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clock.    The Vice-Chairman,    Shri B. 
Satyanarayan Reddy, in the Chair. 

SUPPLEMENTARY DEMANDS    FOR 
GRANTS (GENERAL) 1988-89 

THE MINISTER OP STATE IN THE 
DEPARTMENT OP EXPENDITURE IN 
THE MINISTRY OP FINANCE (SHRI B. K. 
GADHVI); Sir, I beg to lay on the Table a 
statement (in English and Hindi) showing the 
Supplementary Demands for Grants (General) 
for the year 1988-89 (August,  1988). 

I. STATUTORY RESOLUTION SEEK-
ING DISAPPROVAL OF THE RELIGI 
OUS  INSTITUTIONS  (PREVENTION 

OF MISUSE) ORDINANCE, 1988 

II.RELIGIOUS INSTITUTIONS (PRE-
VENTION OF MISUSE)  BILL,    1988 

SHRI JASWANT SINGH (Rajasthan):   
Mr.  Vice-Chairman, I move: 

"That this House disapproves of of the 
Religious Institutions (Prevention of 
Misuse) Ordinance, 1988, (No. 3 of 1988 
promulgated by the President on the 26th 
May, 1988." 

Sir, I had on the previous occasion 
mentioned that of the six ordinance issued in 
the period of fortyfive intercession days 
averaging an ordinance a week, a traid of 
ordinances related to the State of Punjab and 
in that traid possibly the most difficult 
ordinance to accept is this one; which has a 
wider implication, and which in itself is the 
most abject admission of the failure of the 
Government, in its primary responsibilities, is 
this particular Ordinance for presenting' the 
misuse of religious institutions. I have a 
primary difficulty, a principal difficulty, 
which has to be stated at the very outset and it 
has to be repeated and repeated over- and over 
again, as I will do 

now, that the fact that a Government, our 
Government, has found it necessary to bring 
about an Ordinance specifically mentioning 
the as-pect of prohibiting the use or misuse of 
religious places is in itself an abject admission 
of failure and I will just now explain this. 
Now, Sir, my difficulties can be categorised 
under those that are explicit, those that are 
procedural and those that are  implicit  
difficulties. 

Before I come to the explicit difficulties, a 
fact and a principle need to be stated at the 
very outset. India Ls not a theocratic State. 
The concept of a theocratic State is alien to 
our very swabhava, to the nature of the Indian 
psyche, to our dharma which does not 
recognise distinction betwcen the colourings 
of faith. And if India is not a theocratic State 
and does not subscribe to theorc-racy, then 
any legislation, any interference, any attempt 
by the Government to define which is 
religious and which is not religious is bound 
to create difficulties and is bound to open a 
Pandora's box, and if you combine that with 
the proven and admitted incapacity of our 
Government, and the proven failures of this 
Government, then, of course, our difficulties 
are  also multiplied. 

Sir, from the Statement of Objects and 
Reasons which the Bill has, certain portions 
merit repetition. The Government has come 
forward with this piece of Ordinance, and has 
followed it up with legislation which explain 
itself by suggesting that the question of the 
misuse of the religious institutions for 
political and other purposes has been engag-
ing the attention of the Government for some 
time. As I started by saying, the opening 
sentence of the Statement of Objects and 
Reasons is an explicit and the most abject 
admission of the failure of our Government in 
its primary responsibilities. It then specifies 
the context of this piece of legislation, and it 
mentions certain incidents in 
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the State of Punjab, then it relates 
those incidents to the specificity of 
the issuing of this Ordinance, as if 
the incidents in the State of Punjab 
had occurred only in the month of 
May, or in the week preceding that, 
and as if, with the past history of the 
last eight years, when Punjab first 
started simmering, when it was ap 
parent that the misgovernance, mis 
handling of the total question of 
Punjab would lead td an explosion, 
it was not necessary for the State, 
for the Government, to start thinking 
in terms of the misuse of these 
institutions for political purposes. 
Therefore, the statement of Objects 
and Reasons given by the Govern 
rnent is in itself dishonest. It, of 
course, goes on to say what the Ordi 
nance does. It prohibits religious 
institutions, or premises belonging 
to such institutions, for the promo- 
ton or propagation of any political 
activity. And it goes on about 
storage of arms, ammunition, etc., and 
about unlawful or subversive acts 
prohibited under the law. Second 
ly, it talks about not allowing the 
entry of any arms or ammunition in 
such places. Thirdly, it addresses 
itself to the use of fund collected by 
such institutions. Sir, I have said 
that my difficulty with this Ordinance 
lies because of a dishonest attempt by 
the Government te put across this 
point as against those incidents in 
Punjab. If one were to merely ex 
amine the descent of Punjab into 
this hell, and even if there were an 
accurate break.down of that des 
cent, one would very easily be able 
1o break this into two easily identifi 
able chapters. One was. from the 
rise of Bhindranwale to the opera 
tion that was railed 'Operation 
Bluestar'. It is not as if certain 
incidents in Punjab, to which Ihe 
Government refers stated occurring 
in the month of may 1988. That first 
ertpter  of  the   de-vent Punjab 
in to hell  the ©scent of Bhindranwale, and 
that chapter concludes with Operation 
Bluestar. Why didn't the Government then   
come  to  the     conclusion 

that there is need for such legislation, in the 
specific context of Punjab, instead of coming 
forward with an Ordinance now? Why was 
not a proper, well thought-out legislation 
brought to the Parliament and, if necessary, 
even to a Joint Committee of Parliament, so 
that the matter could be examined in its to-
tality? It did not do so, because our 
Government, as I have said earlier, specialises 
in creating an illusion of legislation, a mirage 
of legislation, as if legislation by itself were a 
replacement, or an alternative to action. 
Legislation is not an alternative for action. If 
you did not act when that first chapter was 
only beginning or even when that first chapter 
had ended, now for you to come forward and 
say that by issuing this Ordinance, or bringing 
forth a successive legislation as a 
consequence of that Ordinance, you are acting 
purposefully in the specific context of the 
Punjab, I am not convinced. I hold, Sir, that it 
is a dishonest— piece of legislation—it is 
dishonest— because through this mirage of 
legislation the Government is attempting to 
create an impression that even in the specific 
context of the Punjab, it  ig  taking  a  
purposeful  action. 

The second chapter, in the context of 
Punjab is from Operation Bluestar to 
Operation Black Thunder. From Bluestar to 
Black Thunder was a sad spectacle of the very 
same mistakes that we had witnessed from the 
very beginning being repeated. Like that 
cliche of the Greek tragedy, it was unfolding 
in front of all of us. We were witness to the 
unfolding of that tragedy, and yet, the 
Government continued to be inactive, to 
misplace its emphasis, to continue to employ 
Punjab for Par_ tisan purposes, or to play with 
the politics of Punjab for partisan purposes. 
And, therefore, it led to the second chapter 
which was B'uestar and Black Thunder. I hold, 
therefore, Sir. that now to come forth with this 
half-hearted piece of legislation— 
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[Shri Jaswant Singh] ill—thought, ill-
digested and ill-ex-presed— is to compound 
the difficul ties, not to solve them. The pri-
mary responsibility for such a state of affairs 
was of this Government, as you repeatedly and 
deliberately let Harminder Saheb be misused, 
so that you political purposes, your narrow 
political purposes, of this Government, be 
subserved, at a point which would be chosen 
for the convenience of the ruling party. Our 
objection is not merely on the timing of this 
ordinance, not merely on the principle that you 
cannot come forward with such profund pieces 
of legislation through the medium of an or-
dinance. Our objection is not only on the date 
that was chosen for this ordinance. My 
objection to this piece of legislation also arises 
from the fact as to why you did not have such 
a legislation in 1984 or 1983 or even 1985. 
Why now in the year 1988, through a piece of 
ordinance which I can only call 'dishonest' and 
as really creating the mirage of legislation as 
an alternative for action, have you come 
forward with this piece of legislation? 

I had started by saying that this Statement 
of Objects and Reasons is in itself an abject 
admission of failure. It is this Government 
that has permitted Punjab to descend into the 
morass that it is in now. It is this Government 
that is guilty, by neglect, of failing to protect 
the lives of thousands of innocent people that 
have got killed since 1988 in Punjab. It is this 
Government that is guilty of the non-
punishment of the Delhi criminals. It is this 
Government whom I charge with always, 
whenever confronted with such a situation, of 
coming forward with a proxy, with a plea of 
extenuating circumstances and then, when 
none of it suffices, coming forward with yet 
another piece of legislation. This is my 
explicit difficulty with this piece of ordinance. 

Now, I come to what I call the procedural 
difficulties.   This procedu- 

ral      difficulty is the very act of legislating  
certain laws through which an attempt is made 
to prevent      the misuse of religious places.      
It is another      point  that     religious   places 
ought not  to  be  misused,  either for collection  
of   arms   or   for   collection of  funds  which  
are   employed      for purposes   which  are  
detrimental      to the interests of the State, Or 
for any other  such  purposes.       The  existing 
laws of the land already do not permit such an      
employment of      anyv place,  leave   alone   a   
religious  place, for  collecting  arms  or  for  
collecting funds which  would  not subserve 
the interests of the State.      When this is done 
in a religious place, certainly it is not  
acceptable  to  anybody.       The Government   
now     coming     forward with such  a  piece  
of legislation      is like wearing a mantle of 
goodness, as if the Government was lily white 
in this entire  mess  that Punjab  is  and that 
this legislation by  itself is    the answer   to   it.       
The      Government states the  obvious.      
Why has      the Government  allowed  such  a  
state  to come  into being  why  has legislation 
of  this  nature   becomes     necessary? Wliy 
has this become necessary? This is the 
Government that is answerable for the mess 
that Punjab is in.  Why has   the   Government  
permitted  such a state to come into being?    It 
is only because   of   this   tendency   of   
legislative   overkill.     On   the   27th   or   
28th of  May,   this   ordinance   is    promul-
gated   fol   the      context    of!   Punjab. From 
27th May to the convening    of Parliament,   
what   great   change   have you   brought   
about   in   the   State   of Punjab,  through  the    
means   of  this particular  piece   of  
ordinance?      Sections  2 and 3  of this Bill 
really  attempt,  fo  my  mind,  the    
impossible. They attempt a definition    of    
political activity.    They  attempt to define a 
political party.    They also    attempt to  define  
a religious place.    Let  me candidly admit  
that I do not    make these observations as a 
lawyer.    I do not   argue   the  point   about   
the   content of these sections    as a    lawyer. 
Nevertheless,  1 am faced with  some 
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very great difficulties. Firstly, they 
are       about       roligious places. 
The Bill that we have suggests that any place 
or premise used for religious worship by 
whatever designation know etc. etc... 

 

When the Government is attempting to 
define a religious place, a religious place in a 
country as devout as India, when it is 
attempting to legally bind places of religion, 
through ill-drafted legislations, then it is 
bound to fail. Sir, almost every tree is a place 
of worship in India. A peepal tree in itself is 
an object of worship, a branch must not  be 
cut because the tree itself is an object of 
worship. And, there. fore, if a gathering takes 
place under the shade of a peepal tree, 
because the peepal tree is venerated, the 
Government says bv whatever definition etc. 
no. Then are you going to cut that peepal or 
are you going to say that this religious 
gathering of the devout who have meeting 
chosen to sit under a peepal tree is not 
permitted because it falls within, or it invites 
the mischief of this particular piece of 
legislation? It is well-know. Sir, that every 
Friday prayer, every Jumma Namaz must be 
followed—and I would be happy to be 
corrected—by what is called 'khutba'. Now, 
inherent in khutba' itself is the concept that 
Islam is a siyasi faith, that you cannot 
separate Islam from 'siyasat'. It enjoins upon 
whoever reads the Jumma Namaz that 
'khutba', which meens political discourse, 
must take place. 

DR. (SHRIMATI) NAJMA HEPTULLA 
(MahaKashjtra): TChutba' does not mean 
political discourse. Sir, I only wanted to give 
the meaning of the word. "Khutba" means to 
address. That is all. It does not mean 
necessarily .a political address it can be any 
address. 

SHRI JASWANT SINGH; Sir, I do not for 
a moment challenge the greater knowledge, 
indeed the greater devotion of ray friend. I am 
a a bypasser as it were. I am merely passing, 
this place of worship. I do hold, and I will 
continue to hold-even my charming friend 
cannot dissuade me from it—that Islam is 
fundamentally a siyasi religion. You cannot 
separate the two. Sir, Shariat law is not Just a 
law. Shariat enjoins religious conduct. How 
will you separate Shariat from Islamic laws? 
And if you are not I am sure, that legally 
perhaps, in a court of law, it came to divorce 
or some such matter, you could separate. The 
point I am making is that the origin, the 
fountain-head of the inspiration of the Shariat 
is this faith in Islam. There is no denying this. 
It is a faith which would ennoble, which 
would provide sustenance, which would pour 
into an Islamic society the cement of 
togetherness. You are saying that we do not 
accept, that cement, because that cement is 
politically activated. 'Khutba' might be or 
might not be a political discourse—yet you 
could not divide, you could not find a line to 
say that, here this much is discourse, this is 
political, and this is not political. No 
Government would be able to stop 'khutbas' in 
Jumma prayers. And if it is not able to stop 
'khutbas' then how will you be able to  stop  
political  activity  in masjids? 
I am not, what you 3.00 P.M.     might  call,  a     
practicing Hindu. Perhaps, Ratnakar Pandeyji 
would and great fault with me as a Hindu. 
Perhaps, my own  family  would  find   great  
fault 
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with me as a practising Hindu. But even I hold 
— I am a witness to — that whenever events, 
political or otherwise, deeply torment Hindu 
society, there is a natural a tendency to 
congregate in a temple—I am talking about 
our rural society—be it a political question or 
be it a social question—and to come to deci-
sions in that temple. Not because decisions 
made in that temple have any religious 
sanction, but because aomehow, they are more 
than cementing. Because I hold, Sir, that the 
fundamental truth, as I started by saying, of 
this country is that this country is not a 
theocratic country. At the same time, tho most 
moving aspect, the most beautiful aspect, to 
me of India is the continuity of the nation. 
And that only because of the constructive faith 
of its people; deep faith which moves the 
masses of India whatever be the colouring of 
that faith. But we, including the Government, 
have insufficient understanding of this 
fountain-spring of this faith. Secondly, 
because we are persuaded by alien 
phraseology, by importing half-digested 
tociden-'talism; therefore, as opposed to a 
theorcracy, as opposed to a theocratic State, 
we regurgitate state arguments about 
secularism. I am witness to a number of 
Sunday Masses in the churches in which the 
holy clergy, or bishops of standing, or even 
cardinals, do make political suggestions if not 
pronouncements. In like fashion, I have been 
benefited greatly while I was serving in the 
Armed Forces. In the Armed Forces, what 
ever be your faith, you would get the 
denominational place of your faith to exercise 
your right of worship. I have been benefited 
greatly on many occasions by going both to 
the Harmandir Sahib and other Gurdwaras 
whenever I have been to Harmandir Sahib—
not now, earier—I have al-wavs been filled 
with a sense of great peace, filled as that, 
place is with light   and   air.       My      
friends   from 

Punjab claim that their faith is inseparable 
from politics. I have spoken only of the major 
faiths of this country. If they are not able to 
separate it, I do not know how the 
Government is going to legislate and effect 
that legislation. 

I will give two more examples. We enacted 
in this House the Wakf Act. I think, it was in 
1984. Perhaps, my colleague, Advaniji, would 
be able to correct me if he can recollect. It 
was enacted here. It went to the Lok Sabha. It 
came back here again. It was enacted. But 
because of the objections raised by moulvis 
and others the law which was enacted by both 
Houses of Parliament I do not know where it 
now collects dust. Here is another example of 
direct intervention of politics. I do not know 
whether the Government would be ab'e to 
con-Vince me how it is going to achieve this 
separation. I confine myself only to religious 
places and to political activity. 

Government has also attempted to define 
'political party' in this piece of legislation. I 
have great difficulty with that definition also. 
I think that definition is going to create as 
many difficulties in times to come for us as 
other attempts to confine wider concepts into 
narrower concepts. Sir, time would not permit 
me to expand at any great length on the third 
aspect of my difficulty which was implicit in 
what was stated by the hon. Home Minister in 
the other House. I read with some incredulity, 
when he said, that this piece of legislation is 
the first attempt to separate religion from 
politics. I would be happy if the hon. Minister 
of State explains to me how we are going to 
do it how is the Government attempting to 
separate religion from politics and how is this 
the first step because only then I will be able 
to comment on this attempt. 

I would leave a thought with him because   
that   would   perhaps   enable 
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him to better explain how the Government is 
attemping to separate religion from politics. 
And that thought is, I would submit to the hon. 
Mmister of State not to understand religion 
only in the limited sense in which the word in 
English conveys itself. I would request the 
Minister to understand that the 'dharam' that 
lndia accepts is not religion and if 'dharam' is 
not religion, 'dharam' is not as limited as the 
word religion, and if 'dharam' be the basis of 
India's continuity, 'dharam' be the basis of 
nation's survival through centuries of foreign 
oppression or famine or whatever, what 
assaults are you going to make by your limited 
understanding of the word religion, of the 
word 'dharam' and how are you going to 
influence Indian politics? I would request the 
Minister to further explain to me that the very 
origin of the word "niti" comes from an 
understanding of what 'dharam' is and 'dharam' 
is not religion, and if you foresake 'dharam' 
and if you foresake 'niti', then you will not 
have 'rajniti', you will only have 'aniti'. 

I would request the hon. Minister of State 
to take one other factor into account. Is not the 
Government getting carried away by these at-
tempts to invade the sphere of pri-vate faith 
by believing, or putting across, or projecting 
that respect for divinity be replaced by the 
State or by the Government, and that the 
Government alone ought to become the final, 
secular reality and all else is to be regarded as 
illegitimate and as destructive to the health of 
a secular order. 

Two more things, Sir. I would request the 
hon. Minister of State, when answering this 
question to me, to share with me two or three 
quotations and I will conclude. "Politics cam 
of be divorced from religion. 

comes debasing/' it is a speech made by 
Mohandas Karamchand Gandhi at YMCA, 
Madras, on 28th April, 1915. 

Mr. Gokhale taught me, "the dream of 
every Indian who claims to love his country 
should be to spiritualise the political life of 
the country and the political institutions of 
the country". This is one aspect. One more 
specific aspect is this. Gandhiji in the Harijan 
used to engage in questions and answers. A 
question was asked of him: "In your auto-bio-
graphy, you have said that you cannot think 
of politics apart from religion. Do you still 
hold that view? if so, how is it that in a 
country of many diverse religions like India, 
you expect a common political policy?'' The 
answer was: "Yes, I still hold..." 

"I cannot concede politics as divorced 
from religion. Indeed, religion should 
pervade every one of our actions. Here 
religion does not mean sectarianism. It 
means belief in ordered moral government 
of the universe. It is not less real because it 
is unseen. This religion transcends 
Hinduism, Islam, Christianity,  it does not 
supersede    them.      It harmonizes, them      
and     gives them reality." 

 
! SHRI BAHARUL ISLAM (Assam): By 
that he means ethics and mora-lity.     It 
transcends. 
 
 SHRI JASWANT SINGH; I think that really 
underlines my point. It ethics and morality 
come to us—Justice Islam says ethics and 
morality— I do hold my honourable 
colleague, Justice Islam, would not refute me 
that the ethics and morality that he subscribes 
to do also have a fountain, do also have an 
origin in the Shariat law. Would you be able to 
separate ethics and morality to which you 
subscribe and say they are independent of the 
Shariat law? He cannot do it, and because he 
cannot do it, my point gets enlarged.  
Therefore, I 
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[Shri Jaswant Singh] able  Minister  of  
State  explains   this point of separation, he 
would elaborate it. 

Thank you. 

THE MINISTER OF STATE IN THE 
MINISTRY OF PERSONNEL, PUBLIC 
GRIEVANCES AND PENSIONS AND THE 
MINISTER OF STATE IN THE MINISTRY 
OF HOME AFFAIRS (SHRI P. CHI-
DAMBARAM); Sir, I beg to move: 

"That the Biil to prevent the misuse of 
religious institutions for political and other 
purposes, as passed by the Lok Sabha, be 
taken into consideration." 

Sir, the Government hag been watching 
with concern the flagrant misuse of religious 
places for purposes other than religious. There 
was overwhelming evidence that religious 
places were being misutilized. A number of 
such places were being used as sanctuaries for 
criminals, anti-nationals and terrorists. Fire-
arms and ammunition were being stored at 
these places. Absconders. declared so by law, 
were being given shelter. Funds collected 
from worshippers for holy purposes were 
being misutilized for illegal activities. By 
such practices, the administration of the 
criminal justice system was coming to a 
grinding halt. 

Sir, I am sure that the House will agree 
with me that such a state of affairs could not 
be allowed to continue any longer. It was 
under these circumstances that the 
government was compelled to make specific 
provisions in law to curb these activities in 
religious places. The President cf India 
promulgated the Religious Institution 
(Prevention of Misuse) Ordinance, 1988 on 
the 26th of May, 1988 as Parliament was not 
in session. The Bill seeks to replace the above 
Ordinance. 

Sir, honourable Member, Mr. Jaswant 
Singh, while moving his Statutory 
Resolution, has raised a number of issues 
which are quite vital and important. I assume 
that he speaks for his political party and what 
he said represents the official line and 
position of his political part}'. 

SHRl JASWANT SINGH: Sir, 1 able 
Minister's version. When I participate in the 
House, of course, I participate as a Member 
of the party which I have the distinction and 
honour to belong to. Quite often I participate  
discussions when I am so moved about the 
issues that what I may say need not 
necessarily be my party's views. Therefore, 
Tn today's participation, whatever I have said, 
1 have said, in my individual capacity as a 
Member of Parliament, and if it be at variance 
with my party's viewpoints, that is an internal 
matter between my party and I and not 
anything for the honourable Minister of State 
to be concerned about. 

SHRl P. CHIDAMBARAM: Sir, 1 am 
greatly relieved to know that the official 
position of his party may be different from his 
personal viewpoint because I would have 
been quite concerned if the party to which he 
belongs were to take an official position and 
an official line along the lines which he has 
advocated while bringing his Statutory 
Resolution. I would, therefore, look forward 
to listen to hon. Member Advaniji ur 
Vajpayeeji or anyone else. I would look 
forward to your participating in this debate. 

Sir, firstly, about the timing of this 
Ordinance, the Ordinance was made on the 
26th Ma}', 1988. It is not as though the 
Government had not notified its intention of 
making laws to separate religion from 
politics. This Government stands committed 
to the principle that    politics  and    religion 
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have to be separate and have to remain 
separate. 

Sir, there are hundred and thousands of 
religious institutions in this country, hundreds 
and thousands of roligious places. In all but a 
handful of these places there is no political 
activity. That is the reality on the ground. 
Come to my State of Tamil Nadu. That is the 
State I know best. I will take you round the 
temples of Tanjavoor, Madurai and Ra-
manathapuram, I will take you to Velankanni 
I will lake you to Nagore which are places of 
worship of the Hindu religion, Islam, 
Christianity. Not one of these is used for any 
kind of political activity. Yes, in the past, and 
sometimes even now, there are discourses, 
there is some dance and other cultural 
performances. But in none of these historical 
places is there any political activity, I believe 
that that is true of most institutions in the 
country. That is how they should be. That is 
how they always were, and that is how they 
should be. 

But in recent times we have witnessed a 
very disturbing trend, namely, individuals and 
organisations using a religious place as a 
sanctuary for carrying on political activity, 
worse for carrying on activity which is clearly 
anti-national, illegal, carrying on activities 
which may be characterised as violent and 
terrorist. 

One docs not make a law just for making a 
law. One makes a law with a purpose. It is a 
well accepted principle of legislation that one 
tries to find out where the evil lies and makes 
a law to cure that evil. You do not have to 
make a law for every perceived evil. But 
when the evil assumes a dimension which 
threatens the unity, integrity and the stability 
of the state, which threateiw the lives  of the 
people, then, on"" must make a law. 

Sir, from time to time we hear criticism 
about ordinance making. I think I should 
answer that criticism now. The legislative 
power, the legislative duty of Government is 
not suspended when Parliament is not in 
session. On the contrary, the Indian 
Constitution contemplates making legislation 
when Parliament is not in session. It would be 
a wholly incorrect reading of our Constitution 
to say that the duty cast upon Government to 
make laws will remain suspended for the 
period when Parliament is not hi session. No 
Government can do business that way. Since 
1985, after this Government came into office, 
in the last three years, seven monthg and 
seventeen days, the Rajya Sabha has passed 
277 Bills. Compare that with a small number 
of ordinances which have been promulgated 
in the last three-and-a-half years. 

This ordinance Is an important ordinances. 
This ordinance was made in the full 
consciousness that was are exercising the 
ordinance-making power . It was made 
immediately after operation Black Thunder. 
We made it because we were afraid that one 
of the most hoary historical and revered 
places of worship in India would once again 
be turned into a sanctuary for terrorists and 
other anti-nationals. This ordinance was, 
therefore, rightly made on 26th of May. I can 
show you the newspaper editorials of 27th of 
May and 28th of May supporting this. Barring 
perhaps one political party, whicii I shall not 
name now, as everyone knows, every other 
political party in this country, every 
newspaper, every right-thinking individual 
has welcomed this ordinance. It is, therefore, 
uncharitable and unfair to criticise the 
Government for making the ordinance on the 
26th of May. 

The hon. Member, Mr. Jaswant Singh, 
read out a list of charges of omissions and 
commissions of the Government  between 
Blue  Star  and 
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[Shri P. Chidambaram] Black Thunder. Let 
me say, it is this Government which has stood 
like a rock when others had retreated in 
confusion and despair; it is this Government 
which has consistently stated and restated the 
fundamental postulates for a political solution 
in Punjab, while others still grope in darkness; 
it is this Government which is alive to the 
perils of terrorism and which has set its face 
against appeasement of terrorism while others 
had pleaded for weak-kneed compromises. I, 
therefore, reject with all the emphasis at my 
command the criticism of the hon. Member, 
Mr. Jaswant Singh, against the conduct of this 
Government leading to this ordinance. 

The hon. Member spoke about India not 
being a theocratic State. At the same time he 
gave his own definition of secularism. In fact, 
more than defining secularism or describing 
secularism, I thought he was almost 
denigrating secularism. He called it a half-
digested occidentalism. He also used other 
words. I could see the sound and the fury, but 
I think they signify nothing. 

Secularism is an article of faith as far as the 
Indian Constitution is concerned, as far as the 
Indian people are concerned. We are not 
going to dilute our commitment to secularism. 
Secularism means that the Church and the 
State, religion and the State, shall remain 
apart. The history of the world is replete with 
periods where the Church and the State were 
locked in battle. If democratic politics, as we 
know, must take root and must thrive, we 
must keep the State and the Church separate. 
In the course of my reply to the debate, I shall 
speak at greater length on the subject. 

The hon. Member said; How can you 
define a religious institution? He should have 
asked this question 38 years    ago to the     
founding     fat- 

hers of the Indian Constitution. Entry 28 cf 
List-Ill of the Indian Tonstitation mentions the 
religious institutions. Article 25 sub-article (2) 
(b) speaks about law providing for social 
welfare and reform or the throwing open, of 
Hindu religious institutions of a public 
character to all classes and sections of Hindus. 
The expression 'religious institution' is an 
expression which occurs in the Indian 
Constitution. It occurs in a large number of 
laws. Courts of this country know what a 
religious institution is. More than that the 
common people of this country who do not 
have the advantage of occidental influences 
which seem to sway the mind of the hon. 
Member. Mr. Jaswant Singh, know what a 
religious institution is. This Bill is a first step 
towards separating religion from politics. 
Other Bills are under contemplation. We hope 
to introduce at least one more Bill in the near 
future. This Bill has a very limited purpose: 
places which are acknowledged as places of 
public worship, places which are religious 
institutions shall be kept free of any kind of 
political activity. 'Political party' is defined in 
other laws and we have borrowed that 
definition and put it in this Bill. Political 
activity is a definition that We have attempted 
and I am willing to seek the advice of hon. 
Members here if we can improve upon that 
definition. But to sav that we have attempted 
the impossible that we cannot define a 
religious institution, we cannot define a 
nolitical party, we cannot define a political 
activity nerhans, it is impossible for one who 
believes that religion and politics should not be 
separated. But those of us who believe that, 
relieion and politics should he separated, that 
any attempt of relieious Priests or relieious 
heads to influence the course of pohtics in this 
country must be nipped in the bud. for us it is 
not impossible. In fact, this Bill is tho result of 
the most careful and anxious deliberations on 
the subiect and taking the best legal advice that 
we have been able to obtain. 
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SHRI P. CHIDAMBARAM ; I am sure that 

will be answered in the debate.. 
(Interruptions)... Therefore, Sir, it is possible to 
define religious institution.. (Interruptions)... If 
there are any aberrations if there are any 
deviations from policy, it only means that we 
must resolve to avoid those aberrations and 
those deviations. It does not mean that the 
policies are wrong. It only means that some of 
us must be more careful. Some of us must be 
more guarded. Some of t us must be more 
resolute in setting our face against mixing of 
religion and politics. 

SHRI ARANGIL SREEDHARAN 
(Kerala): ln Keraia you have alliance with 
Muslim League. Non-Muslims are not 
admitted into this organisation. Will you 
break your alliance? ... (Interruptions)... 

SHRl P. CHIDAMBARAM: Some people 
have short memories. Some people have 
selective amnesia. We know who started an 
alliance with the Muslim League. We also 
know that the 7 party front has found a sole 
representative in Tamil Nadu. Who has an 
alliance with the Muslim League which is 
opposed by another ally? 

SHRI RAM AWADHESH SINGH : You 
have started in 1969. 

 
SHRI P. CHIDAMBARAM: In fact, if I 

begin to narrate the various links between 
one party and the other in the 7-party 
extended or extendible front which has within 
it a still-birth cf fomr parties, I think you will 
be more careful in aceusing the Congress 
carty  of  plaving the communal  card. 

... (Interruptions)... Sir, I sincerely hope that 
sometime during this debate, members of thi? 
front members outside this front, members 
who are looking at the front from outside and 
members who are looking outside from this 
front will sxplaia the mind-boggling variations 
that are coming up in Tamil Nadu politics 
particularly between the CPM, the Muslim 
League and the DMK and when those things 
are expalined, I am sure, hon. Members will 
be when and will be enlightened  about 
(Interruptions)... 

SHRI V. GOPALSAMY (Tamil Nadu); 
You made a very good speech. 
(Interruption)... If the Congress por-ty is 
committed to secularism, then what for Arun 
Govil was taken to Allahabad? 

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRI B. 
SATYANARAYAN REDDY): Mr. 
Gopalsamy, when your turn comes, you cm 
say all this. 

SHRI P. CHIDAMBARAM; Sir, from the 
very beginning, I have been very careful. Sir, 
the boot is on the other leg. From the first word 
until just five minutes ago, I tried to steer clear 
of political controversy, particularly sterile 
political controversy, and I stuck to my subject 
and my brief, but when someone accuses the 
Congress party of being communal or in 
alliance with communal forces, then I am bound 
to answer... (Interruptions) 

Shri N. E. Balaram should turn-round to 
that side and speak... (Interruptions) ... 

SHRI V. GOPALSAMY: We will handle 
the situation in Tamil Nadu. 

SHRI P. CHIDAMBARAM: As a final 
word, Sir, let me read from the "Hindustan 
Times" of 29th of May, 1988. 

"The Bhartiya Janata Party has welcomed 
the Religious Institutions (Prevention of 
Misuse) Ordinance, promulgated by the 
President of India and an amendment to 
Arms Act, as a step in the right direction. 
The BJP suggests immediate action 
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[Shri P.   Chidambaram] 
plan  on  three     fronts.      Foolproof 
arrangements be  made  inside    and around 
the  Golden  Temple   to prevent  the  entry  
of terrorists       and their arsenal inside the 
holy shrine complex.      Extensive  combing     
operation to be    undertaken    in   the 
Manned area and other border districts to 
smash the dens of the terrorists, recovery of 
illegal arms and secuity    belt must be made 
forthwith  to stop  smuggling  of       arms 
across the border." 

So, I think, this is an adequate answer to the 
statutory resolution, moved by my hon. friend, 
Mr. Jaswant Singh, which admittedly is in his 
individual capacity. 1 sincerely hope that such 
voices of dissent are few and far between and 
I sincerely hope that the House will 
unanimously welcome and support this Bill. 

The questions were proposed. 

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRI B. 
SATYANARAYAN REDDY): Now, both 
the resoution and the motion will be taken 
together. 
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Shall  I  read  it?  It says: 

"for erecting or putting of any 
construction or fortification, including 
basements, bunkers, towers or walls 
without a valid licence or permission under 
any law for the time being in force;..." 

SHRI P. CHIDAMBARAM: You are not 
thinking of having bunkers and towers in a 
mosque, I hope. 

 

'For erecting or putting up of any 
construction or fortification including 
basements, bunkers, towers or walls 
without a valid licence or permission under 
any law for the time being in force,    " 
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SHRI ABDUL SAMAD SIDDIQUI: 
"...any construction in the premises 
of a mosque or temple ______     " 
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SHRI MOTURU HANUMANTHA RAO 
(Andhra Pradesh: Mr. Vice-Chairman, Sir, I 
rise to support the main idea behind the Bill, 
But it does not mean it should have been 
brought forward in the form of an Ordinance 
first because thing's must be done in a good 
way and not in such a bad way. The Ordinance 
conception is very bad. It does not help our 
democratic traditions particularly, in this 
context, when, for a pretty long time, this thing 
has been going on and the Government was 
fully aware of it. I do not understand why the 
Government did not bring this forward as a 
Bill in the previous Session of the Rajya 
Sabhs. But immediately after the end of the 
Session, within two weeks, this Ordinance was 
promulgated. Whatever may be the reasons 
given by the hon. Minister, they are not at all 
convincing why they brought this forward as  
an  Ordinance first. 

The second point is, I do not have any 
illusion that by blinking forward this Bill, 
actually, in practice, it is going to bring about a 
radical change in the situation. This is because 
these things have been in practice for a long 
time. Yet they were not curbed. Why? It is 
there in our practice itself. That is why I say I 
do not have any illusion. But the idea behind it 
is welcome. The idea that reilgion should not 
be mixed with pojtics nor politics should be 
mixed with religion should be conveyed to our 
people and our people have to be educated on 
that basis. That is why we have chosen 
secularism as our main theme in politics. That 
is exactly why I say that this Bill is not going; 
to bring about a radical change. 

Now, you have brought forward this Bill, 
particularly with Punjab in view, stating that 
religious institutions in Punjab are being 
misused are being used for politics for 
political purposes, for disruptive activities or 
armed ac- 

tions  etc.      But what was the Government 
doing?     if it could be stated so, perhaps, Mr. 
Barnala was the stoutest champion of 
secularism when he was fighting against the 
religious heads interfering in politics.    
Actually,   he was excommunicated. He should 
have been given the credit on that account. His 
regime should have been allowed to continue to 
see that secularism was upheld jn Punjab and 
the Khalistanis were    isolated.    That was    
not    the thing that was done by the   Govem-
ment of lndia.     You immediately saw to it that 
his Ministry was dismissed. This was the 
reward that was given to him.     Now you 
speak of so many things.    Why did you do 
that? Were you not responsible  for that?    
when the idea of separating religion     from 
politics was  advocated  by no less    a person 
than Mr. Barnala, the      Chief Minister of 
Punjab then, when      the country was very 
much     encouraged by that spirit, why did you 
dismiss his Government?     What have you 
brought Punjab to  now?      Punjab  is  in  dol-
drums.     It is in a very bad situation. Perhaps, 
the worst that can be imagined of.     Therefore, 
these things are due to the acts done by the 
Government of India.      Of course, in regard to   
Punjab,   it   is  true   that  religious institutions 
were misued and we should see to it that such a 
development   is prevented.      That is  why I 
welcome this idea.     At the same time,     what 
is happening throughout the country? In   
Punjab,  religious institutions    are misused for 
political    purposes. Elsewhere in the country, 
politicians are indulging  in  the  misuse     of  
relgion and        religious        institutions.  This 
is  going  on  throughout the  country. Our 
national movement was  a point of inspiration 
for so many youngsters to unite together, to 
whatever religion they belonged, to  fight the    
foreign rulers.    That    was the    spirit.     No 
doubt the opportunist elements tired to make 
the best use of religion even then, but they did 
not cut much ice with the people because the 
common spirit was there to   advance  towards 
freedom.     After attaining    freedom what are 
we doing?     We are     more 



 

concerned with getting into power and hanging 
on to fc, at whatever      cost it may be. That is 
why today in India we    see worse things 
happening than in the British days. 
Disintegration is aimed at, separation is spoken     
of, every  day  disruptive  activities      are 
going on, based on religon, based on caste, 
based on community etc.   That is why the 
Congress (I)    Government should really 
explain to the    nation why after forty years of 
Independence all  such  developments  have       
come to  take  place.      As    far as I  could 
study, secularism is our main theme. We are 
not against any religion. There is no doubt 
about it.     If I am supporting this Bill, it does 
not mean that I  stand for curtailing anybodys 
freedom  to pray,  or  to  go  on believing the 
religion he     believes    in.     That freedom  
should be  there.    It should 'never be    
curtailed.    But 1  do    not think  this  Bill 
particularly     curtails anybody's freedom like 
that.     That is not the objective of this Bill, It 
does not curtail the  freedom   of  any religion,  
Or any individual in believing in a certain 
religion or  god. It  does not interfere with 
religions.    But at the same time, it should also 
be noted that religion, according to me, is    an 
opium for the people.     It does    not create 
consciousness among them. On the other hand, 
it curbs the consciousness that it there in the 
human beings. So many people may not agree 
with that,     l am quite aware of that. But at the 
same time, we have chosen our path to be 
secular.     When secularism is to be followed,  
why should      we talk of so many religions and     
gods 

 
and bring all these religions into conflict 
and create communal disturbances  or  
casteist  disturbances? 

Sir, who is doing it?      The highest dignitaries   
of  our  country   are   going on official tours 
and visiting temples, mosques or churches, 
thereby creating an impression day in and day 
out that they   are   devotees.      Religious   
feelings are roused and affection is sought to  
be  drawn of  the  people  of    that particular 
religion  or sect. Why    are all  these   things   
attempted?       Prime Minister and so many 
other dignitaries—I need not repeat—go on 
tours. Why do they go to temples and pray to a 
particular god and adopt all such rituals there?      
This is just to create an  impression   among  
such  religious-minded  People     that they  are      
for religion, they are for god, they are for their 
religion, they are for     their god and so they 
must appreciate them and al] that.     Is it 
secularism? I do not think it is secularism.     
On the other hand, it is one way of inculcating 
religious beliefs or, sometimes, even super-
stitions.     Like that it is going on. That is  why  
I  say  that  high     dignitaries should see to it 
that they do not do these things.      Their 
personal beliefs are there.    They can go    on 
private tours, pray  to  any god, visit        any 
temple, mosque or church.     It     does net 
matter.     But, at the same time, why do they 
do it?    And why is it shown on TV with so 
much of bombast?      It  is   in   order   to   
propagate that.      When religious functions 
take place, it should be the concern of the 
religious-minded  people  to  see    that those   
functions   ave   organized   in     a 
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successful way, but why do the railways and 
the bus companies do so much of propaganda 
on those occasions? Why do they create the 
impression through radio and television that it 
is going to happen in a big way and so 
everybody should go and see? Is it not 
religious propaganda? So, it is not secularism. 
I stand for secularism. Secularism should be 
nurtured and cultivated. Instead of doing that, 
the highset dignitaries of our State go on 
preaching this or that and become instruments 
of propagating religion. Then how can we 
curtail superstitions, bickerings and all that 
among the religious-minded people? 

Sir, while supporting this Bill I do want  to  
say   that   if  at   all  they   are genuine in their 
feelings, if at all they are serious about averting 
such  dangers  happening  in  our  country,  
then they  should see  to  it  that  television and 
rsdio are not misused for religious propaganda 
and also see that high dignitaries do not go 
about masquerading themselves as trig 
religious-minded people and all that.      Let 
them do it privately—I  have  no  objection.  
That is why, Sir. I support this idea of the Bill.      
In  order to sec that this idea is conveyed to our 
people, canvassing for the purpose of this Bill 
would be helpful—not  that   without   a  
political solution  to the problem of      Punjab, 
this Bill  or any Bill or any Act    or arms   can   
suppress   the      Khalistanis there.      They 
must be isolated    from the people.     People 
have to be mobilized.      People  can  be  
mobilized       in Punjab   only   by   a   political  
solution, by offering certain terms wnich were 
agreed upon  even long before  in  the 
Longowal-Rajiv Accord.   Rajiv is       a partner 
of that Accord. Why does not he  see  to it that 
that Accord is implemented   and people of 
Punjab  are convinced that reliious amity itself 
can be brought about by this?  Instead of that  
all  sorts of opportunistic  games are  beins  
played   and  the       country is brought to such 
a miserable situation.      Thank you. 
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There are as many religions   as there 
are individuals; but those who are   
conscious of the    spirit of nationality do 
not interfere with   one another's     
religion.       If     Hindus believe that 
India should be peopled only by Hindus, 
they are living in a dream land.   The 
Hindus, the Sikhs, the Mohammadens, the 
Parsis   and the Christians who have made 
India their    country, are fellow-country-
men and they will have to live in unity if 
only for their interest.   In no   part of the 
world   are one nationality and    one 
religion synonymous; nor has it ever been 
so    in India." 
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•'Since the very idea of partition of India 
was concerned and consummated in the 
context of a communal ideology, the 
Founding Fathers of our Constitution wanted 
to ensure from the very beginning that 
politics should never again figure as art 
integral programme of the communal 
organisations of the Country. Their 
motivation as also their anxiety is clearly 
explained in the resolution that the 
Constituent Assembly passed on the 3rd 
April, 1948 as under: — 

'Whereas it is essential for the proper 
functioning of the democracy and the 
growth of national unity and solidarity that 
communalism should be eliminated from 
Indian life, this Assembly is of the opinion 
that no communal organisation which by its 
constitution or by the exercise of dis-
cretionary power vested in any of its 
officers or organizers admits to or excludes 
from its membership persons on grounds of 
religion, race, caste or any of the, should be 
permitted to engage in any activities other 
than those essential for the bonafide 
religious, cultural, social and educational 
needs of the community, and that all steps, 
legislative and administrative necessary to 
prevent such activities should be taken.' " 

 

"We have noticed a recrudescence of 
communal movements. The old ESS is 
raising its head again in various forms and 
all kinds of rumours are afloat. I trust that 
your province will not permit this 
development. I would also like to draw  
your special attention to the 

resolution in regard to communal 
organisations passed by the Constituent 
Assembly. We have stated that we will not 
recognize or encourage in any way any 
communal organisation which has political 
ends. I hove that your Government will 
also follow this policy." 
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"Freedom to manage religious affairs: 
Subject to public order, morality and 
health, every religious denomination or any 
section thereof shall have the right to 
establish and maintain institutions for reli-
gious and charitable purposes to manage its 
own affairs in matters of religion, to own 
and accrue movable and immovable 
property and administer such property in 
accordance with law." 

 

STATEMENT  BY  MINISTER 

Harassment and Humiliation of a girl 
student in a DTC Bus 

THE MINISTER OF STATE OF THE 
MINISTRY OF SURFACE TRANSPORT 
(SHRI RAJESH PILOT): Sir, it is with a deep 
sense of pain and anguish that I rise to make a 
statement regarding the regrettable incident 
that took place on a DTC bus on  Thursday,   
the   llth  August,   1938 
when a youing college    student ....................  
(Interruptions) 5.00 
P.M. 

 


