜwUÀ¼À£ÀÄß ªÀÄ»¼É CxÀªÁ ¥ÀÄgÀÄµÀ¤UÉ AiÀiÁªÀ ¥ÀPÀë¥ÁvÀªÀ£ÀÄß gÁdå ªÀiÁqÀÄªÀÅ¢®è JA§ÄzÁV 
¸ÀA«zsÁ£ÀzÀ 15£ÉÃ «¢üüAiÀÄ°è µÉÆÃ¶¹zÉ.
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 ¸ÀA«zsÁ£À 23£ÉÃ «¢üAiÀÄ£ÀéAiÀÄ ±ÉÆÃµÀuÉAiÀÄ «gÀÄzÀÞzÀ ºÀPÀÌ£ÀÄß J¯Áè ¥ËgÀjUÀÆ ¤ÃrzÉ. F 
¤AiÀÄªÀÄzÀAvÉ ¸ÀA«zsÁ£À gÀZÀ£ÁPÁgÀgÀÄ «±Àé ¸ÀA¸ÉÜAiÀÄ ¸À£ÀßzÀÄ ZÁlðgï ªÀÄvÀÄÛ «±ÀéªÀiÁ£ÀªÀ ºÀPÀÄÌUÀ¼À 
µÉÆÃµÀuÉUÀ¼À zsÉåÃAiÀÄUÀ¼À£ÀÄß JwÛ »rAiÀÄÄªÀÅzÀgÀ eÉÆvÉUÉ, ªÉÃ±ÁåªÀÈwÛUÁV ªÀÄ»¼ÉAiÀÄgÀ£ÀÄß ±ÉÆÃµÀuÉ 
ªÀiÁqÀÄªÀÅzÀgÀ «gÀÄzÀÞ ºÀ®ªÁgÀÄ PÁ£ÀÆ£ÀÄUÀ¼ÀÄ eÁjUÉ §A¢ªÉ. zsÀªÀÄð, zÉÃªÀgÀÄ, eÁw, gÀÆrü ªÀÄvÀÄÛ 
¸ÀA¥ÀæzÁAiÀÄzÀ ºÉ¸Àj£À°è ªÀÄ»¼ÉAiÀÄgÀ£ÀÄß.C£ÉÊwPÀ GzÉÝÃ±ÀUÀ½UÁV §¼À¹PÉÆ¼ÀÄîªÀÅzÀÄ ºÁUÀÆ 
§qÀd£ÀgÀ£ÀÄß ¥ÀÄPÀÌmÉAiÀiÁV §®ªÀAvÀªÁV zÀÄr¹PÉÆ¼ÀÄîªÀÅzÀÄ C¥ÀgÁzsÀªÉAzÀÄ ¥ÀjUÀtÂ¸À¯ÁVzÉ. F 
§UÉAiÀÄ ¸ÁªÀiÁfPÀ ¦qÀÄUÀÄUÀ¼À£ÀÄß PÉÃªÀ® PÁ£ÀÆ¤£À ªÀÄÆ®PÀ ºÉÆÃUÀ¯Ár¸À®Ä ¸ÁzsÀå«®è. 
ªÀÄ»¼ÉAiÀÄjUÉ ªÀåªÀ¹ÜvÀ jÃwAiÀÄ°è ²PÀët ªÀÄvÀÄÛ GzÉÆåÃUÀUÀ¼À£ÀÄß ¤ÃqÀÄªÀ ªÀÄÆ®PÀ F ¦qÀÄUÀ£ÀÄß 
ºÉÆÃUÀ¯Ár¸À§ºÀÄzÀÄ. F ¤nÖ£À°è J¯Áè ̈ Á®QAiÀÄjUÉ GavÀ ²PÀët ªÀÄvÀÄÛ GzÉÆåÃUÀ CªÀPÁ±ÀUÀ¼À£ÀÄß 
¤ÃqÀ¯ÁUÀÄwÛzÉ.

 ¸ÀA«zsÁ£ÀzÀ 39(r) «¢üAiÀÄ ¥ÀæPÁgÀ ¹Ûç ¥ÀÄgÀÄµÀjÃªÀðjUÀÆ ̧ ÀªÀiÁ£À PÉ®¸ÀPÉÌ ̧ ÀªÀiÁ£À ªÉÃvÀ£À 
¹UÀÄªÀAvÉ gÁdåUÀ¼ÀÄ PÁ£ÀÆ£ÀÄ ¤ÃwAiÀÄ£ÀÄß gÀÆ¦¸À¨ÉÃPÀÄ. 1974gÀ°è ¸ÀªÀiÁ£À PÉ®¸ÀPÉÌ ¸ÀªÀiÁ£À ªÉÃvÀ£À 
PÁ¬ÄzÉAiÀÄ£ÀÄß ªÀiÁrzÀÝgÀÆ PÀÆqÀ, ¹Ûç ¥ÀÄgÀÄµÀgÀ ̧ ÀªÀiÁ£À ªÉÃvÀ£ÀzÀ°è vÁgÀvÀªÀÄåUÀ¼ÀÄ ¥ÀævÀåPÀëªÁV ºÁUÀÆ 
¥ÀgÉÆÃPÀëªÁV gÁµÀÖçzÁzÀåAvÀ ªÀÄÄAzÀÄªÀgÉ¢zÉ. ̧ ÀA«zsÁ£ÀzÀ 42£ÉÃ «¢ü ¥ÀæPÁgÀ PÉ®¸ÀPÉÌ ̈ ÉÃPÁUÀÄªÀ CUÀvÀå 
ªÀÄvÀÄÛ ªÀiÁ£À«ÃAiÀÄ ¥Àj¹ÜUÀ¼À£ÀÄß PÀ°à¹ ªÀÄvÀÄÛ ºÉjUÉ ¸Ë®¨sÀåªÀ£ÀÄß gÁdå MzÀV¸À¨ÉÃPÉAzÀÄ w½¸ÀÄvÀÛzÉ. 
ºÉjUÉ ¸Ë®¨sÀå PÁ¬ÄzÉ ªÀÄvÀÄÛ EzÉÃ §UÉAiÀÄ E¤ßvÀgÀ PÁ£ÀÆ£ÀÄ ¤AiÀÄªÀÄUÀ¼ÀÄ ªÀÄvÀÄÛ PÁ«ÄðPÀ 
PÁ¬ÄzÉUÀ¼ÀÄ PÀÆqÀ F «¢üAiÀÄ eÉÆvÉUÉ ºÉZÀÄÑ ¸ÀªÀÄAd¸ÀªÁVzÉ. F §UÉÎ PÉÃAzÀæ ªÀÄvÀÄÛ gÁdå 
¸ÀPÁðgÀUÀ¼ÀÄ ºÀ®ªÁgÀÄ PÁ£ÀÆ£ÀÄUÀ¼À£ÀÄß eÁjUÉ vÀA¢zÀÄÝ «±ÉÃµÀ ¸ÀªÀ®vÀÄÛ ªÀÄvÀÄÛ ¸Ë®¨sÀåUÀ¼À£ÀÄß 
ªÀÄ»¼ÉAiÀÄjUÉ ¤ÃrzÉ.

 ¸ÀA«zsÁ£ÀzÀ 45£ÉÃ «¢üAiÀÄ ¥ÀæPÁgÀ 14 ªÀµÀð ªÀAiÀÄ¹ì£ÉÆ¼ÀVgÀÄªÀ J¯Áè ̈ Á®PÀ ̈ Á®QAiÀÄjUÉ 
ªÀÄÄPÀÛªÁzÀ ²PÀët ¥ÀqÉAiÀÄ®Ä CªÀPÁ±À PÀ°à¹ PÉÆnÖzÀÝgÀÆ ±Á¯ÉUÀ¼À°è ±ÉÊPÀëtÂPÀ ªÁå¸ÀAUÀzÀ PÁ®zÀ 
ªÀÄzsÁåªÀ¢üAiÀÄ°è ±Á¯ÉAiÀÄ£ÀÄß ©lÄÖ ©qÀÄªÀ ̈ Á®QAiÀÄgÀ ̧ ÀASÉå ̈ Á®PÀgÀ ̧ ÀASÉåVAvÀ ºÉZÁÑVzÉ.1

 ¸ÀA«zsÁ£ÀzÀ 46£ÉÃ «¢ü DyðPÀªÁV ºÁUÀÆ ±ÉÊPÀëtÂPÀªÁV »AzÀÄ½zÀ d£ÀUÀ¼À »vÁ¸ÀQÛUÀ¼À£ÀÄß 
PÁ¥Ár J¯Áè «zsÀüªÁzÀ ±ÉÆÃµÀuÉ ªÀÄvÀÄÛ ¸ÁªÀiÁfPÀ C£ÁåAiÀÄUÀ½AzÀ gÀQë¸À®Ä CªÀPÁ±À PÀ°à¸ÀÄvÀÛzÉ. 
ªÀÄ»¼ÉAiÀÄgÀ£ÀÄß PÀÆqÀ »AzÀÄ½zÀ ªÀUÀðUÀ¼À d£ÀvÉAiÀÄ CxÀðzÀ°è ¥ÀjUÀtÂ¸À¨ÉÃPÀÄ. ªÀÄ»¼ÉAiÀÄjUÉ 
¸ÀA§A¢ü¹zÀAvÉ GAmÁUÀÄwÛgÀÄªÀ ¸ÁªÀiÁfPÀ C£ÁåAiÀÄ ªÀÄvÀÄÛ ±ÉÆÃµÀuÉUÀ½AzÀ gÀQë¸ÀÄªÀÅzÀÄ 
CvÀåªÀ±ÀåPÀªÁVzÉ. ̧ ÀA«zsÁ£ÀzÀ 39(F) 41,42,43 (a) «¢üüUÀ¼À ¥ÀæPÁgÀ £ÁåAiÀÄ¸ÀªÀÄävÀªÁzÀ PÉ®¸À ªÀÄvÀÄÛ 
GzÉÆåÃUÀzÀ ¹ÜwUÀwUÀ¼À£ÀÄß ¹ÛçÃ ¥ÀÄgÀÄµÀjÃªÀðjUÀÆ MzÀV¸ÀÄªÀÅzÀÄ ºÁUÀÆ ¸ÁªÀiÁfPÀ ¨sÀzÀævÉAiÀÄ£ÀÄß 
¤ÃqÀÄªÀ zsÉåÃAiÀÄªÀ£ÀÄß ºÉÆA¢ªÉ.

    ¸ÀA«zsÁ£ÀzÀ 39(a) «¢üAiÀÄ£ÀéAiÀÄ zÉÃ±ÀzÀ°è ªÁ¹¸ÀÄªÀ J¯Áè ¥ËgÀjUÀÆ fÃªÀ£ÀPÉÌ ̈ ÉÃPÁUÀÄªÀ 
¸ÁzsÀ£ÀUÀ¼À£ÀÄß MzÀV¸À®Ä PÉÃAzÀæ ªÀÄvÀÄÛ gÁdå ̧ ÀPÁðgÀUÀ¼ÉgÀqÀÆ CUÀvÀå PÀæªÀÄUÀ¼À£ÀÄß PÉÊUÉÆ¼Àî¨ÉÃPÀÄ. gÁdåªÀÅ 
¸ÀªÀiÁ£À CªÀPÁ±ÀzÀ DzsÁgÀzÀ ªÉÄÃ¯É £ÁåAiÀÄ zÉÆgÀQ¹, §qÀªÀjUÉ GavÀ PÁ£ÀÆ¤£À £ÉgÀªÀ£ÀÄß 
¤ÃqÀ¨ÉÃPÀÄ. 

 EzÀgÀ CxÀðªÉÃ£ÉAzÀgÉ PÁ£ÀÆ£ÀÄ§zÀÝ £ÁåAiÀÄzÀ ̄ Á¨sÀ PÉ®ªÉÃ ªÀåQÛUÀ½UÉ ªÀiÁvÀæ ¹Ã«ÄvÀªÁUÀzÉÃ, 
J¯Áè §qÀªÀgÀÄ, C£ÀPÀëgÀ¸ÀÜgÀÄ, zÀÄ§ð® ªÀUÀðzÀªÀgÉ®èjUÀÆ ̧ ÀªÀiÁ£ÀªÁV £ÁåAiÀÄªÀ£ÀÄß zÉÆgÀQ¹PÉÆqÀÄªÀ 
zsÉåÃAiÀÄªÀ£ÀÄß ºÉÆA¢zÉ. ¹ÛçÃ ¥ÀÄgÀÄµÀgÀ ¸ÀªÀiÁ£ÀvÉAiÀÄ£ÀÄß CPÀëgÀ¸ÀºÀ ªÀiÁvÀæªÀ®èzÉ £ÉÊdåªÁV DZÀgÀuÉUÉ 
vÀAzÁUÀ ªÀiÁvÀæ ̧ ÀA«zsÁ£À§zÀÝ PÁ£ÀÆ£ÀÄUÀ¼À ̈ sÀgÀªÀ¸ÉUÀ¼ÀÄ AiÀÄ±À¸ÀÄì ºÉÆAzÀÄvÀÛªÉ.                            



Karnatak University Dharwad
Department of Political Science

110

 §ºÀÄvÉÃPÀ ªÀÄ»¼ÉAiÀÄgÀÄ vÀªÀÄä ºÀPÀÄÌUÀ¼À §UÉÎ ºÉZÀÄÑ eÁÕ£À ºÉÆA¢®è. ºÁUÀÆ PÁ£ÀÆ£ÀÄ§zÀÞ 
¥ÀjºÁgÀUÀ¼À£ÀÄß ¥ÀqÉAiÀÄ®Ä DyðPÀ ¸ÀA¥À£ÀÆä®UÀ¼À£ÀÄß ºÀÆA¢gÀÄªÀªÀgÀÄ ªÀiÁvÀæ ±ÀPÀÛgÁVzÁÝgÉ. 
ªÀÄ»¼ÉAiÀÄgÀÄ vÀªÀÄä ºÀPÀÄÌUÀ¼À §UÉÎ eÁUÀÈw ºÉÆA¢gÀ¢zÀÝgÉ, JµÉÖÃ PÁ£ÀÆ£ÀÄUÀ½zÀÝgÀÆ CªÀÅUÀ¼ÀÄ CªÀjUÉ 
¥ÀæAiÉÄÃd£ÀªÁUÀÄªÀÅ¢®è. DzÀÝjAzÀ C¸ÀºÁAiÀÄPÀ C£ÀPÀëgÀ¸ÀÜ ªÀÄ»¼ÉAiÀÄjUÉ ºÁUÀÆ CUÀvÀåªÁV ¸ÀºÁAiÀÄ 
¨ÉÃPÁzÀ ªÀÄ»¼ÉUÉ CªÀgÀ ºÀPÀÄÌ¨ÁzÀåvÉUÀ¼ÀÄ ¸ÀªÀ®vÀÄÛ, ¸Ë®¨sÀåUÀ¼À §UÉÎ eÁUÀÈw ªÀÄÆr¸ÀÄªÀÅzÀÄ ºÁUÀÆ 
CªÀjUÉ ̧ À®è¨ÉÃPÁzÀ J¯Áè CªÀPÁ±ÀUÀ¼À£ÀÄß zÉÆgÉAiÀÄ®Ä ̧ ÀºÁAiÀÄªÀiÁqÀÄªÀÅzÀÄ CªÀ±ÀåPÀ.

 F ̧ ÀAzÀ¨sÀðzÀ°è ªÀÄ»¼ÉAiÀÄjUÉ ̧ ÀÆPÀÛ gÀPÀëuÉ ¤ÃqÀÄªÀ°è £ÁåAiÀiÁAUÀzÀ QæAiÀiÁ²Ã® ¥ÁvÀæªÀ£ÀÄß 
ªÀÄgÉAiÀÄÄªÀAw®è . £ÁåAiÀiÁAUÀzÀ ªÀÄÆ®PÀ £ÀªÀÄä ¨sÁgÀvÀ ¸ÀA«zsÁ£ÀzÀ°è w½¸À¯ÁVgÀÄªÀ ¹ÛçÃ ¥ÀÄgÀÄµÀgÀ 
¸ÀªÀiÁ£ÀvÉAiÀÄ£ÀÄß eÁjUÉÆ½¸ÀÄªÀ°è ºÁUÀÆ CªÀÅUÀ¼À£ÀÄß gÀQë¸ÀÄªÀ°è £ÁåAiÀiÁAUÀ ¥ÀæªÀÄÄR ¥ÁvÀæªÀ£ÀÄß 
ªÀ»¹zÉ. GzÁºÀgÀuÉUÉ: ±Á ̈ Á£ÀÄ ªÉÆPÀzÀÝªÉÄ. ̧ ÀA«zsÁ£ÀzÀ ªÀÄvÉÆÛAzÀÄ G¥ÀAiÀÄÄPÀÛªÁzÀ 44£ÉÃ «¢ü 
¥ÀæPÁgÀ gÁµÁÖzÁåAvÀ KPÀgÀÆ¥À £ÁUÀjPÀ PÉÆÃqÀ£ÀÄß eÁjUÉÆ½¸À®Ä CªÀPÁ±À PÀ°à¹zÉ.

 ¨sÁgÀvÀ ̧ ÀA«zsÁ£ÀzÀ 51a(e) «¢üAiÀÄ ¥ÀæPÁgÀ ªÀÄ»¼ÉAiÀÄgÀ WÀ£ÀvÉ ªÀÄvÀÄÛ ªÀåQÛvÀéªÀ£ÀÄß UËgÀ«¹ 
¸ÀªÀiÁ£ÀvÉ¬ÄAzÀ PÁtÄªÀÅzÀÄ ºÁUÀÆ ¸À¨sÀåvÉ¬ÄAzÀ ªÀwð¸ÀÄªÀÅzÀÄ ¥ÀæwAiÉÆ§â £ÁUÀjPÀ£À ªÀÄÆ®¨sÀÆvÀ 
PÀvÀðªÀåªÁVzÉ.

 1954gÀ «±ÉÃµÀ «ªÁºÀ PÁ£ÀÆ¤£À ¥ÀæPÁgÀ CAvÀgï eÁw «ªÁºÀPÉÌ CªÀPÁ±À«zÉ, EzÉÃ 
jÃwAiÀÄ°è »AzÀÆ GvÀÛgÁ¢üPÁgÀzÀ PÁAiÉÄÝ D¹Û ºÀPÀÌ£ÀÄß MzÀV¹zÉ. 1956 »AzÀÆ zÀvÀÄÛ ¹éÃPÁgÀ ºÁUÀÆ 
fÃªÀ£ÁA±À ªÀÄ¸ÀÆzÉ, C«ªÁ»vÀ ¹ÛçÃAiÀÄgÀÄ, «ªÁºÀ «ZÉÑÃzÀ£À ¥ÀqÉzÀ ¹æÃAiÀÄgÀÄ ºÁUÀÆ «zsÀªÉAiÀÄjUÉ 
zÀvÀÄÛ vÉUÉzÀÄPÉÆ¼ÀÄîªÀ ºÀPÀÌ£ÀÄß PÉÆnÖzÉ. 

      ºÁUÉÃ 243 «¢ü ¥ÀæPÁgÀ ªÀÄ»¼ÉAiÀÄjUÉ ««zsÀ gÀAUÀUÀ¼À°è «ÄÃ¸À¯ÁwAiÀÄ£ÀÄß ¤ÃqÀ¯ÁVzÉ. ̈ sÁgÀvÀ 
¸ÀA«zsÁ£ÀzÀ 73£ÉÃ wzÀÄÝ¥Àr ¥ÀAZÁAiÀÄvïgÁeï ¸ÀA¸ÉÜUÀ¼À°è 1/3 gÀµÀÄÖ ¸ÁÜ£ÀUÀ¼À£ÀÄß ªÀÄ»¼ÉAiÀÄjUÁV 
«ÄÃ¸À¯ÁVj¸À¯ÁVzÉ. ¥Àæ¸ÀÄÛvÀ UÁæ«ÄÃt ¸ÀÜ½ÃAiÀÄ ¸ÀA¸ÉÜUÀ¼À°è ªÀÄ»¼Á «ÄÃ¸À¯ÁwAiÀÄ£ÀÄß 50 ¥Àæw±ÀvÀPÉÌ 
Kj¸ÀÄªÀ ªÀÄÆ®PÀ ªÀÄ»¼ÉAiÀÄjUÉ gÁdQÃAiÀÄªÁV GvÉÛÃf¸À®Ä ªÀÄºÀvÀé ¤ÃqÀ¯ÁVzÉ, ºÁUÀÆ 74£ÉÃ 
wzÀÄÝ¥Àr ªÀÄÆ®PÀ £ÀUÀgÀ¥Á°PÉUÀ¼À°è ªÀÄ»¼ÉAiÀÄj «ÄÃ¸À¯Áw PÀ°à¸À¯ÁVzÉ. F ¤nÖ£À°è gÁdQÃAiÀÄ 
¨sÁUÀªÀ»¸ÀÄ«PÉAiÀÄ ªÀÄÆ®PÀ ªÀÄ»¼Á ¸À§°ÃPÀgÀtªÀÅ ¸ÀªÀiÁdzÀ°è MAzÀÄ zsÀ£ÁvÀäPÀªÁzÀ 
§zÀ¯ÁªÀuÉAiÀÄ£ÀÄß vÀgÀ®Ä ¸ÀºÀPÁjAiÀiÁVzÉ. ºÁUÉÃ ªÀÄ»¼ÉAiÀÄgÀ ¹ÜwUÀwUÀ¼À£ÀÄß GvÀÛªÀÄ¥Àr¸À®Ä 
CUÀvÀåªÁzÀ ̧ À®ºÉ, ²¥sÁgÀ¸ÀÄìUÀ¼À£ÀÄß ¤ÃqÀ®Ä ªÀÄ»¼Á DAiÉÆÃUÀªÀ£ÀÄß £ÉÃ«Ä¸À¯ÁVzÉ. ̈ sÁgÀvÀ ̧ ÀA«zsÁ£À 
ªÀÄ»¼ÉAiÀÄjUÉ J¯Áè PÉëÃvÀæUÀ¼À°èAiÀÄÆ ¸ÀªÀiÁ£À CªÀPÁ±ÀUÀ¼À£ÀÄß zÉÆgÀQ¹PÉÆnÖzÉ EzÀÄ ¨sÁgÀvÀzÀ°è 
ªÀÄ»¼ÉAiÀÄgÀ ¹ÜwUÀw, CAvÀ¸ÀÄÛ ªÀÄvÀÄÛ ̧ ÁÜ£ÀUÀ¼À°è UÀt¤ÃAiÀÄ ¥ÀæªÀiÁtzÀ°è §zÀ¯ÁªÀuÉUÀ¼ÀÄ GAmÁUÀ®Ä 
¸ÀºÀPÁjAiÀiÁVzÉ. ºÁUÉÃ ¥Àæ¸ÀÄÛvÀ ¸À¤ßªÉÃ±ÀzÀ°è ªÀÄ»¼Á ¸À§°ÃPÀgÀtzÀ ¤nÖ£À°è DqÀ½vÁAUÀªÀÅ °AUÀ 
¸ÀªÀiÁ£ÀvÉ, ªÀÄ»¼Á gÀPÀëuÉ, ªÀÄ»¼Á C©üªÀÈ¢ÝAiÀÄ zÀÈ¶×¬ÄAzÀ ºÀ®ªÁgÀÄ ªÀÄ»¼Á¥ÀgÀ PÁ£ÀÆ£ÀÄUÀ¼À£ÀÄß 
gÀÆ¦¹ eÁjUÉÆ½¸À¯ÁVzÉ. 

G¥À¸ÀAºÁgÀ

 EwÛÃa£À ¢£ÀUÀ¼À°è ªÀÄ»¼ÉAiÀÄgÀ «gÀÄzÀÞªÁV »A¸É ªÀÄvÀÄÛ C¥ÀgÁzsÀUÀ¼ÀÄ ºÉZÁÑUÀÄwÛªÉ. 
PÀÄlÄA§UÀ¼À°è ªÀgÀzÀQëuÉ ¸ÁªÀÅ, CvÁåZÁgÀ ªÀÄvÀÄÛ CªÀiÁ£À«ÃAiÀÄ PÀÈvÀåUÀ¼ÀÄ £ÀqÉAiÀÄÄwÛªÉ. 
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ªÀÄ»¼ÉAiÀÄgÀ£ÀÄß ¯ÉÊAVPÀ ªÀ¸ÀÄÛ ªÀÄvÀÄÛ ¸ÁA¥ÀæzÁ¬ÄPÀ ZËPÀnÖ£À°è «ªÀj¸ÀÄwÛªÉ. ªÀÄ»¼ÉAiÀÄgÀ F J¯Áè 
¸ÀªÀÄ¸ÉåUÀ½UÉ ±Á±ÀévÀªÁzÀ ¥ÀjºÁgÀUÀ¼À£ÀÄß ºÀÄqÀÄPÀÄªÀÅzÀÄ CUÀvÀåªÁVzÉ. EzÀPÉÌ PÁgÀt ªÀÄ»¼ÉAiÀÄ »vÁ¸ÀQÛ 
gÀQë¸À®Ä C¹ÛvÀéPÉÌ §A¢gÀÄªÀ ºÀ®ªÁgÀÄ PÁ£ÀÆ£ÀÄUÀ¼ÀÄ, «±ÉÃµÀ ̧ ÀªÀ®vÀÄÛ ̧ Ë®¨sÀåUÀ¼À §UÉÎ EgÀÄªÀ CeÁÐ£À 
ºÁUÀÆ ªÀÄ»¼ÉAiÀÄgÀ°è vÀªÀÄä ºÀPÀÄÌUÀ¼ÀÄ ªÀÄvÀÄÛ CªÀPÁ±ÀUÀ¼À §UÉÎ ¤gÀAvÀgÀªÁzÀ eÁUÀÈwAiÀÄ PÉÆgÀvÉAiÉÄÃ 
PÁgÀtªÁVzÉ. ºÁUÁV ªÀÄ»¼ÉUÉ ²PÀët zÉÆgÉAiÀÄ¨ÉÃPÉA§ÄzÀÄ JµÀÄÖ ªÀÄÄRåªÉÇÃ CªÀ½UÉ PÁ£ÀÆ¤£À 
CjªÀÅ EgÀ¨ÉÃPÉA§ÄzÀÄ CµÉÖÃ ªÀÄÄRå. MAzÀÄ gÁµÀÖçzÀ PÁ£ÀÆ£ÀÄ ªÀÄvÀÄÛ ¸ÀPÁðj PÁAiÀÄð¤ÃwUÀ¼ÀÄ 
ªÀÄ»¼ÉAiÀÄgÀ C©üªÀÈ¢ÞAiÀÄ ªÉÄÃ¯É ºÉÃUÉ ¥ÀjuÁªÀÄ ©ÃgÀÄvÀÛªÉAiÉÆÃ ºÁUÉAiÉÄÃ ²QëvÀ¼ÁzÀ ªÀÄvÀÄÛ vÀ£Àß 
ºÀPÀÄÌUÀ¼À CjªÀÅ¼Àî ºÁUÀÆ gÁµÀÖ gÁdPÁgÀtzÀ°è ¸ÀQæAiÀÄªÁV ¨sÁUÀªÀ»¸ÀÄªÀ ªÀÄ»¼É MAzÀÄ gÁµÀÖzÀ 
gÁdPÁgÀt, PÁ£ÀÆ£ÀÄ ªÀÄvÀÄÛ ̧ ÀPÁðgÀzÀ PÁAiÀÄð¤ÃwUÀ¼À ªÉÄÃ¯É ¥Àæ¨sÁªÀ ©ÃgÀÄvÁÛ¼É. 
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¸ÀA«zsÁ£À ¥ÀÆªÀð CA¨ÉÃqÀÌgï ªÀÄvÀÄÛ UÁA¢üÃfÃAiÀÄªÀgÀ £ÀqÀÄ«£À 
gÁdQÃAiÀÄ ¸ÀAWÀµÀð

                                   

                                             qÁ. ªÀÄºÁzÉÃªÀ¥Àà ©qÀ£Á¼À                                    

 Cwy G¥À£Áå¸ÀPÀgÀÄ, 

gÁdå±Á¸ÀÛç «¨sÁUÀ,

PÀ£ÁðlPÀ PÀ¯Á ªÀÄºÁ«zÁå®AiÀÄ, zsÁgÀªÁqÀ

 qÁ. ªÀÄºÀzÉÃªÀ¥Àà ºÀjd£À

 ¸ÀºÁAiÀÄPÀ ¥ÁæzsÁå¥ÀPÀgÀÄ, gÁdå±Á¸ÀÛç «¨sÁUÀ

J¸ï.eÉ.JªÀiï.«.J¸ï.

PÀ¯Á ºÁUÀÆ ªÁtÂdå ªÀÄ»¼Á ªÀÄºÁ«zÁå®AiÀÄ, ºÀÄ§â½î

¸ÁgÁA±À

 ªÀÄºÁªÀiÁ£ÀªÀvÁªÁ¢, ¸ÀA«zsÁ£ÀzÀ°è ¨sÁgÀvÀ gÀvÀß qÁ|| ©. Dgï. CA¨ÉqÀÌgï ErÃ dUÀwÛ£À 
ªÀÄºÁ¥ÀÄgÀÄµÀ ¸Á°£À°è CªÀÄgÀgÁVzÁÝgÉ. CªÀgÀ QÃwð zÉÃ±À, «zÉÃ±ÀUÀ¼À°è ºÀgÀrzÉ. vÁªÀÅ d¤¹zÀ 
zÀ°vÀ d£ÁAUÀzÀ K½UÉUÁV vÀªÀÄä Er fÃªÀ£ÀªÀ£ÀÄß ªÀÄÄqÀÄ¥ÁVlÄÖ «PÀæªÀÄUÀ¼À£ÀÄß ¸Á¢ü¹zÀ 
AiÀÄÄUÀ¥ÀÄgÀÄµÀjªÀgÀÄ. EAvÀºÀ ªÀåQÛAiÀÄ fÃªÀ£À ªÀÄvÀÄÛ ¸ÁzsÀ£ÉUÀ¼À PÀxÉAiÀÄ£ÀÄß CgÉAiÀÄÄªÁUÀ 
zsÀ°vÀjUÉÆÃ¸ÀÌgÀ ¥ÀævÉåÃPÀ gÁdQÃAiÀÄ «Ä¸À¯ÁwAiÀÄ£ÀÄß vÀgÀÄªÀ°è UÁA¢üÃfÃAiÀÄªÀgÉÆqÀ£É £ÉÃgÀªÁV 
gÁdQAiÀÄ ¸ÀAWÀµÀðQÌ½zÀÄ ¸ÁªÀiÁfPÀªÁV, gÁdQÃAiÀÄªÁV ¸ÀA«zsÁ£À§zÀÝªÁV zsÀ°vÀjUÉ CªÀPÁ±À 
PÀ°à¹PÉÆqÀÄªÀ°è ºÉÃUÉ ¥ÁvÀæ ªÀ»¹zÀgÀÄ JA§ÄzÀ£ÀÄß F ¯ÉÃR£ÀzÀ°è ¸ÀAQë¥ÀÛªÁV ZÀað¸À®Ä 
¥ÀæAiÀÄwß¸À¯ÁVzÉ. CA¨ÉÃqÀÌgï eÉÆÃvÉ ªÀÄÄPÁªÀÄÄTAiÀiÁUÀÄªÀ ªÀgÉUÉ UÁA¢üÃf C¸Ààø±ÀåvÉ ¥Á¥À JAzÉÃ 
¨sÁ«¹zÀÝgÀÄ. PÉÆ£ÉUÉ CzÀÄ MAzÀÄ ¸ÁªÀiÁfPÀ, DyðPÀ ¸ÀªÀÄ¸ÀåAiÀÄÆ ºËzÀÄ JAzÀÄ UÁ¢üÃfÃUÉ 
ªÀÄ£ÀUÁtÂ¹zÀªÀgÀÄ qÁ|| ©. Dgï. CA¨ÉÃqÀÌgï, ºÁUÁV UÁA¢üÃf-CA¨ÉÃqÀÌgï ªÀÄÄPÁªÀÄÄTAiÀÄ£ÀÄß 
£ÁªÀÅ PÉÃªÀ® ªÉÊgÀÄzsÀå JAzÀÄ ¨sÁ«¸ÀzÉ CzÀ£ÀÄß MAzÀÄ ¸ÀºÀAiÉÆÃUÀ JAzÀÄ UÀÄgÀÄw¸À¨ÉÃPÀÄ. ¸ÀévÀAvÀæ 
¨sÁgÀvÀªÀ£ÀÄß gÀÆ¦¸ÀÄªÀ ̧ ÀºÀAiÉÆÃUÀ JA§ÄªÀÅzÀ£ÀÄß F ̧ À¤ßªÉÃ±ÀzÀ°è £ÁªÀÅ PÁt§ºÀÄzÀÄ.

 ªÀÄÆ® ¥ÀzÀUÀ¼ÀÄ

       CA¨ÉÃqÀÌgï, UÁA¢üÃf, ©æÃnµï ̧ ÀgÀPÁgÀ, PÁAUÉæÃ¸ï ¥ÀPÀë, ̧ ÉÊªÀÄ£ï DAiÉÆÃUÀ, ̧ ÀªÀtÂðAiÀÄgÀ 
zÀ¨Áâ½PÉ, zËdð£Àå, C¸Ààç±ÀåvÉ, gÁdQÃAiÀÄ «ÄÃ¸À¯Áw ºÉÆÃgÁl, 2£ÉÃAiÀÄ zÀÄAqÀÄ ªÉÄÃf£À ¸À¨sÉÃAiÀÄ 
WÀl£É, UÁA¢üÃf AiÀÄªÀgÀ G¥ÀªÁ¸À ¸ÀvÁåUÀæºÀ, zÀ°vÀ d£ÁAUÀzÀ ¥ÀgÀªÁV CA¨ÉÃqÀÌgï CªÀgÀÄ 
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vÉUÉzÀÄPÉÆAqÀ ¤®ÄªÀÅ, UÁA¢üÃf ªÀÄvÀÄÛ CA¨ÉÃqÀÌgï £ÀqÀÄ«£À gÁdQÃAiÀÄ ̧ ÀAWÀµÀð, ¥ÀÆ£Á M¥ÀàAzÀ.

CA¨ÉÃqÀÌgï ªÀÄvÀÄÛ UÁA¢üÃfÃAiÀÄªÀgÀ £ÀqÀÄ«£À gÁdQÃAiÀÄ ̧ ÀAWÀµÀð

     ¨sÁgÀvÀzÀ gÁdQÃAiÀÄ ªÀÄvÀÄÛ ¸ÁªÀiÁfPÀ gÀAUÀUÀ¼À°è C£ÉÃPÀ PÁæAwPÁj §zÀ¯ÁªÀuÉUÀ¼À DVªÉ. 
MAzÀÄ PÀqÉ gÁµÀÖç¦vÀ ªÀÄºÁvÀä UÁA¢üÃfÃAiÀÄªÀgÀ £ÉÃvÀÈvÀézÀ°è ¨sÁgÀwÃAiÀÄ PÁAUÉæÃ¸ï, ©ænµÀgÀ «gÀÄzÀÞ 
¸ÁévÀAvÀæöå ¸ÀªÀÄgÀªÀ£ÀÄß WÉÆÃ¶¹vÀÄÛ. F ¸ÀAzÀ¨sÀðzÀ°è UÁA¢üÃfAiÀÄªÀgÀ C£ÀÄAiÀiÁ¬ÄAiÀiÁV C£ÉÃPÀ 
gÁµÀÖç£ÁAiÀÄPÀgÀÄ £ÀªÀÄä zÉÃ±ÀzÀ ¸ÁévÀAvÀæöå ¸ÀAUÁæªÀÄzÀ°è zÀÄªÀÄÄQzÀgÀÄ ºÁUÀÆ ¸ÀQæÃAiÀÄªÁV 
¨sÁUÀªÀ»¹zÀÝgÀÄ. ºÁUÉAiÉÄÃ EzÉÃ ¸ÀAzÀ¨sÀðzÀ°è   qÁ|| ©. Dgï. CA¨ÉÃqÀÌgï CªÀgÀÄ £ÀªÀÄä gÁµÀÖçzÀ 
gÁdQÃAiÀÄ ªÀÄvÀÄÛ ¸ÁªÀiÁfPÀ gÀAUÀzÀ°è M§â ªÀÄºÁ£ï £ÁAiÀÄPÀ£ÁV gÀÆ¥ÀÄUÉÆ¼ÀÄîwÛzÀÝgÀÄ. £ÀAvÀgÀzÀ 
¨É¼ÀªÀtÂUÉAiÀÄ°è UÁA¢üÃfAiÀÄªÀgÀÄ £ÀqÉ¹zÀÝ EwºÁ¸À ¥Àæ¹zÀÝ zÀArAiÀiÁvÉæ¬ÄAzÀ ©ænµÀgÀÄ vÀvÀÛj¹ 
ºÉÆÃVzÀÝgÀÄ, ¨sÁgÀvÀ d£ÀvÉ UÁA¢üÃfÃAiÀÄªÀgÀ £ÁAiÀÄPÀvÀézÀ°è ¸ÀA¥ÀÆtð ¸ÀégÁdåPÉÌ fÃªÀ£ÀäAiÀÄ 
ºÉÆÃgÁl £ÀqÉ¹zÀgÀÄ, ̧ ÁévÀAvÀæöå ºÉÆgÁlzÀ PÁªÀ£ÀÄß ±ÀªÀÄ£ÀUÉÆ½¸ÀÄªÀ GzÉÝÃ±À¢AzÀ ©æÃnµï ̧ ÀgÀPÁgÀ 
¸ÉÊªÀÄ£ï DAiÉÆÃUÀªÀ£ÀÄß £ÉÃªÀÄPÀ ªÀiÁrvÀÄ. DzÀgÉ CzÀ£ÀÄß ¨sÁgÀvÀ PÁAUÉæÃ¸ï ¸ÀA¥ÀÆtðªÁV 
§»µÀÌj¹vÀÄ. CzÀgÀAvÉ F ¸ÉÊªÀÄ£ï DAiÉÆÃUÀzÀ°è zÀ°vÀ d£ÁAUÀzÀ ¥Àæw¤¢üUÀ½UÉ PÀÆqÁ 
¥Áæw¤zsÀå«gÀ°®è. ªÁzÀÝjAzÀ qÁ|| ©. Dgï. CA¨ÉÃqÀÌgï gÀªÀgÀÄ ̧ ÀºÀ F DAiÉÆÃUÀªÀ£ÀÄß §»µÀÌj¹zÀgÀÄ. 

 1930 DUÀ¸ïÖ 08 gÀAzÀÄ £ÁUÀ¥ÀÄgÀzÀ°è CT®¨sÁgÀvÀ zÀ°vÀ ªÀUÀðUÀ¼À PÁAUÉæ¹ì£À ¥ÀæxÀªÀÄ 
C¢üªÉÃ±À£ÀªÀ£ÀÄß K¥Àðr¸À¯Á¬ÄvÀÄ. qÁ|| ©. Dgï. CA¨ÉÃqÀÌgï gÀªÀgÀÄ F ¸ÀªÉÄäÃ¼À£ÀzÀ°è WÀ£À 
CzÀåPÀëgÁVzÀÝgÀÄ. F ¸ÀªÉÄäÃ¼À£ÀzÀ°è “zÀ°vÀ d£ÁAUÀzÀªÀjUÉ gÁdQÃAiÀÄ ¸ÁévÀAvÀæöå ¨ÉÃPÉAzÀÄ £ÉÃgÀªÁV 
MwÛ ºÉÃ½zÀgÀÄ. CzÀPÁÌV MAzÀÄ §ÈºÀvï ZÀ¼ÀÄªÀ½AiÀÄ£ÀÄß PÀÆqÀ ¥ÁægÀA©ü¹zÀgÀÄ. EzÉÃ ¸ÀªÀÄAiÀÄzÀ°è 
2£ÉÃAiÀÄ zÀÄAqÀÄªÉÄÃ½£À ¥ÀjµÀvïUÉ ºÉÆÃUÀÄªÀAvÀºÀ ̈ sÁgÀvÀzÀ ¥Àæw¤¢UÀ¼À ºÉ¸ÀgÀÄUÀ¼À£ÀÄß ©æÃnµÀ ̧ ÀgÀPÁgÀ 
¥ÀæPÀn¹vÀÄ. UÁA¢üÃf ªÀÄvÀÄÛ f£Áß gÀAvÀºÀ C£ÉÃPÀ £ÁAiÀÄPÀgÀ eÉÆvÉAiÀÄ°è zÀ°vÀ d£ÁAUÀzÀ 
ªÀÄºÁ£ÁAiÀÄPÁgÁVzÀÝ qÁ|| ©. Dgï. CA¨ÉÃqÀÌgï gÀªÀgÀ ºÉ¸ÀgÀÄ PÀÆqÀ EvÀÄÛ. «µÀAiÀÄ w½zÀÄ UÁA¢üÃf 
®AqÀ¤ßUÉ ºÉÆÃUÀÄªÀ ªÀÄÄAZÉ CA¨ÉÃqÀÌgï gÀªÀjUÉ MAzÀÄ ¥ÀvÀæzÀ ªÀÄÆ®PÀ DºÁé£ÀªÀ£ÀÄß ¤ÃrzÀÝgÀÄ. 
CzÉÃ£ÉAzÀgÉ CªÀgÀÄ §gÉ¢zÀÝ ¥ÀvÀæzÀ°è 1931 DUÀ¸ïÖ 6£ÉÃAiÀÄ ¢£ÁAPÀzÀAzÀÄ vÁªÀÅUÀ¼ÀÄ MAzÀÄ ¸Áj 
£ÀªÀÄä£ÀÄß PÁt¨ÉÃPÉAzÀÄ CA¨ÉÃqÀÌgï gÀªÀjUÉ UÁA¢üÃfÃAiÀÄªÀgÀÄ DºÁé£À ¤ÃrzÀÝgÀÄ. MAzÀÄ ªÉÃ¼É 
CªÀjUÉ (CA¨ÉÃqÀÌgï) ̈ ÉÃnAiÀiÁUÀ®Ä ̧ ÁzÀåªÁUÀ¢zÀÝgÉ vÁªÉÃ ̧ ÀévÀB CªÀgÀ ¤ªÁ¸ÀPÉÌ §gÀÄªÀÅzÁVAiÀÄÆ 
UÁA¢üÃfÃAiÀÄªÀgÀÄ ̧ ÀÆa¹zÀÝgÀÄ.

 F ̧ ÀAzÀ¨sÀðzÀ°è CA¨ÉÃqÀÌgï gÀªÀgÀÄ CzÉÃ vÁ£ÉÃ ̧ ÁAVèAiÀÄ°è £ÀqÉ¢zÀÝ C¸Ààø±Àå d£ÁAUÀzÀªÀgÀ 
MAzÀÄ ¸ÀªÉÄäÃ¼À£ÀzÀ°è ¨sÁUÀªÀ»¹ »A¢gÀÄVzÀÝjAzÀ CªÀgÀÄ wªÀæ dégÀ¢AzÀ §¼À®ÄwÛzÀÝgÀÆ PÀÆqÁ 
UÁA¢üÃfAiÀÄªÀgÀ DºÁé£ÀzÀ ªÉÄÃgÉUÉ vÁªÉÃ CªÀgÀ£ÀÄß ̈ ÉÃnAiÀiÁUÀ®Æ §gÀÄªÀÅzÁV CA¨ÉÃqÀÌgï CªÀgÀÄ 
PÀÆqÁ ªÀÄgÀ½ CzÀPÉÌ ̧ ÀàA¢¹ ¥ÀvÀæ §gÉ¢zÀÝgÀÄ. DzÀgÉ wªÀæ dégÀ¢AzÀ §¼À®ÄwÛzÀÄÝzÀjAzÀ vÀªÀÄä ¥ÀvÀæzÀAvÉ 
D ¢£À ºÉÆÃUÀ®Ä CªÀjUÉ ¸ÁzÀåªÁUÀ°¯Áè. £ÀAvÀgÀ CªÀgÀÄ DUÀ¸ïÖ 14, 1931 gÀAzÀÄ ¸ÀévÀ CA¨ÉÃqÀÌgï 
gÀªÀgÉÃ UÁA¢üÃfÃAiÀÄªÀgÀ£ÀÄß ̈ ÉÃnAiÀiÁUÀÄªÀÅzÀPÉÌ CªÀgÀ ¤ªÁ¸ÀPÉÌ ºÉÆÃVzÀÝgÀÄ.

     EzÀÄ gÁ¶ÖçÃAiÀÄ ¸ÁévÀAvÀæöå ¸ÀAUÁæªÀÄzÀ ªÀÄºÁPÁAiÀÄðzÀ°è UÁA¢üÃf ªÀÄvÀÄÛ CA¨ÉÃqÀÌgï 
CªÀj§âgÀ ¥ÀæxÀªÀÄ LwºÁ¹PÀ ¨ÉÃnAiÀÄÆ PÀÆqÁ EzÁVvÀÄÛ JAzÀÄ ºÉÃ¼À¯ÁUÀÄvÀÛzÉ. F ¸ÀAzÀ¨sÀðzÀ°è 
CA¨ÉÃqÀÌgï gÀªÀgÀÄ vÀªÀÄä C£ÀÄAiÀiÁ¬ÄUÀ¼ÁVzÀÝ ²ªÀ±ÀARgï, fÃªÀgÁªï £ÁAiÀÄPÀ ªÀÄvÀÄÛ PÀqÉæÃPÀgï 
gÀAvÀºÀ C£ÉÃPÀ ¥ÀæªÀÄÄR £ÁAiÀÄPÀgÀ eÉÆvÉAiÀÄ°è UÁA¢üÃfÃAiÀÄªÀgÀ ¤ªÁ¸ÀªÁVzÀÝ ‘ªÀÄtÂ¨sÀÄªÀ£À’ ¤ªÁ¸ÀPÉÌ 
ºÉÆÃVzÀÝgÀÄ. qÁ|| ©.Dgï.CA¨ÉÃqÀÌgï CªÀgÀÄ ¨sÁgÀvÀzÀ zÀ°vÀ d£ÁAUÀzÀ ªÀÄºÁ£ÁAiÀÄPÀgÁVzÀÝjAzÀ 
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UÁA¢üÃfÃAiÀÄªÀjUÉ vÀÄA¨Á ¸ÀAvÉÆÃµÀªÁVvÀÄÛ. F ¸ÀAzÀ¨sÀðzÀ°è UÁA¢üÃfÃAiÀÄªÀgÀÄ £ÉÃgÀªÁV 
CA¨ÉÃqÀÌgï ºÀwÛgÀ §AzÀÄ vÀªÀÄä RavÀ C©ü¥ÁæAiÀÄªÀ£ÀÄß ªÀÄAr¹zÀgÀÄ (ªÀåPÀÛ¥Àr¹zÀgÀÄ). CzÉÃ£ÉAzÀgÉ- 
“£À£Àß §UÉÎ ªÀÄvÀÄÛ PÁAUÉæÃ¹ì£À §UÉÎ vÀªÀÄUÉ wÃªÀæªÁzÀ C¸ÀªÀizsÁ£À «zÉAiÉÄA§ÄzÀ£ÀÄß £Á£ÀÄ §¯Éè” 
PÁAUÉæ¸ï C¸Ààø±ÀågÀ §UÉÎ vÀÄA¨Á ̧ ÀºÁ£ÀÄ¨sÀÆwAiÀÄ£ÀÄß ºÉÆA¢zÉ. 

 DzÀgÉ CªÀgÀÄ PÀÆqÁ (zÀ°vÀgÀÄ) »AzÀÆ d£ÁAUÀzÀªÀgÀ MAzÀÄ ¨sÁUÀªÉ DVgÀÄªÀÅzÀjAzÀ 
CªÀjUÉ ¥ÀævÉåPÀ ZÀÄ£ÁªÀuÉ ¤AiÀÄªÀÄªÀ£ÀÄß (¥Áæw¤zsÉåªÀ£ÀÄß) gÀÆ¦¹ PÀ°à¹PÉÆqÀÄªÀÅzÀÄ gÁµÀÖçzÀ 
»vÀzÀÈ¶Ö¬ÄAzÀ CµÀÄÖ ¸ÀªÀÄAd¸ÀªÁUÀ¯ÁgÀzÀÄ. ºÁUÁV zÀ°vÀgÀÄ (ºÀjd£ÀgÀÄ) »AzÀÆ d£ÁAUÀzÀªÀgÀ 
ªÀÄÄRå ¥ÀæªÁºÀzÀ ¸ÀAaPÉAiÀÄ°è ¸ÉÃjºÉÆÃUÀ¨ÉÃPÀÄ JAzÀÄ ºÉÃ½zÀgÀÄ. DUÀ  qÁ|| ©. Dgï. CA¨ÉÃqÀÌgï 
gÀªÀgÀÄ UÁA¢üÃfAiÀÄªÀjUÉ »ÃUÉ ºÉÃ¼ÀÄvÁÛgÉ. “©æÃnµï ¸ÀgÀPÁgÀzÀ ºÀÈzÀAiÀÄ ¥ÀjªÀvÀð£ÉAiÀiÁV®èªÉAzÀÄ 
¤ÃªÀÅ ºÉÃ¼ÀÄwÛj, DzÀgÉ zÀ°vÀ d£ÁAUÀzÀ §UÉÎ »AzÀÆUÀ¼À ºÀÈzÀAiÀÄ ¥ÀjªÀvÀð£ÉAiÀiÁV®èªÉAzÀÄ £Á£ÀÄ 
WÀAmÁ£ÀÄWÉÆÃµÀªÁV ºÉÃ¼ÀÄvÉÛÃ£É ¨Á¥ÀÆfÃ! JAzÀgÀÄ”. ±ÀvÀ±ÀvÀªÀiÁ£ÀUÀ½AzÀ zÀ°vÀ d£ÁAUÀzÀªÀgÀ 
ªÉÄÃ¯É, ªÉÄÃ¯ÁÓwAiÀÄªÀgÁzÀ ¸ÀªÀtÂðAiÀÄjAzÀ zÀ¨Áâ½PÉ, zËdð£Àå, »A¸ÁZÁgÀ, CªÀºÉÃ¼À£À 
CqÀvÀqÉ¬Ä®èzÉ £ÀqÉAiÀÄÄwÛzÉ. EzÀ£ÀÄß vÀ¦à¸À®Ä ¤ªÀÄä PÁAUÉæÃ¸ï ¸ÀA¸ÉÜ (¥ÀPÀë) C¸ÀªÀÄvÀðªÁVzÉ. 
DzÀÝjAzÀ £ÁªÀÅ zÀ°vÀjUÉ ¥ÀævÉåÃPÀ ZÀÄ£ÁªÀuÁ ¥ÀzÀÝwUÁV ºÉÆgÁqÀÄwÛzÉÝÃªÉ. ©æÃnµÀjAzÀ gÁdQÃAiÀÄ 
¸ÁévÀAvÀæöå ¥ÀqÉAiÀÄÄªÀÅzÀPÁÌV £ÁªÀÅ ºÉÆÃgÁl £ÀqÉ¸ÀÄwÛzÉÝÃªÉ, PÁAUÉæÃ¹ì£À°è ¸ÀªÀtÂðAiÀÄgÀ ¸ÀASÉåAiÉÄÃ 
eÁ¹ÛAiÀiÁVzÉ, CªÀgÉ®ègÀÆ ±ÀÄzÀÞ eÁwªÁ¢UÀ¼ÀÄ ºÁUÁV £ÀªÀÄUÉ CªÀjAzÀ ¸ÀA¥ÀÆtð £ÁåAiÀÄ 
¹UÀÄªÀÅ¢®è. 

   CµÉÖÃ C®èzÉ ¤ªÀÄä C£ÀÄAiÀiÁ¬ÄUÀ¼ÀÄ £À£Àß£ÀÄ “zÉÃ±ÀzÉÆæÃ»” JAzÀÄ PÀgÉ¢zÁÝgÉ. “zÀ°vÀ 
¥ÀPÀë¥Áw” JA§ ºÀuÉ¥ÀnÖAiÀÄ£ÀÄß PÀnÖzÁÝgÉ. DzÀgÉ £Á£ÀÄ EzÀ£ÀÄß wÃªÀæªÁV «gÉÆÃ¢ü¸ÀÄvÉÛÃ£É. DzÀÝjAzÀ 
¤ªÀÄUÉ £Á£ÀÄ ºÉÃ¼À¨ÉÃPÉA¢gÀÄªÀÅzÀÄ EµÉÖÃ, £ÀªÀÄUÉ ¸ÀA¥ÀÆtð £ÁåAiÀÄ ¹UÀÄªÀªÀgÉUÀÆ £ÁªÀÅ zÀ°vÀjUÉ 
¥ÀævÉåÃPÀ ¥Áæw¤zsÀåzÀ ¥ÀgÀªÁV ºÉÆÃgÁqÀÄvÉÛÃªÉ. £À£ÀUÉ vÁAiÀiÁßqÀÄ JA§ÄzÀÄ E®èªÉÃ E®è, £À£Àß 
d£ÁAUÀzÀªÀgÉ £À£Àß vÀAzÉ, vÁ¬Ä, §AzsÀÄ §¼ÀUÀªÀÅ vÁAiÀiÁßqÀÄ DVzÁÝgÉ JAzÀÄ CA¨ÉÃqÀÌgï gÀªÀgÀÄ 
vÀªÀÄä RavÀ C©ü¥ÁæAiÀÄUÀ¼À£ÀÄß UÁA¢üÃfÃAiÀÄªÀgÀ ªÀÄÄAzÉ £ÉÃgÀªÁV ºÉÃ½zÀÝgÀÄ. 

       DzÀgÉ CªÀgÀ C©ü¥ÁæAiÀÄUÀ½UÉ UÁA¢üÃfÃAiÀÄªÀgÀ ̧ ÀA¥ÀÆtð M¦àUÉ zÉÆgÉAiÀÄ°®è. »ÃUÁV F 
E§âgÀÄ ªÀÄºÁ£ï £ÁAiÀÄPÀgÀ ªÀÄºÀvÀé¥ÀÆtð ¨sÉÃn «gÀ¸ÀzÀ°è (gÁdQÃAiÀÄ ¸ÀAWÀµÀðzÀ°è) 
¥ÀAiÀÄðªÀ¸À£ÀªÁVvÀÄÛ! F «µÀAiÀÄ PÉÃ½ ¨ÉÃ¸ÀvÀÛ CA¨ÉÃqÀÌgïgÀªÀgÀÄ vÀªÀÄä ¤ªÁ¸ÀPÉÌ ¨sÁgÀªÁzÀ 
ºÀÈzÀAiÀÄ¢AzÀ »A¢gÀÄVzÀÝgÀÄ. £ÀAvÀgÀ UÁA¢üÃfAiÀÄªÀgÀÄ EzÀ£ÀÄß «gÉÆÃ¢ü¹ ̧ É¥ÉÖÃA§gï 07, 1931 gÀ°è 
2£ÉÃAiÀÄ zÀÄAqÀÄªÉÄÃf£À ¸À¨sÉAiÀÄ°è ¨sÁgÀvÀzÀ PÁAUÉæÃ¹ì£À KPÀªÉÄÃªÀ ¥Àæw¤¢üAiÀiÁV ¨sÁUÀªÀ»¹zÀÝgÀÄ. 
DzÀgÉ E°è zÀ°vÀjUÉ ¥Áæw¤zsÀåªÀ£ÀÄß ¤ÃqÀ¯ÁUÀÄwÛzÉ (PÉÆqÀ¯ÁUÀÄwÛzÉ) JAzÀÄ ©æÃnµÀ C¢üPÁj 
“gÁªÀiïìªÀiÁåPï qÉÆ£Á¯ïØ’’ gÀªÀgÀÄ ªÀÄºÀwÃAiÀÄ wÃ¥Àð£ÀÄß ¤ÃrzÀÝjAzÀ F wÃ¥Àð£ÀÄß «gÉÆÃ¢ü¹ 
UÁA¢üÃfAiÀÄªÀgÀÄ 2£ÉÃAiÀÄ zÀÄAqÀÄ ªÉÄÃf£À ̧ À¨sÉ¬ÄAzÀ ºÉÆgÀ§AzÀÄ ‘AiÀÄgÉÃªÁqÀ’ eÉÊ°£À°è ̧ É¥ÉÖA§gï 
12, 1932 gÀAzÀÄ ‘G¥ÀªÁ¸À ¸ÀvÁåUÀæºÀ’ªÀ£ÀÄß ¥ÁægÀA©ü¹zÀgÀÄ.  £ÀAvÀgÀ £ÀqÉzÀ ¨É¼ÀªÀtÂUÉAiÀÄ°è 
UÁA¢üÃfAiÀÄªÀgÀ ¥Àwß PÀ¸ÀÆÛj¨ÁgÀ£ÉÆß¼ÀUÉÆAqÀAvÉ ºÀ®ªÁgÀÄ £ÁAiÀÄPÀgÀÄ UÁA¢üÃf ªÀÄvÀÄÛ 
CA¨ÉÃqÀÌgïgÀªÀgÀ £ÀqÀÄªÉ £ÀqÉzÀ gÁdQÃAiÀÄ ¸ÀAWÀµÀðªÀ£ÀÄß w½UÉÆ½¸À®Ä ªÀÄzsÀå¹ÜPÉ ªÀ»¹zÀ ªÉÄÃ¯É 
CA¨ÉÃqÀÌgï ªÀÄvÀÄÛ UÁA¢üÃfAiÀÄªÀgÀ £ÀqÀÄªÉ ̧ É¥ÉÖÃA§gï 24, 1932 gÀAzÀÄ LwºÁ¹PÀ ¥ÀÆ£Á M¥ÀàAzÀzÀ 
ªÀÄÆ®PÀ EªÀjªÀðgÀ £ÀqÀÄ«£À gÁdQÃAiÀÄ ̧ ÀAWÀµÀð w½AiÀiÁ¬ÄvÀÄ. 
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¸ÀªÀiÁgÉÆÃ¥À 

      CA¨ÉÃqÀÌgï gÀªÀgÀ DzsÀÄ¤PÀvÉAiÀÄ UÀæ»PÉUÀ½UÀÆ zÀ°vÀgÀ ºÉÆÃgÁlzÀ PÀÄjvÀÄ UÁA¢üÃf eÉÆvÉ 
CªÀjUÉ EzÀÝ ©£Áß©ü¥ÁæAiÀÄPÀÆÌ ºÀwÛgÀzÀ ̧ ÀA¨sÀAzÀ«zÉ, UÁA¢üÃfUÉ UÁæªÀÄ ̧ ÀªÀÄÄzÁAiÀÄ MAzÀÄ DzsÀ±Àð 
DzÀgÉÃ CA¨ÉÃqÀÌgï- zÀ°vÀjUÉ UÁæªÀÄªÉÃ MAzÀÄ £ÀgÀPÀªÁVzÀÄÝzÀ£ÀÄß UÀÄgÀÄw¹zÀÝgÀÄ. UÁA¢üÃf 
DzsÀÄ¤PÀvÉAiÀÄ C¥ÁAiÀÄUÀ¼À£ÀÄß CjwzÀÝgÀÆ CA¨ÉÃqÀÌgï UÁæ«ÄÃt ªÁ¸ÀÛªÀzÀ zÀÄ:R zÀÄªÀiÁä£ÀUÀ¼À£ÀÄß 
PÀArzÀÝgÀÄ. «¥ÀAiÀiÁð¸ÀªÉAzÀgÉ E§âgÀ C¤¹PÉUÀ¼ÀÄ ¤d. ºÁUÁV EªÀvÀÄÛ UÁæªÀÄUÀ¼À ªÀÄnÖUÉ CA¨ÉÃqÀÌgï 
ºÁUÉ ªÀÄvÀÄÛ UÁæªÀÄUÀ¼À DZÉÃUÉ UÁA¢üÃfAiÀÄªÀgÀ ºÁUÉ AiÉÆÃa¸ÀÄªÀÅzÀÄ ªÀiÁvÀæ £ÀªÀÄä£ÀÄß ¸ÀvÀåzÉqÉUÉ 
MAiÀÄå§®èzÀÄ. »ÃUÉ «©ü£Àß £É¯ÉUÀ¼À°è PÁAiÀÄð¤ªÀð»¸ÀÄvÀÛ ªÁUÁézÀ-¸ÀvÁåUÀæºÀUÀ¼À£ÀÄß (zÀ°vÀjUÉ 
gÁdQÃAiÀÄ «ÄÃ¸À¯ÁwAiÀÄ CA¨ÉÃqÀÌgï ¨ÉÃrPÉAiÀÄ£ÀÄß «gÉÆÃ¢ü¹ UÁA¢üÃf G¥ÀªÁ¸À ¸ÀvÁåUÀæºÀ 
£ÀqÉ¹zÀgÀÄ) »AzÀÆUÀ¼ÀÄ, C¸Ààø±ÀåvÉAiÀÄ ‘zÀÄgÀAvÀªÀ£ÀÄß’ ªÀÄ£ÀUÁtÄªÀAvÉ ªÀiÁrzÀgÀÄ. PÁ¯ÁAvÀgÀzÀ°è 
CA¨ÉÃqÀÌgïgÀ£ÀÄß ¸ÀévÀAvÀæ ¨sÁgÀvÀzÀ ¥ÀæxÀªÀÄ ªÀÄAwæªÀÄAqÀ®zÀ°è PÁ£ÀÆ£ÀÄ ¸ÀaªÀgÀ£ÁßV £ÉÃ«Ä¸À®Ä 
£ÉºÀgÀÆgÀªÀjUÉ UÁA¢üÃf ¸À®ºÉ ¤ÃrzÀgÀÄ. £ÉºÀgÀÆ CA¨ÉÃqÀÌgï PÉ®ªÉÇÃªÉÄä ¥ÀgÀ¸ÀàgÀ ¸ÀºÀPÀj¸ÀÄvÀÛ 
PÉ®ªÉÇÃªÉÄä ¥ÀævÉåPÀªÁV, PÁ£ÀÆ¤£À zÀÈ¶ÖAiÀÄ°è zÉÃ±ÀzÀ ¥ÀæeÉUÀ¼ÀgÉ®ègÀÆ ¸ÀªÀiÁ£ÀgÀÄ JA§ ªÀiË®åªÀ£ÀÄß 
¸ÁÛ¦¹zÀgÀÄ. vÀªÀÄä PÁ®zÀ°è UÁA¢üÃf ªÀÄvÀÄÛ CA¨ÉÃqÀÌgï M§âgÀ£ÉÆ§âgÀÄ «gÉÆÃ¢ü¹zÀÝgÀÄ. DzÀgÉ EªÀvÀÄÛ 
£ÁªÀÅ CªÀj§âgÀ£ÀÄß eÉÆvÉ-eÉÆvÉAiÀiÁV E§âgÀÄ E£ÉÆßÃ§âgÀ ªÀåQÛvÀéªÀ£ÀÄß ¥ÀÆtðUÉÆ½¸ÀÄvÁÛgÉ JA§ 
PÁgÀtPÉÌ ¹éÃPÀj¸ÀÄªÀÅzÀÄ C¤ªÁAiÀÄð. ¥ÉÆæÃ|| £ÁUÀgÁd gÀªÀgÀÄ ºÉÃ¼ÀÄªÀAvÉ UÁA¢üÃf ªÀÄvÀÄÛ CA¨ÉÃqÀÌgï 
«©ü£Àß ºÉÆÃgÁlUÀ¼À ZÁjwæPÀ ̧ ÀAUÀwUÀ¼À°è ªÀåvÁå¸À«zÀÝgÀÆ CªÀj§âgÀ ZÁjwæPÀ C©ü¥ÉìAiÀÄ°è MªÀÄävÀ«zÉ 
JA§ ªÀiÁvÀÄ ̧ ÀvÀåªÁVzÉ JAzÀÄ ºÉÃ½zÀgÉ Cw±ÀAiÉÆÃQÛ AiÀiÁUÀ¯ÁgÀzÀÄ. 
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