
[Shri Bhupesh  Gupta] 
life, which is demeaning to the con- 
science of men.      Therefore,      I say, 
Sir, that this matter should be taken 
serious note of.    I demand that this 
Commission        Report     should      be 
discussed in the two Houses of Parlia- 
ment.    I think  that the Government 
should prepare a White Paper and tell 
us as to how it is to be done.  Gov- 
ernment should also consider for the 
future,    when    the    Prime    Minister 
visits a State how much money is   to 
be  spent.      Leave  alone    their  sons, 
sons-in-laws, daughters or daughters- 
in-law.    I think,  Sir,  the Emergency 
will not reveal itself in that form. In 
Bihar,  on the Prime Minister's  visit, 
during the period 1971 to 1977,, Rs. 17 
lakhs were spent—rupees     seventeen 
lakhs and twenty-one thousand. There 
should be some limit to it.    We    do 
not hear of such expenditure in other 
countries—in   England,   in   France   or 
in Italy.    They have their own Prime 
Ministers.   Therefore,    I say: Discuss 
it. lay down certain norms and bring 
these norms before the two Houses of 
Parliament.   We also want security of 
the      Prime   Minister and,     for that 
matter, of Ministers. 

As far as the States are concerned, 
well, Sir, I do not think, I hope, that 
our    generation     or   no     generation 
would  live  to see     the  phenomenon 
like Sanjay Gandhi. I hope so. I hope, 
Sir,  you  would be  careful  about  it, 
so that    you  do  not    produce    such 
children.   I ask you to be careful .  .  . 
(Interruptions)     I  am not concerned 
with that. I am only concerned with 
laying down  standards.    How did  it 
happen?  How could it happen?  Who 
was responsible for that?  What hap- 
pened to the public funds and others 
from  the  treasury  or     from     public 
undertakings   .   .    .   (Interruptions)   I 
want a    thorough    discussion on this 
subject   .   .   .   (Time bell rings). Sir 
we should lay down the norms in this 
matter.    It seems that some    of the 
Chief Ministers,  specially the     Chief 
Minister of Karnataka, have not un- 
derstood. The Chief Minister of Kar- 

nataka has not understood what he 
was doing at that time, because he 
happens to be the Chief Minister now. 
Somebody should make him under- 
stand, somebody should ask him to 
hang his head in shame in the Assemb- 
ly. Other Chief Ministers should 
come forward and apologise to the 
nation and ask for its forgiveness. It 
should be done. The matters should 
be tackled . . . (Time bell rings) ... I 
am finishing. I demand that the 
matter should be discussed. I am not 
concerned with individuals any more. 
It is past. I am concerned with the 
standards, some guidelines, for the 
future as to how things should be 
handled   .   .   .   (Interruptions). 

SHRI ARVIND GANESH KUL- 
KARNI; Politicians should follow the 
best traditions   .   .   .    (Interruptions) 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: I am 
only asking you t0 take note of this 
for the sake of the future. Past, you 
cannot correct in that way. But cer- 
tainly learn something from the Past- 
Prepare safeguards, standards, at least 
for the future. Certainly I have no 
party in mind. 

I do want that the Government 
should be seized of the matter. The 
Parliament should alsQ be seized of 
the matter and certain norms and 
standards should be defined and laid 
down in the country. 

 
The House then adjourned 

for lunch at thirty minutes 
past one of the clock. 

The House reassembled after lunch 
at thirty-one minutes past two of 
the clock, Mr. Chairman in the Chair. 
RE. DEMANDS FOR LAYING OF 
THE CORRESPONDECE BETWEEN 
THE EX-HOME MINISTER AND 
THE PRIME MINISTER ON THE 
TABLE OF THE HOUSE. 
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SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA (West 
Bengal); Sir, again, we are back to 
this subject which is pending before 
you, before the House and, if I may 
say so, before the country also now. 
The subject is very simple, that the 
correspondence between the Prime 
Minister and the former Home Min- 
ister be laid on the Table of the 
House. This issue has been dis- 
cussed with you, Sir, by the opposi- 
tion leaders in the presence of the 
Government. The views of all the 
opposition parties are well known to 
you. Whatever may be our different 
views of dealing with it, we are all 
agreed, the opposition parties, without 
exception, that the correspondence 
in question should be laid on the 
Table of the House. You are no doubt 
aware that the opposition today is in 
an overwhelming majority in this 
House. Therefore, I take it that you 
have drawn the necessary inference 
that an overwhelming majority of the 
House wishes that the correspondence 
should be laid on the Table of the 
House. Your position comes in 
individually as the Chairman, natu- 
rally guided by the rules,    but    the 

Chairman functions as the voice of the 
House. The Chair leads the House, but 
it listens to the House and when   the 
demand is reasonable  and is backed 
by   an   overwhelming   majority   the 
Chair accepts that demand. This is the 
tradition.    Otherwise,  Sir,  Hie  Chair 
or the office of the Chairman would be 
pitting itself against the House itself, 
namely the    majority of    the House. 
Such a    situation should   be avoided 
and I think, the responsibility of the 
Government    in this matter    is very 
very great.    If anybody is accused of 
holding the proceedings of the House 
to ransom, well I must say that    in 
this larger context of things, the res- 
ponsibility will rest on the shoulders 
of the Government.    I make it abso- 
lutely clear that J am for the conduct 
of the House.    I am against the pro- 
ceedings of the House being held up. 
I have my viewpoints which may or 
may not be shared by other colleagues 
in the opposition, but    at   the same 
time,  how can I accept the  position 
that a  small minority in the House, 
not even     one-third of    the    House 
perhaps,    must    have    the right    of 
vetoing  the  will  of the  overwhelm- 
ing majority of the House? I cannot 
accept that    proposition.      The other 
day I read in the newspaper that the 
Prime Minister himself had said    in 
some other context that although he 
was in favour of the election of the 
office    bearers of the ruling    Parlia- 
mentary    Party    being   held    imme- 
diately, he would submit, despite all 
his wishes, to the will of the majority 
of the Party.   And that is why we are 
told the election has been postponed— 
the election of the office bearers    of 
the     Janata     Parliamentary   Party— 
till    May next    year.      If,  Sir, the 
Prime Minister of the country, as    a 
leader  of the party in  power could 
show such resilience and accommoda- 
tion in dealing with the members   of 
his    party,    does    it not    stand     to 
reason  that  he  showed  the  same, if 
not greater,    resilience,    accommoda- 
tion  and    understanding    in  dealing 
with    one    of    the    two Houses    of 
Parliament,    dealing with the Rajya 



 

[Shri Bhupesh Gupta] 
Sabha in this case in particular? 
Assuming that he has a strong view 
on it, should he not submit in this 
case, as a public man, as the Prime 
Minister of the country who occupies 
the key position in the context of the 
functioning of the democratic institu- 
tion, the very clearly, persistently and 
logically expressed will of the 
majority of the House? This I would 
like to know from you. Now, Sir, on 
what grounds is the view of the ma- 
jority of this House going to be re- 
jected by the Prime Minister? First 
of all he cannot do so. Secondly, on 
what moral grounds can he do so? 
Are we making an unreasonable de- 
mand? Are we saying something 
unheard of in a parliamentary 
democracy? Are we asking him to 
behave as the bull in a China shop 
in functioning the Cabinet system of 
the Government? Nothing of the 
kind. What we have asked is that 
the correspondence between him—a 
specific set of correspondence, not all 
the correspondence—and the Home 
Minister, involving a third party who 
occupies no position in the Govern- 
ment, should be laid on the Table of 
the House. Sir, is it an unreasonable 
demand? I thought upon it again and 
again. I have given my thought to 
it. I have Very carefuily studied the 
Prime Minister's statement because it 
deserves to be carefully studied 
before we open our mouth on the sub- 
ject. His main contention is that he 
would like the indulgence of the 
House to abide by the set norms of 
the functioning of the Cabinet on 
correspondence and so on. May I say, 
are we asking for some thing which 
is a violation of these norms? Then 
I would not ask for it. 

Now, Sir, what is the norm involv- 
ed here? First of all, Sir, these are 
not classified documents covered by 
the rules of secrecy. Even so, you 
have the power to ask. As you know, 
in some Parliaments even classified 
documents are some times made 
known,, should the Parliament desire. 

Parliaments are sovereign—mosi wu- 
tainly—in respect of the classified 
documents also. Unless it is so, there 
will not be sovereignty of Parliament. 
Therefore, Sir, we ane not asking for 
the presentation of classified docu- 
ments. Neither has the Prime Min- 
ister claimed—and rightly so—that 
this correspondence is a classified 
correspondence.    So that is ruled out. 

Sir, the Prime Minister is bound— 
and so are his colleagues—by the oath 
of office and oath of secrecy. Does he 
claim the protection that this is 
covered by the oath of secrecy? He 
cannot. He would not. Constitution 
would not permit it. Therefore, Sir, 
it does not fall within the category of 
oath of secrecy either. That too is 
gone. Therefore, we are not asking 
him to violate that rule. What is it 
we are asking for? Not general cor- 
respondence. Sir, over those 26 years 
or 27 years of this Parliament, how 
many times have we Members of 
Parliament asked the Government to 
produce correspondence between the 
Ministers? How many times? Ten 
times? Not even ten times. This is 
not our habit in Parliament. We are 
responsible people. Some of them 
have been either irresponsible or res- 
ponsible by having been Ministers 
also.    I do not know  .   .   . 

SHRI BHOLA PASWAN SHAS- 
TRI; We were responsible. 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: They 
can say. Now how many times have 
we asked? It has been—I quite re- 
call—only on one or two occasions 
during my career here, which is the 
career of the Rajya Sabha beginn- 
ing. We have not asked. It is 
not our habit. It is not their habit 
also to ask for laying of correspon- 
dence. My friend, Shri Kamlapati 
Tripathi, said it is not a love letter. 
Yes, unfortunately, it is not a love 
letter. If it were a love letter, I am 
1 sure many in the Janata Party— cer- 
\ tainly Mr. Biju Patnaik—would have 
asked for laying it on the Table of 
the House    because there are    some 
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amorous people. Some of them are. 
Now, Sir, that is not the point. 
The point is whether we can 
ask what the correspondence 
is. The Home Minister has 
brought to the notice of the Prime 
Minister certain allegations—and it is 
done by the Home Minister himself— 
against the son of the Prime Minister 
or somebody else. I do not know 
what they are. What is there? Why 
can't it be laid on the Table of the 
House? What is the difficulty in it? 
Is it just because the Prime Minister's 
son is involved? Suppose it is Bhupesh 
Gupta's son . , . (Interruptions) 
Well, I do not have a son. (Interrup- 
tions) Mr. Piloo Mody, have you got 
a son?. ..(Interruptions) Well, even 
being married you do not have a son. 
It is not a credit on your part. 

SHRI PILOO MODY (Guiarat); It 
is one of my greatest qualifications. 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA; Take 
any citizen of India, for instance. 
Certain corresepondence relates to 
charges against him. What is there 
about it? Why should it not be placed 
on the Table of the House. Sir, here 
two Ministers are sitting, Mr. Shanti 
Bhushan and Mr. Advani. Suppose 
Mr. Shanti Bhushan writes to 
Mr. Advani saying, "I have got some 
allegations about your son"—assum- 
ing he has got a son. "Your son is 
indulging in eve-teasing near the 
Delhi University. You should take 
some action. May I ask the Commis- 
sioner of Delhi Police t0 take some 
action?" Mr. Advani does not reply 
to this letter or he says, Prima facie 
the allegations are not true." Then 
Mr. Shanti Bhushan again says, "I am 
not satisfied. They should be 
inquired into by the Police Com- 
missioner." Then Mr. Shanti Bhushan 
tells the people, tells the girls and 
others, "I have told Mr. Advani to do 
something about it. I have written to 
him but Mr. Advani said 'No'. "Then 
if I come here and say, "In the 
interests of law and order and honour 
of our girls and to prevent eve-teas- 

ing near the Delhi University, may 
I have the corresepondence laid on 
the Table of the House?" So as to And 
out whether Mr. Advani is right or 
Mr. Shanti Bhushan fs"*rfght, "what 
crime am I committing by ^asking for 
it? What public interest is involved 
if the correspondence is laid on the 
Table of the House? 

Now, Sir, there are some corruption 
charges. Whether they are right or 
wrong, I do not now. It is said. One 
says, "Yes, it justifies on inquiry or 
looking into or some kind of action." 
The other says, "No." One Minister 
would have perhaps made it known 
to the press had not the patch-work 
been done. We have heard 
Mr. Charan Singh himself. Now he 
says give it to us because he has 
divulged it. Who has divulged it? 
Mr. Morarji Desai himself has said 
that the charges are false. He did 
not keep quiet. He said the charges 
are false and, therefore, "I am not 
giving anything." May we not know, 
by looking at the qorreespondence, 
whether the judgment of the Prime 
Minister, who is supposed to be res- 
ponsible to the House, is a correct, 
warranted; may we not know,, by 
looking at the correspondence, whe- 
ther what Mr. Charan Singh has 
brought to his notice are prima 
/acte valid enough to warrant 
some action on them, whatever they 
are? Must not Parliament know what 
they are? What a strange thing! When 
the Home Minister and the Prime 
Minister of the country are in open, 
public dispute and controversy over a 
matter of this kind, why should it 
not come into the picture straightway 
in Parliament? And this Parliament is 
sought to be kept out of it. 

Sir, Mr. Morarji Desai says thia is a 
democracy and he believes in parla- 
mentary democracy. Can you imagine 
such a thing happening in the House 
of Commons and being tolerated even 
for ten minutes? Somebody sleeps 
with somebody—whether it ia pro- 
fumo or not—and the moment it has 
come to be known, the whole House 

169 Re laying of [ 24 JULY 1978 ]     and Prime  Minister      170 
Correspondence between on ^e Table 
 OJ   the   Hc-USe 



171 Relaying of [RAJYA SABHA]      ond Prime Minister        172 
Correspondence between . on the Table 

Ex-Home Minister of the House 
[Shri Bhupesh Gupta] 

ia seized of it. Ministers think of   re- 
signing,  the  Prime     Minister  almost 
goe3    into      exile. Such      things 

happen     in     that     country.        But 
here     the     Prime     Minister     says, 
"No,    I    am    not    going   to   do   it."' 
Why?   Why this hide and seek? From 
this,   one  may  draw  a    presumption 
even  that  the  Prime  Minister,   even 
when    the    facts  of    the  case     are 
brought to his notice, would not like 
it to   be   known.    This    is    another 
point.    Then, Sir, the present Prime 
Minister should be the last person to 
take  this   attitude—I  am  very  sorry 
to   say—because,   Sir,     Mr.     Morarji 
Desai is an elderly statesman and  a 
politician;   and    he  calls   himself    a 
Gandhi-ite.    We are not supposed to 
be Gandhi-ites.    I do not wish to a 
Gandhian—never  have  I    been   one. 
We   are  mortals,    men   of    common 
clay,   not   living   on     high   altitudes. 
Sir, before the Emergency, when the 
matter   of  the   Pondicherry     licence 
came   up,   Mr.   Morarji  Desai  felt  so 
strongly that  he  said that  he would 
lead  a  dharna in  the Lok  Sabha to 
force    laying   on   thje   Table   of  the 
House.    What?  Not  Home  Minister's 
letters to the Prime Minister, but only 
a CBI Inspector's report to the Home 
Minister.    Sir,   if  that   is   so,   if  Mr. 
Morarji   Desai   could   go   into   action 
of a dharna with the entire Opposition 
to impress upon the Government that 
a CBI report, which is a confidential 
letter about another Minister—involv- 
ing  the  Home   Minister  and  another 
Minister—should be laid on the Table 
of the House, and if in that situation 
even  Prime  Minister  Indira  Gandhi, 
with her brute majority in both the 
Houses of Parliament was compelled 
to  lay  it  before    you,  Sir,  in    your 
Chamber,  how is  it  that  the     same 
Morarji   Desai,   instead   of  going    by 
his   token,   would  now   say  that     he 
would  not  lay on  the  Table  of the 
House the correspondence    which    is 
not  from  the CBI  but to  him,    the 
Prime    Minister,    from     the    Home 
Minister,      involving   not   a   Ministei 
but an individual?    Sir, I leave it to 
you to judge.    Still some people are 

We have had enough of one 
son during the Emergency. Must 
we have another son about 
whom the law does not operate in 
the same manner as it is operating 
in respect of others? That is what I 
should like to know. Sir, suppose 
there were some correspondence 
about Mr. G. D. Birla, about some 
Foreign Minister involving a ques- 
tion of foreign policy, and you 
thought it right, it would have come 
to the House. Why is it not coming 
to it? What immunity is there? They 
are not persons who enjoy some 
immunity. Sir, we know that even 
the foreigjn correspondence between 
two Ministers is laid when the na- 
tional interest demands it. Other 
types of correspondence are laid on 
the Table of the House. Correspon- 
dence between the Prime Minister 
and the citizens and other Ministers 
and citizens are revealed to the 
House. Why is it not so in this case? 
I cannot at all understand it. 

Sir, I have been profoundly shock- 
ed   by   Mr.   Morarji     Desai's   remark 
when he said, "Look, the Lokpal Bill 
is coming.   You can go to the Lokpal." 
First of all, it is a Bill which has not 
yet   been   passed.      Secondly,      why 
should we go to the Lokpal?    I was 
shocked and felt aghast that the Prime 
Minister   of   the     country   could   say 
this thing to the Members of Parlia- 
ment standing in the House of Par- 
liament.    Why should we go to    the 
Lokpal?    If  we  have  to  deal     with 
the Ministers and the Prime Minister, 
we would deal with them on the floor 
of   the    House.    If we have to go to 
the  Lokpal,     it    would   be    a    sad 
day for our democracy.    In that case, 
better    wind   up   our    parliamentary 
institution.   Should we stand, as if in 
a court of law, before the Lok Pal? 
Is the Lok Pal meant for that? Is the 
Prime   Minister   appointing   the   Lok 
Pal to go after the M.Ps?    Under the 
earlier Bill, officers were to be cover- 
ed,  not   the   MPs.     But   Mr.   Morarji 
Desai has  exempted the  officers  and 
put in  the  MPs  under  the jurisdic- 
tion of the Lok Pal.    Now he says 
that  we  should    go to the Lok Pal. 



 

This is adding insult to injury. This 
is not the language of parliamentary 
democracy. The Prime Minister of 
the country is accountable to the 
Houses of Parliament. This is not 
the way a democrat should speak in 
a parliamentary democracy. There- 
fore, Sir, all his arguments are wrong. 
There is nothing in them except his 
superlative arrogance that the corres- 
pondence will not be laid on the 
Table of the House. We saw in all 
humility, the Prime Minister rejecting 
that. It defies wisdom, it defies public 
standard, it defies commonsense and 
it is intended to cover up certain re- 
lations between the two Ministers and 
perhaps among' some of their rela- 
tions. 

As I said, I want all the correspon- 
dence. I know, for a fact that certain 
correspondence has been received by 
Mr. Morarji Desai from Mr. Saxena, 
Uttar Pradesh MLA, making allega- 
tions against Mr. Charan Singh. That 
should also come. I have seen that 
letter. All should come. Why are 
you hiding? 

Now, Sir, are we here to wait till 
the Janata Party has settled its in- 
ternal quarrel, till there are more 
meetings between Mr. Morarji Desai 
and Mr. Charan Singh and till the 
correspondence is 'stolen' from the 
file, because we have seen that a 
symbol correspondence was with- 
drawn from the file. What is the 
guarantee that this present corres- 
pondence will not be withdrawn from 
the file in the manner in which the 
election correspondence was with- 
drawn from the Election Commis- 
sioner's file? Tell us. Will you 
take into custody those files till Mr. 
Morarji Desai decides about them? 
Secondly, Sir, we may be told that 
the correspondence has been lost. We 
may be told that the correspondence 
has been stolen, that a burglar enter- 
ed the office to steal something but 
stole the correspondence. All these 
things we may hear. Then we wi'l 
be totally helpless. Therefore, I say 
that the matter should be allowed to 
go that way. 

The Leader of the House is there I 
am not asking him to do anything. 
Well, those who were sitting on the 
Opposition Benches are sitting now on 
the Treasury Benches and vice versa, 
and were taking the opposite positions 
of those they are taking now. A won- 
derful drama, we are in. 

We all went to your Chamber to 
scrutinise the correspondence, the 
CBI report, which was given under 
pressure of the Members of Parlia- 
ment, in both the Houses. We went 
through them, we studied them and 
we made notes of them. But now the 
secret correspondence between the 
two great men, No. 1 and No. 2 of 
the country—who made them No. 1 
and No. 2, I do not know:—cannot be 
seen by us even in your room. What 
has happened? Are we to wait for 
30 years till we see them in the na- 
tional archives when they will be 
released? I would like to know. 
Therefore, Sir, you come into the 
picture. I will not bring the Leader 
Of the House in. The Leader is a 
party, being a member of the Govern- 
ment and on such occasins, the 
Leader, despite his or her wish, can- 
not play very much of a part. Mr. 
Advani, I know, would like to give 
some argument because he has to give 
some argument, but really he has no 
argument because I am sure in 1974 
he would have not only accepted ali 
my arguments but he would have per- 
haps treated me to ice-cream or good 
fbod rfor giving these arguments. 
Today he will not accept them; I 
know he will not accept them. 

SHRI PILOO MODY:    But   the ice- 
cream is still available. 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: But then 
the rules of the game are rules of 
the game. Emergency cannot be dis- 
mantled in one place and be imposed 
in another place. One son cannot be 
replaced by another son. One set of 
arrogance and conceit cannot be re- 
placed by another set of arrogance 
and conceit. We want all of these to 
go. We want to write on a clean 
slate.    Will you,  Sir, begin to write 
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on  a clean slate?  Therefore,    may I 
suggest to you, do not embarrass us 
any more.    But  before I suggest,    I 
know our friends feel very strongly. 
They  feel very  strongly    about this 
correspondence.    Some   of  them   felt 
very strongly  against the  correspon- 
dence in the Pondicherry case be>ng 
laid on the Table of the House. Now 
they   feel   very   stronlgly   about   this 
correspondence.  We share their feel- 
ings   fully.    Sir,   their    feelings   are 
justified.    If it is unjustified, I would 
not be  supporting  it.    Sir,  I    would 
not be one to get up here in Parlia- 
ment on an issue like this to suggest 
something  which  violates  the  norms 
and standards of parliamentary demo- 
cracy   or   of   Cabinet   functioning.     I 
will not do it.    Now I will appeal to 
them that we may conduct the pro- 
ceedings of the    House.    There    are 
many other ways of impressing upon 
the Government and we are, if I may 
use a bad expression, in a position of 
strength.   Why can't we, for example, 
pass a resolution, with your permis- 
sion, Sir, that the Prime Minister be 
directed to lay on the Table of the 
House the    correspondence    between 
him and the Home Minister regarding 
certain    matters    which    had     been 
brought to your notice?   Let the reso- 
lution be taken up.    If it is rejected, 
we lose.    If it is not rejected or if it 
is   passed,   we    will  hope  that    Mr. 
Morarji  Desai  who is  respecting the 
small   democracy   in   his   party,   will 
respect the larger democracy of Par- 
liament.     That can be done.   I think 
we  can  go like that  instead  of  ob- 
structing.   Sir, you should help. Now, 
you can, of course, say that you will 
not take this step of admitting    the 
resolution if you have any of oppor- 
tunity  of  getting  yourself    satisfied. 
Perhaps you would ask the Govern- 
ment to bring this correspondence to 
your chamber, you would look at it 
and in your goodness, call us to look 
at  it  and then you would  say  "See 
the  correspondence   and  decide  after 
looking at it whether you really want 
it  to  be  laid  on     the  Table  of the 
House".   We can discuss these things 

there. I am not suggesting it, but 
this is one course. In fact, I would 
like it to be brought straightway and 
put on the Table of the House. That 
would be a saner and more forth- 
right course. But you cannot compel 
the Government. That way you can- 
not compel the Government. But you 
are not that helpless. Under the 
rules they would be entitled to 
move—I am not going to move the 
resolution—a resolution directing the 
Prime Minister to lay the correspon- 
dence on the Table of the House. 
Tell me, Sir, under what rule, on 
what grounds, you are going to reject 
permission for the resolution? 

SHRI ANANT PRASAD SHARMA 
(Bihar): The resolution is already 
tabled. 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: My 
friends are very active. Soi till we 
discuss it, let us proceed. This week 
sometime it can be taken up. You 
fix a time-limit. I am sure you will 
admit it. Meanwhile, let us g*o on 
with the proceedings of the House. 
Meanwhile, we go ahead with the 
proceedings of the House, with the 
Visva Bharati Bill. All of you, please, 
remain for the Visva Bharati Bill be- 
cause we have to move some amend- 
ments and pass them and then allow 
the Bill as amended. So, please do 
not go. This will be a good demons- 
tration of our majority also when we 
force some amendment on the Gov- 
ernment and change the Bill. There- 
fore, before I sit down, I implore on 
all those who matter that it is in the 
interests of Parliament, in the inv- 
ests of the public, that those letters 
are laid on the Table of the House. 
If the charges are false, well, as Mr. 
Morarji Desai had said, he will have 
only stood vindicated by laying them 
on the Table of the House. If what 
Mr. Morarji Desai says is wrong, then 
we will have been vindicated by 
rendering a service to the nation be- 
cause we are giving a chance to the 
nation to consider as to how this is 
to be dealt with. As far as Mr. 
Charan Singh is concerned, I do not 
wish to say anything.    I said before, 
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i do not  lean on his shoulders.    He 
says one thing now, another thing to- 
morrow  and   yet   another   thing    the 
day  after.    I  do     not  lean  on    his 
shoulders—of   one   who  was   at    the 
Prime   Minister's  throat  so  long  but 
suddenly    goes   tot    hug   the   Prime 
Minister in his house.   I do not know 
what kind of a funny game is going 
on.    It looks as if we are going back 
to the days of monarchy when    the 
pretenders to the    throne  were dis- 
cussing among themselves as to how 
the throne should be shared. Therefore, 
I would not rely on him. Prime facie 
I would not    accept      Mr.      Charan 
Singh's charges.    But he has done    it 
as  a  Home Minister of the country. 
And when he did that as a      Home 
Minister of the country,       something 
has to be done about it.     I am con- 
cerned with the office of the     Home 
Minister, not the man Charan Singh. 
I am not concerned with him.    I am 
concerned with    the    office    of    the 
P'rime Minister, not the    father of a 
son.   I am concerned with the status 
and  standing of Parliament in      the 
country, not a few individuals     here 
having certain feelings over a matter. 
Therefore,    I think it is a challenge 
before the Rajya Sabha. Rarely     has 
a challenge of this type come before 
this House and I do   hope we would 
rise equal to the  occasion,  not      in 
the  narrow     partisan interests,  cer- 
tainly  not  in     personal   or       group 
interests,  but   in the  larger  interests 
of parliamentary     institutions      and 
democracy,    having    regard    to    the 
bitter    experience    we    have    gone 
through  in  the  recent period.       Let 
us not  denigrate,  subvert,      weaken, 
undermine this institution,    wittingly 
or   unwittingly.       Therfore,   I      beg 
of you to  give your direction,      Sir. 
If you are not in a position to     give 
a direction, then accept that Resolu- 
tion.    If you think you can still ex- 
plore the possibility, then, call again 
the  leadens of the opposition parties 
and Members of the Governmen*    in 
your room and    share your wisdom 
with them, your ideas with them, so 
that a solution is found.   But no solu- 
tion  would be  found if the    corres- 

pondence is locked up in Mi\_Morarji 
Desai's locker. A solution can be 
found on the basis of yielding to 
the will of the majority of this House 
which is just, which is honourable, 
which is in public interest, which 
has every logic behind it, including 
the convention, usage, tradition, of 
this House, and what is called, rules 
of parliamentary behaviour and fun- 
ction. 

SHRI VISWANATHA MENON 
(Kerala); Sir, I generally endorse the 
sentiments expressed by the other 
opposition leaders. It is high time 
this controversy was put an end to. 
Sentiment and the question of pres- 
tige are not an important factor in a 
democracy. The Government can 
afford to be more flexible in the 
circumstances which have been dis- 
cussed and when various Members 
have expressed their opinion on the 
issue. My humble submissions is 
1hat there is nothing wrong in plac- 
ing all these papers on the Table 
of the House and by reading these 
papers nothing is going to be lost. 
Why then stand on this kind of false 
prestige? I call it false prestige. 
This kind of adamant attitude of the 
Prime Minister of really—I am sorry 
to say—deplorable. It is high time 
for the Chair to intervene. j do 
not agree with my friends on the 
issue of stopping the proceedings and 
all that. I want the proceedings to 
go on. If it comes to such a stage, 
it v\\ be a very sad day for this 
country. 

I remember Mr. Advani, Leader 
of the House, sitting on that side. I 
was sitting behind him. We were 
together and one on the question of 
Tul Mohan Ram issue. On the Pondi- 
cherry issue we all opposition mem- 
bers took up a united stand. Simply 
because he has now become a Minister 
I do not understand why he is chang- 
ing his stand. If he is a democrat 
and if he believes in democracy, he 
should come forward and say. We 
will place it before the House. What 
is wrong in  that?  Let    the    people 
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[Shri Viswanatha Menon] 
decide. Why stand on prestige? In 
the case of an individual like Shri 
Bhupesh Gupta or myself, I can 
understand personal prestige. But 
the Prime Minister of a country 
should be more flexible. He must 
be more magnanimous and more 
accommodative. My humble sub- 
mission, therefore, is that there is no 
other go. You must place these docu- 
ments on the table of the House. 

SHRI PILOO MODY: Mr. Chair- 
man, I only take this opportunity of 
speaking because of the reasonable- 
ness of the debate that has gone on. 
I have heard very attentively all the 
words—some of wisdom and some of 
argument—that have been spoken to 
bring about a certain event, namely, 
the laying of certain letters on the 
table of the House, which has been 
the demand of all the opposition 
members for the last few days. 

Sir, I do not think that I need to 
establish my credibility an an oppo- 
sition man either in this House or in 
the country. For ten years my sym- 
pathies have always been with the 
opposition and sometimes sneaking- 
ly even today I very much wish that 
I could alter my form and get back 
on to those benches. 

(Interruptions) 

Sir, after all, Parliament is created 
for the opposition and without oppo- 
sition there is no Parliament. This 
is what I got fed up of trying to ex- 
plain to Mrs. Gandhi for ten years. 
In the entire structure of democracy 
why is Parliament necessary? It is 
necessary only for the voice of dis- 
sent that emerges from the other side. 
I am sure the Ministers don't wel- 
come Parliament. They would like 
to go about their own work and do 
the work in their Ministries without 
any let or hindrance from Parliament. 
And I am sure those on the Treasury 
Benches, -who sit behind the Ministers 
—as these gentlemen know for many 
years—must find Parliament a crash- 
ing bore.      Therefore, I say   Parlia- 

ment is created for the opposition. 
But,, Sir, the very institution of Par- 
liament belong;; very precisely to 
a system called democracy and it ls 
the norms of democracy which has 
made this Parliament available to the 
opposition. That has to be respected 
in all its many facets and spheres. 
When we work a Cabinet system as 
we are doing in this country and when 
we also work a system of joint res- 
ponsibility that goes with the Cabinet 
sjstem, there are certain norms of 
behaviour which I genuinely feel 
cannot be trespassed. Sir, a parallel 
has been drawn—I know it, Sir, 
because I was very much involved— 
between this incident and the Tul- 
mohan Ram case in the Lok Sabha,, 
in this Parliament, which came up 
some time back, whenever it took 
place. Sir, I do not see the parallel. 
(Interruptions) Sir, I do not see the 
parallel. 

SHRI SHYAM LAL YADAV (Uttar 
Pradesh):   How  it  is? 

(Interruptions) 

SHRI PILOO MODY: Please allow 
me; I have allowed you. (Interrup- 
tions) Sir, I do not see the parallel 
quite genuinely and honestly because, 
in one case, it was a report which 
was promised to us, information that 
wac promised to us on the floor of 
the House, information which was 
available to the Government, but 
was not allowed to us, because we 
suspected at that time that it con- 
tained certain things that might go 
against the Government. Neverthe- 
less, it was a report of the Govern- 
ment, of the CBI and it did not in- 
fringe on any one of the facets with- 
out which a wholaoome democracy 
cannot grow. Sir, the day the joint 
responsibility of the Cabinet fails, 
the day when one Minister will not 
be able to have faith and confidence 
in  another  Minister,  the  day,,  Sir... 

(Interruptions) 

SHRI ANANT PRASAD SHARMA: 
Let them have it. 

(Interruptions) 
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SHRI PILOO MODY: Why are you 

so childish? Don't I know what I am 
saying and don't I know the back- 
ground in which I am saying it? 
(Interruptions) Why are you sc 
childrh? It is because, Sir, I think 
they are new to being an Opposition 
and that is why they like to tom-tom 
around. Over the years, I am hoping 
they would become mature. 

Sir, the day this principle is not 
followed and this confidence breaks, 
you will find that our democracy will 
become feable, will not function, and 
Parliament itself will lose its lusture. 
Everybody knows that there is some 
difference. 

SHRi ANANT PRASAD SHARMA: 
Everybody knows it. 

SHRi PILOO MODY; Now, I will 
come to what Mr. Sharma says. 
Everybody knows it. There are some 
differences of opinion. But there is 
nothing new about it. 

SOME HON. MEMBERS: What 
about the charges of corruption? 

SHRI SHYAM LAL YADAV: What 
about  the  charges  of  corruption? 

(Interruptions) 

SHRI PILOO MODY: On a subject 
like this, i would like to have my 
say; otherwise, I will sit down. 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: Sir, Mr. 
Piloo Mody is an overgrown child, 
now in the cradle of power, and he 
should be allowed to speak. 

SHRI PILOO MODY: Mr. Chair- 
man, Sir, everybody knows—and 
everybody knows the reasons also— 
that this is a historical event that 
cannot be wished away or washed 
away, it is an event which will take 
time to mature and, therefore, if 
there is anything of what is suspect- 
ed, namely, some difference of opi- 
nion on this subject, then, Sir, I think 
that   in   the   interest   of    democracy, 

the gentlemen on the other side 
should be concerned about it instead 
of trying to aggravate it. (Interrup- 
tions), I am now asking you to have 
a higher concern for democracy than 
your loyalty to your party. Natural- 
ly, it will make you behave at this 
time like this. But I do not expect 
any better. But, Sir, when one of my 
Dear friends, Shri Bhupesh Gupta, 
whose wisdom is almost entangled with 
the wisdom of the Rajya Sabha itself 
and who has claimed it a little ear- 
lier, talks about the majority and 
introduced the principle of majority 
in his argument, in this argument,, I 
am rather shocked. We have a majo- 
rity in the other House. The majo- 
rity denies the minority over there 
and over here the Opposition is in a 
majority and, therefore, the minority 
cannot deny the majority over here. 
That does n°t make sense because the 
majority of the Opposition in the 
Rajya Sabha, Sir, is an anomaly of 
our Constitution. (Interruptions). It 
is a weakness in our democratic 
system, 

SHRI ANANT PRASAD SHARMA: 
Change that then. 

SHRI PILOO MODY: It is a weak- 
ness in our democratic system which 
we  all  know    

(Interruptions) 
SHRI  K.  K. MADHAVAN (Kerala): 
Sir, it is a disrespect to the Consti- 
tution. 

(Interruptions) 

SHRI PILOO MODY: I don't think 
so. Sir, this is something which, as 
we all know, will be rectified over 
a period of time. As a measure of 
continuity it might be a desirabls 
thing; as a matter of actual function- 
ing,,  it  has  certain   weaknesses. 

Then, my friend Shri Bhupesh 
Gupta talked about these 'love letter*' 
which he felt you all want to read. 
Then, he named one of my colleagues 
here and said that he would want to 
know what happened in the 'love 
letters'.    Sir,   I  would  request    Shri 



 

[Shri Piloo Mody] 
Bhupesh Gupta as well as his collea- 
gue and everybody else in the Oppo- 
sition to have a little more delicacy 
and a little more sensitivity, and to 
allow 'love letters' to remain private 
and not be brought out in the open, 
so that they could indulge in what 
may be called an indoor orgy. This 
is precisely my appeal to my friends. 
They are all my friends. I am known 
to them for years. We may sit on 
the same benches again. Sir, Parlia- 
ment is a lovely institution. When 
we were in the Opposition at one 
time, and we might be again in the 
Opposition at a future date... 

SOME HON. MEMBERS: Very 
soon... 

(Interruptions) 

SHRI PILOO MODY: They might 
be in the same uncomfortable posi- 
tion as the treasury benches again. 
This is the essence of Parliament. 
Parliament must go on. And what- 
ever demands that are made by the 
Opposition must not infringe on one 
of the fundamental... 

(Interruptions) 

SHRI ANANT RAM SHARMA: 
Why didn't you advise Morarji Desai 
at that time? 

SHRI PILOO MODY: I am advis- 
ing you at the moment... (Interrup- 
tions) Don't you understand that I 
am advising you, I am appealing to 
you as a friend, to understand what 
you are asking today? After all, what 
is it you want? You want to peep 
into thi* particular correspondence 
Sir, everybody knows that the corres- 
pondence has been in the Press, and 
everybody has read it. However, to 
divulge the confidence within the 
Cabinet would be hurting the system. 
Why you want the Prime Minister to 
do something that is wrong and with- 
out any substance? Don't destroy the 
system. This is my appeal to you. 
Thank you very much. 

SHRI ANANT RAM SHARMA: 
Sir,... 

(Interruptions) 

MR. CHAIRMAN: No, that is not 
necessary. 

SHRI ANANT RAM SHARMA: 
It would be necessary, since Shri 
Piloo Mody has stated certain things 
I think it is necessary. 

MR. CHAIRMAN: Then why do you 
speak?     Your    leader   can   speak... 

(Interruptions) 

THE MINISTER OF LAW, JUSTICE 
AND COMPANY AFFAIRS (SHRI 
SHANTI BHUSHAN): Mr. Chairman, 
Sir,... 

(Interruptions) 

SEVERAL HON. MEMBERS: The 
Leader of the House should speak .. 

(Interruptions) 

SHRI N. G. RANGA (Andhra Pra- 
desh) :   It is not a regular debate. 

SEVERAL HON. MEMBERS: We 
want the Leader of the House... 

(Interruptions) 

SHRI K. K. MADHAVAN: No court 
of law is involved here. 

SHRI PILOO MODY:   Your leader 
was never in the House... 
(Interruptions) 

SHRI SHANTI BHUSHAN: May I, 
at the outset, express my deep ap- 
preciation on behalf of the Govern- 
ment for the tenor of the speeches 
which have been made this afternoon. 
During the last week, for three days 
out of five days, the business of the 
House happened to get obstructed on 
the issue of certain letters which the 
hon. Member Shri Piloo Mody has 
sought to describe as certain love 
letters. Now, Sir, the honourable 
Shri Piloo Mody has also sought to 
give some advice to the Opposition 
this afternoon. I would like to add 
one word to that piece of advice, be- 
cause so far as the age of the present 
Opposition in this House is concern- 
ed it is only 16 months. It is quite 
clear. . 
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AN. HON. MEMBER: So is the case 
with you. 

SHRI SHANTI BHUSHAN: That is 
precisely what I am saying that the 
present Opposition being so young, 
just 16 months, it would be well to 
listen to the words of advice oi the 
honourable Shri Piloo Mody who is a 
veteran, so far as the Opposition is 
concerned... 

(Interruptions) 

SHRI SITARAM KESRI (Bihar): 
Shri Bhupesh Gupta is the senior- 
most   Rajya  Sabha  Member. 

SHRI K. K. MADHAVAN: He says 
that the Opposition is 16 months' old. 
He forgets that the Government is also 
16 months' old. 

SHRI SHANTI BHUSHAN: Hon. 
Shri Bhupesh Gupta who is an emi- 
nent leader of the opposition... 

SHRI GIAN CHAND TOTU (Hima- 
chal Pradesh): Why does he not 
listen to our advice? We have been 
in the Government  for thirty years. 

SHRI SHANTI BHUSHAN: Hon. 
Shri Bhupesh Gupta who is an emi- 
nent leader of the Opposition is, of 
course, in a unique situation. Normal- 
ly, it is always the desire and the 
effort of every leader of the Opposi- 
tion to aspire for the Treasury Ben- 
ches. He is unique in this respect and 
he is determined to maintain his posi- 
tion as a leader of the Opposition. He 
has no desire at all ever to adorn the 
Treasury Benches. I have listened to 
his words of wisdom with rapt atten- 
tion. He happened to refer to the 
majority and the minority in this 
House with reference to which Shri 
Piloo Mody said one thing. I would 
like to add one thing more to it. It 
should not be merely the numbers, 
but sometimes it should be the weight 
also. If the Treasury Benches were 
to be weighed against the entire 
weight of the Opposition, I am sure, 
Shri Piloo Mody being on our side, 
the Treasury Benches would outv/eigh 
the entire Opposition benches put to- 
gether. 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: I must 
say that you have lost Rajnarain in 
this House. But you have gained 
Piloo Mody in this House. Therefore, 
you are the gainer in any case. 

SHRI SHANTI BHUSHAN:  What I 
want to say particularly is that it is 
a happy thing that so many eminent 
leaders  of  Opposition  have  said  this 
afternoon that the proceedings in this 
august House should not be interrup- 
ted   and   obstructed     for   any  reason 
whatsoever.    There  is  such  a  strong 
desire on the part of all sections of 
the House to proceed with the normal 
business of the House.   But they have 
maintained their stand so far as these 
letters are concerned.    Sir, before    I 
make  the  stand   of  the   Government 
clear on that issue and appeal tu the 
House not to ask for a bad precedent 
and a wrong precedent being created, 
I would first like to preface my re- 
marks by saying that, Sir, you, as the 
Chairman of this House, are the best 
person to judge as to what would be 
the proper thing in  all the  circum- 
stances of the matter.    So far as the 
Government  is  concerned,  I     would 
like to say that the Government would 
only be too anxious to abide by your 
advice and to carry out your advice. 
But, Sir, let me refer to one thing. It 
has   been   said  that  there  was  some 
correspondence    between     the     then 
Home Minister and the Prime Minister 
on a certain subject and it has been 
said that there would be no harm if 
that   correspondence   is   laid   on   the 
Table of the House.    A parallel has 
also been cited of the correspondence 
with  members    of the  public  which 
people   in   this      country   have   with 
Ministers.     Shri  Bhupesh  Gupta   has 
said   that   when   that   correspondence 
can be laid on the Table of the House, 
what is the harm if the correspondence 
between the Home Minister and the 
Prime  Minister  is  also laid  on    the 
Table of the House?    A reference has 
also been made to some precedent. Of 
course, Shri Piloo Mody has made a 
reference to that precedent for what- 
ever it was worth.    I would like to 
say that if a parliamentary system of 
Government    functions   and  has    to 

185 Relaying of [24 JULY 1978]     and Prime Minister      186 
Correspondence between on the Table 

Ex-Home Minister d th„ Hmit» 



 

[Shri Shanti Bhushan] 
function on the principle of joint res- 
ponsibility, then what is the foremost 
thing and requirement of that prin- 
ciple of joint responsibility? Why is 
it that Cabinet proceedings have al- 
ways been kept sedret? Does that 
principle apply to Cabinet proceed- 
ings when all the Ministers sit to- 
gether and discuss certain issues and 
have some exchange of views bet- 
ween themselves? Or is it that that 
principle applies also to communica- 
tions, either verbal or written, bet- 
ween two Cabinet Ministers? With 
the utmost humility on my part, I 
would like to say that on principle, 
there is no difference because, for 
instance, in a Cabinet meeting all the 
Cabinet Ministers may not be present. 
There is no sanctity in all Cabinet 
Ministers being present in a Cabinet 
meeting. The idea is that for the 
successful functioning of a parlia- 
mentary democracy, it is of the ut- 
most importance that there should be 
a 'wholly free! and frank exchange 
of. views between one member of the 
Cabinet and another member of the 
Cabinet. And it has always been 
stressed tbat this free and frank ex- 
change of views and exchange of 
ideas between Cabinet Ministers 
would be hampered if the Cabinet 
Ministers could be compelled to make 
public whatever has transpired bet- 
ween them to which a non-Cabinet 
Minister has not been a party. A 
communication which might be recei- 
ved, a letter which might be received 
from a member of the public is... 
(Interruptions) Please just listen to 
me. And whatever might be the sub- 
ject matter of that correspondence, of 
course, it would be entirely correct 
that if the letter was not from the 
Home Minister to the Prime Minister 
because Shri Bhupesh Gupta referred 
to some letter being written by Mr. 
Shanti Bhushan to Mr. L. K. Advani 
and some reply being sent by Mr. 
L. K. Advani to Mr. Shanti Bhushan, 
and of course, if there is a letter 
written by Mr. Shanti Bhushan as 
Mr. Shanti Bhushan to Mr. L. K. 
Advani as Mr. L. K. Advani, certainly 
it is  not an  exchange of views bet- 

ween two Cabinet Ministers. But, 
if there is a letter that Chaudhari 
Charan Singh wrote as Home Minister 
of the country to Shri Morarji Desai 
as Prime Minister of the country, 
then Certainly that communication 
would... (Interruptions) May I just 
complete? I would not take more 
time.    May I just complete? 

SHRI KAMLAPATI TRIPATHI: 
Let me ask a question. 

(Interruptions) 

SHRI SHANTI BHUSHAN: Please 
let me complete. I will take just a 
couple of minutes. Sir, this is what 
I was submitting. Let this House, in 
its anxiety to see, to look, to have a 
peep at what was described as certain 
love letters, not be a party to laying 
down of a precedent which would be 
wrong. But short of that, Sir, some 
way can be devised and as I have 
already said, the Government would 
be willing to abide by the advice of 
the Chairman because, Sir, if views 
have been expressed, if an anxiety 
has been expressed, if a desire has 
'been expressed, then a way should 
be found, which might satisfy the 
opinion in this House, namely, all 
right, some way certainly can be 
evolved. And, Sir, I submit with 
great respect to the whole House 
that you as Chairman should evolve 
some method by which the anxieties 
can be allayed and yet a bad prece- 
dent may not be laid down on such an 
important principle which has such 
an important bearing' on the func- 
tioning of parliamentary democracy 
and the principle of joint responsibi- 
lity. 
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MR. CHAIRMAN: I have heard 
very patiently the discussion which 
has taken place so far and I am very 
keen that the proceedings of the House 
should continue very smoothly. This 
is agreed by one and all on this side 
as well as on that side. The only thing 
that is troubling Members 0f the Oppo- 
sition is what they shou'd do for get- 
ting the information which they have 
been asking for for some days. If you 
give me one day more, I wiH, in my 
capacity as the Chairman, try to con- 
tacj. the Leader of the House and see 
whether I can find out some solution 
which may satisfy all of us. If it is 
acceptable to the entire House, then 
I will try to get hold of him, talk 
to him, discuss with him and see 
whether some solution can be found 
out  which  may satisfy  all  of you. 

SOME HON. MEMBERS:    Agreed. 

MR. CHAIRMAN: Then, No. 2, as 
you have already promised just now. 
I hope you will keep it up a'nd allow 
the business of the House to Be car- 
ried on. I will also keep it up. Give 
me time for today and tomorrow. Let 
the proceedings be smoothly carried 
on. By tomorrow evening 1 will see 
what I can do. Day after tomorow I 
will come and let you know. 
_____________________  

The Visva-Bharati (Amendment) Bill, 
1978— contd. 

MR. CHAIRMAN: Mr. Bishambhar 
Nath Pande, you are to speak on the 
Visva-Bharati Bill. 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA (West 
Be'ngal): Sir, may I request the hon. 
Members to be here. Visva-Bharati 13 
our great institution. I should like the 
hon. Members to be present because 
a bad Bill has been brought forward 
and we want to improve upon it. 

[Mr. Deputy Chairman in the chair] 

SHRI BISHAMBHAR NATH PANDE 
(Nominated): Mr. Deputy Chairman, 
Sir, I am thankful to you for giving 
me an opportunity to express my 
views on the Visva-Bharati (Amend- 
ment) Bill, as introduced in the Rajya 
Sabha, by the hon. Union Education 
Minister. In the Statement of Objects 
and Reasons the Minister has claimed 
that "Every effort wiH be made to 
preserve and promote the unique cha- 
racter and ideals for which the great 
institution was established." In para- 
graph 3 of his Statement, the Minister 
has expressed his anxiety that: ^'Com- 
plaints were receive^ that the Visva- 
Bharati was drifting away from the' 
ideals Gurudev had in mind i'n estab- 
lishing it and the academic stand- 
ards were going down. The Govern- 
ment were disturbed at the develop- 
ments and were anxious to ensure 
that the original character of the Uni- 
versity be restored.'' 


