
UNITED 1\AQNATAKA· 
OB 

A CASE FOR KAnNATAKA UNIFICATION 

Edited by: 
\ 

THE SECRETARIES, 
Karnataka Utlijication Sablta, 

and 
[(. U11. SuL·Committu, K. P C. C. 

DHARWAR 

1928 



i 

k:k d... ;_--t..A-~~. 

tf }(. /( .J,·~ . 

. )~ 4c:/~ 
.it,:__~_ ) 

. ~~ 
1?7~1 >!' 



UNITED KARNATAKA 
OB 

CASE FOR KARNATAKA UNIFICATION 

Ediud by: 

THE SECRETARIES, 
Karnataka Unification Sabka, 

and 
K •. Un. Su~·Oommitt~~. K. P. C. C. 

DHA.RWA.R · 

1928 



FOREWORD 
............... 

But for the peculiar circumstances under which this 
booklet is being printed and published I would not have 
added this foreword. Though the plan for writing such 
a book was laid as long ago as 1926 the necessary heat 
for the production had not yet come. To-day, more than 
at any other time, India is thinking of its constitution 
and Karniitaka feels called upon to place before the 
people its case for unification at this juncture, when a 
re~huffiing is likely. Through this booklet Karniitaka 
claims justice and expects justice. 

Though a number of brains have thought about the 
problems in this book, and though quite ' number have 
aotua.lly written this book out, it goes into the hands of 
the public as the thought of Karniitab!. ail a whole. 

Thanks are however due to Messrs, R. S. Hukerika.r 
Y. A., D. P. Karmarka.r, Y. A., LL. B., Vamanrao 
Dharwark&.r B. A., but for whose assiduous industry and 
enthusiastic co-operation this book would not have seen 
the light of day. Special thanks are due to Messrs. 
Dha.rwarkar and Shriniwas Potdar for preparing the 
ma.ps and giving us the blockil. Mr. Y. B. Jathar of the 
Karoiitaka .Printing Works, and his able manager 
Mr M. K. Joshi must be mentioned a11 having helped 
1re in making the book availa.ble to the public so soon 
and in so nice a garb. 

An exhaustive bibliography bas been given ab the end 
of the book,. and we have also drawn largely on the 
• Karniitah Ha"ndbook ' published in 1924 at the time 
of the Belgaum Congress. 

GADAG, 

20th Septtmbw U28 The Publlshtr. 
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INTRODUCTION 
TO 

United Karnataka 
THE PURPOSE 

This booklet goes into the world with the name 
'United Karnataka' or 'A Case for Karnataka Unifi­
cation'. It is a title sufficiently descriptive of the 
aim with which it is written.· The main purpose of 
this humble attempt is to prove, that i~ is absolutely 
necessary to form British Karniitaka., if not the whole 
of it, into a. separate administrative ptovince immedi· 
ately, and to attach to it politically all the states in 
the Kanna.~a area so far as i' is possible to do so, 
making due ~~ollowance ·for the present treaty-rela­
tions of such states with the Government of India. 

We have sought to achieve this purpose, by ex· 
pressing our belief in the principle of linguistic pro­
vinces &.nd proving that that is the only rational 
basis for the redist~ibution of provinces in India, by 
showing that the present dismembered parts of 
Karniitaka have a. common past, a. common language. 
the heritage of a rich culture, and a common desire 
'o unite, by stating the disadvantages that accrue on 
account of its present disintegration, by refuting every 
objedion urged against uniication · of the di!erent 
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parts of Karnataka, and by showing with the help of 
sta.tisti<.'s and arguments that it is within the do:nain 
of pt·actica.l politics to make Karnataka. a self· 
supporting separate province immediately. The 
book-let ha!! been written, for consolidating and con· 
centrating the public opinion of Karniitaka on this 
point by voicing our common aspiration in clear 
terms, for enlisting the sympathies of sister-provinces 
by showing how Karnatanka and India stand to 
lose if Karnataka is kept as it is, and for convincing 
all concerned by proving the case for Karniitaka 
Unific~ttion crea.rly and definitely. 

A, Constitution far India 

But hefora we proceed to consider the question 
of the redistribution of provinces and the unifica• 
'ion of Ka.rniita.ka, a word or two must be said 
about the fiAture constitution of the whole of India, 
because Karniita.ka aims :nore eagerly at cordial in· 
ter-provincia.l relations within the borders of India, 
and a dignified statns for it outside in the comity 
of nations, than at the unification of its own parts. 
The question of a constitution for India is as old llS 

the establishment of the British power here. The 
British government has, no doubt, made changes 
from time to time to suit its own co11veniences, and 
til11885 i. e., the date of the birth of the Indian 
National Congress, non-official India may be said to 
h•~ve been altogether dumb about constitutions. 
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It is only since then, that many other political and 
semi-political organisations have sprung up and are 
trying to shapA the political destinies of this country, 
Fortunately fo-z India, public opinion has grown so 
strong today, that though the British government 
has been almost ca.lloua to it so long, .a time has 
come when it will have to respond, if it wants to 
avoid a perpetual conflict between the rulers and 
the ruled, and if it aims at establishing peace and 
prosperity in the land. 

We have today before us quite a he:p of constitu· 
tiona or materials for a constitution for India, right 
from the Montague-Chelmsford heport , to the 
rece!lt publication of the Sob-Committee of the All 
Parties Conference. As if in refutation of the 
groundless charge advanced by some critics, that 
Indians have no constructive schemes to suggest as 
regards a constitution for India, quite a. number of 
eminent political thinkers in India have pnhlished 
such constitutions. Some of them nre in the form 
of bills, others are only draft constitutions, still 
others are mere suggestions on important constitn· 
tional points. Most of thedrafts are well-thougM 
out nod are the out-come of deep thought. real fore-­
sight, and an rntimate sympathy with the inner 
throbbings of Indian aspirations. All the eonsti~n­
tions make very interesting reading indeed. But what 
concerns ns most here is only what these eonditn• 
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tions have to say as regards, {1) the status of India, 
(2) the system of government and inter-provincial 
relations, and (3) the redistribution of provinces. 

Dominion Status: the minimum demand 
It is quite sufficient for our limited purpose here to 

state that almost all constitutions written up to this 
time are heading towards what may 'be called 1 full 
responsible government' or 'dominion status'. 
There is a party, a strong party too, in India that 
wants compl~te inaependence. But, for being able 
to work in union with other parties, it is willing to 
go along with o

1
thers and co-operate with them in 

securing the dominion status. It would be instruc­
tive to quote here a sentence or two from a few 
able and well-known writers . 

. We may begin by quoting the words of the his· 
toric pronouncement of Mr. Montague in August 
1917. He said that the policy of the British 
Government was, 'the gradual development of self­
governing institutions with a view to the progres­
sive realisation of responsible government in Iooia.' 
The proclamation of 25-12-1919, by His Majesty 
King George V while speaking of the Act of 19U 
said, iliat it pointed 1 the way to full responsible 

• government hereafter • and ' to the right ot her 
( India's ) people to direct her aff11irs and safeguard 
her interesse'. The Independen' Labour Party of 
England passed iu 1~27 a resolution drafted by 
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Mr. Fenner Brockway. It says.'' We recognise the 
right of India to self-determination ....... and ask the 
representatives of the Indian parties in the Legisla· 
tive Assembly to submit a constitution for adoption.' 
Mrs. Beasant's Commonwealth of I n d i a. Bill, 
M.r. A. Rangswami Iyengar's 'A draft Swarajya 

Ccnsistution for India', Mr. C. Vijayaraghava-­
chariar's 'Swarajya Constitution', the 'Swarajya con­
stitution' by Mr. S. Sreeniwas Iyengar and another 
by Mr. Hosakappa Krishnara.o, and similar attempts 
by Sir Shivaswami Jyer, Sir C. P. Ra~l\swami Iyer, 
and Rir Abdur Rahim all point to the same thing, 
namely Dominion Status, wheth~r they name i~ 
' Confederation of India ', • Commonwealth of India' 
or something else, . The Nehru Committee of the 
All Parties Conference in its report published on 
15-S-19td declares that,' India shall have the same 
constitutional status, in the comity of nations known 
as the British Empire, as the Dominion of Canada, 
the Commonwealth of Australia, the Dominion of 
New Zealand, the Union of South Africa, and the 
Irish Free State, with a parliament having powers to 
make laws for the peace, order, and good govern· 
went of India, and an executive responsible to that 
parliament and shall be styled and known as the 
Commonwealth of India. • 

Towards Federal Democracr 
Af~er having seen wha~ political thinkers have to 

say about the status of India, ld ns see what tbey 
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opine as regards the system of government and the 
provinces. The Motagne·Chelmsford Report on 
the constitutional reforms already foreshadowed a 
clearly federal type of governmen' when it said, 
• Our conception of the eventual future of India is a 
sister·hood of states self-governing in all matters of 
purely local or provincial intereste, in some cases 
corresponding to existing provinces, in others per· 
. hap• modified in area according to the character 
and economic interests of their people. Over these 
congeries of states would preside a Central govern· 
ment increg,singly representative of and responsible 
to Ule people, daq.ling with matters both internal 
and external of common interes' to the whole of 
India, ading as an arbiter in inter·state relations 
and representing the iotPrests of all lndiii on equal 
terms with the self-governing units of the British 
Empire •. As Sir C. P. Ramaswami Iyer says 
briefly, • in this passage there is found the germ of 
all Ule leafage and fruitage of Indian politics, pro-­
vincial autonomy. linguistic provinces, a strong 
central goYeroment, a federation of farious political 
units-and the constitution of a commonwealth 
Equal in siaius to ihe self-governing dominions •. 

Mr. Rangswami Iyengar postulates, ',full provincial 

antonomy witb the mainienaoce oft\ strong national 

commonwealth government •. Mr S. Sreeniwas 

Iyengar says. 'lhal a federal democracy is &he best 
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safeguard against the springing up of ambitious 
oligarchies commercial or militarist '. Mr. Hosa· 
koppa Krishnarao says that, ' the provinces and 
states should be free and autonomous in the Confe· 
deration of India'. Sir Frederic Whyte clearly 
favours a federation of provinces. Sir C. P. Rama.. 
swami lyer also is for the federal system. The 
recommendations of the Nehru Committee point to 
the same thing. 

Redistrihutioa Oil linguistic basis 
Thus after the consideration of the status of India 

• and the system of government to be adopted, we 
come to the redistribution of provinces and that on 

• a linguistic basis. 

The present provincial division in India. is admit.. 
ted on all hands to be haphazard, unsystematic, 
artificial, and inconvenient. It does not follow 
any geographical, racial, or linguistic priDciple, nor 
has it been proved to be administratively convenient 
or succeRsful. Every one knows that the political 
geography of India. today is th~ result of historical 
!'auses. A leading Anglo-Indian journal, the Times 
of India, in its leading article 4-7-27. admitted 
that 'the present provincial boundaries are largely 
mere accidents of history ', There is no organic 

• principle and no magnetic common bond that 
c:1n bind the varied people of manv of the existing 
provinces. Most of the writers the11efore proposl 
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that there onght to be ·a redistribution of provinces 
and that mainly according to the Jingoistic bllsis. 
Let us see what some of them have to say. 

, There is no greater advocate of Jingoistic provin· 
ces than Mr. Lionel Curtis who wrote before the 
Reforms scheme of 1919. While speaking of the pre· 
sent provinces (in his Letter VIII entitled • Map of 
India') says, • They are for the most part the artificial 
creations of a paternal and highly centralised govern· 
ment which has its mainspring in England. They 
were designe4 as the satrapies of a vast oriental 
dependancy ...... it is of vital importance to consider 
now what the p~oper provincial units are to be, oat 
of which the whole of the national fabric can be 
builL ... The internal peace of India, generations 
hence, will depend upon the wisdom and foresight 
with which the areas of provincial Self-Government 
are planned in the initial stages of the new depar· 
tore.' While speaking of Bihar and Orissa be 
says, 'the defect of ihe present arena is that they 
are too mechanical. The province of Bihar and 
Orissa. for instance, combines communities with an 
almost cynical disregard of the differences bdween 
them. The plan suggested will remedy these un­
natural unions, This particular province would 
fall naturally into three provincial states- Bihar with 
iis population of 2!0 lacs, and Orissa and Chou­
nagpur with 50 lacs a piece. Bu* Orissa itself ough$ 
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to be increased by the inclusion of those people of 
the same language and race who inhabit the nor· 
thern extremity of Madras and the C. Provinces.' 

Next when writing about the principle of redis­
tribution he says, 'where possible, historic areas like 
Sind should be t:tken. But units of language, race 
and rel£gio1t are also important factors, and language 
is the most important of all. The greatest obstacle 
to a real extension of popular government in India, 
is the practice of conducting public business in the 
English tongue ...... The use of the vernaculars in 
politics is essential if India HI to adva~ce towards 
responsible government, a.t any but the slowest pace. 
The are:1s of provincial governments ~ust be design· 
ed largely, with a view to making it possible for 
public business to be discussed in a language, which 
all the legislators can speak with ease, and which 
the largest number of electors can understand ...... 
The hope of popular government lies in its verna­
culars.' 

While speaking of the applicatiJn of the princi­
ple he further says, ' H this experience is held in 
mind, can we really look forward to a United States 
of India within the British Common- Wealth, under 
which Sind and the Ka.na.resc-speaking people are 

• tied 11.nd b0und into the same self-governing unit .ae 
the ~Iarathu? Are not the Marathas themselves 
entitled to a state such as will perpetuate the tradi-
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tions of that famous community? Are the Tamil 
and Telgu peoples of Madras to be given no separate 
institutions ,of their own ? Are the Oriyas to be left 
dispersed amongst three provinces, the larger section 
being left under the permanent domination of the 
people of Bihar ? To ba11e responsible· government 
on such units is not only to ignore the experience 
of the other dominions, but to violate the principles 
for which we are fighting in this war. You cannot 
base responsible government on units evolved on 
principles which ar~ the antithesis of that system. 
You cann~t graft figs on thorns or grapes on 
thistles.' 

Now let us see what the Mont-Ford report itself says 
as regards this matter. The famous Report on Con· 
stitutional Reforms in its para 246, says that, 'we are 
impressed with the artificial and often inconvenitlnt 
character of existing admini~tmtive units, We have 
seen how historical rt>asons brought them Bbout, We 
cannot doubt that the business of Government wonld 
be simplified if administrative units were both smaller 
and more homogeneous; and when we bear in mind 
the prospect of the immense burdens of government 
in India being transfered to comparatively inexperi­
enced hands, such considerations acqnire additional 

c 
YieigM. His also a strong argumen~ in favour of 
linguistic or racial units of government that, by 
making i' p1ssible lo condac' the business of legis· 
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la.tion in the vernacular, they would contribute to 
draw into the arena of public affairs men who were 
not acquainted with English. We believe emphati· 
cally that redistribution of provincial areas cannot 
be imposed upon the people by official action and 
such a process ought in any case to follow, and. 
neither to precede nor accompany, constitutional 
reform. But we are bound to indicate our clear 
opinion that wherever such distributions are neces. 
sary and can be effected by process of consent, the 
attempt to do so should be made; and therefore we 
desire that it should be recognised as one of the 
earliest duties incumbent upon e,ll, the reformed 
provincial governments to test provincial opinion 
upon schemes directed to this end. In Orissa 
and Behar at all events,, it seems to us that the 
possibility of instituting sub-provinces need not 
be excluded from consideration at a very early 
date.' 

In accordance with the principles laid down in 
these reccommen~ations, authority was given to the 
Viceroy in the Government of India Act 1919, 
section 52 A, to form new provinces, if the people 
of a particular area so wished. The Congress at 
Nagpnr in 1920, was wise enough in regrouping 
provinces on a lin~uistic basis. Coming to more 
recent times, most of the writers on Indian consti­
tion have realise~ the importance of linguistic areas 
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and i~ will be interesting to see what some of them 
say. Mr. C. Vijaya.raghava.chariar makes provision 
for redistribution in his :constitution, chapter VIII, 
and says, that a commission should be appointed to 
constitute provinces, regard being had to adminis 
trative conveniences A.nd to the local sentiment that 
provinces should be formed on a linguistic basis. 
Mr. A. Rang1.~wami Iyengar in the preamble t() his 
constitution says, that provision must be made for 
the redistribution of the boundaries of existing 
provinces, aod in chapter XI again says, that the 
Indian Parliament ,as soon as may be, shall appoint 
a commission for the purpose of making .proposals for 
reconstituting the provinces on the basis of language­
groupmgs. Mr. S. Sreenivas Iyengar, who is a 
strong exponent of the cause says in the introdnc· 
tion to his constitution, that 1 a rearrangement of 
provinces •••••• is necessary as well in the interests 
of a decisive reduction of expenditure as in the 
interests of an accelerated democracy •••••• on the 
whole, the linguistic basis is the safest for the pro· 

per functioning cf Indian democracies, and for the 
minimising of intercomrunna.l friction. n is the 
natural solvent of religions and communal differeD· 
ces, and is amongst the most poworful of unifying 

agencies. ' Under the heading 1 New Provinces ' 

he further lays down that provinces be constituted 

on the basis of language-grouping.· 
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But more important and weighty than the opinions 
of individuals belonging to different political groups 
ie the opinion of the Nehru Committee published on 
the 15th of August 1928. It is a document which 
must command respect from every thinker in 
India and in England. The All Parties Confet·ence 
consisting of l·epresentatives from no less than a4 
political and semi-political organisations appointed a 
Sub-Committee of nine persons vie, Pandit Motilal 
(Chairman), Sir Tej Babadur Sapru, Sir Ali Imam, 
Syt. Prdhan, Syt. Shuaib Qureshi,. Syt. Subhash 
Chandra Bose, Syt. Madhavarao Aney, Syt. M. R. 
Jayakar (who resigned on &ccotm.t of ill-health), 
Syt. N. M. Joshi, and 8adar Mangal Singh, on May 
1~1, 19~8. After cousultations with eminent Indian 
leaders c.;ucb as, Dr Ansari, Pandit Malaviya, 
Moulana. Abdul Kalam Azad, Mr. C. Y. Chintamani, 
Dr. Kitchlew and others, and after about 25 sittings 
they have been able to put before the public this 
unanimous report, 

ftehtu Committee and redistribution 

While speaking a.lout the redistribution of pro­
vinces they say that, 'every one knows that the 
present distribution of provinces in India bas no 
rational basis.' It is merely droe to accident and the 
circu::nsta.nces attending the growth of the British 
power in India.. As 1 whole, it has little to do with 
geographical or historical or economic or linguistic 
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reasons. Even from the purely adminis~rative point 
of view, it is not a success. n is clear that there 
most be a redistribution of provinces •.••••••• What 
principles should govern this re-distribution? Partly 
geographical and partly economic and financial, but 
the main considerations must necessarily be. the 
wishes of the people and the linguistic unity of the 
area concerned. · n is well-recognised that rapid 
progress in edu,.aiion as well as in general culture 
and in most departments of life depends on langu­
age. If a foreign language is the medium of in 
struction, business, and aftairs, the life of the coun­
try most necessaJily be stunted. No democracy can 
exist where a foreign language is used for these 
purposes ...... If a province has ~ educate itself and 
do its daily work through Ute medium of its own 
language, it most necessarily be a linguis~ic area •••••• 
Hence it beeom~ most desirable for vrovinces to be 
regro-:1ped on a linguistic basis. Language as a rule 
corresponds with a special variety of coltnre, of 
traditions, and of merature •.•••• The National Con 
gress recognised this linguistic principle 8 years ago 
and since lhen, so for as the Congress machinery is 
concerned, India has been divided into linguistic 
provinces.' ,. 

Again when thinking of giving practical effed to 
lhe linguistic principle lhey say, • Another princi­
ple which must govern a redistribution of provinces 
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is the wishes of the people concerned. We who 
talk of self-determination on a larger sc:ale cannot in 
reason deny it to a smaller area, provided of course, 
this does not conflict with any other important 
principle or vital question ......... Thus we see that 
the two most important considerations in rearrang· 
ing provinces are the linguistic principle and the 
wishes of the majority of the people. A third con­
sideration, though not of the same importance, is 
administrative convenience, which' would include 
the geographical position, the eronomic resources, 
and the finl\ncial stability of the area' co!lcerned.' 

Nehru Committee and Katnataka 
Then coming to Karnataka, whose ca~Se they were 

kind enough to study in detail, they say, 'The ease 
for the Karniitaka was placed befo~e us by a repre­
sentative of the Karn§.taka Unification Sangh and 
the Karnataka Provincial Congress Committee. It 
had been ably prepared with a wealth of information, 
historical, cultural, and statistical. All our questions 
were answered satisfactorily and in our opinion a 
strong prima facie case for unification and the . for­
mation of Karniitaka as a. separate province was 
made ......... Parts of the Karniitaka lie in Indian 
8tates, nota.bll Mysore, and there are obvious prac· 
tical diffiiculties in the way of uniting these with 
the rest. It might also not be convenient to unite 
the small islands of the Karniitaka on the other 
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side of Mysore territ.ory as these would be cut off 
from the Karnataka proper by Mysore. · But· even 
so a sufficiently large area remains, ..... Financially 
the position of ~he Karnataka wns very strong and 
even .at present there was a considerable surplus in 
'the British part of the Karnataka,' Finally they 
recommended that, ' parts :>f Karnataka, except the 
sma.ll islands on t.he other side of the Mysore terri- . 
tory, should be separated from the provinces in 
which they are 'at present included and formed into 
a single separate province.' 

• 
Conditions for redistribution 

Now, if we rev.iew all that we have written so 
long, we clearly see that a dominion status for India 
iu the comity of nations, a federal system of govern· 
ment or a federal democracy as Syt. Sreenivas 
Iyengar suggestively calls it, and a redistribution of 
provinces on linguistic basis, are the marked and 
common features of them &ll. We are not called 
upon to express oar opinion here as regards the 
firs~ two features, bot we fully agree with the last 
principle, namely thai as regards ling.nistic provin· 
ces, and we shall deal with it alone and apply it. to 
the province Karnataka. However, before stating 
the case for Karniitak11 unification, we ~ust see , 
wha.i circumstances are cccessuy for a revision of 
the boundries of a province. Thongb most hne 
agreed generally to a redistribution of province~ on . 
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linguistic lilies, very few seem to have gone deeper 
and laid down clearly the conditions that ought to 
be prese.nt before any such redistribution is granted. 
Let us make an attempt to st~tte some of the most . 
necessary conditions. 

We think th&t the very first condition is, that 
the peo~Jle who demand such a revision of bonn· 
daries must have a distinct cultured language with 
a past and a. future, together with a strong language 
or race-consciousness, which has not died inspite of 
adverse circumstances ann which is sur; to persis' 
in the future. The next thing is that such a. people 
should have real grievances unde1 the present 
arrangements. The grievances are certainly Jikely 
to be keener if the. people are sea ttered in more 
than one province. The gr_ievances m1ty be either 
in the form of lack of scope and opportunity for the 
people of the same language or race living under 
different a.dminstrations to come together for foster­
ing their language and traditions, for developing 
their· resources, for manifesting their .special race­
characteristics, or in the form of a. dominnance of 
the majority linguists in the province in which the· 
former are in the ruinolity. The grievance might 
he Silid to be S);leeially keen when the minority is a 
helpless and a h'tlpeless minority, and has absoutely 
no chances of showing itself at its best, either on a.c· 
COJot of its being treated unsympathetically by the 
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majority or when it is cumparitively more backward 

than the majority or when the majority has certA.in 
strong prfjndices against it. Jn short, if the present 

boundaries are a real handicap on the development 

of a certain linguistic ~?ronp and if the redistt·il•ution 

is kikely to h~lp thE-m to come out with the best 

they have 1u1 an offt>ring at the feet of Mother Ind, 
then there can l1e Raid to be a real gl'ie,·nnce which 

ought tc be removed both in the interest of the parti· 

cular group and in the wider interests of the nlltion. 

When a distmct literary language as afn!es;\id exists, 

when there is a strong linguistic or racial conscious­

ness t:ccompanymg it, and when the people speaking 

that language have a real grievance, then the next 
thing necessary is a genuine demand for a redis­

tribution on the lingnistic basis. The demand 
should come from al least a two-thirds majority and 
the case is very strong if it is practically unanimous. 
Even when 11.11 these conditions are fulfilled there 

are what are called practical considerations and they 
are as important as any tb,,t we have so long treated. 

The proposed unification or separation most ~ a. 

practical proposition, tha' is the size and population 

of &he proposed provi~ce should not be ridiculously 

small, ihe area should be contiguous. as far as possi· 
ble and above all the new province shouU be in a 
position to support itself and be willing to bear the 

borden of fresh taxation if necessary. 
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The Reason of it 
We hope that every one would easily appreciate 

the reason of the conditions laid above, which mnst 
be ful-filled before the revision of any provincial 
houndary is taken in hand. If these conditions are 
not laid down there would be no end to language­
groupings in India, as according to scholars, there 
are no less than' 2:,2 languages in India. The 
language principle would, in the absence of the 
above conditions be as ridiculous as the communal 
principle itself. No people who spiak dialects or 
sub·languages and no people who have no strong sod 
irrepressible language-consciousne

1
ss can or should 

really claim separation or unification. Unless there 
is such a c0nsciousness there is no danger of such a. 
group being permanently dissatisfied and disaffected 
which is like a chronic disease to a body politic. 
People speaking dialects and sub-languages, should 
in the interest of the nation, foster a love fot their 
mother langu&ge and try to develop it rather than 
their own dialect. If a language-group is sufficiently 
big in a province and can develop without any handi· · 
cap, it need not specially try for regrouping unless it 
has its fellow-linguists in the neighbouring provinces 

or unless it has some special grievance. And then 
• 

there is no meaning in a few people belonging to a 

language-group asking for a separate province. The 

demand should be a formidable one. Then co-:nes the 
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practical view of things. Unless an area and its 
population is capable of and wiling to shoulder the 
responsibilities of a modern state, there is no mean• 
ing in a demand for a separate province. Above all 
the fr~sh province should not be in the plight of a 
son that demands separation from his father, but has 
to take up imm.ediately the b~gging bowl for his 
very maintenance. 

Does Karnataka fulfill conditions? 
In view of the above observations let ns examine 

t 

the case of Karna taka. If we take the present-day 
Karnataka, meaning thereby the whole tract occu· 

• pied by Kannada. speaking people ( they number 
10, 374, 204 in the whole of India), it is dist1·i· 
bated mainly among five administrations, namely, 
the Bombay and Madras presidencies, the province 
of Co01·g, the states of Mysore and H~derabad 

(Dn). Then there are the smaller states of Kolhapnr, 
&ngli, Miraj, and Aundh which claim very sm~ll 

portions of Karnataka, while Jamkhindi, Mudhol, 
Ramdurg, Savanur, Ja.th, Akkalkot, Kurundwad, 
Sondur, Daflapur etc. lie wholly or mostly within its 
boundaries. Since we are considering the problem 
of the states here as subject to the treaty relations 
of those states with the government of India, let us 
only be satisfied with saying, that they should be 
attached to the future province of Karnataka so for 
as those relations allow ihem to be so attached. Let 
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us examine more closely the position of British 
Karniitaka, 

We see that British Karnatak!L is divided among 
these administrations : the Bombay presidency 
has the _. districts of Belga.um, Dharwar, Bijapur 
and Karwar together with the taluka of Sholapur 
and about 50 villages of the district of Satara. ; the 
Madras presidency has the 5 districts of Man galore, 
Bellary, and Nilgiris, the talukas of Madagsira. 
( dist. Anantpnr ), Kollegal ( dist. Coimbatore ), 
Hosur and Krishnagiri (dist. Salem), a'nd the small 
province of Coorg. Let us see if this Briti~:~h 1{arna­
taka, satisfies the conditions laid Mwn by us for 
regrouping the provinces on language-basis. 

It is impossible within the shod space at our 
command in this Introduction to state in detail the 
claim of Karnataka for a separate province. For 
that, we will ha'e to refer the readers to the book 
itself. We shall have to be satisfiea here with a 
brief summary of the case. 

Karnataka needs and deserves unificatioll 
Let us take the condit1ons we have laid down one 

by one. None can deny that the Kannada language, 
which belongs t,t, the Dravidian stock and is spoken 
by 10,374,204 (1921 census) people, which has a rich 
literature at least as old a.s the 9th century when 
king Nripatunga (814-870 A.. o.) wrote his famous 
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Kavirajamarga on poetics, which can boast of a 
thousand poets whose varied works are today either 
available or men~ioned, which tod1y publishes 100 
.iifferent jon roils, is a distinct language with a high 
pedigree Rod a great fntare. We can with equal 
emphasis say that Karnitaka has R common pas~ 
history gJing back at least to ihe 1nd century A. !--· 
The oldest Ka·nnada inscription is dated 199 A. D. 

(vide Mythic Society's Journal, May, 1928). The 
Gangas of Talkad (My~ore) ruled from the ~rd to 
t.he 11th century A. D. in ~angawadi. Then we • 
ha.ve a long lind of dynasties chief among whom 
way be mentioned, the Kadambas of Banavasi in • 
N. Canara ( 250-550 A, D. }, the Chalukyas of 
Badami in Bijapur (550-750 A. D.), the Rasbtra· 
katas of Malkhed in Ni.zam's dominions ( 7 !13-997 
A. D.), the western Chalnkyas of Kalyan in the 
Nizam's dominions (973-1190 A. D.) the Hoysalas 
of Dorasamadra in Mysore (1147-1310 A. D.), the 
famous Sangama, Tala, and other dynasties o( 
Vija.yanaga.r in Bellary (1336-1565 A. n.), and 
the Odeyars of Mysore (U00-1928 &. D. with 
two breaks.) Among others may he recorded the 
Yad1vas, the Keladi, Haleri, and Nilgiri Nayaks, 

and the Rattas. The whole epigraphical wealth of 
Kamitaka consisting of at least 10000 nndeciphered 

inscriptions are yet to give us aU details. Ba~ iii is 

now clear Ulat some of the most enimen' of ihe 



lNTRDUCTION xxiii 

Karniitaka kings, like Satyashraya Pnlkeshi, Vikra­
mankadeva, Nripatiunga, Bittideva, Krishna, Krishna. 
devaraya and others ruled over most of the country 

now known as Karniit11ka and much more. 
The culture of Karnataka is also something of 

which any one would be justly 'pt·oud. Of the three 
great &.rchitectonic builders of the Vedantic systems 
MadhwA was born in Udipi, Rruuanuja prospered 
in Dorasamudra, and Shankara esta.blished his great~ 
est portifical seat in Shringeri. Ba.sava the reformer, 
Vidyaranya the Vedic scholar and saint-politician, the 
bhaktas Purandar and Kanaka, are ll·lt names to 
conjure with 'rhere is also an inspiring and enno­
bling litarature, there is the architect~t·e and sculp­
ture of Helur, Halebaid, Vithalswami temple, of 
Shravanabelgola. and Katkat and of Boligumaj. Then 
Karniita.ka can boast of a. distinct syst~>m of music 
known throughout India as the Karniitaki system. 

Next we have to see if tbe Karnatnka people have 
a strong language or race-consciousness today. The 
history of the unification movement pmvides ample 
evidence of such a growing conscivusness. The 
movement started ell.l'lier than 1880, apparPntly for 
the advance of Kana.rese literature; but now it has 
c:ieveloped into an All-Ks.rniitaka agitation supported 

• by every organisation and every journal in the pro-
vince. The people have been more active since 
1918 when they sent mamorials to Mr. Montague 
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demanding unification. 800 delegates attended the 
Na~pur Congre£s in 1920 when Karniitaka. was 
given a separate Congress Circle. In 1921 they 
tried hard and reclaimed Bellary which bad been 
claimed by the Andhras. In 1925, they fought 
hard against 'he inclusion of Bellary in the Andhra 
University jurisdiction. In 1928, they sent a repre~ 
sentative to the. Nehru Committee for demanding 
Unification. ThoR the people of Karniitak have an 
irrepressible language-consciousness which is grow­
ing in volume and intensity everyday. 

Grievances of Karnataka 
Now Jet us se9 if there are any real grievances from 

which the Kannada people are suffering. There is 
no doubt that they have such grievance§., This 
province which was homogeneous hr more than a 
lhousand years has been now split up. Its people 
IU'e in the hopeless minority of 19 and 6 percent re­
spectivelyt in the Bombay and :Madras presidencies, 
and the Kanarese distrir.ts form tail-ends in both 
the administrations. They are furthest from the 
capi~l towns. Communic11tions and education have 
been grievously neglected and but for missionary 
effort S. Canara would have been as backward in 
education as N. Canara and both as backward as 
other parts of Karnataka. For a 'High co:.ut and 
for • University Kamata.kas have to ron to Bombay 
and :Madras where 'heir language has bul scant 
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respect. There is hardly one man to represent 
Ka.nna.da in the Senllte. of the Bombay University. 
No such things can be said of Coorg but it suffers: by 
being too small, from the predominance of Europea.a 
planters, and from a system of government which is 
antediluvian. KarnS. taka has been cla.mouring for a port 
at Bhatbl in order to have an outlet to the sea for 
the development of her commerce, bnt the demand 
goes unheeded like many such demands ofKarnatah. 
Ka.rnataka. contribuies about 4 8 lacs of rupees in 
excess of what is spent on her and yet irrigation and 
agricultural improvement are at a discount here. The . 
majority languages are encroachijlg on Kannada 
and during the last census-decade she has lost about. 
2 lacs. Thus the present divisions are a refl.l handi­
cap to the natural development of the language, 
the arts, and industries of the people of Ksmataka. 

There is also other evidence which clearly 
proves that Karnataka feels the need for unification. 
Bombay and Madras Klrnatakas are drawn to each 
other by language though they are divided by admi 
nistrative interests. BIIt inspite of all this, they 
are trying hard to come together by calling. All· 
Karnataka conferences. The present disintegration 

alone seems 'o stand in the way of progress. Since 
• the Congress gave Karniitaka a separate circle in 

19!0, a number of All-Karnataka eonferenceA have 

hef'n held. Io May 1928, the ~th Pomical Conference, 
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the 4th Bhagini·manda.l conference, the 3rd Karnii· 
taka Unification Conference, the 2nd Hindi con· 
ference, the 1st Khadi Conference were held in 
Dharwar; in July, the 3rd Ayurveda Conference met 
in Mangalore; in August, the 3rd Karnata.ka, Seva 
Dal Conference, the let Merchants' coaference, the 
1st Journalists' conference, the 3rd Gorakshana Con• 
ference, were convened. In June, the 14th Sa.hitya 
Sammelana. held its sessions in Gulburga.. All 
these efforts point to the conclusion, that Karnataka 

: is alive to th~ dis-advantages of its dismemberment 
and is trying its best to organise its activities on the 
language-basis. • 

A unanimous demand 
Karnata.ka has long since hit upon the root·cause 

Of all its ills and has been trying to remove it from 
the year h17, when the Karniita.ka Habha was first 
started. The demand for Karnitaka unification has 
been unanimous. Every newspaper in Karnita.ka· 
including those in the states stand for it and. advo• 
cate it. The 6 All-Karnata.ka political conferences, 
held since 1920, and the 3 Karnataka Unification 
conferences since 1924, have passed unification 
resolutions unanimously. Besides these, the 
Veerashaiva Mahasabha held in · Bangalore in 
December 1927, the Merchants conference held in 
Angust last in Ba~alkot, have demanded unification. 
The Local Boards of all the Bombay Karniita.ka dis· 
tricts, and of 1\Iangalore, many Taluka Local Boards 



lNTBODUCTION nvii 

as well as a num~er of municipalities have passed 
such resolutions and sent them to the Government. A 
general manifesto signed by 34lea.ders of Karnataka 
representing all districts, all castes, creeds, interests, 
and all political opinions, was issued in 1927 to the 
public, asking them to sign a declaration to the 
effect that they desired unification. A questionaire 
issued to about 200 gentlemen in Karnataka brought 
in 125 replies, only one being against unification. 
Thus whatever the other differences, the unani­
mity of Hindus an.i Mussa.lmans, t~e Brahmins 
and ~he Non-Brahmins, the non-co-operators and 
the loyalists of Karns taka, in demtnding unifica· 
tion is, it can be said, almost embarrassing. 

A practical propositioa 

After these preliminaries, we come to the practi· 
cal view of things. Though Kamataka i& an area 
linguistically very alive, and though it demands 
unification with one voice in' order to remove its 
own grievances, is it a sufficiently big area, has it a 
sufficiently big population, is its territory contigu~ 

ous, is it likely to be a convenient unit of admini· 
stration, and above all, is it financially self-suppor­
ting ? We can with confidence reply in the positiv~ 
to all these qnes\ions. We demand to-day 'he nni· 
fic11.~ion of the 8 districts of Belgaum, Dharwar, 
Bijapur, Karwar, Mangalore, Bellary, Coorg, and 
Nilgiri and the five outlying talukas of KoiJegal, 
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Hosur, Krishnagiri, Madagsira, and Shola.pur:. Their 
total area is :.;5,408 sq. miles and population is 
63,57,7G2. With this area and population they call 
make a bid for independence, much more reasooablJ 
can the.y claim & separate province. We draw the 
attention of the readers here to Apps. A. B. and C. 
Except the iiistrict of Nilgiri and the four talukas 
Kollegal, Hosur, Krishnagiri and Madagsira; the 
whole territory is contiguous, (vide m!!ip ); and 
even that district and those talukas can be appt·oach· 
ed through ,Kannada territory namely, Mysf)re. 

Aspecla.l word must be put in as regards the 
contiguity of the portions of British Karnatak. Nc 

• doubt, the talukas of Kollegal, Hosur, Krishnagiri, 
and Madagsira in Appendix A and the district of 
Nilgiri are not strictly contiguous to other parts. 
But really speaking it is a. continuous Ka.rna.taka 
province. While ~assing either from South Canars 
or from the southern end of the Dllarwa.r district 
or from Coorg to the above-named pa.rts, we ha.ve to 
traverse parts of Mysote. But MysOL-e, except in · 
administrative matters, is fully Karnitaka in lang· 
uage, history, cultu;e, and sywpa.thies. So inclu· 
eing them in the future province of Karnataka is 

a• the worst, inconvenenient and a little more ex­

pensive than if they were contiguous. But even 
today small states like Sangali, Jamakhandi etc. 

are administering certain of their portions which 
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are far·flung and Bombay itself is administering 

Sind across the many intervening states. So we 
are willing and ready even a.t a. great inconvenience 
and some cost to have our distant brothers in lang· 
uage and culture, within the fold of the Karnataka 
Province. 
There is no question O.bont the .other parts as 
they are actually contiguous and the greatE:st 
distance from one end to the other will not be more 
than 400 miles. So the future province of Karnataka 
will be a compact body, and very convenient for ad· 
ministration in contrast with the leviattan-like huge 
longish block of the Bombay presidency stretching 
from Sind to Karwar. • 

The last but the most important point is about 
finances. Can Karn~taka support itself? By al.l 
means. Let us study Apps. D. E. and F. Even lea• 
ving aside the income of the outlying talukas, D 
gives us a. clear surplus of Rs. 48 lacs per year. 
Now if we run a Government of our own, we may 
at the most require what Bo:nba.y at preseni re· 
quires, namely 33 lacs for the provincial establish· 
ment. Add to it a sum of U lacs to be spent on 
jails and justice and still 4:5 lacs would be the u~ 
most required. Assam manages with %60 lacs per 
yea.:. Karnatala with 250 lacs C8Jl as well do it, 
And there are great possibilities of development for 
Karniitaka. A coast-line railway, a port at Bhatkal. 
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the use of Gersoppa a n d other falls for pro· 
ducing electricity, a better irrigation system are all 
sure to increase the revenues of Karnataka in the 
immediate future. 

So Karnataka satisfies every condition almost in 
every detail, and if any people today need unification 
most, and deserve a separate province immediately, 
iHs the Karniita"ka people. 

Objections answered 

After answering some of the objections against 
• redistribution on linguistic basis and after a final 

appeal to all for supporting the cause of Kamlitaka 
• unification, we mean to close this small brochure. 

There are fortunately none so senseless in India 
as to oppose redistribution altogether. Objections 
are however raised against redistribution on Jinguis· 
tic basis in general, and against Karnataka unifica· 
tion in padicular. Though most objections have 
been indirectly answered by the constructive side 
of oar case for :K. Unification, we shall examine 
briefly what our opponents have to . say.· We have 
come across only two main objections against a lin· 
guistic basis in redistributing provinces. The one 
is that language is not so binding a chord nor so per· 

' manent a characteristic. We have to say in reply 
that whether a language-bond is snfficientJy strong or 
a"ractive depends npon the love that 1 particular 
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people cherish for their language. The history of 
Ireland and Italy, of Alsace-Lorraine. and Bengal 
shows that the bond of language is as strong as 
that of adamant. 

The other objection is, 'that it promotes too much' 
provincialism. But provincialism is not an evil 
attendant only upon linguistic provinces, Provin· 
cialism and parochialism are evils which must be 
fought by sound nationalism. 

The objections urged against Karnataka unification 
may be summed up as: (i) Karnataka h:s no distinct 
culture, no racial unity, and no cultural affinity 
among its people; (ii) Jt has no comO:on history and 
was never a single province; (iii) Kanna.4a. is not the 
only language in Karniitaka; (iv) Karniitaka has no 
disadvantages now; (v) it is too small in area and in 
population; (vi) it is not contiguous; (vii) it has the 
problem of states; (viii) it has no good communi· 
cations, no capital towns, no great personalities, no 
port ; and (ix) it cannot b9 self-supporting. Though 
the list seems to be a pretty long one, many of the 
objections are self-condemned and have been already 
answered, The first two objections are the result of 
ignorance about the people ana their history. One who 
gDe~~ throngh 'United Karnihka.' will feel the force of 
this remark. Nobody has denied the fact (iii). There 
are other languages, but Kannada. is the most pre-­
dominant and is 75 per cent on an average. As to (iv) 
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the dislldvantages have been already dealt with. (T) 
and (vi) These have been answered. (vii) It is•no pro• 
blem as what we deman~ immediately is the unifica· 
tion of British Ka.rniita.ka. only. (viii) This is an 
exa.mple of an argument in a circle. It is exactly 
because we want to improve our communications, 
to build a port, to have better opportunities~ and to 
show our best, that we are demanding a 'Jeparate 
province. (ix) This h9.s been refuted by Appendix D. 

•n ApJeal 
( 

This is the case for Karniitah unification. L"'' 
facts, figures, and arguments speak more than 

( 

mere sentiments. The Congress has already given 
a separate circle in 1920. The Nehrn Committee 
has upheld the ~nse though it has wrongly withheld 
tbe sa.called • islands'. Now we appeal in the name 
of Karnataka and India, to the people of Karnataka 
to oonsolid&te their stren~th, to the people of other 
provinces to sympathise with our aspira,ions, to the 
leaders of aU proTincea and padies to make this 
cause their own anct fight to the finish, and see that 
Karnataka comes lo its own and plays its Jegmmate 
pari in serving Bharat Mata. 
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The following is the list of public men in the 
Ka.roitab who signed the manifesto referred to on 
page· xxvii. They represent all castes, creed A, in teres~ 
and all shades of political opinion, · 

(1) Sj~. P. R Chikodi, B • .&., nelgaum Jl. Tl. c. Bom. 
\2) ,, Rao B11.badur S. T. Ka.mbli, B. A., LL. B., 

· Dba.rwar M L. c. ( Bom.) Ex-President 
( 1924:-26) K. Uo. S•bha. Now (1926-29) 
Deputy Preaident, Bombayt, ~·c. 

(3) 11 V. N. Jog, LL. B .. Dharwar1 M, L. c., (Bom.) 
(4) " A. Rangna~b Mudliar, B. A., Bellary, H L. c. 

(Madru) Ex-minister (1926!.28), 
(5) 11 D. V. Bel vi, B. A., LL.B., Belgaum, M. L.A. 

(6) " C. C. Hulkoti, B. A., LL, B , Dharwar, Presi-
dent D. L. Board, and Dharwar Municipality. 

(7) 11 A. F. I. P&tban, Pleader, Ex· President, 
Dharwar Municipality. 

(8) ,, Rao Bah&dor B. L Patil, B. A., LL. B., Ex-
President ll926) Dbarwar Municipality, 

(9) ~. ' 8. V. Kowjalgi, B A.., LL. B., President, 
Karuataka l,rovincial Congress Committee. 

(10) ., Karuad Sadasbivarao, LL B., Mangalore. 
(11) .. B. B~imarao, B. A., B. L., Beller)'. 
(12) ,, ~.udar ~lababub Allikhan, Hubli. Ex-V.i A.. 

ll9!3t26), 11. L. c , Bombay, 
(13) ,, Rao Sabeb P. G. Halkatti. B. A. , LL B., 

Preaiden' 0928) K. Unification ~hugba. 
lU) .. B&O Sabeb Cbaunabaaappa Sbirabatti, H ubli. 
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(15) ., Hudokar Manjappa, Kulapa.ti, Vaersho.iva 
Vidyalayi, Almatti ( Disb. Biiapur). 

(16) ,, ShAnka.rgouda Patil, B. A. LL. B., President 
(1926-28), p. L .. Boa.rd, Bijapur .• 

(17) ,, Narayaorao Joshi, B. A. LL.B.· Belgaum. 
Us) ,. HanmantarBo Savaour, L. v. & 8., Balgn.um. 
(19) ". · A. P. Chougule. B. A. Lu . .B., Belg~~oum. 
(20) " Ra.o Bn.hadurA~tai RudnJ:!oda, I. 8. o. 
(21) Rao Babadur S. N. Angadi, B. A. LL. B. Belg~~oum 

. M. L. c. (Bam.), P~esidendl9~7-28)D. L. B. 
(22) .Sib. P. T. Kushall'lpp!\, .M.·1. c. (Coor~). 

-(23) " o:•N. Vsak~ppa.yya, B. A. B. L. Mercara, 
·M. L. C. hJoor2). 

(24) " M. D. Kirki, LL. B., KtHwar, M.L.c: (Bom). 

(25) Rao S~~oheb B. M. Basar?r, Land Lord, N .. c~nllfll. 
(26) Sjt. S. M. Kal:lyBnapurkar, LL.B., N •. C:ln&rl\. 

(27) ., S~~ong~~oppa Desai, Rakkasagi, Bijapur, .M L. C. 

(Born). 

(gs) ,, M. G. Gopi, Pre~ineot, D L. B., N. Can1ua. 
(29) Dr. Y. G Nadgir, 14. s. Syndic. (Bom. Uni ). 
(30) Sjt J. A. Siloldbana, M·n~~lore, M. L. c.(M~~o,]r_AR),. 
(31) ,. A. B. Sbetti, Man~f\lore, M. L. c., (Mlu~~\11). 
(32 ., K B. K"rna.th. :8. A. B. L , ~1.\rt~:.lo~s. M t...o. 

(Yad). 
(33) ., Dr. U. Bl\mrao, Udipi, Member of the 

Council of State. 
(34) · " Ga!lgadbarno De3bpando. ,L~d Lord, Ren. 

Com. Chairman, Belgaum Congress. 
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APPENDIX A 
Area ad populatioa of tile future laraataka 

( A.t per Cenau• report. Of 19Sl.) 

8 DISTRICTS 

Name of District Areaio No. of To•al 
aq miles. Towns, ViJlaB•. population. 

1. BeJgaum 4611 7 106i 95!,996 

!. Bijapur 5101 8 1120 796,876 

3. Dht.rwar 4606 17 1260 1,038,9U 

t Nortb Kt.nart. ... 3946 1 1257 401.127 
5. South Kaaart. ... 4021 7 '198 1,2,7,368 
6. BeiJary 5713 10 911 862,370 
1. Coorg(Kodagu) ... US8! ! 317 163,838 
8. Nilgiria 98i a 64 1!6,511 

8. Districts. 11168 61 6839 I,S88,618 

6 OUTLYING TALU U.S 

1. Uadagairt. .. U3 1 57 85,595 

Dill . .At&a.t""' 
!, Hoaur ... 1!17 1 437 1~6.&30 

Dill. &ltra 
3. Eriabaagiri 656 J ISS 167,SOJ 

Dut. Sal• 
4. KollegaJ 1076 1 8i 95,356 

Dut. Co&Mktm 
5. Sbolapur 848 uo !U,461 

Dut. &~a,., 

5. Tatukas. 4UO 6 Ill 719,144 

Grad Total ••• 15408 17 77SO 8,357,761 



APPENDX B 
Area,· Population, and Finances of Karnataka compared 

A oomparitive table of the proposed Karna.t.a.ka province a.ud some other provinces and states 
In India whiob arft alre11.dl' separate 11.dministrative nnits or claim to be separRte. 

Nama of ax1ating or .J,rea in 

I PJ.pula.tion l Income Expenditure I No, would-be provinces Sq. miles ,lls· Rs. Remarks, 
and states 

1 Karaataka (for detals see rncnme does not incllltlc tim t of the 
App A.} ... 15,408 61,57,762 257,99,183 209,19,367 outlyintt Tnlukaa aud expen•li .. 

ture does not f no)ude that on 

2 Assam 62,959 75,98,861 51:>9,12,000 237,!!8,000 
provl1aoifll ~oYer-ument. ... This is alren,Jy n. separate province. 

(1925-26) {19::5-26) 

8 Bindh ... 47,066 32,78,493 ... .. . Ololms to be a sepnrate provinoe 
Rnd the Nehru Committee hus 

4 N. W. Frontier 16,466 22,47,696 
decide:J in Ita fa•onr. ... ... ... A sPpnrate minor province $hough 
with a ObJet Oommiuloner, 

6 Orissa ... 89,000 15,25,0000 ... . .. Olaims to be a aepa ... te provinoe • 

tl Myaore State ... 29,444 59,76,660 355,91,000 365.48,000 Most el!!olent adminlstrntion• 

7jooorg (minor province) 
{1928-29) (19~8-29) 

Under chief Oomtll)asioner. ... 1,58:& 1,65.833 12,92,000 13,51,000 

Nok>:-This table refutes a number of objeoti<'ns aga.ine~ K arnataka Unitlc-ation. Assam which is only a little 
bigger than Karnataka is alr.Ja.dy a Governor's province with a Council. MyRore, though a State. is one of the best­
governed and though smaller than Lhe future Karna.ta.ka province in area and population, has developed ita income 
from iwo croras in 1911'1 to 3·5 ororas in 1928. A government which allowed Ooorg to be a province cannoi argue 
against the 1mallness of tho avea of any province. · 



APPENDIX C 
Are aancl population, of Karnatakl compared ( contd ). 

A oomparitive table of the proposed Ka.rnataka province and some dominions and indepandent 
oountriet which are about the &Bme tlize or popula.tioo as Karna.l;aka. 

No., Name of province Area Population 

1 karnataka (For details dee. App. A ) 35,408 63,57,762 

2 Nepal 54-,000 56,00,000 

3 Afganiatan 245,000 63,60,500 

4 Denmark 17,144 32,89.195 

fi Ireland 32,586 43,90,219 

6 Belgium 11,'144 76,84,272 

7 Australia 29,74,581 54,36,794 

Note :-Tbia liable sbowa tbat Karoa.taka may not only claim to be a separate province bufl 
even claim independence. 



APPENDIX 0 
The Income and expenditure of the 8 districts of Karnataka 

(As per Government replies ta questions in legislative councils and hom Administrative Repods.) 

Nnme of dl•trlcU. 

1. Bolgaum 
2. Bijapur 
3. Dharwar 
4. North K11nara 
li. South Kanara 
Cl. Boilary 
7. Coorg 
8. Nilgiris 

llfCOM£ 

I I 
1 Total revenue 

Re-veuue from Revenue from It om oeotral and 
Oentr&l HeRd, 1" ro, b•a<l. 1 1 .-o. beads. 

... 140.000 I 
••. 150,000 
••• 220 000 
... 40,000 
••• 159.81171 
... 197,1116 
... Noti\vailable 
... 2!05 889 

3,910,000 
2,700,000 
4,9!l0,000 
1,740,000 
4,990,341 
8,848,693 

1,137,507 

4,050.000 
2 850,000 
5,200,000 
1,780,000 
5,]50,168 
4,045,819 
l,ll9'l,OOO 
1.423,396 

TOTAL •.• 2~,791,883 

Expenditure I 
on Oentral 

heatls. 

Not available 

74:ill5 
91,500 

Not available 
236,218 

EXPEMDlTURE 

Expenditure I Total Expenditure 
on Provincial on Oentrai and 

henlls }1 rov. bends 

Not a.va.ilable 8,600,000 

2,93(351 
3,169,538 

1,648,635 

TOTAL 

2,090,000 
3.960,000 
1,810,000 
8,013,4;'6 
3,261,038 
1,351,000 
1,884,853 

20,970,367 

Deducting the total expenditure of Rs. 20,970,367 from the total revenues of Rs. 25,7:H,ll83 we have a clear 
ba.lanoo of Ra. 4,811,118 available for running the l'rovincia.l Government with a very liberal expenditure on it. 



APPENDIX E 

Expenditure of the Bombay Presidency on 
Provincial administration. 
Revised Estimate 1927-28. 

--------------------------------------
No. \ Item. 

Governer, Executive Councillors/ 
and Ministers 

2 L&gislative Bodies 

3 Secretariat, Head Quarters 
Esta.blishmen t 

4 :Miscellaneous 

Expenditure. 

11,92,000 
~.oo.ooo 

19,02.000 
83,1100 

Rote :- This 'able excludes two more civil departments 
namely, jails and justice. Even if we suppose tliat as big a sum 
is required for runniug the admiuistrPtion of J{arna.taka a'ld an 
additional 12 laos for justice and jails the total comes to 45,27,000 
whereas appendix D shows a. surplus of Rs, 4,821,116 and 
therefore Ka.rnataka is self.supporting financially and can run 
the mo>t costt!y of administrations even today. 

APPENDIX F 

Revenue and Expenditure of Assam 
l Roughly equal to Karnataka ) on 

General Administration. 

Revenue. 

Revised Estimate. 
aus-atn. 

258,04,000. 

Expenditure. 

Actuala.l Refilled Estimate. Actuals 
1921-26, IIZI-17. 19Zi·21, 

251»,12,000. 259,87,000 237,28,000. 

Lra&tab with i*e income of Ia. 11,781,181 can be as self. 
t.&upportinsas Assam. 



APPENDIX G 

CB:BONOLOGY OF ~B:E UNIFIOATION MOVEMENT 

190 7 Conference of Kannada. a u t ~ o ~ s in 
Dharwar. 

1915 The first Karnataka Sahitya. Sammelan in 
Ban galore. 

1917 The starting of the Karnataka Sabha in 
Dharwa.r for unifying Karniitaka.. 

1918 Memorandum urging Karniitaka Unifica· 
tion submitted by different Karniita.k~ dis· 
tricts fit) Mr. Montague, the then Secretary 
of State. 

1918 The Montague Chelmsfor.i Report admits 
the advisability of redistributing provinces 
on linguistic or racial basis, in para 246. 

1920 The All-Karnataka Provincial Conference 
May at Dharwar demanded unification, with 

Sir. V. P. Madha.varao as president. 

1920 800 delegates attended the Nagpur Ses· 
Dec, sions of the Congress and asked for a se pa· 

rate Congress circle. 

1920 A separate Congress circle given to Karnii· 
Dec. taka including the inlying native states, 
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1921 The Ka.rniitaka Provincial Congress Com· 
mittee accordingly formed a circle with 
the four districts of Belgaum, Dharwar, 
Karwar, and Bijapur, the town of Bellary 
and its six talukas, the district of Manga. 
lore, the whole of Coorg, the states of 
Mysore, Sondur, Savanur, Jath, Jam· 
khandi, Ramdurg, M u d h o I, Akkalkot, 
Knrundwad; the districts of R a i c h u r, 
Gulburga, Bedar, and Kopbal from the 
Nizam's dominions, Shahapur and Shir­
hatti of the Sangli state, Gngadal of Aundh 
state, Gudgeri of Miraj state, and Kanarese 
parts of Kolhapnr. 

1921 Reclaiming Bellary which was being claim· 
ed by the Andhras. 

1~21 The Kelkar-Award giving Bellary to 
Karniitaka. 

1922 The 1st Karniitaka Provincial Conference 
after a separate Congres~ Circle was given, 
held in Mangalore with Mrs. Naidu as 
president. 

1923 The 2nd Karnataka Provincial Conference 
in Bijapur with Sjt. C. Rajagopalachariar 
as president. 

19U The 3rd .Karnataka Provincial Conference 
in Gokarna (North Canara) with Shri 



1924 

1924 
Dec. 

1924 
Dec. 

1925 
& 

1926 

CRBONOLOGY OP TliE UNIFlCATlON 

MOVEMENt 

Shankaracharya of Sharada P e e t h as 
president. 

The publication of 'Karnataka Handbook ' 
by the K. P. C. C. 

The 39th Inuian National Congress was 
~eld at Belgaum with Mahatma Gandhi as 
president. 

The 1st Karnataka Unification Conference 
and the starting of the Karnataka Unifica· 
tion 'Sabha with Rao Bahadur Kambli 
M. L. C. as its first president. 

Leading two deputations to Madras to 
persuade the Madras Legislative Council 
not to include Bellary in the Andhra 
University jurisdiction. 

·t926 Protest meetings all over Karnataka 
against inclusion of Bellary in the Andhra 
University. 

1926 Questionaire sent all over Karniitaka to 
consolidate opinion as regards K. Uni­
fication. 

1926 Dr. Udipi Rama.rao brings a resolution in 
Feb. the Council of State for appointing a 

Committee to l>ring about Unification. 



APPENDIX H 

EXT.aACTS, RESOLUTIONS, ETC. 

BEARING ON LINGUISTIC REDISTBIBUTION 

OF PROVINCES, 

1. Mr. Lionel Curtis in his' Dyarchy' in leUer 
VIII t~ntitled 1 the Map of India' writes about the 
present provinces and their redistribution as follows:· 

1 They are for the most part the artificial creations 
of a pahernal and highly centra.lisfd government 
which has its mainspring in England. They were 
designed as the satrapies of a vast oriental depen• 
dency ...... it is of vital importance to consid~r now 
what the proper provincial units are to be, out of 

, which the whole of the national fabric can be 
built ....... ' where possible, historic areas like ·Sind 
should be taken. But units of language, race, and 
religion are also important factors, and language is 
the nwst important of all. The greatest obstacle to 
a real extension of popular government in India is 
the practice of conducting public business in the 
English tongue ...... The use of the vernaculars in 
politics is essential if India is to aovance towards 
responsible government, at any but the slowest 
pa.ce. The areas of provincial governments must 
be designed largely, with a view to making it possi· 
ble for public business to be discussed in a language. 
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which all the legislators can speak with ease, and 
wh~ch the largest number of electors can under· 
stand ...... The hope of popular government lies in 
its vernaculars. ' 

2. Para 2 . of the memorandum submitted by 
various bodies and d is t r i c t s in Ka1~nataka to 
Mr. Montague in 1918 while he was here, runs to 
the following effect:- We sincerely pray that the 
provinces in India should be redistributed on the 
linguistic basis and the Kanarese parts of t h e 
Bombay and Madras presidencies together with 
Coorg should f~rm a separate a.d-:ninistrative unit. 
We respectfully submit that the present provinces 
are not the natural divisions of India.' 

3. Para 2 of the statement submitted to the 
A. I. C, C. in 1918 by the delegates from Karnataka. _ 
runs as follows:-' Our earnest desire is to secure 
the reorganisation of Congress Circles in India on a 
language basis and the constitution of Kannada dis· 
tricts in the Bombay and Madras presidencies and 
Coorg into a separate Congress Circle. We beg to 
state that the existing provincial Congress Circles do 
not represent natural divisions of the people.' 

4. The Mont-ford Report on the Constitutional 
Reforms while speaking about the revision of the poli· 
tical geography of India says in para 246, page 159 
that, 'We are impressed with the artificial and often 
inconvenient character of existing administrative 
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units. We have seen how historical reasons brought 
them about. We cannot doubt that the business of 
Government would be simplified if administrative 
units were both smaller and more homogeneous; and 
when we bear in mind the prospect of the immense 
burdens of government in India being transferred to 
comparatively inexperienced hands, such considera· 
tions acquire additional weight. It is R.lso a strong 
argument in favour of linguistic or racial units of 
government that, by making it possible to conduct 
the business of legislation in the vernacular they 
would contribute to draw into the arena of public 

• affairs men who weL'e not acquainted with English. 
We believe emphatically that redistribution of pro­
vincial areas cannot be imposed upon the people by 
official action; and that such a process ought in any 
case to follow, and neither to precede nor accomp­
any, constitutional reform. But we are bound to 
indicate our clear opinion that wherever such dis­
tributions are necessary and can be effected by pro­
cess of consent the attempt to do so should be made; 
and therefore we desire that it should be recognised 
as one of the earliest duties incumbent upon all the 
reformed provincial Governments to test provincial 
opinion npon schemes directed to this end. In 
Orissa and Behar at all events it seems to ns that 

the possibility of instituting sub·provinces need not 

be excluded from consideration at a very early date• 
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5. Extract from the presidential address of 
Sir V. P. Madhavarao at the All·Karnataka Con· 
ference at Dharwar, May 1920:-To ignore entirly 
the past of a people, especially when it is one of 
which any country could be proud, is neither wise 
nor practical. Therefore when Bengal started its 
powerful agitation against the partition of Bengal, 
the attempt. of the few leaders in Bombay to treat 
it as a provincial question in which the Congress 
was not directly interested, was frustrated by the 
readiness with which people in all provinces treattld 
ihe grievance as. that of India in general. Experi· 

( 

ence shows that provinces like Bengal and Maha· 

rastra which were the first and foremost in nursing 
their provincial patriotism through the cultivation 
of their own language and literature stand in the 
vanguard of national m'Jvement and other provincEls 
which neglected their vernaculars have been obliged 
to follow them at a dist!\nce ...... If Karnataka is to 
play the part assigned to it in the political reforms 
and partake of her full share of Indian National life, 
leaders must bestir themselves without loss of time. 
Let pan-KarniHaka be the war-cry of their move­
ment." 

6. The Government of India Act, 1919, makes 
provision for the Constitution of new provinces etc. 
in Section 52. A. as follows :-,The Govern01 Gene· 
ral in Council may afier obtaining an expression 
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of opinion from the Local Government and the Local 
Legislature affected, by notification, with the sanc­
tion of His Majesty previously signified by the 
Secretary of St&te in Council, constitute a new 
Governor's province or place ptut of a governor's 
province under the administration of a deputy· 
governor to be appointed by the Governor-General 
and may in any such case apply, with such modi­
fications as appear necessary or desirable, all or any 
of the provisions of this Act relating to governor's 
provinces, or provinces under a lieutenant-governo:r 
or Chief Commissioner to any such ;ew province or 
part of a provinre. 

COMMENTARY 

., The (Joint Select) Committee have two obser­
ntJons to make on the working of this section. On 
t'!le one hand, they do not think that any change in 
the boundaries of a province should be made with­
out the due consideration of the views of the legis­
latiVf. council of the province. On the other hand 
they are of opinion that any clear requed made by 
a majority of the members of a legislative council 
representing a distinctive racial or linguistic terri­
torial unit for its constitution under this Clause as a 
sub-province or a separate province should be taken 
as a prima·facie case on the strength of which a 
commisaion of inquiry might be appointed by 'he 
Secretary of State, and tha' it ahould not be a bar 
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to the appointment of such a commission of inquiry 
that the majority of the legislative c~uncil of the 
province in question is opposed to the request of 
the minority representing such a distinctive terri· 
torial unit." •••••• J. S. C. R. 

7. Resolution pa.ssed in the All Karnataka Pro· 
vincia.l Conference held at Dharwar in May 1920, 
runs thus :..:..This conference is strongly of opinion 
that India should be divided into provinces on the 
linguistic basis and accordingly requests the Govern· 
ment that the Kanarese portions of territories 
in the Bombay rand Madras presidencies and Coorg 
may be united and made into a separate Karniitaka 
province. 

8. Article VI of the constitution-passed in the 
Indian National Congress at Nagpur in Dec. 19i0 
lays down that for the purpose of forming Provincial 
Congress Committees, India including the Indian 
States, shall be divided into the following provinces 
on a linguistic basis:-

{ I) Tamil Nadu with head quarters at Madras. 

(2) Andhra with head-quarters at Madras. 

(3) Karnataka with head-quarters at Belgaum or 
Dharwar, 
and so on. 

9. Dr. Udipi Ramarao's resolution in the Council 
of State tabled in Feb. 1926 ran as follows:-
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That, in view of . the immediate need for the 
' formation of a separate Kannada Province, both on 
the ground of administrative efficiency and cultural 
and economic advancement of the Canarese-s~eak· 
ing people, who are now scattered about the various 
provinces of India, this Council recommends to 
H. E. the Governor-General in Council that a 
committee of officials and non-officials be forthwith 
appointed to enquire into the question and suggest 
ways and means for the formation of a separate 
Kannada Province. 

10. Messrs, Jog, Kambli, Chikodi~ Desai and other 
Karnataka M. L. Cs. of Bombay, Dr. Nagangouda 
Karniitaka M. L. C. of Madras, have tabled similar 
resolutions for unification in their respective Jegisla· 
tures. 

11. The Dharwar District Local Board in its 
general meeting held on the 29th of August 1926 
passed a. resolution (no. 765) which runs as follows:­
Unanimously resolved that this Board is of opinion 
that whereas the distribution of theBritishKarnataka 
province over three administrative units viz: Bombay 
Madras, and Coorg has acted adversely to her inte­
rest and has kept her backward in all matters and 
whereas the Board is convinced that all-sided deve­
lopmen' of Karniitaka is impossible without the 
formation of an independent administrl\tive pro­
vince, the Kannada portions of Bombay and Madras 
provinces and Coorg be formed into a separate 
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administrative unit and the Board is further of 
opinion that an independent University be establish­
ed at Dharwar for Karnii.tah. • 

12. The manifesto signed by 34 representative 
leaders has the following among other sentences:­
We of Karniitaka. aJ'e all one in language, eo'untry, 
and culture. Our history and traditions are the 
same. But t.oda.y we lie dismembered; ......... so it is 
the duty of every Ka.nnadiga to sign the demand for 
unification and help the cause of Karnataka.. 

13. The demand signed by 3ti000 personr~ con· 
tains the folloring among other statements :­
"Hence it is necessary for the districts and parts of 
districts belonging to British Katnataka to be 
formed into a single separate province. It is the 
birthright of the KarnAtaka people to be so united." 

14:. The Times of India (4-7-27) in its leader 
writes as follows about provincial redistribution:-. 
But any scheme for the develop~ent of more or less 
autonomous provinces must eventually depend for its 
success on the hearty growth of provincial pa.trilltism 
......... such patriotism must in many parts of the 
country from the outset exert itself by demanding 
boundary revisions for the purpose of making the 
provincial populations more homogeneous •••••..• , the 
present provincial boundaries are largely mere acci· 
dents cf history ......... the neeu for their revisioo 

· • N. B. Similar resolutions have been passed'' Yarioua ~imes 
tty *be Local &ant. of all Karnataka distncta. 
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is emphatically recognised by the Montford Report, 
the Parliamentary Joint Committee Report, and the 
Go'ernment of India Act. 

15. The A.l. C. C. meeting which met in Bombay 
on the 15th, 16th and 17th, of May, J 927 passed a 
resolution which says, •••••• " The Committee is atso 
of opinion that snch readjustment of provinces be 
immediately taken in hand and that any province 
which demands such reconstitution on lingustic 
basis be dealt with accordingly ......... The Com• 
oittee is further of opinion that a befinning may be 
made by constituting Andhra, Sind, and Karnitaka 
into sepr.rate provinces.., 

16. The AU-Parties Conference which met in 
Delhi in Feb. 1Y28laid down that there should be 
redistribution of provinces on the lingustic basis 
provided the people of the area concerned so wished 
and the area was aelf-iupporting. 

11. The Nehru Committee Report, Aug. 1928, 
in iu chapter IV on 'The Redistribution of Pro-­
vinces' saya:-Every one knows that the present dis­
'ribution of provinces in India has no rational basis. 
lL ia clear that there moat be a redistribution of pro· 
vinces. If a foregin language is the medium of in· 
&traction, busineBB, aod affairs, the life of the country 
mnat neeessa.rily be stunted. No democracy can 
exis' with 1 foreign language. If 1 province baa to 
educate itself and do its dailf work through tb~ 
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medium of its own language, it must necessarily be 
a linguistic area. Hence it becomes most desirable 
for provinces to be regrouped on a linguistic basis. 
Language as a rule corresponds with a s p e c i a I 
variety of culture, of traditions, and of literature. 
The National Congress recognised this linguistic 
principal 8 years ago and since then, so far as the 
Congress machinery is concerned, India has been 
djvided into linguistic provinces. The case for the 
Karnataka was placed before us by a representative 
of the Karnataka Unification Sangh and the Karns 
taka ProvinciaP Congress Committee. It had been 
ably prepared with a wealth of information, histori• 
cal, cultural, and statistical. All our questions were 
answered satisfactorily and in our opinion a strong 
prima facie case for unification and the formation 
of Karniitaka as a separate province was made. 
Financially the position of the Karniitaka was very 
strong and even at present there was a considerable 
sur!Jlus in the British part of the Karniitaka. Parts 
of Karniitaka, except the small islands on the other 
side of the Mysore territory, should be separated 
from the provinces in which they are at present in· 
eluded and formed into a single separate province. 

· 18. The All Parties Conference at Lucknow pass· 
ed the following resolution on the 31st of Angnst:­
This conference having taken into consideration 
recommendations contained in the Nehru Report 
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about the redistribution and statns of provinces, 
accords its approval to them as an integral part of the 
agreed constitution and recommends that the com­
mission provided for in clause 72 of the Draft Con­
stitution shall in conformity with the principles of 
the said reccommendations and with tbe assistance 
of such committee or committees as it may consider 
desirable to appoint, 

(a) take all necessary steps to constituteKarna­
taka and _Andhra into separate provinces ; 

(b) take steps to amalgamate the Oriya. speak­
ing tracts into a. separate province if' the people of 
that area are able to or prepared to bear the finan­
cial burden incidental to such separation ; 

(c) report on the cases of Kerala, C, P. Hindu­
stani and any other linguistic areas which may 
desire to be constituted into separate provinces ; 

(d) r&-Settle the boundaries of Assam and BeD· 
Jra.l, Bihar and ~rissa. and C. P. Hindustanee, 
:Ka.rnataka and Kerala in accordance with the 
principles recommended by the Committee. 

Note:-Every J<arnatah l'rovineial Conference, every Kama· 
taka Unification Conferenlle, and even sullh conferences aa the 
Veera Shaiva Maha Sabha held at Bengalore in Dee. 19~7 aud the 
Karna.taka Merchants Conference at Bagalkot, August 1928, have 

passed persistently resolutions almost identical with that passed in 
the All Karnatak& Provincial Conference in Dharwar in May 1920. 
'lhe Coorg Zamindara Conference has passed the same kind of re· 
aolution successively in 1926, 1927, & 1928 Hence all those have 
not been given here for want of spa.ce. 
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