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So, there are not two opinions on this that we
must try to solve the problem and it is the
concern of all us and whatever is possible,
we will try to do.

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRI A. G.
KULKARNI): Before going to the next item, I
have to endorse the views from all sides of the
House. A request is made and the Government
has also stated through the Leader of the
House and I think the time has come now
when in the national interest we must
strengthen the hands of the Prime Minister,
Shrimati Indira Gandhi, who is competent to
solve the problem and nobody else can solve
this problem. I personally join with the
honourable Members of this House to request
the Assam Parishad t, withdraw their agitation
and come to the negotiating table immediately
so that, before we conclude the deliberations
of this House on the 30th June or 2nd July, thi
problem can be solved. Thank you.

Now, we go to the next item. Yes, Mr.
Bhupesh Gupta, your Constitution
(Amendment) Bill is there.

SHRI SHYAM LAL YADAV; What
about the other Bills?

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRI A. G.
KULKARNI): You see, before 1 asked Mr.
Bhupesh Gupta to speak, I had called Mr. F.
M. Khan and some other honourable
Members. But they were not here and that is
why I have allowed Mr. Bhupesh Gupta to
speak now.

THE  CONSTITUTION (AMEND-
MENT) BILL, 1977 (TO AMEND THE
SECOND SCHEDULE)

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA (West Bengal):
Sir, [ beg to move:

"That the Bill further to amend the
Constitution of India be taken into
consideration."

Sir, I had given notice of this Bill in 1977
and, today, it is 1980 and it has now come up
for consideration. The Bill is simple. You
see, | want
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to reduce the salary of the President to Rs.
3,0001- and that of the Governor to Rs.
2,0001-. Now, Sir, these matters had been
discussed jn the past for so many years aficT
it had been discussed as to what should be
done with the very high salary that is given to
the President and to the Governors.

In one case Rs. 10,000, in another Rs. 5,000
or so. Some of the Presidents were
embarrassed by this ten thousand business;
they voluntarily surrendered a good part of it.
Dr. Radhakrishnan, with whom I was very
close, surrendered Rs. 5,000. I donft know
hjow much others surrendered, because no
sensible Indian, even if he is in quch a position
as in Rashtrapati Bhawan, would like that h,
should get Rs. 10,000 for doing some
ceremonial work. After all, the President
under ou, Constitution i; a constitutional
figurehead. And we stand by it. He is nothing
but a constitutional figurehead who goes by
the advice of the Council of Ministers. But he
occupies an exalted position with regard to
that. Now we read in the newspapers that Mr.
Sanjiva Reddy hag decided tc, shift to a small
house, No. 1, Willingden Crescent. Good! I
do not know whether this house was haunted
by ghosts... (Interruptions). You know very
well.

SHRIP. RAMAMURTI (Tamil Nadu):
Sanjiva Reddy will haunt thei house!

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: Good thing.
Therefore, it is accepted in princip]. that his
salary and perquisites are to high. Nobody
justifies ! Rs. 10,000 a, salary in the country
where nearly 50 per cent of the population
live, below th., poverty line. As far as
Governors ar, concerned. Sir, the less said
about them the better. They neither show any
inclination of surrendering any of their amount
nor getting out of the Raj Bhawans, and so on.
On the contrary, some Governors want to toe-
come Chief Ministers or something | like
that. Well, they ar, also getting
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a very high salary. So we thought, bring it
down. The Prim, Minister of the country gets
Rs. 250 plus Rs. 500. I do not know how
much you get, Mr. Makwana.

Now, why should there be this dis-
crimination. Thi; was done gome 30 years
ago when the Constitution was framed,
following the British principle. The British
principle was followed. There was no need to
follow the British principle, when the
President's salary was fixed. Today one man
is no longer 'nere; he has departed.

I remember, Shri Jawaharlal Nehru. When
we came to Parliament first, a question arose
as what salary Shri Jawaharlal Nehru a; the
Prime Minister should get. There was a
strong view within th, Congress Party at that
time that he should get a higher salary than
that of a Cabinet Minister—something like
Rs. 5,000, Rs. 6,000, Rs. 7,000 or Rs.
10,000—and some other facilities as the
British Prime Minister gets in Chequers, ana
SO on.

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRI A. G.
KULKARNI): m the old times.

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: Jawaharlal
Nehru rejected it. H, said that he would take
the sam, salary as a full Cabinet Minister, that
is to say, Rs. 2250 plus Rs. 500 as sumptuary
allowance or whatever it is. Anyway, it was
less than Rs. 3000. We all appreciated it. It
was a grand gesture by , great man, worthy of
our tradition. After all, the man who led the
freedom struggle was living in those days not
in the Rashtrapati Bhavan nor in the Raj
Bhavans, no, in bangalows, but in bhangi
colony. Such being the tradition, it was only
natural that Pandit Jawaharlal Nehru took that
stand. But I do not know why a similar
change was not made in the case of th,
President's salary. It should have been done. I
knew each one of the Presidents personally
very well. 1 know them. I am sure that the
present President, Mr. Sanjiva Reddy, is , Ty
simple man. He is a farmer. When he left the
Government, he went to his village,
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Anantapur, and took to the plough almost.
Now, a man like him will never grudge a
reduction in his salary. Such has been the
tradition of our Presidents lik, Dr. Radha-
krishnan, Dr. Zakir Hussain, Shri V. V. Giri
and others. Sir, that is why I gave this Bill.
Let ug do something about it. I know that we
do not want to change easily once we have
done a thing. Since I am on the subject of th,
President, I must say a few things. That will
be a little political and will have nothing to
do with the salary. Now, do you want the
President to be a constitutional figurehead?

SHRI p. RAMAMURTI: That is there in
the Constitution.

SHRi BHUPESH GUPTA: Mr. Ramamurti
is saying it very rightly. There is again talk
about changing the Constitution. Som, people
are talking about a new Constitution As-
sembly. There in Andhra Pradesh, we have
Dr. Chenna Reddy. leading one of the
corruptest Government the country has
known since Independence, oppressive,
violent, unscrupulous, uncouth and defiled by
every evil standard. Now, Mr. Chenna Reddy
has come out with a statement in which he
says that the country should switch over to
the presidential system and replace the
present parliamentary cabinet system because
h. says that otherwise there cannot be any
socio-economic reform. He is Dr. Chenna
Reddy. I do not know whether he is a
homoeopathic doctor or an allopathic doctor
or any other doctor.

SHRI P. RAMAMURTI, He is an
allopathic doctor.

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: His allopathy
has gone wrong in that case. Now, Sir, h, is
spreading such ideas openly ana publicly
challenging the Constitution. Dr. Chenna
Reddy has been sworn under the Constitu-
tion. Under his oath of office, he is supposed
to preserv, the Constitution, abide by it
and do everything ac-
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[Shri Bhupesh Gupta] cording to it. Despite
that oath, he declared that he does not want
the present system, but wants to switch over
to the Presidential system when he is oath-
bound to bear allegiance to the Constitution of
India. I am quoting th, 'word' of the Constitu-
tion in the relevant Schedule of the
Constitution. Well, Sir, this is going on.
Therefore, Sir, I raised this matter seriously. I
regret to say that I do not know whether our
Home Minister of State for Home is reading
pornographic literature or a detective novel.
Anyway, you can know that from him.

THE MINISTER OF STATE IN THE
MINISTRY OF HOME AFFAIRS (SHRI
YOGENDRA MAKWANA): 1 am younger
than you.

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: He
should convey it to the Prime Min
ister. 1 expected the Prime Minister
o'f the country to dispute that state
ment. [  expected  Shrimati Indira
Gandhi to come out publicly and
state that the Government does not
share Mr, Chenna Reddy's views and
that a State Chief Minister would not
be allowed to make a statement of
this kind, so scurrilous, an affront
to the  Constitution, so viola-
tive of his oath of office. I still hope that Smt.
Indira Gandhi will declare what * have been
saying, namely, that India standi by the
present Par-liamentary-citm-Cabinet system,
that under no circumstances, whatever be th,
provocation, India will switch over to the
Presidential system. Sir, if I may say so, I
woifr" demand the resignation of Mr. Chenna
Reddy from the Chi°f 'Ainis+>-ship. residents
are doing it for their own reasons. We mu--t
not have ' one o'f our constituent States a
Chief Minister who has the gumotioB,
audacity and insolence to declare to the world
that our system is wrong that we wint to pas?
over to tha Presidential system. I it to be said.
Sir? Tt is defamation of the ParMament. It is
defamation of naHiamentary democracy. It i
a slander ¢n the working
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of our system. And that comes from orug who
is the Chief Minister of a j State. It i a matter
of shame, abounding shame. Sir, I would not
say very much. My friend, Mr. Ramamurti,
perhaps knows him better tha,, I do.

SHRI P. RAMAMURTI: Very much
better.

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: Mr. Chenna
Reddy has got many qualities. Polical
qualities, anorous qualities and many other
qualhie, he has got. I am not worried about it.
But he should not cultivate this kind of a habit
of saying such an absurd thing. Today, Mr.
Chenna Reddy should come before the
Assemb y revoking his statement and
apologise to the Assembly of Andhra Pradesh
and to the nation for having insulted our Par-
liamentary-cum-Cabinet ~ system in  this
insolent manner. This i what I ask. And in
any case, I would repeat that Prime Minister
Indira Gandhi should make the position clear
because, Sir, now there are many Chief
Ministers and I do not know how they come,
what many of them are, and how many of
them are thinking along the lines of Mr.
Chenna Reddy.

Sir, we had during the time of emergency a
sinister move Secretly, to establish the
Presidential system, i had even given to me
by a member of the Government a copy of
the draft outline of the consltu-tional
framework for establishing the Presidential
system. As you know very well, Sir,
instructions were <-ent to Punjab. Uttar
Pradesh, Bihar, Haryana and even to W-°-st
Bengal to t>as, resolutions in support of the
Presidential gystem. What is the guarantee
that the same thing will I not be done
today?

T tike Mr. Chenna Reddv's weds or what
he has said as a serious warning, as nn alert
to the nation, and T should a the Pnme
Minister of the ro'in-
trv to mak« the Doaition sb olutely
clear to +h.a country Sir. h" do 1
say all thi; about this gentleman? It
is because some people do pot like
this  Parliamentary-cum-Cabinet
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system. They are ill at easd with it. Th.y
cannot hav, their uwn way if Parliament js
vigilant and fune.ion-ing, if Ji. Caoinst is
accounia

arnent, if the Cabinet Ministers cease to
be sycophants and flatterers and be
acaountaDie to Legislatures and Parliament
Weil, tnen things do not go bad.

Sir, . know during th, emergency how
things went wiong when the Chief Ministers
turned sycophants, servile creatures. Then
things went wrong. Correctives were lost. All
the correctives in our system were destroyed
one after another and the emergency took the
grip of us.

Sir. today again such trends are there. Here
comes the Minister of State for Parliamentary
Affairs. I do not know how he feels about this
thing. But, as I have said, I hear such talk in
Delhi. Yesterday some people told rne that
there is a suggestion for a Constituent
Assembly. "What for? Parliament is here. The
two Houses are here. What Tor is the
Constituent Assembly needed? What do you
want? Is it for establishing dictatorship in the
country, authoritarian personnal power,
dynastic rul, or some such things? Surely if
you do not want such a thing, what i the
Constituent Assembly needed for now. We
can amend a Constitution in Parliament.

Sir, if I had my way, I

would make the parliamentary-
eum-cabinet  svstem, under the
present socio-e~onomic order, un-

amendable. When we were discus-
sing under the Janatla ru'e the ques-
tion of amendment to the Constitu-
tion in the form of the Fortyfourth or
the Fortvfifth Constitution  Amend-
ment Bill. thera was 1 rugees'ion that
thers chamla he y chanter in tha Con-
sHtutian whith e’ oot ha amend-
pA ard than sen en~aactsd and our
COPM frien-'s alsg sugeesteq that there
sama Af tha thinge ~hmi'd he inelud-
ed which con’d pot k- amended  and
cho'14 hs  the
cabinet-cum-parliamentary gystern of
onr Government. Thas is what we
did. ‘

that ana af th~m
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Sir, we suggest that this should be done
because such voices are being heard. This is
the voice of treason. Thos, who talk about the
Presidential system and * Constituent
Assembly for that, theirs is a voice of treason
and a voice of treachery and we cannot but
pay heed to them seriously and see that such
voices are silenced before we are silenced
once and for all. This is what I have to say.

As far as the President is concerned, it i
perfectly all right. We want his dignity, his
exalted position, a constitutional head in the
tru” sense of the term. Rightly we had amend-
ed article 74 of the Constitution to make th,
advice of the Council of Ministers expressly
binding on him. But the President has ample
moral authority and I am sure the President
would exercise such moral authority, need not
sign on the dotted line. Before he signs, he
can now, under the amended Constitution,
refer the matter for reconsideration by the
Council of Ministers. But, apart from that, he
can always give moral advice. Hi’) moral
weight and authority are unquestioned.

Sir, having regard to e exalted position of
the President, T do not at all suggest by m,
amendment to I denigrate it ,hen I say that the
salary of the President shouM be Rs. 3.000.
The President's position is not measured in
termg o'f money. Gandhiji's position was never
measured in terms of where ho lived how he
lived and what kind of fortune he had, Mr.
Winston Churchill ca”ed him a half-naked
fakir walking up the Buckingham Palace...

SHRI P. RAMAMURTI: .
the Viceregal Lodge.

SHRI BHUPESH GUPA-. Sir, we had the
tradition of that half-naked fakir.

. .walking up

Many of us have not been worthy I of it
I wish some of wus inhigh places
were worthy of I it. There was the
example of  a man, glorious and great, who
put our
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[Shri Bhupesh Gupta] country, in
poverty and suffering, into th, highest
tribune of human respect and human
dignity. And this is what we want.
Therefore, in our present system, the
President that we have, should be a
person of high dignity. No body can
emulate Mahatma Gandhi or step on his
pedestal but certainly we can bestow on
him respect and honour in such a way
that he occupies a position of high moral
authority, evoking  respect and
commanding confidence of a willing
nation. That iy what w, want. That is why,
Sir, Rs. 3,000 .should be enough. 1 do
now know. hon. Mem-|bers can say about
it. If there i° any difficulty, we can think
of other allowances and so on for him but
the salary should not be more than Rs,
3,000 in any case. When Rs. 5,000 are
given voluntarily, what I have suggested
is not very much below that amount.
Therefore, Sir, it should be accepted and
you should consider it. 1 know these
Bills are not passed but such issues
should be discussed.

Now, I come to th, second point,
about Governors.

SHRI p, RAMAMURTI: You have
said enough about them; less said the
better.

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: Yes, less
said the better. Mr. Ramamurti is
absolutely right. The institution of
Governors. hag becom, , gTeat joke of the
twentieth century. If you are good for
nothing, if you are highly superannuated
and cannot even get a Rajya Sabha
nomination even by asking Mr. San jay
Gandhi to oblige you, you can at least be
a Governor. This i what e find today.

Now, Sir, you se, what has happened. I
cannot abolish this institution here but I
want to reduce the salary. Why .should
he get Rs. 5,000—an ex-ICS Mr. L. P.
Singh, ex-ICS Governor of Assam,
Meghalaya, Mizoram, I do not know in
how many places like that? When you
cannot accommodate anybody in
anything, you make him
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the Governor and spend money over the
white elephant in a white Raj Bhavan
where monies are wasted like water.
Why should it be so? Our system
really does not require a Governor. W,

can have other arrangements for it. What
the Governor is for? I he for attending
marriages, opening schools, throwing

coconut into the sea and going round the
city sometimes in , manner which nobody
takes notice of? ~ What is the Governor
for? I cannot understand it. We have the
Council of Ministers; we have
Legislative Assemblies; we have the
Speaker; they can deal with the situation.
Governor is  not needed. Therefore, for a
long time we have been pleading for the
abolition of the Governor's post.  Here,
of course, I have not done it because my
purpose of the Bill is to reduce the salaries
of these two offices.  And recently, we
have seen how th, Governors behaved. My
friend from U.P. would tell us how the
U.P. Governor has behaved during the
elections. They  ar. becoming the
appendages of the Central Government,
ordered  about by a Deputy Secretary
of the Home Ministry.  And they are
called 'Governor', an el°g™t name, when
anybody else, I think Mr. R. K- Dhawan, i,
far more important today than all the
Governors of the country put together. I
am not sure if [ am paying a tribute to Mr.
R. K. Dhawan. But Mr. R. K. Dhawan
surely knows very well. Mr. I~ Yashpal
Kapoor i certainly more powerful and
influential than half a doze, Governors.
Everybody knows it. Now, Sir, our young
friend, Mr. San-jay Gandhi of course, if
the factory =~ which  manufactures
Governors.

SHRI SUNDER SINGH BHANDARI
(Uttar Pradesh): Not like Maruti.

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: Maruti car
never moved. But the factory or the mill
which produces Governors, moves. That
moves. That is tht difference. Now, we
have...
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THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRI A. G.
KULKARNI). Mr. Bhupesh Gupta, can we
go to th, subject?

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: This is the
subject. Sir, your sense of subject....

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRI A. G.
KULKARNI): I, my college day I remember,
there used to be an elocution competition of
speaking without the subject and one can
ramble on everything. I think, you are,
perhaps, a champion in that.

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: I am very glad
I am reminded of your college days. One
thing you have not said. How many times you
have passed and how times you have failed.

THE  VICE-CHAIRMAN  (SHRI A.
G. KULKARNI): For you, information, I
am a graduate in science. (Interruptions)

SHRI P. RAMAMURTI: How many timas
have you passed in that elocution
competition?

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRI A. G.
KULKARNI): Never failed.

SHRI P. RAMAMURTI: We are also
interested in knowing whether you have
passed in that competition where people
spoke without any subject.

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRI A. G.
KULKARNI): I never entered such
competitions.

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: I am glad to
hear. You look like a graduate. I agree.

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRI A. G.
KULKARNI): Thank you very much. Now,
let us come to the Bill.

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: I
wonder if you entered the door-steps
of Master's Degree, M.A. I do not
know. I think, you did a very good
thing.
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Now, Sir, such 13 the position in regard to
Governors. Hence, Sir, why should we pay
Rs. 2,000 for these Governors? This is what 1
say. Tell me. Why should we pay Rs. 5,000
now for the Governors? Leave alone Rs.
2,000 Rs. 5,000, we are paying. Therefore,
Sir, we demand a reduction in the salaries of
Governors. The Governors are used by the
Centre ,s agents. For maintaining agents, why
should we spend Rs. 5,000? Most of the
Governors, in the States, are agents of the
Central Government, functioning in liaison
with the Central Intelligence Bureau,
submitting over the head; of the Council of
Ministers of the States, secret reports to the
Centre. Recently, w, have seen another
example. Well, Mr. charan Singh did not even
bother to get the reports of the Governors
before dissolving the nine State Assemblies in
1977.

SHRI SUNDER SINGH BHAN-
DARI: Not even this time.

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: This time also,
Shrimati Indira Gandhi followed in the foot-
steps of Mr. charan

I Singh. Hence, Sir, he is quite right. But the
trouble is, you were also a party to that thing.
Why is it needed? I cannot understand. What
for? This is not Rs. 5,000 only. Actually, the
cost will be Rs. 15 lakhs, between Rs. 10 and
Rs. 15 lakhs in "a year, if you take into
account, all the paraphernalia and all other
expenses, money spent, by the States. Why?
Why should the States spend Rs. 15 lakhs or
so for maintaining agents of the Central
Government, real secret agents of th, Central
Government? Why? There is no explanation
for it. Hence Sir, I say, you should reduce it.
If you reduce it to Rs. 2,000, many of the
Governors may feel they should not be there.
Some may, but ,s you know, we have already
said that we
I are opposed to th, post of Governor. Sir, in
the statement of Objects and Reasons I have
already given sufficient indication of what I
have said. Sir, before I end, may I ask you, if
you permit me, suppose you are given
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the option t, become a Governor or a Rajya
Sabha Membe” what you will choose?

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRI A. G.
KULKARNI): Do not bring me into the
picture too many times, I am not expected to
participate in the debate. When I go there I
will reply to all your points.

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA. Very well. I
have no doubt in my mind. Sir, that you will
reject the offer of Governorship and you will
choose to become Rajya Sabha Member. I
entirely agree with you. But how much do you
get as Rajya Sabha Member and how much
does the Governor get? Surely, Rajya Sabha
does not spend for you Rs. 15 lakhs but for
Governors we spend Rs. 15 lakhs each. If you
arg good for nothing or sufficiently senile or
superannuated, we spend Rs. 15 lakhs on you,
to find an accommodation for you.

Wellj Sir, I have said enough on the subject
and other, will also speak o, the subject. This
is a matter to be discussed, but before f sit, I
congratulate Mr. Sanjiva Reddy for having
decided to shift to a smaller house. How small
it will be I do not know because sometimes
smaller houses are also very misleading. You
know No. 10 Downing Street looks very
innocent, very small, but if you get inside,
where the British Prime Minister lives, it is a
differnt proposition altogether. Well, it is a
good thing that he has made a gesture in so
far as it goes and I am sure I would have the
full support of the present President, Mr.
Sanjiva Reddy, in putting forwarj this demand
that' formally th. salary of the President be
reduced to Rs. 3000. He should be given all
other amenities consistent with his dignity
and position. As far as th, Governors are
concerned, I do not wish to say very much.

Sir, before I sit, once again I hope the
Member; of this House will kindly

[ RAJYA SABHA |

{Amendment) Bill, 188
1977

voice their strong opinion against and
condemnation 0Xx Mr. Chenna Readys
statement that  the country  should switch
over to the presidential system. He has been
saying this thing as the big monopolists like
Tatas, Birlas and nii siying it. Today he thinks
that  monopoly of power of the Congress
(I) Paity, specially aftoi the Assembly
elections, gives him and the men like him who
are in Delhi, an opportunity to switch over to
the presidential system. Therefore, Sir,
before 1 sit, I appeal to the  friends on this
side of th, House, to all of them, do not defect
to that side, dc not give  them the 2|3rds
majority They cannot get the two-thirds majo-
rity even after the Assembly election in July.
That is our calculation. They had the two-
thirds majority in Lok Sabha. Now they
have lost it in Lok Sabha after the Bahuguna
group hat left them. If they got the two-third-
majority, I have no doubt in my mind,
they will be going in, sooner or later, for
amending the Constitution to switch ovei to
the presidential system. Therefore, my
appeal specially to the men of the Congress
Party— they have , loyalty, tradition, name
wtih them—is, never to defect anymore to
that party to the Congress (I) party. Others
will not perhaps do it and I think Rajya
Sabha's efforts will be at stake. This Rajya
Sabha should show that we stand as a sentinal
of th, Constitution, that we stand guard in
defence of the parhamentary-cum-cabinet
system. In this House we shall never
allow  the ruling  party and the treasury
benches  th, two-thirds majority ~ whereby
they  can dare change the Constitution into
a Presidential .system, switch over  to the
Presidential system, as aked by Dr. Chenna
Reddy.

It is the moral obligation of every single
Member, man of honour sitting in the
Opposition here. I am not saying anything
about them. They belong to the ruling party,
they have their discipline. They are too men
of honour. But we are talking about
ourselves. I appeal to all Members here as a
very old hand
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here, an old person here not to think of
changing side or defecting to the Congress (I)
Party. Never give it the two-thirds majority in
this House and we shall see that the Constitu-
tion is not amended, Dr. Chenna Reddy's
word does not become law. My friends of the
DMK have suffered and I hope they will
understand now that they are not to t'aink
anymore on the old lines. That is ail ! "P°-

Onc, again, Sir, the graduate of the
Mabharashtra University, [ thank you very
much for allowing me to say a few words. I
have got a chance to epeak on this subject. |
was waiting to say something...

SHRI YOGENDRA MAKWANA: Are
you finishing? (Interruptions)

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: Mr. Makwana
knows very well that I take exception to his
statement in Srinagar when he said that
President's rule is not ruled out in Tripura. I
was a little surprised.

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRI A. G.
KULKARNI): Mr. Makwana, why are you
provoking him? You are raising something.
Again he will go on.

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: 1 gave a
privilege notice over it. You say such things
without being a full Miniser. You ar, only a
half-Minister—not even a full-Minister. You
said in the Srinagar Press Conference that
President's rul,, is not ruled out in Tripura. Mr.
Zail Singh .

SHRI NARASINGHA PRASAD NANDA
(Orissa): Sir, on a point of order.

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRI A. G.
KULKARNI): Just a minute. He is on a point
of order.

SHRIMATI USHA MALHOTRA
(Himachal Pradesh): Sir, I am also on a point
of order.

[20 JUNE 1980 ]

(Amendment) Bill, 190
1977
THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRI A. G.
KULKARNI): Just a minute. Let me hear.

SHRI NARASINGHA PRASAD
NANDA: Kindly hear me. He is a Minister of
the Government. My point of order is this. Is
a Minister or the Government entitled to pro-
voke a Member while h, is moving his Bill to
speak more than he wants to speak?

THE MINISTER OF LAW, JUSTICE
AND COMPANY AFFAIRS (SHRI SHIV
SHANKAR): Sir, this point of order has been
raised so that he may rejuvenate himself to
speak a little more.

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRI A. G.
KULKARNI): Mr. Minister, it is the
convention hi this House that the Chair
always takes care of the points of order. Mr.
Nanda, you need not worry about Mr.
Bhupesh Gupta. Nobody has touched him so
far. He is very safe. Now the lady Member.

SHRIMATI USHA MALHOTRA: Mr.
Chairman, Sir...

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRI A. G.
KULKARNI): You are on , point of order,
or...

SHRIMATI USHA MALHOTRA. I just
wanted to bring to your notice that the hon.
Member has said that if psople are good for
nothing, they ceroid be made Governors.
(Interruptions) T would lik, to suggest that
this should not be said because it is against
the convention of this House.

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRI A. G.
KULKARNI): Madam, you have not heard
him 'properly.

SHRIMATI MONIKA DAS (Karna-taka):
He said so.

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRI A. G.
KULKARNI):  Would the lady
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[Shri A. K. Gulkarni] Members please take
their seats? Madam, I have gone through all
the rules. Th, rules book is with me. I am just
keeping this discussion within the parameters
provided by the ,ules. Perhaps, you are a new
Member. 1 would only sympathise with your
desire to participate. But, to deal with Mr.
Bhupesh Gupta and, particularly, with lady
Members, it is very' difficult. Please don't go
near that) point. So, I would ask Mr. Gupta to
please conclude.

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: Sir I am
concluding. 1 never take exception to any
interruption by , lady Member, even if it is on
a point of disorder. Sir, how can I do that?
After all, this is the only contact between me
and the ladies. Therefore, Sir, no worry that
way. Only, I was just saying that i am very
glad that she has don, it and I hope she will
do it more and more because nothing please,
me more than provocation and provocation by
women especially!

Now, Sir, I have said all this. Others will
discuss it.

SHRI P. RAMAMURTI: Sir, may I make
a submission? Mr. Bhupesh Gupta has been
in hospital for long: his health has not been
good.

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRI A. G.
KULKARNI): I am trying to persuade him to
sit down.

SHRI P. RAMAMURTI: Therefore, in the
interests of this House I would like to ask
these people not to provoke him to speak
more. He ha; almost concluded. Why pro-
voke him to speak more and make him get
exhausted? Therefore, in the interests of his
health I would ask him to conclude.

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: Sir, I appreciate
my friend, Mr. Ramamurti's concern for my
health. Only Mr. Makwann gave me a little
trouble. He said a ifery wrong thing. He
would xiot say any more, I hope. The day
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he said it, the same night Mr. Zail Singh, the
Home Minister was good enough to call on
me—he came to my house—and I explained
to him. And I did not know he has been
making such statements. Then next morning
the statement appeared. In all fairness I must
say, the Home Minister told me—at my
place—and I did not get the impression that
the Home Minister's mind was working in the
direction of imposition of President's rule in
Tripura. This is my impression. I may be right
or wrong. | must say this that it was very kind
of him to have come to me, to my place and
so on. In this connection, Sir, I would give
one word of advice to my young friend, Mr.
Makwana, and then I will sit down. You are a
Minister of State. Naturally it is a very
powerful Ministry but, as you know very well,
the centre of power today is ot in the North
Block or the South Block. The centre of
power is somewhere else. I am told, all the
files go to No. 1, Akbar Road, then they are
seen, processed and then go elsewhere. Now,
Sir, I would also like the Prime Minister to
clarify this position, whether the files go to
No. 1, Akbar Road before the Ministers see
them. Sir, Mr. Makwana knows it very well.
He is the Prometheus unbound and he knows
where his power lies.

Sir, T have only one word more. One
Minister, Mr. P. C. Sethi, goes on record—in
a public statement—that if Mr. Kamal Nath
does not want him, he cannot be a Minister
for a single day. I read that statement. I tabled
a question and that question has not been
admitted on the ground—you know what?—
that this is too small a matter. Is it too small a
matter? That I will take up with the Chair. Is it
too small a matter? A Cabinet Minister
publicly says—and it is published in the
papers—that if Mr. Kamal Nath does not want
him, he cannot remain in the Cabinet for a
single day. It is a shameful statement. I say
that Mr. P C. Sethi has been my personal
friend in some ways for a long time. He
should not have made that state-
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ment. If it is true, I would like the Prime
Minister to know how many Prim, Ministers
we have got in the country—one, two or
three.

SHRI SULTAN SINGH (Haryana): One.
Only one Prime Minister.

SHRIMATI KUMUDBEN MANI-
SHANKAR JOSHI (Gujarat): Only one
Prime Minister.

SHRIMATI SUSHILA SHANKAR
ADIVAREKAR: We have only one Prime
Minister.

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: Sir, I accept
this when two ladies are simultaneously
saying this. But then control your P. C. Sethi,
control your Kamal Nath and control some
others also.

SHRI SANKAR GHOSE (West Bengal) :
Mr. Vice-Chairman, Sir, we are glad to see
Mr. Bhupesh Gupta again in this House. The
Bill that he has brought raises certain
important questions. I suppose the purpose of
this Bill is more symbolical, with the object
of ensuring that there is no excessive
expenditure.

So far as the question of the reduction of
the salaries of the President and the
Governors is concerned, I am sure Mr.
Bhupesh Gupta does not want the salary of
the President shall be less than that of a
secretary to the Government of India. A
Secretary to the Government of India gets Rs.
3,500 per month. It would apparently not be
in the fitness of things that the President of
India will get Rs. 3,000 when a Secretary to
the Government of India will get Rs. 3.500; or
that the Judges of the High Court will get Rs.
3.500 and the President will get less than that.

Sir, these matters are best left to
conventions. When Dr. Rajendra Prasad
became the President, he voluntarily reduced
his salary to Rs. 2,500. I think when Dr.
Radhakrishnan became the President, he
again voluntarily reduced it to Rs. 2,500. And
when Shri Sanjiva Reddy became the
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President, I remember reading in the
newspapers, he also offered to reduce his
salary.

Sir, the question is not merely that of the
salary of the President. Along with the salary,
there are other questions also. From time to
time, we read reports that the President will
shift to a smaller bungalow. This question had
come up before also. Dr. Rajendra Parsad
made that offer; Dr. Radhakrishnan also made
that offer; and now President Sanjiva Reddy
has repeated that offer. Sir, it will be quite in
the fitness of things if the President shifts to a
smaller bungalow. But, if it is a small bunga-
low, there is the question of security
arrangements. A certain expenditure will have
to be incurred for those arrangements. But if
that expenditure is incurred once and for all,
that will b, all right. It is not essential that the
President has necessarily to live in a huge
presidential house.

When Independence came, this question
came up because Mahatma Gandhj was very
much against this show and glitter, which we
had inherited from the British, particularly
Lord Curzon. Lord Curzan thought that the
oriental people could not be governed unless
the rulers lived in very big and palatial
buildings. When Independence came,
Mahatma Gandhi wanted that our rulers
should live in smaller houses. We did not
really follow that practice. And it has been
defended on two grounds namely, that the
Head of State must live in a big place and that
foreigners come and they will expect our
Head of State or rulers to live in big buildings.
Therefore, Sir, that raises the question of the
President's bunglow also and of a life-style
consistent with our economic condi-tions.

The question of reduction of salary raises
the question of the entire salary structure
because, as I have already submitted, we
cannot reduce the salary of our President
below that of our High Court Judges or that of
the
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[Shri Sankar Ghose]. Secretary to the
Government. Therefore, a national income
policy or a national wage policy, an integrated
policy, has to be formulated so that within that
integrated policy we can say that there should
not be very great disparity in the salary
incomes. At on, time a suggestion was mooted
that the ratio of the salaries should not be
more than 1:10, no salary should be te, times
more or the highest paid person should not
receive more than ten times the salary of the
lowest P"d person. Therefore, this Bill that
Mr. Bhupesh Gupt, has brought, raises the
general question that an integrated income,
wage and salary policy should be formulated.
There should not be too great disparity bet-
ween the salary income that different people
receive.

This also raises the question that Mr.
Bhupesh Gupta raised, apart from the
President's salary, about the Presidential form
of Government. Sir, so far as the Constitution
is concerned, the Parliamentary system of
Government is something basic to our Consti-
tution. If there is any basic structure to the
Constitution... .1 find that the Law Minister is
shaking his head, probably not agreeing with
me.

SHRI SHIV SHANKAR: You have gone
on record as saying that there is no basic
structure.

SHRI SANKAR GHOSE: So far as the
basic structure is concerned, there ar, two
kinds of basic structures.

SHRI SHIV SHANKAR: I would remind
you of your speech in 1976 at the Calcutta
Lawyers' Conference.

SHRI SANKAR GHOSE: So far as the
basic structure is concerned, even in that
Lawyers' Conference, I said that secularism
and democracy were basic but that Parliament
has an absolute right on the question of
altering fundamental rights. The real conflict
was whether Parliament has a right to change
the Fundamental Rights. On
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the Fundamental Rights, the real question was
this. It was at one time supposed that property
was part of the Fundamental Rights and that
you cannot change the Fundamental Rights.
No,, property has gone out. Therefore, on the
question of the basic structure, there should be
a national debate on that question. Certain
things basic to our polity and our Constitution:
namely, (1) secularism, (2) republicanism, (3)
democracy and the Parliamentary form of
Government, adult franchise etc. There are
certain values that have developed. These are
basic, basic in the sense that Parliament does
not even seek the right bo alter them, for it is
not a questio, of an abstract right of whe-! ther
Parliament has an absolute right.

So far as the system of Government that
has developed in our country is concerned, we
are committed to the democratic structure and
the secular structure. If it is said that there is
no basic structure, in the sense that we can
destroy our secular structure, that we can
destroy the republican character of our
Constitution, that we can destroy the
democratic charcter of our Constitution, I
submit that such a right does not exist because
Parliament does not seek that right. It is a
derogation of Parliament's right. When we say
that Parliament has constituent powers and
that Parliament has plenary powers, then, we
are thinking of these within the secular and
republican character of our Parliament. 4 p.M.

SHRI BUDDHA PRIYA MAURYA
(Andhra  Pradesh): @~ Who gav, that
Constitution?

SHRI SANKAR GHOSE: The Con-
stitution has mentioned who gave it? The
people.

SHRI BUDDHA PRIYA MAURYA: If
you talk in terms of "basic" things, then every
word of the Constitution is basic. That is the
basic law.

SHRI SANKAR GHOSE: I will deal with
that question. Now, so far as the I question
who gave the Constitution ii
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concerned, the Constitution itself has
mentioned that the people of India have given
the Constitution.

SHRI BUDDHA PRIYA MAURYA: No,
they never gave it. It i; the people who were
having less representative character, it is they
who gave the Constitution. And Parliament
which is a better representative of the people
has got every right to change any part of the
Constitution.

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRI A. G.
KULKARNI): You can have your views. He
is expressing hi; own views.

SHRI SHIV SHANKAR: Instead of going
into that, Mr. Ghose, why don't you go into
the subject proper? This is alien to the
subject.

SHRI SANKAR GHOSE: Because this
question has been raised, it is important.

[The Vice-chairman (Shri Sawai-singh
Sisodia) in the Chair]

So far as the Constitution is concerned, it
was framed at , particular time, but the
Constitution provided for certain fundamental
things which are, as [ said, secularism,
republicanism and democracy. Now this is
very important. What happened when the
debate on th, basic 'structure came? In the
Golak Nath case, Chief Justice Subba Rao
said that the Fundamental Rights are
transcendent and Parliament cannot reach or
alter those Fundamental Rights. Unfortunately
among those Fundamental Rights, pro. perty
was one. Justice Hidayatullah who ig our
Chairman now, in the Golak Nath case said
that it was unfortunate that property became a
fundamental right; for if you sought a
socialistic pattern of society, it was perhaps a
mistake to include property in the
Fundamental Rights. Therefore, when the
question of basic structure came, the conflict
was whether Parliament has the power to
change the Fundamental Rights. I submit, and
I have submitted before in 1976,
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that Parliament has the right to change the
Fundamental Rights. And among the

Fundamental Rights, there were two kinds of
rights. There were certain property rights and
there were certain personal rights. Property
rights are much inferior rights. It was a
misfortune that property rights crept inty our
Fundamental Rights. But personal rights such
as the right of life and the right of liberty are
much superior to the property rights. Now the
nation has got rid of property rights.

The question that arose then was: Can we
change these Fundamental Rights? That is
a different question from, can w, change the
democratic structure, the democratic charater of
our country? Can we change the secular
character of our country? Can we change the
republican character of our country? These
are quite different things. Therefore the debate
that was sparked off from the decision on the
Golak Nath case is different. Golak Nath was a
wrong decision. It said that Parliament has no
right to change the Fundamental Rights. It
was rejected and overruled by the decision in
Kesavananda Bharati's  case. The decision
in Kesavananda Bharati's case said: yes,
Parliament can touch the Fundamental Rights,
but Parliament cannot touch the basic structure.
Now, so far as the basic structure is
concerned, it is not a question of
abstract right. It is not a question of whether
Parliament can change. I say, no Member of
Parliament will or should say or assert that he
want, to destroy democracy; no Member of Par-
liament will or should say or assert that he
wants to destroy secularism; no ~ Member of
Parliament will  or should say or assert that he
wants to destroy republicanism. It is not so
much a question of abstract right, even
though the Law Minister intervened and wanted
to disagree  with me. It is not a question of
whether Parliament has that right.

Th, Indian Parliament will never seek the
right to destroy the secular character because
secularism "is basic
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[Shri Sankar Ghose].

in our Indian Constitution and not only in the
Indian Constitution but in the entire Indian
civilisation. Republicanism is basic in our
Indian policy. Democracy is basic. Therefore,
to approach it from a purely legalistic and
technical aspect is not correct. It is more
fundamental. It has far-reaching
consequences.

The question is with all the developments
that have taken place in India, and when we
have a society in which there are different
religions and when we hav, accepted a secular
character of society, does any Parliament has
the right to destroy secularism? Can
Parliament declare that We are a Hindu State?
No, Parliament has no right to declare that. It
has no moral right to declare that. Because it
is not a moral right, Parliament does not seek
that right.

Therefore, the matter can be approached
from two aspects. One aspect is the legalistic
aspect as in Kesa-vananda Bharati's case
where the Supreme Court said, no, Parliament
“M" not change the basic structure. Second: So
far as Parliament is concerned, the Law
Minister here can not stand up and say, no, |
want to destroy democracy; I want to destroy
secularism. He ca, never seek that right. It
will be an immoral claim if he seeks it.

Therefore, this is the fundamental aspect. It
is not , question of an abstract right that
Parliament claims. We are representatives of
the people. We cannot represent people if we
say that we want to establish here , Hindu
State. We can represent people only when we
say that Hindus, Muslims, Christians and
Sikhs have equal rights. That iy our
secularism. So I say that secularism is
something basic and fundamental, not in the
Kesavananda Bharati sense, not in the sense
whether Parliament can technically alter it by
votes. B, vote, you can do anything. But no
Member oflndian Parliament will ever seek
that right.
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This question of the Presidential salary has
come and the question of Presidential form of
Government has also come. Therefore I say
that there are certain basic and fundamental
matters. Mr. Maurya ha9 raised question as to
who made that Constitution. The Constitution
was made by people with , limited franchise.
Under the Government of India Act there
were legislators, and they were converted into
Constituent Assembly. That is well known.
The truth is that the political sovereigns are
the people and Parliament is the legal
sovereign. The legal sovereign came through
a limited franchise of the political sovereign
or the people.

The political sovereigns haVg * culture and
history. W, have survived as a nation because
we had a spirit of tolerance, a spirit of
synthesis, ?. spirit of harmony and that spirit is
symbolised in this concept of secularism.
Therefore, when this question arose as to what
the basic structure is, not in the legalistic or in
the technical sense, but in a more fundamental
sense, a more political and philosophical
sense, | say that there are certain basic things
which the Indian people held to be dear,
sacred and which are not to b, touched. Not to
be touched not in the sense of what Chief
Justice Subba Rao said in Go-laknath cas, that
it is beyond the reach of Parliament, but
because it is beyond the reach of the moral
sense of Parliament. There is ny Member of
Parliament who can say or shmild say yes,
republicanism we can give up. There is no
Member of Parliament who can or should say,
yes, democracy we can give up- There is no
Member of Parliament who can or should say,
yes. Secularism we can give up. Therefore,"
these three pillars of the Indian Constitution,
republicanism, secularism and democracy, are
part of the basic structure, as I said, not in the
legalistic sense but in the more fundamental
political and philosophical sense; thes” are the
foundation of our society.
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The question of Constituent Assembly
has also been raised. The main hurdle
that ~was noticed when  bank
nationalisation came up was the hurdle
of property namely, that property was an
entrenched right. That was the hurdle. In
the Privy Purses case what was the
hurdle? Again as property was an
entrenched right and Privy Purses
legislation wag set aside.

Property right is the right of a few but
liberty is the right of many. Democracy
stands for liberty and capitalism stands
for the right of a few. There is a conflict
between these two rights; the rights of
democracy and the privileges preserved
by a capitalistic society. Therefore, when
we have got rid of property from fun-
damental rights, the whole concept and
perspective have changed. Previously
when it was said there is no basic
structure. the real attack was that the
decision of bank nationalisation was
wrong, the decision of Privy Purses was
wrong. The entrenchment of property in
the Constitution as a fundamental right
was wrong. It was nobody's case in all
these debates that we can give away our
democratic character or rhe secular
character or the republican spirit of our
Constitution.

When I say democracy I believe that
Parliamentary form of Government is
basic to our democratic structure.
Regarding that Parliamentary form of
Government the answer given by the Law
Minister last time was that there is no
thinking that the Parliamentary system of
Government should go. I submit that this
Parliamentary system of Government is
also fundamental to the kind of
democracy  that ~we  understand.
Therefore, we should consider that this
Parliament will never seek any right to
destroy the Parliamentary form of our
Government or our democratic structure.
This basic structure or fundamental
character of Indian polity should remain.
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I am grateful to Mr. Bhupesh Gupta for
bringing this Bill in which he has raised
these important questions. So far as the
actual Bill is concerned, I have already
submitted that this can only be part of the
total integrated policy on the salary
structure. Obviously the salary of the
President cannot be below that of a
Secretary to Government. On, change
alone is not sufficient. THis can only be
part of a total policy. But it is a symboli-
cal measure to bring about greater
austerity to change the life-style of
people holding high offices, to ensure
that the five-star culture is not there, to
see that Western consumerism is not
there and to see that a simple life-style
more consonant with our Indian
economic conditions is followed. With
these words, I support the spirit behind
the Bill.
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w1 fawrg got & fowat s & 27
qufaut o€ &1 w3 & g ofzm
TAET AT AGE FT IIEIO A4l
FGATE | AT FHIwT § qfoq wq187
AT AgE ot 4 WX FEL AT 4 | H
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fraggxtaad 1 vowr A ¥ g ag
@ 9 fF qura T 9w gy 3 agr
¢, waaiz g £, T T A aw
a3 § 1ofea o ¥ @ w7 g Forar iz
wed & {37 wiwdt o1 £ woww 4
A £\ °F WiwE gd vy av fe
AT T WIE WY AT E AT SAATRE
TAE | 9T a® W A O o T
ag gfeewor Iawr a1 | ITEWSEY
WEYEH, AT GH A GATH I (g
O WY TR VAT A TR | T T
T THATT HON, JAWT H1 A1 AT
AT FUTH FT FATY &7 AqTiCA FHAY |
ag fafaarm @17 § 1 arm ¥ A
& g qolanE a3 d | AT F O
&fﬂwaraﬁg | TV A FATT
T EF;TE":I ﬂﬁﬂmﬁ;qﬁ
A AT F A WA T W T
oy A @ & =, fagar A
ged A HIATEY F aw 4), 15 9
¥ qgd df ag o &% qAr a7 T §
AT F FE T AT ACE | AT AT WA
FT qreqq g1 2nen fF adir 0T ar
AT AT FHIT AT WHIT T FAT Ty
g 1 ag fa=faen & § s=ar = A7
faawar @zt wE o TfEa S A anE
zery &1 A famn AfFa wdET ey
¥ aura AL} 1 {FA a7 T, q9 F1
et % war, 77 0% g@ @ fawfaan
Tt fear | wleft gl A A 5
gz @ 4% | AT TH A T A
faafaen ol & a1z 5w IOA
el agr | whE T ga A s
THIT T T TF AT W e
B Avii F gre § Ff=a ga oatr
FATSIT ag F9T (% WS &0 W A,
¥R wiFT ama g [ ag 75 AT
T ¥ gt & £ faww 20 @7 ¢
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[« fag =77 &)

W &1 T3 WIS § W1 AT wd-
et Y 997 grat § feg gud, wed
wox ¥ fo gu & | WIORY T@ wAZWA
Y FEH FCAT GIAT | &7 WG ST ZATY
i FT92 ST TIARTCFCTTAE |
dq o T wFAg § fF awEAT &1
T TE TF AT AT F wAwa FFrav
TF W F AT A gY, T ghA
WX A7 §FA § | @gA ¥ A9 qg ¢
fr ag fA99+ TA%IE g2 T, A%
7= F39 ; | AfFT arg § aq IWF
TS A AT £, I WA F HATAF
FaS F7 g & fag arfedy g
fir area # 9t JairaTR T g |
FL | [AATT T 7F QO AT qF q
gufaar vy | gfregra 1 a2
AT IATATE FT @TH FT | §HH FH
T FAT ALIET AT 1.

TF O 91 gATE WA § 98
7 3 v 7 s woron=s § 39 a1
U9 1Y A @ o AT GUIST HYA Foof A
aF 1 oy farer g § ar foey w7 fen )
g sefiza g &, @awr
TGTAFIT g1, TATH FAR! WA Haf
HFL) FAGEANEFFERT | 7
TE 72 @ ¥ {F vEaE g aEeg
TEEr #1 gafaay F ) geEr F
HT FIHT A FHA F AqTL IFA ATR
T THE T AIT A1T F1, GIFT ATMTATES
far qr at af=s T 37 9 fagu 79
& Fa1 wg1 | IwAATSAE "Ry, afwer
T T “This js not a Bill,”
ECERACEIE ket S o B e ]
wTAT a1 Ff9sr T FFT : “This is not
a Bill, Thig is &  This is
a conspiracy by the Krem lip".
AT &1 TEITHOT F ATH § TF qrfora
fegrs w3t v | foaaq amwfasz @a
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g 3 5v% ww dufaw o <o &
e g 91a § ag s gfeewr gt
gt 7 faar 91T araeE asiaw
N gafaal & gy & auw F fag
TG T FEATAFTE FTH gAT | gHIfog
TEIH ¥ gafaar A F aEeE
gy uF ywea qw § fowd wfe &
/U FT qUEQ T A 7 & o1
g%q § | gHIfar a8 9gen @@w @
e § f& my g7 9 Fesrt 7, anTT §H
9T Fo(l FE | TG § THIST FHAT
ENTR g9 # o1 A4 a9 W WY saaeqy
F1 9w gfeewior & se9 7 awa g )
7 T T8G9 I3 FT A€W E |

qoe & AT ¥ aga a9 5y w5
qg aste aga i 1, faeft & oy f
frafeee &, e Y sgr i dezawes
afew gotea # wge w19 faw fees,
qg Su% §1% IwT A oW F |
You speak softly and have a big stick
in your hand. ¥ w7 F T
A AR Ffady awm W@
Y T ¥ F AV waew &Y
s § 78 78 § fr 1 @ ofeadw @
TG T F B wrEw § | OF FTH
a@t s=ar | wed afz feme 4, we
afz st gz &1 fgwwa 2, A wwe
&1 FATY H1 fgrma § a1 WS w0 F ot
FHIT ST gHTT §, 71 fawr T § 9w
9T FEAT FL | 6 TFT FT UFIgFIO
o &1 fagas w0 o6 #7 wiet §
qrﬁﬁ%fhﬂmﬁglﬂﬁmw
F7d ¢ fw 6 7 1 TdraETor gy 47
FT 798 & % 917 77 71 7oy
ﬂ’@,ﬁ'&gﬁiﬁﬂqﬁlﬁ%ﬂm
ag | & a1 (frard fzfafest 7 =gt
;TR BITAT ZR0 AT W] frawy
AT & HG T 0T FoAl Feay g
grzaar afz o F6r (T me bell
rings.) @ ¥7 @i g
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Fagwreaw (=t aurd fog fawfear):
9= 73 g% T !

WNfarerw: wmwt g

Framreaa (9 g fag faeifear):
qifee afag |

o fere a7 Wt : gufag afy smod
fgema 1 Y wy faar #Y qeedt & gaem
FI) 77 AT BA A9 A9 FU
WITHT 713 4T [ WG A F} FT WO AHO0
gAT 4T F1T ATFTAT H a9 I9 7T AR
9 gaq & At ¥ fara fear | Sfea
favam #4 aEl ¥ 937 F g AR
93T F g = § €= o A o Wy
7 T FRAT 91, AT ey ywe far
9 dt a7 fgema artdg =T & g3qd
7Y =afg Tar o9 FE 7 uF 797 9
g wArw § | 3afe ow A T gsa
F2F I5THA T FATH & qA0F Iy
BN | RTHT AT aF 48 FIH TGI GO
o @ 17 I At frdaw f, 9w
gX EATT FT qFA &, TF gAT a7 a5
g i frr g aTER R A A
g, T8 7B AT § AR T@H A A
A A1 TE¥ {, 395 & gAdT T §
;T JrAT FAT G A B AA
ST —3Tgl TTEC AT 719 W/TE, W07 AR
I F, AT A T Fga ¢ fFogw
ez A A FT I | AU €40
AT 00 T4 @ F, T @ F——TH
STET ATATT AT TS 0f o F AT

g feraT FaaT I5T FY, A1 A
gq NATHRST 9T FIIIT ISMHY, AT
T e A T, wiwA a9 9f 97
TATFE 7 FIHW AL FAT |

et MaIT & AT F qATA FATE |

SHRI P. RAMAMURTI: Mr. Vice-

Chairman, Sir. I fully support the Bill brought
forward by my friend
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and colleague. Comrade  Bhupesh Gupta.
I want ty remind the  people that during the
freedom struggle we all shouted lagainst  the
Viceregal Lodge. This was the biggest palace
in the world. Th, British built this biggest
palace in order to show to  the princes at that
time that they were much bigger.  The
White Hall is not bigger than  our Viceregal
Lodge, which is now the Rashtrapati Bhavan.
The Buckingham  Palace is  much smaller.
This is probably the biggest palace in thig
world.

During the course of the freedom struggle
Mahatma Gandhi as well as other leaders of
the national movement were shouting, the
moment independence of this country was
achieved, the Viceregal Lodge will be
converted into a hospital for the common
people. Thi; is the solemn pledge given by the
leaders of the national movement during the
freedom struggle. They said that they would
convert the Viceregal Lodge into a hospital
for the common people. This wag th, promise
given. But today that solemn promise given to
the common people of this country, on the
basis of which we rallied the people in the
struggle for freedom, remain unfulfilled and it
still continues to be the residence of the Pre-
sident of India. It is natural, therefore, that
people who were associated with that national
movement, who were part of that national
movement, who had participated in that
national movement do not wish to reside in
that place. Successive Presidents have ex-
pressed their desire to leave that place. But,
unfortunately, I do not know what the
Government's thinking has been. Somehow
the Government of India has been thinking
that the President requires such a large house
in order to keep up the dignity of the
President. I do not understand this logic. The
Buckingham Palace is a much smaller place
but that does not mean that the dignity of the
King of England is any less. As a matter of
fact, the dignity of the country would have
risen if the Viceregal Lodge had been
converted
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[Shri P. Ramamurti] into the biggest
hospital far the common people of thia
country and the entire world would have
applauded our country and the honour of
this country would have risen in the
estimation of the people not only of our
country but in the estimation of the
people of the entire world.

Now, my friend was saying that if the
President gets less salary than the
Secretary, then his dignity would be
offended. I do not know where-from he
getg it. Mahatma Gandhi at that time
stated, we should not get more than Rs.
5007J-. In 1937, when we accepted
office, all the Ministers were  getting
Rs. 500in all the States; at that time
there were no States, there were
Provinces. Rajaji was getting only Rs.
500]-, whereas his secretary, an
Englishman, was getting Rs. 2,500.
But that did not mean that British
Secretary's dignity was any higher than
that of Rajaji o, that of Shri Gobind
Ballabh Pant, who was the Chief Minister
of Uttar Pradesh at that time. = He was
also getting only Rs. 500. j can tell my
friend that even today the Ministers in
Tamil Nadu and the Ministers in Kerala
are getting a salary of Rs. 1,000.
whereas the secretaries are getting Rs.
2,500 or Rs. 3,000. I believe the
Chief  Secretary gets Rs. 3,000 or Rs.
3,500. The  Chief Secretary of the
State is equivalent to...

AN HON. MEMBER: He gets Rs.
3,500]-.

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: In 1957
when Mr. Namboodiripad became the
Chief Minister, we fixed his salary at Rs.
150J-. Mr. Ramamurti was also there
then.

SHRI P. RAMAMURTTI: Ultimately, it
was raised and even the Congress
Government raised to Rs. 1,000; they did
not raise it further. Therefore, ,he,
anybody says that th. dignity of the
Viceroy or the President will depend
upon the amount  of
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salary that he gets, it iy an argument
which I cannot understand at all. it
goes against the entire grain of our
national movement. We  have  got
certain standards, certain values of
service to the people, and the dignity
of the President depends upon his
services to the people. After all, it
we hav, a President who has been
given this honour to head the State
on the basis of his services that he
had been rendering to the people af

this country, then he continues t»
have that dignity. But when you
make somebody who  has  rendered

no services whatsoever, some X-Y-Z,
as the President of  this country,
whatever might be the salary he gets,
he will not have that dignity. There
fore, Sir, t5i, dignity of the country—
I am not talking o'f the dignity of the
President—the dignity, the honour of
the country  depends that the Presi
dent being , person who has render
ed eminent service to the people, con
tinues to be looked upon by the
people as a man who has dedicated
himself to the welfare of the people
and that h, is not a ma, who is
hankering after money. Therefore,
from that point of view, it is quite
natural, apart from thg fact that he
gets all other perquisites from the
State—his  guests ar, fed by  the
State; he need not pay house rent-
as to why he should get more than
Rs. 3,000. I do not understand the
argument of my friend that it must
be on par with the salaries of  the
Secretaries and others. Therefore,
this is the first point that I would like
to make.

Secondly, I would like to point that I that
there have been Presidents in thig country,
w0t only in this country, but in the world,
whose prestige was so high in the eyes of
the world. I had been t, Vietnam about two
years ago. When Ho Chi Minh became the
President, he wa, asked to move to the
Governor® House—at that time, Governor-
General's House. But President Ho Chi
Minh refused. During th, freedom struggle
he was living in | a wooden hut in the
forest..,
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SHRi BHUPESH GUPTA: I will tell
you what happened. When we went in a
delegation of Parliament, we were shown
President Ho Chi Minn living in a little
hut with two rooms and I asked my
Congress friends and other; also: What
about your bungalows?

SHRI P. RAMAMURTI: So, when I
went to Vietnam, President Ho Chi Minh
on his becoming the President of the
Republic was asked to move to the
Viceroy's or Governor-General's House.
President Ho Chi Minh refused to do so,
and within that compound, he made a
small hut-like room, and down below...

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: Just two
rooms.

SHRI P. RAMAMURTI: Two rooms
on the top floor and down below one
small hall made of wood, just like a hut
in which he was living during the
struggle for freedom in th, forest, and
there were som, wooden chairs and
wooden benches where he used to
receive dignitaries, foreign dignitaries in
that hall, and upstairs there was one
study ,oom and a bed room, and
President Ho Chi Minn's honour and
dignity did not go dow, or suffer; rather
his honour and dignity went up. That is
what I want to point out.

Therefore, Sir, all these are false ideas
that we have borrowed from the West
that dignity of th, President depends upo,
th, pomp and grandeur in which he lives.
This is not our standard; this is "°t the
standard of our country. These are not
the "values of our country; these are not
the values of our freedom struggle. At
least, now, let us revive the values that
we had. These" values hav, been
completely obliterated during the last 30
years of our independence, and therefore,
let us try to set an example and try to
revive those values by seeing to it that
the President gets * lesser amount of
salary. That i; what I say as far as my
first point i concerned. As far as the
second point is concerned, which he
made in regard to the Gov-
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ernors, I would say, the Governors have
become objects of ridicule in this
country. Nobody respects the Governors
in this country. The activities of the
Governors have been such in this country
that they have become objects of ridicule
by the common people. Nobody bothers
about the Governors. Who bothers about
the Governors? If somebody says, a
Governor is walking along a particular
street, they just laugh at it. Nobody
bothers. It is all your doing. It is all the
doings of the Government.

SHRI A. G. KULKARNI (Maha-
rashtra) : Mr. Ramamurti, how do you
expect the Governors to be strong and
independent-minded, when they are all
political appointments? Where
sycophancy rules strong, how do you
expect any damn Governor to be strong?
How can you expect it when a sycophant
like Dr. Chenna Reddy comes here,
when his position becomes very bad?
When his position as Chief Minister
becomes bad, he comes here to solicit
support.

SHRI K. K. MADHAVAN (Kerala):
Much less when Chief Ministers are
transplanted at somtbody's will.

SHRI P. RAMAMURTI: I agree with
my friend, i was not going into th,
reasons. I am only pointing out an
objective fact, a fact of reality in life,
that the Governors have become objects
of ridicule in the entire country by the
entire people. Why? The reason i, this.
What are their functions? What is the
way in which they act? They are just to
submit reports at the dictates of the
Central Government or th, Home
Minister Or the Prime Minister. This is
what has happened. I can give an
example.

SHRI A. G. KULKARNI: I can give
more examples. I can give ten examples.

SHRI P. RAMAMURTI: You can give
more examples. I will give only one
example. I am satisfied with one
example. Sir, there was a Governor in
Madras, i, 1956. His name was Mr. K.
K. Shah. Just on a particular day...
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THE MINISTER OF SHIPPING AND
TRANSPORT AND TOURISM AND CIVIL
AVIATION (SHRI A. P. SHARMA): Don't
discuss individuals.

SHRI P. RAMAMURTI: He made a public
statement that the Government which was in
existence at that time ™ Madras, was one of
the best Government, administratively best,
honest, uncorruptible and all sorts of things
he said. He used all sorts of epithets and he
gave a public certificate.

SHRI A. G. KULKARNI: DMK.

SHRI P. RAMAMURTTI: I do not bother
about the party. A Government was in
existence. He gave all these epithets, this
public certificate. He said this in public. Next
day, he comes here. Two days he remains
here. Another report is signed by him. He goes
back and sends it. in this, he say this
Government is the most corrupt, and that this
Government should be removed. On the basis
of this report, the Government is dismissed.
What are the people to think of such
Governors? What can they think? They would
think this Governor has been called by the
Centre, he has been asked to write a report, or
a report has been written by the Centre and h,
has been asked to sign on the dotted lines, he
has no compunction, that he does not care he
has no conscience and so on. Just two day;
before, he has said this Government ig the
most uncorruptible, honest and so on. He does
not think 'How can I change my opinion?;
What have I discovered i" one day after I came
to Delhi?' He does not bother about it. He
signs that. When qch is the fate of the
Governors, when such is the conduct Of the
Governors, in thig country, what else can they
be except objects of ridicule and why should
they be paid Rs. 5,000 for being objects of
ridicule? I do not understand it at all. It is a
luxury. Hence, it is better, if you pay them Rs.
2,000. The Constitution provides that you
should have Governors. Therefore
have
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them. I do not bother about it. I do not want
to change this provision. When onc, you have
them, why should the'se objects of ridicule in
the country b, paid" Rs. 3,000, for being
objects of ridicule? Why should you pay Rs.
5,000? We can get somebody for Rs. 5 for
being objects of ridicule.  This is what I
would say.

The other point which'Mr. Bhupesh Gupta
has raised is also in consonance with the
national traditions, the traditions of thig
country. Henc, thie should also be accepted.
In this connection, I would like to add some-
thing more. Mr. Bhupesh Gupta has raised the
question cf Presidential form of Government
which is being bandied about. I do not want
to add anything to what Shri Bhupesh Gupta
has already said in the subject, but I want to
point out that the Supreme Court has recently
reiterated the judgment of th, Keswanand
Bharati case and said that the Parliament has
no right whatsoever to alter the basic features
of the Constitution, and according to them
'right to property' i ,0t one of the basic fea-
tures of the Constitution. This has been stated
very clearly. 'Right to property' is not one o'f
the basic features, but what are th, other basic
features "' the Constitution? Parliamentary
form of government, executive being
responsible to the Parliament, executive not
being supreme; these are certain fundamental
cKar-acteristics of the Constitution, certain
basic features of the Constitution. Parliament
being elected on “fe basis of adult franchise,
Assembly being elected o, the basis of adult
franchise, the representatives' o? the people
being supreme, their authority being supreme
over the executive; these "e the basic features
of the Constitution.

Now there is a talk that the Government of
India should go in for a review of thiq three
Bench judgment to a full Bench of 13 Judges.
T ar» told that the Government is just waiting
fo, there are going to be about 7 or 8
vacancies in the next
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four or five months. Already two vacancies
exist there. In a short time justice Krishna
Iyer and Justice Kailasam are going to retire
and in the course of five or six months, I am
told, seven or eight vacancies will be there.
When these vacancies are filled by yes-men,
this Government will go in review of this
judgment so that they can get the judgment in
their favour, that Parliament can alter
anything. I hope this is not true because what
I want to point out here is, if you take the
Constitution as it is, there is nothing in the
Fundamental Rights excepting the right to
property which stands in the way of carrying
out any of the Directive Principles of the
State Policy. For example, I will read out one
or two most important things. The first thing
is very very vague that "the Stat, shall strive
to promote the welfare of the people by
securing and protecting as effectively as it
may a social order in which justice, social,
economic and political, shall inform all the
institutions of the national life." It is all
vague, nobody can say how concretely it has
to be done. The second thing is a little more
concrete that "the operation of the economic
system does not result in the concentration of
wealth and means of production to the
common detriment." Now this is one of the
real Directive Principles. What stood in the
way of the Government of India to carry out
this Directive Principle all these 33 years,
since the Constitution has come into
existence? What have you done excepting
amending the 'Right to Property" wherein we
have stated compensation can be given. After
the bank nationalisation was questioned in the
Supreme Court and it was struck down by the
Supreme Court, we have amended the Consti-
tution to say that the compensation need not
be equitable. What the court considers
equitable....

SHRI SHIV SHANKAR: Which is
equivalent.

SHRI P. RAMAMURTI; Need not be
just equivalent. The amount is
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prescribed there. So, even the 'right to
property', as it exists today does not help.
Otherwise, what prevented the Government of
India from carrying out this Directive
Principle? | find ther, has been more
concentration of wealth in the hands of a few
people, disparities have grown. Not only this,
in the Five Year Plans that have been
formulated and placed before the Parliament,
the basic objective of those Plans has been to
reduce disparities and concentration of wealth
in the hands of a few people. But nonetheless
all these years the opposite has taken place.
Why has it taken place? Is it because of the
Constitution, or is it because your policies
were different form what you proclaim? The
Government policies were different from what
it has been proclaiming about the Directive
Principles. Actually opposite of what the
Government is directed to do has actually
happened in this country. Therefore to blame
the Constitution and say that the Directive
Principles must have precedence over the Fun-
damental Rights is something unheard of
because the historical experience show, that it
is actually the other way about. For example
take land reforms. Did the constitutional
provisions stand in the way of formulation and
implementation of land reforms. You have
passed many Land Reforms Acts. But no less
a body than the Task Force of the Planning
Commission has said that all these Land
Reforms Acts that have been enacted over the
last 23 years or so have remained paper Acts
because these have not been implemented,
because there has been no political will on the
part of the Government here and in the States
and because of the fact that implementation of
these laws are left to the bureaucrats who are
tied by means of a hundred threads with the
landlords. This is not my finding, but of the
Task Force. In fact, Mm Gandhi, when she
called a meeting of the Chief Ministers during
the emergency—I read her speech —also
admitted this. When the Chief Ministers
flaunted figures about 'lis-
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[Shri P. Ramamurti]

tribution of surplus lands during the
emergency period, she taunted them:
"What are you saying? These lands do
not belong to the landlords. The
landlords' lands have not been taken
away at all. These lands belong to the
Government. These are Government
lands which have been handed over to
these people." She openly said this. She
also stated that the implementation of
these laws could not be left to the
bureaucrats because they were tied up
with the landlords. When I met her at that
time—-when many of our comrades who
were working in the Kisan Sabhas had
been detained—I said to Rer: "This is
your own statement. And our people are
detained. Are we fighting for the
implementation of these land reforms, or
are we fighting against these? How are
we obstructing these land reforms? Why
are you detaining us?" She had no
answer.

Sc-; it is not the Constitution which
has stood in the way of implementing
land reforms.

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN  (SHRI
SAWAISINGH SISODIA): Mr. Rama,
murti, you have to conclude by 5
O'clock, till three minutes are there.

SHRI P. RAMAMURTI: Certainly.
Therefore, their statement that the
Directive Principles must have prece-
dence over the Fundamental Rights does
not stand scrutiny at all because the
Directive Principles have not been
carried into practice all these years— not
because of the constitutional provisions
but because of absolute lack of will on
the part of the Government. On the other
hand, the will of the Government is quite
in the opposite direction. The Directive
Principles are there only to adorn the
Statute Book, to adorn the Constitution
and they are not intended to be carried
out. That is why they have not been made
justiciable. They
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have been made non-justiciable so that
you cannot go to the court. This is the
actual position.

In this connection, the talk of a
Constituent Assembly becomes ominous.
I am quite sura even with the large
number of Members that they have got in
the Lok Sabha and even if they get two-
thirds majority in this House after two
years, having gone through the
experience, many Members of the ruling
party will not vote for a change in the
Constitution for the Presidential form of
Government. Having gone through the
harrowing experience of the emergency
days, I am absolutely certain that
sufficient numbers of the Congress (I)
ruling party themselves will get
mobilised to frustrate any effort to amend
the Constitution in order to make it a
Presidential form of Government.

5.00 PM.

It is because the lowest people in the
Congress (I) Party also realise that it is
not easy to mobilise two-thirds majority
in either of the Houses. It is because of
that they have now begun to talk of a
Constituent Assembly. If we are able to
sufficiently mobilise the people of this
country, if all those people who are
interested in seeing that this fundamental
character of our Constitution is
preserved—the fundamental character is
that we should have an Executive which
is subservient to the elected Members of
Parliament, an Executive which is
accountable to the Legislature, which is
only the basic feature of the
Constitution—and if all those people
who are interested in preserving this and
all of us put our shoulders to the wheel
and go to the common people, I am sure
even their attempt to mobilise people
through a Constituent Assembly will fail.
There-

fore, Sir, with these words I support
what Comrade Bhupesh Gupta has
already moved. I hope this won't come to
vote this time but next time.

Thank you, Sir.
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THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRI

SAWAISINGH SISODIA): Now we shall take up
the Half-an-Hour discussion.

SHRI A. G. KULKARNTI: I will not speak, Sir.

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRI
SAWAISINGH SISODIA): Mr. Ma-thur.

SHRI NARASINGHA PRASAD NANDA:
After Mr. Mathur, I will speak, Sir.

SHRI A. G. KULKARNI: I have already told
the Secretariat that on my behalf Nandaji will
speak.

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN
SAWAISINGH SISODIA). Mr. Mathur.

(SHRI

HALF-AN-HOUR DISCUSSION ON POINTS
ARISING OUT OF ANSWER GIVEN ON
10TH JUNE, 1980 TO STARRED QUESTION
24 REGARD-ING PURCHASE OF BOEING
747 AIRCRAFT.
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747 aircraft
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