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ACT:

Constitution of India, 1950-Seventh Schedul e-List 11,
Entry 30-Legislative conmpetency of the Legislatures of the
Tam | Nadu and Karnataka in legislating Tam| Nadu Debt
Relief Act, 1980 and Karnataka Debt ~ Relief Act, 1976-
Construction of itens in the Lists-Mthod.

Constitution ‘of India, 1950-Articles 14, 19(1)(f),
(g), 19(5)(6), 39-Whether Tam | Nadu Debt Relief Act, 1980
and Karnataka Debt Relief Act, 1976 ultra vires.

Constitution of India, 1950-Article 19(5)(6) - Money
| endi ng busi ness- Wet her restricted by | egi sl ating
| egi sl ations to secure social and economn ¢ justice-
Interpreting constitutional provisions for judging inpact of
enactmments-Court’s duty to balance fundanental rights and
| arge interest of society.

Word and Phrases-"Relief", "l ndebtedness"-Maning of.

HEADNOTE

In the wit petitions and the appeals sinilar questions
were raised against the validity of sonme of the provisions
of the Tami| Nadu Debt Relief Act, 1980 and the Karnataka
Debt Relief Act, 1976.

The petitioners/appellants contended that they being
noney-| enders and pawn brokers, their business was not
rel ated to agricultural indebtedness; that | the State
Legi sl atures were inconpetent to nake any |aw granting any
relief of non-agricultural indebtedness, adversely affecting
their interest, that those provisions of the Tam | “Nadu and
Karnat aka Acts which purported to extinguish the debts of
all kinds incurred by small farners, |andless |abour and
persons belonging to weaker class were wultra vires  of
Articles 14 and 19(1)(f), (9).

The appellants in C A No.1326 of 1979 also contended
that the inpugned provisions were violative of the guarantee
under Article

722
19(1)(f),(g) of the Constitution, as the Karnataka Act was
passed before 19(1)(f) was omtted from the Constitution
that it was a constitutional policy for entrusting only such
matters concerning agriculture to the State and |eaving the
remaining field either for the Union's list | or the
Concurrent List Il1l1’" that as a result of the proclamation of
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Energency, the enforcenment of the fundanental rights was
suspended but the rights thenselves did not disappear; that
when the Energency was wi thdrawn, the inpedi nent by way of
suspensi on of the enforcenent of the rights disappeared and
the Act, if found to be in violation of the fundamenta
rights had to be declared ultra vires; that as a direct
result of the Karnataka Act a particular class of debts
automatical ly disappeared and the creditors were deprived of
their right to hold their property in the shape of the | oan
due to them

Dismissing the wit petitions, appeals and Specia
Leave Petition, this Court

HELD : 1.01. The cardinal rule of interpretation that
words should be read in_ their ordinary, natural and
grammatical mneaning is subject tothis rider that while
construing a constitutional document conferring |egislative
power the most |iberal construction should be put upon the
words so that ~the same may have effect in their w dest
anplitude., [727G

1.02. None of the items on the Lists is to be read in a
narrow or_ restricted sense, and that each general word
should be held to extend to-all ancillary or subsidiary
matter which can fairly ~and reasonably be said to be
conprehended in it. [728A]

Navi nchandra /Mafatlal v. The Commissioner of |ncome
Tax, Bombay City, [1955] 1 SCR 829 -at 836-837" United
Provinces v. Mst. Atiga Begum and others, (1940) F.C.R 110’
A L.S.P.P.L. Subrahmanyam Chettair v. Mittuswam Coundan,
(1940) FCR 188; Prafulla Kumar Miukherjee & Ors. v. The Bank
of Commerce Ltd. Khuina, |ndian Appeals, (LR Vol. LXXIV)
23; Veerappa v. Chinasam-, (1950) Il ML.J. 328
Manni kkasundara v. R S. Nayudu, (1946) F.C.R 67 and State
of Madras v. Gannon Dynkerley & Co., (Madras) Ltd., ' [1959]
SCR 379, referred to.

1. 03. The purpose of inclusion of the subsequent words

in entry No. 30 of List Il of the Seventh Schedule to the
Constitution was to illustrate the scope and the object of
the |legislation envisaged by the opening

723
expression. The latter part serves another —purpose also.

[ 729B]

1.04. There was some scope for controversy as to - the
area covered by an entry limted to the first part of the
present Entry No. 30. [729(C

1. 05. The decision giving a wde ~nmeaning to the
expression could not be binding on the Supreme Court and so
long the matter was not finally settled by this Court, the

courts in the neantinme could have been fl ooded by
unnecessary litigation. This has been avoided by including
the second part which should be treated as illustrating the

scope and object of the legislation in the first part. [729D0

1. 06. The second part has been included by way of
abundant caution. The wuse of the word "relief" 1is also
conscious so as to enphasise the wide range of order which
can be passed bestowi ng benefits on the debtors of various
kinds. Taking a hypothetical case where the debtor has
received grains as |loan on a condition to return the sane in
| arge quantity, it is open to the legislature to reduce the
burden of the debtor by providing for a nonetary relief to
be calculated in a particular manner. [729F]

1. 07. The word "indebtedness" by itself also could
have given occasion for <controversy on the ground of
vagueness; but in the context it has been nmentioned in the
Entry, there is no roomfor doubt left. [79F]

1.08. There is no merit in the argunent of the |earned
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counsel that a schene was adopted in the Constitution wth
respect to distribution of the subjects in the three Ilists
to the Seventh Schedule, and that the State |legislature was
entrusted only with agricultural matters. The | arge nunber
of entries in List Il negative such an inference. [729(F

A L.S. P.P.L. Subr ahmanyam Chetti ar V. Mut t uswan
Goundan, (1940) FCR 188; Bank of Commerce Ltd. v. Kunja
Behari Kar and Upendra Chandra Kar, (1944) FCR 370; Prafulla
Kumar Mukherjee & Ors. v. The Bank of Commerce Ltd., Khul na,
I ndi an Appeals, (L.R Vol. LXXIV) 23; Pathumma and ot hers v.
State of Kerala and other [1978] 2 SCR 537; Fatechand
H mmatl al and others v. State of Mharashtra etc., [1977] 2
SCR 828 and Vora Sai yedbhai Kadarbhai v. Saiyed Intajam
Hussen Sedumi ya and others; AR 1981 Cujarat 154, referred
to.

2.01. So far ~sub-clause(g) of Article 19(1) is
concerned the inpugned law is not putting any restriction on
the carrying of the business at all

724

What' it purports to do i's to relieve the burden only of
a category of debtors, who by reason of their poverty
deserve assistance. [731(Q

2.02. Both the Acts of Tami| Nadu and Karnataka have
identifiled this group in need of help. The liability of the
other debtors is untouched. The | egislative nmeasures, thus
t aken, are clearly in furtherance of t he directive
principles of the State policy as nentioned-in Part |V of
the Constitution, specially Article 39 and are protected by
the provisions of clauses (5) and (6) of Article 19. [731H
732A]

2.03. The issue cannot be decided nerely be exan ning
the past conduct of those who are chosen for-relieving the
burden of an under-privileged class. {[732C

2.04. Wth a viewto secure social and econonic
justice, the matter has to be examined fromthe standpoint
of the interest of the general public and the standard of
reasonabl eness wll very formage to age and be related to
the adjustnents necessary to solve the problens which
comunities face fromtinme to time. The unfortunate plight
of that section of the people who, placed socially and
econom cal ly at a di sadvantage, |and thenselves in debt trap
is well-known for ages. [732D

2. 05. The State legislatures by enacting the I|aws
under consideration are only fulfilling their obligation by
extending social justice to them In the Karnataka Act the
group deserving the protection, has been identified as
either a small farmer, or a landless agricultural | abourer
or a person belonging to the weaker section of the people;
and with a viewto avoid any vagueness these three / sub-
cl asses have been precise definitions in the spirit in/ which
the statute has been passed. It is natural to expect that
the debts, thus covered by the beneficial provisions nust
have been smaller than those left untouched. [732E]

2.06. Section 3 of the Tam | Nadu Act has also limted
the benefits of the laws to the less privileged section  of
the society. The debtors, placed conparatively in better
econom ¢ circunmstances, contracting | oans due to extravagant
habits or for urgently neeting some sudden demand or for
simlar reason have been deprived fromthe benefits of the
Acts. This is a matter of policy to be decided by the State.
The legislature is presuned to be in a position to
appreciate the needs of the people and to judge as to what
remedi al reforns are called for. [732Q

725

2.07. In interpreting the constitutional provisions
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for judging the inpact of an enactnment on the fundanenta
rights of the citizen, the court has to take into account
the social setting of the country, the increasing needs of
the nation, the burning problenms of the day and the conplex
i ssue facing the people which the legislature inits w sdom
seeks to solve through beneficial Ilegislation; and the
judicial approach in this should be dynamic rather than
static, pragmatic rather than pedantic and elastic rather
than rigid. [733A

2. 08. The temper of the tinmes and the ['iving
aspirations and the feelings of the people must be taken
into consideration while striking a just bal ance between the
fundanental rights and the |larger and broader interests of
society. Judged fromthis angle both the Act have to be
uphel d by virtue of clauses (5) of Article 19. [733B]

Pat humma and others v. State of Kerala and others,
[1978] 2 SCR 537, referred to.

JUDGVENT:

ORIFGNAL JURISDICTION : Wit petitions (Cvil) Nos.
2603- 2611 of 1982 etc. etc.

(Under Article 32 of the Constitution of India).

C.S. Vaidyanathan, Krishnamani, G/L. Sanghi, K  Ram
Kumar , P.R Ramasesh, Raj u Ramachandr an, Sandhana
Ramachandra, Abani Kr. Sahu, Ms. Indu Malini Anantchari,
K R Chowdhary, 'P.N.  Ramalingam V. Bal achandran, S.
Srinivasan, S. Ghana Sanbandan, R Mhan, 'T. Raja, R
Nedurmaran, A. V. Rangam and M Veerappa for the appearing
parties.

The Judgrment of the Court was delivered by

SHARMA, J. Since similar questions have been ' raised
against the validity of some of the provisions of the  Tamil
Nadu Debt Relief Act, 1980 (Tamil Nadu Act 13 of 1980) and
the Karnataka Debt Relief Act, 1976 (Karnataka Act 25 of
1976), these cases have been heard together and are being
di sposed of by this common judgnent.

2. The case of the petitioners, who are noney lenders
and pawnbrokers, is that since their business-is not related
to agricultural indebtedness, the State |egislatures are not
vested wth |legislative power to enact a law granting  any
relief of non-agricultural indebtedness, adversely affecting
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their interest. On this ground those provisions of the two
Acts, which purport to extinguish the debts of all kinds
incurred by small farmers, |andless 1abour and persons
belonging to weaker classes before a certain date, are
chal l enged as ultra vires.

3. M. Krishnamani, appearing on behalf  of t he
petitioners in Wit Petition No. 5431-33 of 1985 (the term
"petitioners” will also include the appellants in the | G vi
Appeal s) and M. G L. Sanghi, representing some other  writ
petitioners, have confined the ground of challenge to
all eged lack of |egislative conpetence on the part of the
State legislatures in relation to debts which ar not
agricultural. M. Vaidyanathan, counseled for the appellants
in Cvil Appeal No. 1326 of 1979, has besides raising the
guestion of lack of |egislative conpetence, contended that
the i npugned provisions are violative of the guarantee under
Article 19(1) sub-clause (g), as al so under under sub-cl ause
(f), as the Karnataka Act was passed before the clause 1 (f)
of Article 19 was onmtted fromthe Constitution.

4. So far the question of legislative conpetence is
concerned, the matter arising out of a sinmlar Act passed by
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the Maharashtra | egislature was considered by this Court in
Fatehchand H nmmtlal and others v. State of Mharashtra
etc., [1977] 2 SCR 828 and the Act was upheld as a wvalid
pi ece of | egislation. The |earned counsel for t he
petitioners have contended that the reported judgrment did
not take into account many vital relevant considerations,
whi ch have remai ned undi sposed of till now and, therefore,
it cannot be treated to be a binding precedent in the
present cases, which relate to Tanil Nadu and Karnataka
Acts. The argument is that the one small single paragraph in
the reported judgnent at page 854F to page 855B does not
even mention the points which are being raised before us and
whi ch have direct bearing on the issue to be decided, and
the reported judgnent, therefore, is not hel pful in deciding
the present cases. M. Vaidyanathan has further added that
so far the grounds based on Article 19 (1) (f) and (g) are
concerned, they were not available when Fateh Chand’ s case
was decided by this Court as the result of proclamation of
Energency, and have to be considered for the first tine in
the present cases. Reliance was al so placed on the judgnent
of the Qujarat High Court-in Vora Sai yedbhai Kadarbhai v.
Sai yed | ntaj am Hussen Sedumi ya and others, AIR 1981 GQuj arat
154. The | earned advocates appearing in the other case have
adopted the arguments addressed by the  counsel nentioned
above.
727

5. The State |egislature proceeded to enact the Acts
whi ch are in question before us under entry 30 of List Il of
the Seventh Schedule to the Constitution, which is in the
followi ng terns

"30 Money-lending and noney-Ilenders; relief of
agricul tural indebtedness."

The argurment is that the expression "Mney | ending and
noney | enders" cannot, in the context it has been used, be
given the wider nmeaning as a result of addition of the words
"relief of agricultural indebtedness” which follow If the
first part of the entry is construed to cover the |large
field, the argument proceeds, the effect would be to render
the second part redundant and otiose, which according'to the
est abl i shed rule of construction has to - be avoi ded.
Referring to entry No. 27 of the Provincial Legislative List
being List Il in the Seventh Schedul e to the Governnent  of
India Act, 1935 M. Vaidyanathan argued that the relevant
part of the entry was sinply "noney |ending and noney
| enders” without any further words to follow, and in" this
background the expression was understood as having a wide
application. Now, when the Constituent Assenbly considered
it fit to subject this part of the entry with further words,
it rmust be presuned that the intention was to curtail/ the
scope of the first part of entry 30 and confine it to cover
only agricultural loans and debts. The |earned- counse
pl aced the entries No. 82, 86, 87 and 88 in List I, ‘entries
No. 14, 18, 45, 46, 47, 48 and 49 in List Il and entries 6
and 7 in List IlIl and invited us to di scern, a
constitutional policy for entrusting only such matters  as
nmay be concerning agriculture to the State and |leaving the
remaining field either for the Union's List | or the
Concurrent List IIl. We have given our anxi ous consideration
to the point raised by the | earned counsel, but do not find
ourselves in agreenment with them and we proceed to indicate
our reasons.

6. The principle to be followed while construing
constitutional provisions is well-settled and need not
detain wus long. The cardinal rule of interpretaion that
words should be read in their ordinary, natural and
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grammatical mneaning is subject tothis rider that while
construing a constitutional docunment conferring |egislative
power the nost |iberal construction should be put upon the
words so that the same may have effect in their w dest
anplitude (see Navinchandra Mafatlal v. The Conm ssioner of
I ncome- Tax, Bonbay City, [1955] 1 SCR 89 at 836-837). The
Feder a
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Court of India earlier in the United Provinces v. Mt. Atiga
Begum and Qthers, (1940) F.C.R 110, had observed that none
of the itens in the Lists is to be read in a narrow or
restricted sense, and that each general word should be held
to extend to all ancillary or subsidiary matter which can
fairly and reasonably be said to be conprehended init. The
scope of the latter part of ItemMNo. 1 of List Ii of the
Gover nnent of India Act, 1935 referred to by M.
Vai dyanat han was the subject-matter of the decision of the
Federal~ Court in A/L.S P.P.L.  Subrahmanyan Chettiar v.
Mut t uswanmi’ Goundan, (1940) F.C R 188. The agreenment was
that the Itemcould not clothe the Provincial Governnent
with the power to legislate with ‘respect to pronissory
notes. The plea was rejected by the ngajority judgnent on the
ground that if the provincial law, in pith and substance,
dealt wth mpney-lending it was not wultra vires if it
incidentally affected prom ssory notes as security for |oan
This interpretation was accepted as correct by the Privy
Council in Prafulla Kumar Mikherjee & ors. v. The Bank of
Commerce Ltd., Khulna, Indian Appeals, (L.R Vol. LXXIV) 23
and later by this Court. A simlar objection raised on
behal f of the creditors against the | aw providing for reli ef
agai nst i ndebt edness was rejected by the Madras High Court
in Veerappa v. Chinnasam, (1950) Il M1L.J. 328. ' The High
Court declared that the whol e ganut of debt liquidation is
within the State |legislature' s conpetence under Entry No.
30, List 11 of the Seventh Schedule to the Constitution
i ncludi ng the scaling down of | oans, discharging or reducing
the principal or interest et cetera. The |earned counsel for
the petitioners also do not suggest that the first part of
the Entry, that is, "Mpney-|ending and noney-I|enders” does
not, by itself, cover the wider field so as to include the
present Acts. Their argument is that if this expression by
itself and wthout addition of any further words  had
constituted the Entry there was no difficulty but, as a
result of the addition of the further words "relief  of
agricultural indebtedness", the scope of the first part gets
reduced so as to exclude non-agricultural indebtedness. W
do not find any nmerit in this agreenent. A query is posed on
behal f of the petitioners : what is the object of inserting
inthe entry the latter part. There are several reasons for
doi ng so.

7. The argunment that if the opening general termin an
entry is followed by sone nore words or phrases the wide
application of the opening termshould be interpreted to
have been restricted has been addressed earlier and rejected
by this Court disapproving the application of such a rule
of construction. The Federal Court in Mnni kkasundara v.

729
R's. Nayudu, 1946 F.C.R 67 observed that the subsequent
words and phrases are not intended to limt the ambit of the
openi ng general term or phrase; on the contrary to
illustrate the scope and objects of the | egi sl ation
envi saged as conprised in the opening termor phrase. These
observati ons were approved by the Suprenme Court in the State
of Madras v. Gannon Dynkerley & Co., (Madras) Ltd., [1959]
SCR 379. The purpose of inclusion of the subsequent words in
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entry No.30 was to illustrate the scope and the objects of
the |l egislation envisaged by the opening expression

8. The latter part serves another purpose also. M.
Vai dyanat han hinmself referred to the case where the
creditors had unsuccessfully attenpted to construe the words
"money- | endi ng and money lenders" in a narrow sense
excluding non-agricultural indebtedness, which indicated
that there was sone scope for controversy as to the area
covered by an entry limted to the first part of the present
Entry NO 30. It has to be appreciated that the decision
giving a wide nmeaning to the expression could not be binding
on the Suprene Court and so long the matter was not finally
settled by this Court, the court in the neantinme could have

been flooded by wunnecessary |litigation. This has been
avoided by including the second part which shoul d be
treated as illustrating the scope and object of t he

legislation in the first part.~In other words, we can say
that the second part has been included by way of abundant
caution. /'The use of the word "relief" is also conscious so
as to enphasi se the wi de range of orders which can be passed
best owi ng-benefits on the debtors of various kinds. Taking a
hypot hetical case where the debtor has received grains as
loan on a condition to return the sane in large quantity, it
is open the legislature to reduce the burden of the debtor
by providing for /a nonetary relief to be calculated in a
particular manner. The word "indebtedness" by itself also
could have given occasion for controversy on the ground of
vagueness; but in the context it has been mentioned in the
Entry, there is no roomfor doubt left.

9. W also do not find any merit in the agrument of the
| ear ned counsel that _a schene was -adopted in the
Constitution with respect to distribution of the subjects
in the three lists to the Seventh Schedule, and that the
State legislature was entrusted only with agricultura
matters. The | arge nunber of entries in List Il, other than
those referred to by M. Vaidyanathan in his argunent,
negative such an inference.

730

10. The further contention that non-agricul tura
i ndebt edness nust be treated to be covered by seventh entry
mentioning contracts of different kinds in the ~Concurrent
List, has also no force. A simlar although not identica
ar gunent was attenpted before the Federal Court in
Subrahmanyan Chettiar’s case nentioned i n paragraph 5 above,
and was rejected on the ground that although the  provincia
law in question there dealt with, in pith and substance,
nmoney-lending it could not be condemmed on the ~ground of
being a piece of legislation with respect to negotiable
instrunments so as to be invading the field of List |./  The
same |ine of reasoning taken while challenging the Benga
Money Lenders Act, 1940, however, was accepted by the
Federal Court in Bank of Conmerce Ltd. v. Kunja Behari Kar
and Upendra Chandra Kar, (1944) F.C.R 370, and some of the
provi sions of the Bengal Act were declared ultra vires. The
matter was taken in appeal to the Privy Council in Praful
Kumar’s case (supra) and the pith and substance test relied
upon in Subrahmanyan Chettiar’'s case (supra) was accepted as
correct. The Privy council, after taking note of the problem
of overlapping of the subjects in the Federal and the
provincial Lists pointed out that by addition of Concurrent
List nmany difficulties were solved, but :-

"Subj ect nust still overlap and where they do, the
guestion nust be asked what in pith and substance
is the effect of the enactnment of which conplaint
is mde and in what list is its true nature and
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character to be found. If these question could not
be asked, rmuch beneficent Ilegislation would be
stifled at birth, and nmany of the subj ects
entrusted to provincial Legislation could never
effectively be dealt with."

This rule has been firmy established as aid to
construction of laws in India and is a conplete answer to
the questions raised on behalf of the petitioners. The
deci sions nentioned above, with which we are in respectfu
agreenent, cover the cases before us - the only difference
being that the argument before us is based on Entry No. 7 of
List Il of the Constitution instead of Entry No 28 of List
I of the Government of India Act, 1935, which is not
material. The questi on whether the subject-matter of the Act
under consideration by the Privy Council in Prafulla Kumar’s
case (supra) lay in contract was also adverted to in the
j udgrent .

117 M. Sanghi al so suggested that the power of the
State |l egi'slature

731
was |limted to making |aws regulatory in nature and did
not extend beyond, so as to extinguish the debts altogether
This objection againhas no nerit. The |earned counsel is

attenpting to put a restricted and limted neaning on the
Entry which is not called for. There are no words in the
Entry to call for restricting the covered field which is
quite wi de otherw se.

12. The Karnataka Act has further been challenged on
the ground of violation of Article 19(1)(f), (g) and Article
14. M. Vaidyanthan has pointed out that the Act was passed
in 1976 when sub-clause (f) of Article 19(1) was in
existence and it was only in 1979 that it was omtted from
the Constitution. As a result of the  proclamation of
Emer gency, the counsel proceeded to urge, the enforcenment of
t he fundanental rights was suspended but the ni ghts
thenselves did not disappear. As soon as the Emergency was
wi t hdr awn in Mrch, 1977, the inpedinent by ‘way of
suspensi on of the enforcenent of the rights di sappeared, and
the Act, if found to be in violation of the fundamenta
rights, had to be declared ultra vires, and it can be done
so now. The contention is that as a direct result of the Act
a particular class of debts have automatically di sappeared.
In other words, the creditors are deprived of their right to
hold their property in the shape of the loan due to them
wi thout any conpensation whatsoever. Wth respect to the
protection under clause (5), it has been contended that the
i mpugned provi sions bei ng unreasonabl e cannot be ~saved.

13. It is wurged that the decision in Pathunma and
others v. State of Kerala and others, [1978] 2 S.C. R 537,
is distinguishable on the ground that by the offending
provi si ons in that case, relief was granted to an
agriculturist, only if his interest in sonme innovable
property had been sold in execution of a decree for recovery
of a debt. So far the pawn-brokers are concerned they -are
being deprived of not only the interest but the capita
itself, and they nmay not now be able to carry on their
busi ness any further. As a direct consequence of the
i mpugned provisions, the petitioners claimthat they are
being deprived of the right guaranteed to them by Article
19(1)(g). We do not find any substance in this argunent
either. So far subclause (g) is concerned the inpugned |aw
is not putting any restriction on the carrying of the
business at all. Wat it purports to dois to relieve the
burden only of a category of debtors, who by reason of their
poverty deserve assistance. Both the Act of Tanmi| Nadu and
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Karnat aka have identified this group in need of help. The
liability of the other debtors is
732

untouched. The legislative measures, thus taken , are
clearly in furtherance of the directive principles of the
State policy as nentioned in Part IV of the Constitution,
specially Article 39 and are protected by the provision of
clauses (5) and (6) of Articles 19.

14. The | earned counsel has characterised the hardship
pl aced on the petitioners as unreasonable wthin the meaning
of clauses (5) and (6) of Article 19 and on that basis
contended that the inmpugned statutes are violative of sub-
clauses (f) and (g). It was stated by both, M. Krishnamani
and M. Vaidyanathan, that the petitioners who are now
before this Court have not been accused of any violation of
the wearlier laws, and they, therefore, do not deserve the
loss in their business caused by the inpugned |aws. W are
afrai d this suggested approach to test the reasonabl eness of
the laws i's not correct. The issue cannot be decided nerely
by exam'ning the past conduct of those who are chosen for
relieving the burden of an underprivileged class. Wth a
view to secure social and econonic justice, the matter has
to be examned fromthe standpoint of the interest of the
general public and as has been pointed out by this Court
earlier, the standard of reasonabl eness will very from age
to age and be related to the adjustnments necessary to solve
the problens which communities face fromtinme to tine. The
unfortunate plight of that section of the people who, placed
socially and economically at a disadvantage, |and thensel ves
in debt trap is well-known for ages. The State |egislatures
by enacting the | aws under consideration are only fulfilling
their obligation by extending social justice to them In the
Karnat aka Act the group deserving the protection, has been
identified as either a smll farmer, or a |andless
agricultural |abourer, or a person belonging to the weaker
section of the people; and with a view to avoid any
vagueness these three sub-classes have been given precise
definitions in the spirit in which the statute ‘has' been
passed. It is natural to expect that the debts, thus covered
by the beneficial provisions nust have been - smaller than
those | eft untouched. Similarly section 3 of the Tam | Nadu
Act has also limted the benefits of the laws to the 1less
privileged section of the society. The debtors, placed
conparatively in better econom c circunstances, contracting
| oans due to extravagant habits or for urgently neeting sone
sudden demand or for similar reason have been deprived from
the benefits of the Acts. This is a matter of policy to be
decided by the State. The legislature is presuned to be in a
position to appreciate the needs of the people and to  judge
as to what renedial reforns are called for. It has been held
in Pat humma’ s case (supra) that

733
in interpreting the constitutional provisions for judging
the inpact of an enactment on the fundanental rights of the
citizens, the court has to take into account the socia
setting of the country, the increasing needs of the nation
the burning problens of the day and the conpl ex issue facing
the people which the legislature inits w sdom seeks to
solve through beneficial legislation; and the judicia
approach in this should be dynamic rather than static,
pragmatic rather than pedantic and elastic rather than
rigid. The tenper of the tines and the living aspirations
and the feelings of the people nust be taken into
consideration while striking a just balance between the
fundanmental rights and the |larger and broader interests of
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society. W, therefore, hold that judged from this angl e
both the Acts have to be upheld by virtue of clauses (5) and
(6) of Article 19. Accordingly all the wit petitions, civil
appeal s and the special |eave petition is dismssed, but in
the circumstances w thout costs.

V.P.R Petitions/ Appeal s di sm ssed.




