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STATUTORY RESOLUTION SEEKING
APPROVAL OF PRESIDENT’S
PROCALAMATION UNDER ARTICLE
356 IN RELATI(?H) TO MANIPUR
A

MOTION SEEKING REVOCATION OF
PRESIDENT’S PROCLAMATION

THE MINISTER OF STATE IN THE
MINISTRY OF PARLIAMENTARY
AFFAIRS AND THE MINISTER OF
STATE IN THE MINISTRY OF HOME
AFFAIRS (SHRI MM.
Madam, I rise to move:

“That this House approves the
Proclamation  issued by the
President on the 7th January, 1992,
under article 356 of the
Constitution, in relation to the
State of Manipur.”
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[RAJYA SABHA]

JACOB):

Proclamation under Article 12
356 in relation to Manipur
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Minister and the Minister of State for
Home gone there? This is the simple
question. We want to know whether the
Government is going to make a statement
or not (Interruption).
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force anybody to react immediately for
anything. And I have already called the

Minister of State for the Statutory
Resolution. Everything is closed now.

SHRI YASHWANT SINHA: We are
appealing to him. We are not asking you
to force the Minister.

SHRI M.M. JACOB: Madam, with
your permission, I will respond to it. The
Government is prepared to come up with
a statement later, but not now.

THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Not
now. Please go ahead with the resolution.
(Interruption). We cannot give you the
time when.

SHRI M.M. JACOB: Copies of the
report of the Governor of Manipur and
the Proclamation have been laid on the
Table of the House. Seven Members of
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the Manipur Legislative Assembly, which
has a strength of 60 Members, were
disqualified on... (Interruption).

SHRI DIPEN GHOSH (West Bengal):
....The business of the House is run by
the decision from the Business Advisory
Committee. It was decided that Jammu
and Kashmir will be taken up.

THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: T will
explain to you. I made an inquiry.

SHRI DIPEN GHOSH: It was decided
that Jammu and Kashmir will be taken
up today but suddenly the Statutory
Resolution in relation to the State of
Manipur has been  taken  up.
(Interruptions)

THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: 1 will
tell you the reason. The concerned
Minister requested that since Lok Sabha
is taking up J&K first, we will take up
Manipur and after we conclude the
discussion on Manipur, we will take up
the discussion on J&K. We can spill it
over to tomorrow. (Interruptions).

SHRI DIPEN GHOSH: That means
the decision of the Business Advisory
Committee can be changed by the
Secretariat  without  obtaining  the
permission of the Hosue. (lnierruptions).

THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Let me
explain to you. The Business Advisory
Committee’s decision is not being
changed. The  Business  Advisory
Committee took a decision that these two
matters, which have got a time-frame,
have to be taken up and the discussion
on these has to be finished. It was
decided that J&K will be taken up first
but on the request of the Minister
because he will be busy in the Lok
Sabha, we are taking up Manipur first
and the Minister is replying. After two-
and-a-half hours, we will take up J&K
{Interruptions).

SHRI DIPEN GHOSH: But the
permission should have been sought from
the House for that because it was
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specifically decided that today is devoted
to discuss the J&K affair. (Interruptions).

THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: All
right. (Interruptions). Why are you
interrupting  him? Let him make his
submission. (Interruptions).

SHRI DIPEN GHOSH: I think when
the Leader of the Opposition has raised
the question of taking up the Bofors
investigation case, in that case, the
Business Advisory Committee should not
have been referred to. Instead, we could
take it up 1mmediately.

THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: No.
SHRI DIPEN GHOSH: Why not?

THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN:
Because that is not the procedure. We
are going to discuss both. (Interruptions).
Mr. Dipen Ghosh, don’t argue on an
15sue which you know you are not going
to win over. The thing is, the Business
Advisory Committee took a decision to
discuss J&K and Manipur—both. The
Business Advisory Committee has not
taken a decision to discuss Bofors. Mr.
Minister, please go head. (Interrup.ions).

SHR!I M.M. JACOB: Thank you,
Madam. Seven Members of the Manipur
Legislative ~Assembly, which has a
strength of 60 Members, were
disqualified on 24th July, 1990 by the
Speaker under the provisions of the
Tenth Schedule to the Constitution. The
Governor of Manipur, in his report dated
2nd January 1992, addressed to the
President of India, had informed that
with the Supreme Court delivening its
judgement on 12th November 1991
removing the disqualification of seven
Members, there was a sharp step-up in
political activities in the State. The
Ruling United Front Government had 34
Members in the House. However, on 4th
December 1991, the ULF strength was
reduced due to the withdrawal of support
of three Congress(S) Members. As the
situation was confusing, a special Session
of the Legmslative Assembly was
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‘Sgri M. M. Jacob]
conwened on 9th December 1991, by the
hief Minister to seek a vote of
confidente. On the refusal of the Speaker

|

;'ullot scats to the seven disqualified
ongreis(I) Members, the Congress(I)
pycorted the Assembly Session. The
ULF Government was able to secure a
vote of confidence with 29 Members
voting in favour of it excluding the
speaker. The Governor further reported
that .three Members of the Legislative
Assembly were disqualified on 31.12.91
under the Anti-Defection law. The
Governor has also mentioned about the
frequent- change of loyalties by MLA's.
According to the Governor, virtually two
camps had been set up—one in the
official residence of the then Chief
Minister and another in the private
residence of Shri R.K. Dorendra Singh,
the leader of the Congress Legislature
Party, confining the Members and
allowing none others to come in or to go
out. There were charges and counter-
charges regarding detention of MLA’s
under. duress from both the camps. The
Governor had further stated that even
though the normal law and order
gituation in the State was under control,
the sporadic activities of insurgent groups
were posing serious problems. The
Governor was of the view that the
political instability would lead to a rapid
deterioration of the situation. A Ministry
with threats of its own stability and the
administration under it was not likely to
deal with insurgents with the firmness
that was required. Frequemt shifting of
loyalties by some of the MLA'S had
added to the political instability. As a
result, these events had brought the State
Administration to @ virtual standstill. The
Governpr had further mentioned that
Shri R.K. Derendra Singh, Leader of the
Cougress Legialature Party had staked his
claim to form the Ministry with a list of
33 Members in the House of sixty and
declared that once be was invited to form
a Mmistry, he was confident of getting
the support of many more Members. The
Governor meationed that out of 33
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Members, ten were already disqualified
and three were uncertain. The Govemnor
added that he had no basis on which Shri
Dorendra Singh’s claim could be accepted
as correct. The Governor did not favour
formation of a Ministry as it would result
in further defections. The Governor
informed that he had explored all
available alternatives to prevent or rectify
a breakdown of constitutional machinery
in the State, but this had been of no
avail. According to the Governor, if the
existing state of affairs was allowed to
continue for long, there would be serious
and adverse repercussions on the State
polity which was already beset with
secessionist movement. The Governor
had also mentioned that it would be
preferable to suspend the Legislative
Assembly because it would not be
desirable so soon to have another
election which in the existing conditions
of Manipur was likely to be marred by a
great deal of violence with some of the |
candidates enlisting the support of one
group of extremists or another.

Secondly, it may also be possible for
one side or the other to gather, even
from the present House, adequate
support to be able to form a stable
Ministry.  Thirdly, going by past
experience one cannot reasonably hope
that another election would result in the
election of candidates with more stable
party-loyalty or better political. ethics.

In view of the foregoing facts, the
Governor had recommended that the
Proclamation may be issued by the
President under Article 356 of the
Constitution and the State Assembly kept
under suspended animation.

The Governor had added that the
situation in the meantime may be
watched and if it appears that no party is
able to secure adequate majority through
legitimate means, the Assembly might be
dissolved. The Governor of Manipur vide
Mis message dated 5.1.92 further informed
what the State Council of Ministers in its
meeting held on 4.1.92 had resolved to
recommend him to dissolve the existing
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Manipur Assembly under Article 174(2)
(b) of the Constitution. Accordingly the
Chief Minister, in a letter submitted to
the Governor on 5.1.92 had advised him
for dissolving the Manipur Legislative
Assembly. The Governor stated that he
was not acting on the advice of the Chief
Minister as he had already reported on
the situation.

The Union Government considered the
Report of the Governor and the situation
in Manipur and decided to recommend to
the President of India to issue a
Proclamation umder Article 356 of the
Constitution and keep the Legislative
Assembly under suspended animation.
The Proclamation under Anticle 356 of
the Constitution was issued by the
President on 7th January, 1992.

In view of the circumstances which I
have just explained, I commend, Madam,
that the Proclamation issued on 7th
January, 1992 under Article 356 of the
Constitution in relation to the State of
Manipur be approved by this august
House.
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The questions were proposed.

SHRI V. NARAYANASAMY
(Pondicherry): Madam Deputy
Chairman, I rise to support the motion
moved by the hon. Home Minister in
proclaming President’s Rule in Manipur.
Madam, Manipur is a sensitive State in
the north-eastern region. The political
instability there will not only effect that
State but adjoining States also. It is a
known fact. My friends sitting on the
other side will not refute it. The
defection pame in the north-eastern
region was started by the Janata Dal
Government. Madam, there  was
Congress rule in Manipur. One of the
Central Ministers in the then Janta Dal
Government went there, manipulated and
saw to it that the Janata Dal and the
Congress (S) withdrew support. Then the
Janta Dal Government was installed.
They did not stop at that. The Janata Dal
Minister went to Goa and toppled the
duly elected Congress Government there.
Therefore, Madam, when it comes to the
question of unstable Govemnment wherein
the Central Government imposes
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President’s Rule, we see hue and cry
from the other side. But the factual
posiion is  that the previous
Government did not have the majority.

According to the available
information, Congress was about to
produce a list of MLAs and they
showed a strength of 34. Still the
Governor was not satisfied. The reason
given by the Governor as we can see in
the report is that seven MLAs were
being disqualified and apart from that,
the MLAs supporting the Congress were
inadequate and they were shifting
loyalties and therefore he was not in a
position to accept it. Though I have my
reservations on the judgement of the
Governor, I would like to submit
...(Interruption)...

SHRI S. JAIPAL REDDY (Andhra
Pradesh): What are they?

SHRI V. NARAYANASAMY: I am
coming to it. The strength of any
political party has to be. decided on the
floor of the House. The Govemor
should have given the party this
opportunity. He has taken a decision on
his own judgement. But we accepted it.
A point has been raised by the hon.
BJP ‘Member that in Tripura, Congress
party has been reinstalled. Everybody
knows about it. In Meghalaya also
Congress has been reinstalled. In
Tripura there was an alliance. There
was some difference of opinion. They
patched up the difference and the party
with the majority and with the support
of TUJS formed a Government.

SHRI JAGDISH PRASAD
MATHUR: In the meantime the Chief
Minister recommended the dissolution of
the House. Why did he recommend it?

SHRI V. NARAYANASAMY: The
Chief Minister recommended the
dissolution of the House.. Under the
circumstances he could not have done
anything else. There was no clear
majority. Let us go into the hard facts.
The reason being that the TUJS which
had extended support, which was a
partner in the Government, had started
having some difference of
opinion...(interruptions)...

SHRI S. S. AHLUWALIA: Why do
you go to Tripura?

SHRI V. NARAYANASAMY: It was
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raised by the hon. Member from the
other side.

THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: We
are discussing Manipur, so pfease
confine yourself to Manipur only. We
are not discussing Tripura. You may
jump into Goa or may go to
Pondicherry. Please confine yourself to
Manipur. We have only 2% hours; so
pleasse conclude in time.

SHRI V. NARAYANASAMY: There
was an understanding and a popular
government was installed in Tripura.
Therefore the criticism raised by the
other side has no ground.

At the present juncture, the party
figures are like this. The Congress party
has got 13 and the unattached MLAs
are seven, the Manipur Janata Dal has
seven, Congress(S) has three and the
Manipur National Assembly has one
and so on and so forth. Each political
party, each political group wanted to
form a Government. With a lot of aya
rams and gaya rams majority could not
be ascertained. Even if we go by the
Governor’s report, he has stated that
there was no need for dissolution of the
Assembly. To my mind it is very clear.
If the Assembly were to be dissolved
we would have to go for elections.
Manipur being a small State, the
legislature is very small in number and
hence there is more scope for toppling
the Government. This is very frequent
in the North-Eastern States and other
small places. Therefore the Governor
had his apprehensions that even if
clections were to be held again,
instability would still persist in the
State. Manipur has become a terronst-
bound area. Now, the people are more
sensitive to these issues and, therefore,
holding elections frequently will be a
problem. Also there is every possibil’,
that the plitical parties can provc their
majority on the floor of the House in a
future occasion...(Interruptions).

SHRIMATI BIJOYA
CHAKRAVARTY (Assam):. You will
get the power from behind.

SHRI V. NARAYANASAMY: If we
wanted to have power from behind, by
this time we would have formed the
Government in Manipur, if that is your
analogy.
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SHRI S. JAIPAL REDDY: May I put
one question? The hon. Member has
himself conceded that this process has
witnessed the mushrooming of Aaya
Rams and Gaya Rams. Do you want
another Government to be constituted
with the strength of Aaya rams and Gaya
Rams? Will they reflect the will of the
people? Will they represent the people of
Manipur? Why has the Assembly been
placed under suspension and not
dissolved and how can you say that an
election will lead to an unstable
formation?

SHRI V. NARAYANASAMY: The
hon. Leader of the Opposition has rightly
asked, when there will be Aaya Rams
and Gaya Rams business, why should the
Assembly be kept under suspended
animation? When the policies framed by
one party are acceptable to some political
parties, they come together and form the
Government. We should not stop them.
Why should you stop: them when they
prove the majority to form the
Government? You have to see that
nobody meddles with the affairs of the
legislators. Nobody takes away the
legislators. If you had raised this point, 1
would have accepted with you. When
they join together for the purpose of the
Government to function, you cannot stop
it in a democratic country. Therefore you
should not rule out that possibility also.
Therefore, the Governor’s recommen-
dation for keeping the Assembly under
suspended animation is acceptable to me
under the present circumstances in
Manipur. I fully support the resolution
moved by the hon. Home Minister.
Regarding the apprehensions of the
Members from the other side that there
would be meddling and the Central
Government should not interfere, I
would say that the power should not be
used for forming the Government,
whether it is your party or my party. But
the powers that have been vested with
the Centre had been misused by your
Government. That I can prove with facts
and figures and also name the States in
which you have meddled. You have done
it in Manipur. Now you are asking as to
why we have not dissolved. You could
muster your strength and form the
Government. We have got the precedent
from you. Therefore, 1 say that the
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criticism of the Government does not
hold good because the Central
Government is going by the Governor’s
report. Sometimes you accuse the Central
Government saying that it is ignoring the
Governor’s report. Therefore, 1 say that
the Governor's report is acceptable under
the present circumstances. Therefore, I
fully support the resolution moved by the
hon. Home Minister and 1 hope the
Members from the other side also will
fully support this resolution so that the
Governor’s report as it is is accepted. In
future, when the circumstances change
and when a popular govermment comes to
power, we will also be supporting that
Government. Kindly don’t forget that it
is in the North-Eastern region and is a
very sensitive area. We should not play
politics there. We should go by merits
and democratic norms. With these words,
I conclude.

SHRI W. KULABIDHU SINGH
(Manipur): Madam Deputy Chairman, I
thank you for giving me this opportunity
to say something regarding the
Presidential proclamation in relation to
Manipur. The honourable Home Minister
has stated very clearly that the Cabinet
resolution of the United Legislature
Front Government of Manipur was for
dissolution of the present Manipur
Legislative Assembly. The honourable
Home Minister has not elaborated or
explained why the recommendation, the
Cabinet decision, of the Government of
Manipur was not taken into
consideration, why it was rejected.
Before coming to that point I would like
to submit the incidents which took place
before 7th January, 1992 when the
Presidential proclamation was made. The
dismissed United Legislature Front
Government of Manipur comprised six
political parties of which the Janata Dal
and the Manipur People’s Party were two
major partners. It had a strength of 34
MLAs in a House of 60 whereas the
Congress originally had 26 MLAs. Now,
as has been stated by the honourable
Home Minister, on 23rd July, 1990 some
14 Congress-1 MLAs had left the party
and they had passed a resolution for
formation of a regional Congress Party
under the name and style of Manipur
Congress. The Speaker of the Manipur
Legislative Assembly was approached for
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giving recognition to the split of the
Congress-I Legislature Party, and the
Manipur Congress Party in the State of
Manipur. Immediately after applying for
recognition as ‘Manipur Congress’ in the
Manipur Legislative Assembly, 7 of those
14 Congress-1 MLAs who had left, went
back and they said that their signatures
were obtained under duress. So, out of
those 14 Congress-I MLAs who had left
the original party, 7 MLAs again
redefected to the original party. And
then there was a proceeding for
disqualification under the Anti-Defection
Law, the 52nd Amendment which is
popularly known as the Anti-Defection
Law. Now, the Speaker of the Manipur
Assembly disqualified those 7 MLAs who
went back to the original foid, the
Congress-1 party. Now two cases are
going on before the Supreme Court. I
will not be able tc go into the details or
merits of the case before the Supreme
Court; that is sub judice. But in this
connecticn I would like to make a
submission about the contentions of the
two parties, the contentions of those 7
Congress-I MLAs who went back to the
Congress-I fold and who were
disqualified by the Speaker of the
Manipur Legislative Assembly—they filed
a Writ Petititon before the Supreme
Court of India—and the remaining 7
Congress-1 MLAs who had left and who
did not go back to the Congress-I fold
and who were declared as an Unattached
Group—they were not allowed to be
recognised as ‘Manipur Congress’. Now,
regarding the decision of the Speaker
too, I may not be entitled to speak for or
against the honourable Speaker's
decision. But the fact was that the
Congress-I Legislature Party had 26
MLAs and of them 7 MLAs were
expelled by the High Command, by the
Manipur State Congress President with
the approval, with the advice, of the
Congress-I High Command. So they were
expelled from the original Congress-1
Party and the Manipur Speaker refused
to recognise them as Manipur Congress
Regional Party.

Now, these seven expelled Congress(I)
MLAs also went to the Supreme Court
with a writ petition for giving them
recognition as a regional party, the
Manipur Congress, and that still remains
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undecided and that is now sub judice. 1
would not like to go into the merits of a
case which is now sub judice. So, in this
way, defections take place in a State like
Manipur, rather a little more frequently.
This is a very unfortunate phenomenon.
Of course, in some other States also
defections take place like Maharashtra or
Punjab or Tamil Nadu. But, in the
North-Eastern States, defections are
more frequent than in the rest of the
States in the country. Anyhow, these
defections are going on, unfortunately, in
the North-East, whether it is Meghalaya
or Manipur or Tripura or Nagaland. But
this is the unfortunate part of the whole
thing.

Now, coming to the events leading to
the issue of the  Presidential
Proclamation, as submitted by the
honourable Home Minister, since the
beginning of December, 1991, practically
from the 3rd of December 1991, three
Janata Dal MLAs and three Congress(S)
ML As defected to the Congress(I) camp.
Now, it is an accepted fact that Shri R.K.
Dorendra Singh, the leader of the
Congress(I) Legislature Party in the
Manipur Assembly started camping there
since the beginning of December 1991
and these three Janata Dal and three
Congress(S) MLAs were kept confined.
There is now a controversy as to whether
they were staying voluntarily in their
camp. The family members of those
MLAs claim that they were forcibly
confined under threat and coercion and
what not. Regarding this, my learmed
friend, Shri J.P. Mathur, has spoken and
he also spoken about extremism and the
extremist activities in the State of
Manipur. 1 am very sorry to state that the
leader of the Congress(I) Legislature
Party has also taken the help of the
overground extremists—now they are
overground—and, in this way, adoption
of such unfair tactics and taking the help
of armed personnel, armed gangs, have
been going on. The honourable Home
Minister has stated, on the basis of the
Report of the Governor, that Shri R.K.
Dorendra Singh is claiming to have 33
MLAs in his camp. Madam, of those 33
MLAs, ten were disqualified by the
Speaker of the Manipur State Legislative
Assembly. Now, the buming problem,
the hot issue, is that the Supreme Court
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of India, on the 27th of November,
1991—the Constitution Bench of the
Supreme Court—had passed a short
order that the disqualification of these
seven MLAs was quashed, but the
reasons and the detailed judgment would
follow. But the reasons and the
judgement, quashing the disqualification
of those seven MLAs, have not come out
as yet. On the 9th December, 1991, when
these three Janata Dal MLAs and three
Congress(S) MLAs defected to the camp
of the Congress(I), a question arose
whether the United Legislature Front was
enjoying the majority support or was
reduced to a minority.

Now, to avoid that controversy, the
Chief Minister of Manipur, on the advice
of the Governor, wanted to have a vote
of confidence in the Legislature on the
floor of the House itself. So the Speaker
of the Manipur Assembly convened a one
day session of the Manipur Assembly on
the 9th December 1991. The question
arose whether those seven Congress(])
MLAs who were disqualified by the
Speaker will be allotted seats or not.
Now, I am afraid to go into the merits of
this and I am also not entitled to go into
the merits of the Supreme Court’s order
quashing the disqualification. The
Speaker of the Manipur Legislative
Assembly, as you know, stated that he is
unaware of this, except from newspaper
reports; no intimation, no direction or
communication has been made to him
that the seven MLAs who were
disqualified by him are revived. On the
9th Dectember he refused to allot seats to
those seven MLAs. Now the question
raised by the hon. Speaker of Manipur
was whether those seven disqualified
MLAs are to be revived as ‘Manipur
Congress’ MLAs or as independent
MLAs or as Congress(I) MLAs. That was
the point raised by the hon. Speaker of
Manipur Legislative Assembly regarding
his inability to allot seats for those seven
MLAs. This is their claim. But the
detailed judgment of the Supreme Court
is not yet written up till today. Now, the
contempt case for disobedience of the
Supreme Court’s order is also going on
before the Constitution Bench, the
hearing of which is on the 27th, the day
after tomorrow. Amyway, I would not
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like to go into that and as I said I am
not entitled to give my opinion about
the merits. But these are the factual
parts submitted by the hon. Speaker,
regarding the allotment of seats, whether
they were revived as Congress (I)
MLAs, whether the Supreme Court
intends to revive them as Manipur
Congress MLAs for  unattached,
independent MLAs. So that is the
explanation furnished by the hon.
Speaker in the Supreme Court case.
Now, the claim made by the Congress(I)
Legislature Party leader, Shri R.K.
Dorendra Singh, that he has got the
support of 33 MLAs minus these seven
MILAs, which will come down to 33
minus 7 =25 or 26...(Time Bell rings)
Madam,....

THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: You
can continue. Your calculations are
there; You have to take some time.

(Interruptions)
DR. G. VDJAYA MOHAN REDDY
(Andhra  Pradesh) : Madam, the

Congress (I) party makes calculations
very quickly.

THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: That’s
why I am giving him more time;
(Interruptions)

SHRI W. KULABIDHU SINGH :
Now, I am not acquainted with the
intricacies of law, even though I was a
student of law.

1—P.M. Madam, under clause (1) of
article 163 of the Constitution, the
decision of the Cabinet regarding the
dissolution of the Assembly is stated to
be obligatory and mandatory. The
President of India and the Central
Government are bound to accept the
advice, the suggestion of the Cabinet for
dissolution of the Manipur Legislative
Assembly. That was the only solution,
democratic solution to this problem
which my learned friend, Mr. Jaipal
Reddy referred to as ‘Aya Ram and
Gaya Ram’ Madam, I am somry to
speak out t szt one MLA defected four
times within one month, two MLAs have
defected, have crossed and re-crossed
the floor three times in the month of
December, and many of them have done
so two times. Madam, with ths
happening of one particular MLA
defecting four times in a month, and two
hon. MLAs defecting....
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AN HON. MEMBER : Very
honourable Members indeed!

SHRI W. KULABIDHU SINGH:..
three times in a month and four MLAs
two times in a month,..

SHRI DIPEN GHOSH: It should be
referred to the Guinness Book of
Records.

SHRI S. JAIPAL REDDY: As and
when Mr. Jacob forms the Congress(I)
Government in Manipur, this record will
be further improved.

AN HON. MEMBER: In Meghalaya,
they have already done ‘it.

sit gl R sweEnfem : s §
&, Fet M & A Y& AN

SHRI W. KULABIDHU SINGH:
Madam Deputy Chairman....

SHRI M.M. JACOB: He is supporting
what I stated in my speech.

SHRI DIPEN GHOSH: It deserves
incorporation in the Guinness Book of
Records.

SHRI W. KULABIDHU SINGH: My
point is that the Cabinet decision
recommending dissolution of the Manipur
Legislative Assembly should have been
accepted. About the Governor of
Manipur, it is not a question whether the
Cabinet decision was after the Ministry
has been reduced to a minority. While
they were in an absolute majority, the
dissolution decision by the Cabinet was
taken on the 4th of January, 1992. On
that day, I happened to be in Delhi. And
the hon. Chief Minister of Manipur, Shri
R.K. Ranbir Singh, sent a FAX message
to me on the moming of Sth January.
Immediately, a copy of the FAX message
of the resolution of the Cabinet
recommending dissolution of the Manipur
Legislative Assembly was submitted to
the hon. Home Minister personally by
myself. [ personally handed over a copy
of the FAX message to the hon. Home
Minister, Shri S.B. Chavan around 4.30
p.m. on the 5th January, 1992. And I
submitted another copy of the FAX
message to the hon. Prime Minister’s
office. Unfortunately, I could not get an
opportunity of handing it over to the
Prime Minister personally as he was very
busy. 1 left it at the Prime Minister's
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office. And a third copy was also
submitted to the hon. President of India
in the same evening at about S p.m. on
the 5th January. So, the Cabinet decision
for dissolution of the Manipur Legislative
Assembly was submitted first to the hon.
Home Minister, Shri S$.B. Chavan, then
to the Prime Minister’s office and then to
the hon. President of India in the same
evening.

The Presidential proclamation was
issued late night on 7th of January. On
the 6th of January, National Front
leaders, led by Shri Madhu Dandavate,
Shri Unnikrishnan accompanied by me
called on the Prime Minister at 9.30 P.M.
and apprised him of the position, the
nature of defections taking place, the
floor-crossing, recrossing, horse-trading
etc. According to him, it was a tussle
between the judiciary and the Speakers.
He spoke also about the Speaker of
Manipur and said that it was a tussle
between the judiciary and the Speaker
and he would like to refer the matter to
the President of India and he promised to
communicate his decision next day. On
the next day, that is on the 7th, there was
this proclamation rejecting the Cabinet
decision for dissolution of the Assembly
and keeping the Assembly under
animated suspension. The purpose and
the motive for keeping the Assembly
under animated suspension is to do the
mischief, as stated by Shri J.P. Mathur,
in order to foist a Congress-l
Government with the help of defectors.

Lastly, I would like to submit that 22
MLAs are in the United Legislature
Front who have never crossed the floor
and who abide by the decision of the
party and they remain in the original
party. Such MLAs in the Congress-I
camp are only 13 in number, and Shri
R.K. Dorendra Singh has claimed that
these 13 MLAs are not subject to anti-
defection law.... (Interruptions). So 1
would submut that this was a simister
attempt on the part of the Congress I
party.

The Governor in his report did not
recommend dissolution of the Assembly.
He only forwarded the Cabinet decision
for dissolution. I do not understand why
His Excellency the Governor of Manipur.
Shri Chintamani Panigrahi was not
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pleased to recommend the Cabinet deci-
sion for dissolution. He simply forwarded
it. It is very surprising. The Governor is
also being charged by the Congress-I
camp. But he continues there; he has not
been removed from the State of Manipur.
But nobody can question because he is
non-partisan; he does not follow the dic-
tates of the Congress High Command or
the State Congress leaders. In the press [
found that the State Congress leaders of
Assam, Meghalaya, Manipur and even
Tripura were demanding the removal of
the Governor of Manipur for his disal-
lowing the attempt to foist Congress-I
Government in Manipur with the help of
defectors. The reason behind this attempt
is that if a minority government is foisted
somehow, by hook or by crook, many
MLAs will rush towards the Congress-I
camp. That is the sole reason for which
the Assemply is being kept under sus-
pended animation. Therefore, I wholly
disapprove of the Presidential Proclama-
tion. This should not be approved by this
august House. It should be rejected out-
right.

sl ggoha R e . Ivawml
i, & e W % 9Rfrad Shey A gAY
A § ol e v wg ot ¥ ve &
fe & @e g §

R Y 79 e R I E @
i o s el ST TR o @
HEE R R RO
fr W& AR Tifahm 9w @ & T@ T
F afew?...

st oy weR wrgn e § FM
1 afeq) <o TE S Al
" ot o e W c SR @ FA
afgg 1. It is the scarcest commadity in
the world today.

f grcha fig s : @ % @
@mﬂm% v g AT # wew T @

THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN :
very funny tomment...

@ AEFAR 9 @ ¢ az'l are) st E
FwAR T ¢ aE A
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st grweha fim : ITER
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O 3 A {RATE ¥ fee See
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AR s T W faa seR sk ¥ 4
VA g & ® M.

M e sEwe P oFE e

st Yroha fig smeganfera : sy 2fag,
3! ofu, fF S T & WedE A WY 7

SHRI S. JAIPAL REDDY: If the hon.
Member yields, I would like to set the
record straight. After the Chief Minister
recommended  dissolution of  the
Assembly, these MLAs were induced to
defect, by seduction, by the Congress (I).

SHRI M.M. JACOB:
‘No’. It was not done.

st graoha i vgeqantern : vt
ey, frg o 1 T e & @ F
T o FiE T8 A @ SAERE-TARS &
vgft & e wd@ oA

ot J@w woR W w0 T 3
.. (THEEH)

sit gaeie fiw aeepnferar @ st el
A R @ wd @ s - T A 3k 3w
@ R o @ @ g Y @
A - TERE

st w1 YA TR : oW IE FE H
@ 4 Yo

I strongly say

sit gesha R D wE R
o A AN T D ol
] W E(E=EEA)... '

SHRI S. JAIPAL REDDY: Today, the
Rajya Sabha has witnessed a highly
legalised defection of Member of
Parliament.

SHRI JAGDISH PRASAD
MATHUR: Not defection. It is
abduction. Legalised abduction.

st Qeoltn fée : e,
e A, SEE @ G I ¢ = xR @
T PeR @ o e we @ o R, N
?1 @, IwEvfg TEeE, AR A AEen @
{ A 9gd W@ ¥ WY, W T T ek
o 3\ I oEH-TRm F i Foama
w3 F fIe g, W Ul B WG A &
fau 7 & L. (FHE|e) ...
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THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN : About
less than two minutes are left. I think we
adjourn for lunch now. We will continue
the discussion on the Resolution.

The House is adjourned for lunch till
2.30 PM.

The House then adjourned for
lunch at twenty-nine minutes past
one of the clock.

The House reassembled after lunch at
thirtytwo minutes past two of the clock,

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (DR. NAGEN
SAIKIA) in the Chair.

THE BUDGET (RAILWAYS), 1992-93

THE MINISTER OF STATE IN THE
MINISTRY OF RAILWAYS (SHRI
MALLIKARJUN): Sir, I lay on the
Table a statement (in English and Hindi)
of the estimated receipts and expenditure
of the Government of India for the year
1992-93 , in respect of Railways.

SHRI DIPEN GHOSH: (West Bengal)
Last time it was promised that the
Government will take a decision on the
reinstatement of the Railway employees.
May I know from the Railway Minister
what steps they have taken to implement
their assurance given on the floor of the
Parliament?

SHRI JAGDISH PRASAD
MATHUR: (Uttar Pradesh) Is it a
correct time to make the statement?
What is the position? The Minister
should clarify the position. It affects the
interests of so many workers.

SHRI DIPEN GHOSH: It was decision
by the previous Government and on a
number of occasions in the past and
during the last year even when the last
Railway Budget was placed, the
Government had promised that they
would take it up and the Government
will make an announcement, but the
whole year has elapsed.
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SHRI JAGDISH PRASAD
MATHUR: I support him on this.

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (DR.
NAGEN SAIKIA): The Minister is here.
I think he is taking note of it. If he wants
to react now or later on, he can do that.

SHRI JAGDISH PRASAD
MATHUR: He should promise as to
when he is going to make a statement on
this. Is he making the statement
tomorrow or when? It is essential.

sit srpoaa fomn (fgnR): wée, feR F
FB TE dHe We-am, § aw feem &)
o reral it o vim § e @ e gl
A o § 6 0 WER A AW Y, e W H
3R § Rz W wed ¥ I W W W weHA
feR #t| s § om & T =|® SRw
T AR § TR W 4 A P e o @
I YR AW R gL 2w
e a8 W § @ S 3 T W IR IR
T R

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (DR.
NAGEN SAIKIA): Mr. Mishra, I think
the Minister has already told the morning
session that he would make a statement
on this issue. In time he will make his
statement.

Now, we take up the Statutory
Resolution on Manipur.

STATUTORY RESOLUTION
APPROVING PRESIDENT’S
PROCLAMATION UNDER ARTICLE
356 IN RELATION TO MANIPUR AND
MOTION SEEKING REVOCATION OF
PRESIDENT’S
PROCLAMATION—Contd.

SHRI RAMACHANDRAN PILLAI
(Kerala): 1 oppose the Resolution as it
does not demand the dissolution of the
Assembly and hoiding of fresh elections.

The Union Government is misusing the
provisions of the Constitution to suit its
narrow and partisan interests. Whatever
be the limitations of the Constitution, it
embodies the Democratic aspirations of
the people. It carries forward the great
traditions and heritage of our country.
Instead of strengthening it,
the  Congress (I), the Union



