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here.  He is aware oE the jute workers demands. 
Their first demand is that raw jute should be 
purchased at Rs.  100 per inaund from  the 
growers because  there  is  the big monopolists'   
profit  hunger.  The  other  demand is the 
immediate publication and implementation with 
retrospective effect of the decisions  and  
recommendations of  the  Expert Committee on 
computation of consumer price index numbers. 
Sir, this Expert Committee was set up by the 
State Government in   consultation   with   the   
Central   Government,  and  the Expert 
Committee has submitted  its  report  to the  
State Government and a copv has been sent, I 
suppose, to the Central  Government.   
According  to the  Expert Committee's findings 
and recommendation!,   Rs.   55  p.m.  should   
be given  to  the julf worker with retrospective 
effect by way of D.A. Sir, an index fraud had 
been committed by the Simla Bureau of the 
Labour Department  of  Government  of  India.  
And that   fraud   was  found   out  by  the  
Expert Committee. 

Sir, all the central trade unions, including 
ihe CITU, the INTUC. the AITUC, ihe HMS 
and others have unitedly given this notice. 
Their demands include, among others, wage 
protection consequential to power rationing. 
Immediate implementation in full of the 
Union Labour Minister, Shri Raghunath 
Reddy's recommendation on relief to Rudli 
workers. 20 per cent bonus and opening of 
fair and fixed price shops for adequate supply 
of all essential commodities and full 
implementation of the agreements and 
assurances and settlement of all pending 
disputes. 

Sir, if they do not comply with these de-
mands and fulfil these demands of the central 
trade unions, they will go nn a protest strike 
on the 24th of this month. If even then they 
do not fulfil these demands, there is the 
danger of a continuous strike in the jute 
industry. Mr. Chattopadhyaya has not given 
his ear to this problem. Therefore. I would 
like to draw his attention through you and ask 
him to take immediate steps so that this strike 
may be averted and the jute barons may be 
forced to accept the demands of the workers. 

lOTlON REGARDING CONSTITUTION 
OI A JOINT COMMITTEE TO INVES-
TIGATE MATTERS ARISING OUT OF 

ANSWERS GIVEN TO STARRED QUES-
TION NO. 730 IN RAJYA SABHA ON 
AUGUST 27, 1974 AS WELL AS THE 

STATEMENT MADE BY THE MINIS-
TER OF COMMERCE IN THAT CON-

NECTION. 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA (West Bengal): Sir,   
I   move: 

That this House resolves that a Joint 
Comittee of both Houses of Parliament 
consisting of 10 members of Rajya Sabha to 
be nominated by the Chairman and 20 
members of I ok Sabha to be nominated By 
the Speaker be constituted to investigate all 
matters aiising out of answers given to 
Starred Question No. 730 in Rajya Sabha on 
August 27, 1974 and sup-plementaries 
thereto as well as the statement of the 
Minister of Commerce tn connection 
therewith in Rajya Sabha on the same day 
and that the Committee do submit its report 
to this House on the first day of the next 
session. 

That this House recommends to I.ok 
Sabha that I.ok Sabha do concur in this 
motion and join the said Committee. 

Sir, I only move the resolution. Another 
Members of our group will speak on this. 
Later, in reply 1 may have to say something. 

(Mr.  Deputy Chairman  in  the Chair). 

The question  was proposed. 

SHRI MOHAMMAD YUNUS SALEEM 
(Andhra Pradesh): On a point of order. Sir. Srr, 
this motion is unnecessary in view of tiie 
answers given by the Minister of Com-merce 
on the 27th August, 1974, in this House, in 
reply the certain questions and supplemental ies 
put by different hon. Members of this House. 
Sir, today a news item has appeared in the local 
papers. I have got today's the Times of India 
wherein the same matter has appeared. It has 
been stated therein that an F.I.R. has been 
lodged and the magisterial court is seized of the 
inves-|  t.cation of the matter. 
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MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Mr. Yunus 
Saleem, I have seen that report and there is  
no  point of  order. 

SHRI. MOHAMMAD VUNUS SALEEM: 
Sir, kindly allow me to make my submission. 

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: I have heard 
you and I do not want to consider it. 

SHRI   MOHAMMAD  YUNUS  
SALEEM: 

Sir,   the  matter is sub  judice. 

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: It is not sub-
jua 

SHRI MOHAMMAD YUNUS SALEEM: 
Sir, you are not allowing me to complete MIV 
submission, 

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: I have al-
ready heard you and let us not waste time on   
that. 

SHRI MOHAMMAD YUNUS SALEEM: 
M I will satisfy you by quoting the relevant 
section of the Criminal Procedure Code. 

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Mr. Yunus 
Saleem, I have heard you enough. There i.v 
no point of order. 

SHRI MOHAMMAD YUNUS SALEEM: 
Sir, I could not complete my submission 
because you stopped me. 

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Mr. Yunus 
Saleem, I have heaul what you have been 
referring to. There is no point oE order and I 
need not listen to a speech. I can make thai  
very plain to you. 

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Mr. Chinai, 
do you want to move your amendment? 

SHRI BABUBHAI M. CHINAI (Maha-
rashtra) :  Sir, I move: 

That in the Motion in lines 1 to 12 for the 
words "Joint Committee of both Houses of 
Parliament . . . and join the sjid 
Committee", the following be substituted, 
namely:— 

"Commission  be  appointed  to  consi-
der and recommend in what manner the 

ent system of import licensing which 
is prone to external pressures can be 
replaced by an appropriate adjustment in 
tariffs and/or otherwise and thereby 
reduce import licensing to the minimum". 

The question was proposed. 
SHRI Mi KADERSHAH (Tamil Nadu): Mr. 

Deputy Chairman, Sir, this is the final day of 
the Monsoon Session and this is the first1 
speech of mine in this august House, Until at 
last the most anticipated debate, rather the 
climax of the existing Session, ha^ come up 
for discussion, thanks to the permission of the 
Chair. Sir, I am in accord with the Motion 
moved by the veteran politician, Shri Bhupesh 
Gupta, and it is m\ proud privilege to have in 
my maiden speech itself a discussion on the 
matter directly concerning our Members, 
involving the integrity of all of us. We, the 
chosen Members of the people and various 
States have now been virtually reduced to be 
talked of by a person, a common person who 
does not take Interest in politics or in the 
national or international affairs with the 
degree of contempt unprecedented, the degree 
of insult unparalleled and the degree of 
anguish and anger unpardonable. Our late 
leader Dr. Anna often used to remind us that 
Caesat's wife should stand above all 
suspicions. This is not only applicable to the 
members of the ruling party but to each and 
every person in public life irrespective of bis  
political  leanings. 

Now, we .may recall the incident in this 
House on the 27th of August. The Commerce 
Minister gave us the names of 21 members of 
the other House who had recommended thai 
the licences to 7 (inns of Pondicherry Stale 
may be given on the basis of their 
representations. The day will be remembered 
when the spontaneous reaction of the entire 
House was in favour of a Parliamentary probe. 
My friends on the Treasury Benches had even 
gone to the extent of suggesting for a 
mechanism to deal with the situation and were 
of the opinion that the CBI probe was likely to 
diminish the powers and privileges of Par-
liament. To save a Minister or a Member of 
Parliament, or a Government official, my 
humble submission  is.  Sir,  that  the entire 
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community of the Members of Parliament anil 
the Parliament itself should never be brought 
into disrepute or disregard. But from the stand 
taken by the Government on the other day it is 
very clear that the frank and spontaneous 
reaction of the Congress Members has not 
found favour with the higher echelons in the 
Government and, therefore, with the strength 
of the brutal majorin the motion had been 
turned down without convincing arguments. 
The line of argument taken by the 
Government that the CBI has already 
registered the case for investigation on 
September 2, and, therefore, a parliamentary 
enquiry by a Committee of Parliament, will be 
out of context, is a negative argument. Sir, I 
cannot understand why the Government is so 
nervous of a Parliamentary probe and the fact 
that the Government was reluctant from the 
very beginning to allow this discussion had 
created much resentment among the members 
of the ruling Party itself. 

Sir, the reason why we demand a Parlia-
mentary probe and not in favour the CBI 
probe is this. Those who are connected with 
the scandal are Members of the other House. 
They are all honourable members and the 
Minister Mishra is more honourable. They 
should not be subjected to a CBI enquiry. Sir, 
what is the CBI? It is nothing but a 
Department of the Government. How and in 
what manner the enquiry will he conducted 
and how far it will be impartial is yet to be 
seen. The probe by a .Parliamentary 
Committee has definitely fundamental built in 
advantages and can rectify and plug tire 
loopholes. The period which has been taken 
by the CBI in going to the deeper details in 
the matter is another instance which reflects 
the intentions of the Government. The matter 
was being looked into by the CBI for the last 
several months but no formal case was 
registered so far until the 2nd of September. 
What were the reasons, why so? Nobody from 
the Government side has come forward to 
convince the Members regarding the time lag 
between the enquiry—when it was started and 
the case when registered. Secondly, the 
Members who are supposed to be involved in 
this episode have neither on their own cared to 
clear themselves nor the Government thought 
it necessary to inform 

the Parliament earlier. This was possible only 
after this question was answered and the 
members one after the other came and lrfuted 
the allegations that they were parties to the 
signing of the memorandum. 

Sir, I am a new member to this House and 
may not be knowing as much about the 
practices and procedures of Parliament and its 
reasonable cttiquelte but my friends who have 
hern involved in this controversy are 
supposed 10 know in much detail about such 
matters and it was their foremost par-
liamentary diuv to have conveyed to the 
honourable Speaker of Lok Sabha about the 
matter and thereby could have absolved 
themselves from the controversy. Rut their 
silence together with the silence of the 
Government and the main architect of this 
drama which has brought much damage to us 
Is rather intriguing and gives an idea of a dead 
fish with pungeant smell coming out of  the  
box. 

Sir, now Mr. Mishra has not only come up 
for a se\ere criticism but be has also placed 
his own partymen, 21 MPs including his 
Cabinet colleagues on the horns of a dilemma. 
I do not know for what consideration lie -
ought the assistance of MPs ol his State and 
during the process some others also were 
magnified. I want to know what interests he 
can have or the MPs from the States of Bihar, 
U.P., Madhya Pradesh and Jammu and 
Kashmir can have in the business of the 
people of Pondicherry State. I do not know 
about it. But, Sir, I want to ask whether the 
members of Jammu & Kashmir were fully 
aware of the genuineness of the business 
concerns in the extreme South. I am glad that 
Mr. Mishra alone can unite Kashmir and Cape 
Comorin in such a fantastic manner as he has 
done. There are so many mal practices in this 
issue of the licences. It is said that the 
applications had been consequtively rejected 
by the predecessors of Mr. Mishra. When the 
case was pending in the Delhi High Court, 
how did the business people withdraw their 
petitions against the Government? What led 
them to withdraw their petitions? Sir, at least 
one person In the Congress Party is honest 
and it is Mr. Tuhnohan Ram. He has admitted 
that he signed    in    the    document   and   
also   got 
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Rs. 1,25,000 for his noble service. No.w it is 
not known where Mr. Tulmohan Ram is. What 
happened to him? i am afraid that the same 
fate of Nagarwala should not be repeated on 
him. Sir, it is not uncommon that big fishes 
use to gobble up the smaller ones for their 
survival. This is the case we see here. All his 
colleagues have been made scapegoat now. 1 
will categorically state that several mal 
practices have been done in this licence issue. 
One engineering firm was granted licence to 
import raw woollen and polyester fibre which 
were not at all necessary for their firm. Is it not 
a fact. Sir? If Mr. Mishra were an honest 
politician, he should come forward to lender 
his resignation. We have seen the American 
Watergate. Don't think I am comparing it with 
this Indian Walergate. fn my opinion, even the 
great Nixon would not have resigned if he had 
met Mr. Mishra and had acted upon hts advice. 
Sir, in this connection 1 want to recall the 
wonderful advice given by the greatest 
statesman of India, the late Rajaji, that the 
licence and quota system should be done away 
with once for all since they are the root cause 
of all such evils as corruption, nepotism, 
favouri-tims and btackmarketing. Let us take 
concrete steps to Immediately stop this 
tendency from our public life if we are sincere 
and honest in promoting the welfare of the 
people. The people in general are becoming 
impatient of facing hardships, of being denied 
the bare necessities of life, of being denied a 
decent livelihood, of being subjected to 
innumerable hardships in preserving their 
health and family while some of us on the 
other hand have indulged in the Indecent 
luxury of conniving at corruption which has in 
the recent past rocked the basic structure of 
our parliamentary functioning. We should not 
allow the people to think that dictatorship is 
far better than democracy. 

Sir, to my mind the demand for a par-
liamentary proble is neither too big not totally 
new. We bad some bunglings in the past but 
the Government of the day at that time took 
the initiative by taking concrete steps to set at 
rest the public indignation which was there 
on those matters and immediately a 
parliamentary probe or a commis-siOB of 
inquiry was constituted to ascertain 

the facts. The famous Mundhra case, Sardar 
I'artap Singh Kairon's case, the hon. Mr. K. D. 
Malaviya's serajuddin affair, Shri .Viddhartha 
Sliaukar Ray's West Bengal affairs, the late 
Prime Minister Lai Bahadur Shastri's 
insistence to hand over the enquiry against 
TTK in 1905 and his ultimate resignation 
from the Ministry are some of the precedents 
which (be Government can look into and 
review this matter in the light thereof. The 
public has to be satisfied as to what has 
happened and what aie the facts. The cloud 
must be cleared, the sun should come out and 
the gloom should be lilted. I would like to 
appeal to my friends on the Treasury Benches 
and to the Government in particular that In 
the larger interests of parliamentary 
institutions and for the healthy growth of 
public relations it is the paramount duty of all 
of us to gel the matter inquired into by an 
agency not directly subordinate lo the 
Government. Ate you prepared to constitute a 
judicial enquiry? Sir, I therefore support the 
motion ami request for its acceptance by this 
august House for cherishing the traditions laid 
down by our predecessors and to show a path  
of  righteousness  to our  successors. 

Thank  you. 

SHRI V. B. RAJU (Andhra Pradesh): Mr. 
Deputy Chairman, Sir,  .  .  . 

SHRI NIREN GHOSH (West Bengal): I 
thought you were for lighting corruption. 

SHRI V. B. RAJU: I think if the Oppo-
sition has the patience to listen I think it will 
be doing justice to this House, to democracy 
and  lo the nation also. 

Sir, we have a responsibility in this House 
and in the other House also not only to reflect 
public opinion but also to give a direction 
towards the destination that this nation has 
fixed for itself. In my opinion a f t e r  a quarter 
of a century is over it is necessary to examine 
ourselves, to have an introspection whether 
our functioning is in the direction in which 
we wanted it to be, whether the political 
institutions in the country, particularly the 
Parliament, is doing its job in the best 
interests of the nation and democracy. I think 
it will do good  for  us  if  we have  an  
introspection 
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and it we make a study on this. Sir, in this 
particular set-up a subject is discussed 
without any relevance to realities, facts and 
truth. 

SHRI   NIREN  GHOSH:  Facts galore. 

SHRI V. B. RAJU: Please do not go on 
commenting on every sentence. It will be 
difficult for me to make out and for you to 
understand what I say. Now, in this 
Parliament we have assembled to hear each 
other and understand each other. It is not our 
oratorical combat or competition here, 
whether you speak lound or we make more 
noise or whether we can make more acroba-
tics that matters. That is not the point. The 
cultural level of a nation is reflected, from 
time to time, in the performance of its 
political institutions. I know Mr. Niren Ghosh 
has a difficulty. He leads a party which has no 
faith in parliamentary democracy. He made no 
secret of It. 

SHRI NIREN GHOSH: That is also an 
untrue statement  to  put it mildly. 

SHRI V. B. RAJU: I have no quarrel with 
Shri Niren Ghosh. He understands us well and 
we understand him very veil. At the same 
time, in spite of his declaration, I will have to 
make an appeal to him and as a democrat I 
feel I can convert Mr. Niren  Ghosh  .  .  . 

SHRI NIREN GHOSH: As a democrat or 
as  a Congressman? 

SHRI V. B. RAJU: So, Sir, from this House 
particularly, as it is popularly called as the 
House of the Elders, the nation expects some 
light, not heat. I wish more light was thrown 
than heal being generated. That is how I 
appeal to the opposition to consider this 
matter today. Today is the last day of the 
Session and we shall part in a good 
atmosphere and with a correct understanding. 

Now, I will come to the subject-matter. 
What is it that the opposition wants? I shall try 
to sincerely understand it, so that I, as a 
member of the ruling party, can prevail upon 
the leadership to see eye to eye with the 
opposition for the best preservation of 
democratic values and to establish good 
traditions. What is it that the 

opposition wants and what is the subject-
matter? Sir, you will recollect that for the tii^t 
time it was on 30th March a. report appeared 
in an English weekly and the matter was 
referred to in Starred Question No. 380 of 
13tli August and in that question, through a 
supplementary, this matter wis brought in, not 
as a substantive question. On Starred Question 
No. 380 a supple unman ns> put, not by the 
Opposition R.nches  .   .   . 

SHRI  RABI  RAY:  So,   what? 

SHRI V. B. RAJU: I am not complaining. I 
am only making a factual statement, not that 
you do not know. You know much more than 
what I know and you ought to know about it. I 
only just remind ourselves 

SHRI  SARDAR  AMJAD   ALI:   You  can 
address us. 

SHRI V. B. RAJU: I have to address not 
necessarily you. because you are all the 
affected  people. 

SHRI N. P. CHAUDHARI: We have got 
equal  right  to  hear  you. 

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Mr. R*ju. 
you address me now. 

SHRI NIREN GHOSH: You are feeling ill 
at ease. 

SHRI V. B. RAJU: It came as a supple-
mentary not from the opposition. The oppo-
sition cannot claim any credit either for any 
success or failure. The supplementary 
question came from this side. 

SHRI G. LAKSHMANAN (Tamil Nadu): 
Those Members who raised it are now not in  
the House. 

SHRI V.  B.  RAJU: That is a different 
matter. Then, on 27-8-74 it again came as a 
Starred Question in a substantive manner. 
This is with reference to the issue of the 
licence. Hundreds of licences are given and 
there are cases which are referred to the CBI. 
There are companies, importers or ltcencees 
and a few of thera are placed on the black list. 
This has been going on from the time wc 
became independent and even before we 
bcame independent. This is not 
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a new thing that lias happened in 1974, 1973 
or 1972, but anyhow a reference came in 
respect at this particular licence or in respect 
of these seven licensees who belong to the 
erstwhile French possessions in the 
Pondicheirv area. 1 do not want to go into 
the details and everybody is conversant with 
it, I am only surprised. As I said earlier, I 
only warned to know what exactly the 
Opposition wants so that our hearts and 
minds can come together and then only we 
may he able to make some progress. Sir, the 
Minister made it clear in a reply to a 
supplementary—,!, would like tin's to be 
borne in mind by every Member of this 
House that it is no use taking a particular 
case and calling a Member a bad name and 
repeating it. By repeating it he does not 
become bad. 1 am not saying a thing based 
on parly lines, t hope the Opposition will 
appreciate my submission. Sir, the Minister 
oi Commerce has categorically said—this is 
the  wording:— 

"I would say, as I have already said, the 
licences have been issued strictly on 
merit. I do maintain that the licences are 
in accordance with the rules and regula-
tions .   .  ." 

SHRI NIREN GHOSH: No, no. 

SHRI V. B. RAJU: I am reading out what 
the Minister said. It is not my observation, 
Mr. IVircn Ghosh. You are not here.   You   
are   sleeping,   unfortunately. 

AN HONBI.E MEMBER: Better let him   
sleep. 

SHRI V. B. RAJU: I am not saying it on  
my  own.   He  goes on  to say:— 

"... I do maintain that the licences are in 
accordance with the rules and regulations 
and I stand by what I said in the morning. 
There is nothing illegal or irregular and 
the allegation of bribery is absolutely 
incorrect ..." 

Nuu this is the statement categorically made 
by the present Minister of Commerce on the 
floor of the House and nobody refuted it. I 
was very :caTefully hearing the speech of 
the hon'ble Member who initiated the debate 
and till this moment . . . 

SHRI   NIREN   GHOSH:   You   have   
vet to   hear  something   mote. 

SHRI  V.   B.   RAJU:    I    said    "till   
this moment".     Till    this   moment   (his   
statement     of     the     Minister     of     
Conimercf has    IIU[     been    refuted.      
Let    us   com; lo     the    point.        Docs    
the      Opposition find   fault   with   the   
issue   of   the   licence-that  they  were  
irregularly   issued?  Or doe' the Opposition 
find fault with the 21 Mem bets   who   are   
alleged   to   have  signed,  oui of whom 
twenty have said that they did noi sign,   thai   
their  signatures   were   misappro priated, 
that Members of Parliament shouh not  
indulge   themselves  in  such   representa 
lions:-  Docs  the Opposition  want  that 
sinc< the  honour and the respect and 
d igni ty   ol the  Members  of  Parliament  is  
involved vv( should  all  put our  heads  
together and res tote   that  dignity  and  
honour?  Or does  th( Opposition  want  
investigation into the for ged signatures, 
how they were forged, whet the) wen- 
forged and why they were forged: What is 
itie substantive matter? The Oppo sition 
wants that this House should be seiz ed of 
the matter. Only after knowing fact: Mill   
we  be  able  to  understand  each othei and  
come out with  a  working proposition I  will  
answer  the question. 

SHRI NIREN GHOSH:  F.I.R.: 

 

I am trying to get at the fact becausi the 
nation looks to us for this matter. Be cause 
you have raised this matter I wil answer the 
questions. 

I will lake up the first question, whethei 
die licences have been improperly issued 
What is the prqeedure for Issuing a license' 
I will put il in a nutshell, no Member it tlte 
House till this moment—again I repea 
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—has refuted the statement of the Minister or 
Commerce. And secondly, before this case took 
shape in the issue of licences, there were  wo  
Ministers. 

SHRI NIREN GHOSH: No, no, Mr. Raju .  .  
.  (Interruptions). 

SHRf V. B. RAJU: I am not giving opinions. 
I am giving only facts. Let us conclude over it. 
Two Ministers were there, and the House never 
made the charge that the two Ministers 
colluded in this. There were two Chief 
Controllers of Imports, not one, and a band of 
officers . . . 

 
SHRI BIPINPAL DAS iAssam): Why do 

M>u reply to them? (Interruptions). 

SHRI V. B. RAJU: I will not be misled by 
ihis. Are you refuting this fact that . . . 
•ti i ferrupliotis) I am trying to bring facts 
before the House. Even after I have made an 
appeal, if that courtesy is not shown to me, 
what is the use of my speaking: So, the point is 
whether there is any irregularity in the issue of 
licences. That is an issue by Itself. Sir, 1 have 
read the debate that took place in the Lok 
Sabha and I have seen the earlier questions and 
answers. At no point was it said that the 
licences were issued irregularly by the Gov-
ernment. There has been no violation of rules, 
there has been no violation of procedure. 1 
would be very glad If any Member of the 
Opposition could bring to the notice of the 
House and the Government that there has been 
any irregularity in this. But there is a point of 
criticism, and I have taken note of it: that fs, 
why the licences were denied in the earlier 
period and why the licences were issued later. 
There the Minister himself has answered . . . 

DR. K. MATHEW KURIAN (Kerala): I can 
give you a tact. Tbe import licence was given 
for the Import of wbiskv and brandv. Was it  
regular or  irregular"? 

SHRI V. B RAJU: Sir. I do not e\pect-Dr. 
K"rian, an eminent parliamentarian, economist   
and   intellectual,   to  slmplv  pull 
T-/B(N)2*ESP-:i 

mc into such minor things with which I am not 
conversant. And that is not the question here. 
Whether brandy was imported or artificial silk 
was imported is not the question   here. 

DR. K- MATHEW KURIAN: Was it for 
development? 

SHRI V. B. RAJU: I am only saying tlm the 
question is whether there is any irregularity in 
the issue of licences. The Minister himself on 
the 27th August stated on   the floor of the  
House: 

"I have made it clear that there was some 
defect in the original notification and the 
defect ivas rectified. As a result of (hat, 
some people debarred criginalty were given 
licences according to the rules. So there is 
nothing irregular about it." 

The two places, Mahe and Vanam, did not 
find a place in the earlier notification, and 
they had to be included. It is purely pro-
cedural, neither political nor motivated with 
any bad intentions, nothing of that type. This 
has not been refuted. Therefore, I will end tbls 
matter here; I need not go further. 1 will be 
very happy if any Member of the House has 
any information that the issue of licences was 
irregular. Definitely this ruling party will lake 
note of it. Sir, I would dilate a bit . . . 

MR.   DEPUTY  CHAIRMAN:  Not  much 
lime. 

SHRI V. B. RAJU: Sir, the ruling party, the 
Congress Party, is a big party with a long   
history. 

MR.   DEPUTY  CHAIRMAN:  There are 
so many speakers. 

SHRI V. B RAJU: And you, too. must have 
had your association with it some time or the 
oilier, and Mr. Rajnarain has bail hfe 
association. About Mr. Ilhupesh Gupta, I do 
not know: he is a very senior man. But this 
party would not tolerate irregularities and 
corruption. There have been any number of 
instances to prove that. But one instance, I 
think, will be sufficient. Whenever tickets are 
issued bv the Congress Party at the electido 
time or whenever elected members are to be 
inducted as Ministers, the leader takes care 
that there is no cloud against anybody. This 
has been 
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the practice. This was followed in 1972 State ' 
elections. This was followed in 1971 1 ok 
Sabha elections. The leadership is alive. The 
Congress Party ami its reputation are involved 
here. We have a vested interest to have our 
image clean. And we want people's hacking, 
we want people's cooperation, we want 
people's confidence in us. The Oppo-.ilfou  
need   not  .   .   . 

' SilRI   NIREN   GHOSH:   Point  of  order 
- 

MR.   DEPUTY   CHAIRMAN:   Where   
is 

ihc  point   of  order? 

SHRI  V.  15.  RAJU: No, I refuse to yield 

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Where is the 
point of order? He' is making a speech. 

SHRI NfREN GHOSH: Unless you listen io 
me, how can von decide it? First please listen 
to me with patience. The point of order is this, 
the Home Minister is here, he has cleared 21 
Mi's in the other House. How could he do it 
without being sure of it? How ran we proceed 
with this debate? This Is" one  .  .  . 

MR. DKI'UTY CHAIRMAN: That is not a 
point of order. let us proceed with his speech. 

SHRI    NIRKN     GHOSH:     1     have   
not 

finished  .  .  . 
- 

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: You won't 
fjnish. You will take a long time, one hour, at 
this rate. I cannot he waiting for one hour. 

SHRI NIREN GHOSH: by the time you arc   
interrupting,   I  would   have  finished. 

Secondly, the Law Minister said that the 
UK K :i public document so it need not 
he p laced  here. But the question is even 
supiMni Court'judgment ft placed' before 
the House. So unless that is clcfrfe; how rati 
we' c'teuT the 21 MPs? Unless we know about 
this, how' can We proceed with tliis? This 
is   11 ol   order, 

iRI  V.   B    RAJU:   Sir,   it   has  nothing 
with mv speech   .       .  ' 

MR   DEPUTY CHAIRMAN:  He is only 
trying  to divert vour attention. 

' 
(Intei million.',) 

SHRI V. B. RAJU : What is the use of 
throwing mud against each other? (Time-bell 
rings). Sir, this is a very important matter. The 
cloud must be cleared. And the Congress most 
unfortunately is being treated with such 
condemnation which the Opposition should 
not have done it . ..  . 

DR.-K MATHEW KURIAN: Mr. Raju, 
why don't you reply to my question? Why 
was* L. N.. Mishra renominated after the 
Bharat Sevak Samaj affairs? 

SHRI V. B. RAJU: It is not new, as I said 
earlier in the beginning, that if there is some 
sort of malpractice, if there is any violation of 
the rules and regulations, the Mi n i o n  u u i s 
the matter for a CBI inquiry. In 1971-72, 76 
cases were referred in 1973-74, 64 cases were 
referred and in 1974, 55 cases were referred. 
There is nothing peculiar in it. If there is 
anything that the licensee or the importer has 
done which is injurious to the country or is 
against the rules and regulations, against the 
law, there is a practice, a method, of 
investigating it. (Time-bell rings). Just a 
minute. Sir. In this Session I have not 
participated more than once. Now we will 
come to next point, the memorandum, 
allegedly signed by 21 Members of 
Parliament. One tiling Is this has happened 
outside our House. Those 21 Members belong 
to the other House. I do not call it Lower 
House even its floor level may be a few inches 
lower than ours . . . 

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Even that 
1 doubt.  

SHRI V. B. RAJU: They are honourable 
Members, So it is my appeal that their conduct 
and their behaviour and actions be not 
discussed by this House. But still we have the 
right to discuss about everybody and about 
ourselves also. If needs be we should discuss 
about ourselves. If we see the • statements 
published in the newpapers, 20 of the 
signatories have denied that thev had signed 
and one Member seerns to have signed and 
then that Member has1 t<5 jiistTfv his actions. 
It is not before a Parliamentary Committee. 
Everyday manv 
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Members of Parliament jointly, individually, 
send representations to Ministers on many 
matters. And then the personal staff of the 
Ministers have no method, they have no 
instrument, of checking whether every sig-
nature is actually the signature of the Member 
of Parliament whose name is found there. It is 
not possible. We have done it. I am a victim 
of those things. If four people, who are mv 
close friends, sign, 1 will also sign without 
reading it. It is my weakness which 1 agree 1 
should not do. But let us understand . . . 

\\ HON. MEMBER: Now everybody is 
careful. 

SHRI V. B. RAJU: H somebody wants 
passes for his friends or if somebody ap-
proaches nit: in the lobby lor a pass, I sign the 
form. We are all human beings and   out   Ol   
human   compassion   we  do   it 

DR. K. MATHEW KURIAN: But yofl do 
not disown \Qur own signature. Eight people 
who have signed have disowned their 
.signatures. 

SHRI V. B. RAJU: Let us not discuss their 
conduit. We have seen the report that they 
have denfed their signatures. Let us leave it to 
them. It is for them to defend themselves. 1 
hev do not need Dr. Mathew Kuiian to defend 
them. If my signature is forged, I am the first 
man who is  affected  and  I   will  take  
action. 

SHRI NIREN GHOSH: Why donr you ask 
him to place the memorandum before life  
House? 

DR. K. MATHEW KURIAN: Are you 
prepared to have a Parliamentary Committee   
with   a   hand-writing   expert   in   it? 

SHRI V. B. RAJU: Forging signature is a 
criminal action. It has got to be enquired into 
by a court of justice. I do not think this august 
body can function as a local court. We are not 
the persons, who are'victims of politics, to 
judge whether a signature is right or whether it 
is a forged signature. This is not the practice. 1 
do snot think we have ever in this 'country such 
a practice of politicians certifying a signature to 
be correct or incorrect (Time bell).     
Therefore,     an   important   political 

institution  like   tin's  House  should   not  di- 
veit its attention from major economic and 
other issues to the question of veri-I k d i i o u  
of signatures. Courts are the competent bodies 
to do this. In India we have go! an 
independent judiciary. Our courts have earned 
reputation for fairness. All questjons about the 
correctness or incorrectness of signatures are 
best decided by them. It is no) ;i political 
issue. It is a criminal mallei and iheie ale due 
processes of law to deckle this matter, whether 
it is done by Members of Parliament or 
common people .  .  . 

MR.   DEPUTY  CHAIRMAN:  I  am  now 
tail ing   the  next speaker. 

SHRI V. B. RAJU: I am sorry. 1 am 
completing. Some names are being dragged. 
When there are no arguments to meet the 
present situation, names are being dragged in. 
If Opposition Members want to wreak 
vengeance on anybody, then this is not the 
forum for it; this is not the proper method for 
It. There are other forums and there arc other 
methods. Our i n d i v i d u a l  predictions and 
our individual likes and dislikes shall .not 
blind our vision and they shall not cloud our 
minds. The reputation of Parliament is 
involved in this, li is said that Parliament is 
indulging itself in such trivial matters and 
trying to throw mud on each other 
disregarding the realities of die si tuat ion, 
when the people are s tarving and when there 
are floods ant droughts all over the country . . 
. 

.    DR.  K.   MATHEW  KURIAN: For which 
vou are not doing anvlhing. 

SURI V. B. RAJU: I'arliameni should not 
divci t  its attention to other matters. It should 
apply its mind to Parliamentary functions. I 
would appeal to the Members of the 
Opposition particularly to see that we put our 
heads together and try to go nearer to tire truth 
and specify the issues and realise what is our 
role in this and what is the role of the Police 
and courts. Let us not become Policemen. We 
are not Policemen. We have to supervise the 
work of the administration. We cannot 
arrogate to ourselves the role of ad-
ministration. 
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"Father-son   Feud  Rips   Open   Import   Li-
cence   Muddle: 

'"Our Delhi Bureau reports: The forgery 
scandal which rocked the proceedings nl the 
I ok Sabha during the pa.it two days has an 
interesting human angle siorv behind it: A 
tiff between a father and son on the sharing 
of the commission. 

"It is learnt that the son of one of the MPs, 
whose name was dragged into the 
controversy, demanded a big cut from the 
father, was adamant and refused to oblige 
his son. The son thereupon made a 
complaint to the Commerce Ministry. After 
getting the tip from the son, the officials of 
the Ministry had a second look at the 
memorandum sighed by 21 MPs and started 
verifying the veracity of the signatures 
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"The episode took place about eight months 
ago and the Ministry was able to find out that 
most of the signatures were nothing but 
forgery. However, since a Bombay weekly 
made a pot shot on this affair and a Marxist 
party member, Shri Jvotirmov Bosu, tried to 
raise it in ilie Lok Sabha, the CBI was 
dragged into the picture .  .  .". 

"The CBI is believed to have come to the 
conclusion that some of the signatures were 
forged." 

'•The First Information Report lodged 

uiih the Police in connection with the 
import licences scandal, which has rocked 
Parliament, contains the allegation that Mr. 
Tulmohan Ram, Member of Parliament, 
was paid Rs. 10,000/- per licence by 
importers in Yanam and Mahe. If the 
allegation is true, Mr. Tulmohan Ram 
collected Rs. 70,000/- since seven licences 
were ultimately obtained." 

MINISTER OF COMMERCE PROF. DP 
CHATTOPADHYAYA, On a point of order. 
Since may name and Prime Minister's names 
have been dragged in die matter, I would like 
to put on record very clearly and categorically 
that the question of my being pulled up in this 
connection by the Prime Minister did not 
arise, does not arise, and it is absolutely wrong 
. . . (Interruptions). 
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sore Steel, there was forgery.and tampering 
of documents by the parties.. Investigation 
followed but Pillai and Raman got into the 
deal and hushed up everything and got 
licence worth lakhs of rupees issued." 

 
DR. V. A. SEYID MUHAMMAD (Kerala): 
Mr. Deputy Chairman, Sir, today a motion lias 
been moved with the object of setting up a 
Joint Committee of both Houses of Parliament 
to investigate into certain matters arising out 
of answers given to Starred Question No. 730 
in Rajya Sabha on August 27. 1974, etc. and 
various things which have been mentioned. 
The speakers befoje me from the other side 
have brought out a point which has been 
stressed continuously that it is the Congress 
Parly and the Government which want to 
evade an enquiry by this Parliament, and that 
the Government is trying to handover the 
investigation to the CBI which is only another 
Department of the Government. In short, this 
is the substance of the allegation from that 
side. In the tumult and the turmoil created by 

the situation, we are liable to forget some of 
the great principles which-are normally known 
to everybody. Rut in this situation, it seems 
that the Opposition lias forgotten these 
altogether. Those principles are regarding the 
setting up of the Committee, to which I am 
referring. When two bodies. persons or 
authorities with concurrent jurisdiction are 
seized of a matter ,there are certain principles 
according to which one should, proceed. Here, 
before us, there is Parliament which has 
undoubtedly the jurisdiction to go into the 
question. .There is die C.BI which has also has 
the jut isdic l inn to go into the question. So, 
the question is: Which of the two bodies 
should look into the matter and ileal with the 
matter? This question is not to be decided, on 
whimsical grounds or arbitrary grounds. There 
are universally accepted principles. One of the 
principles is that when there are two such 
bodfes having concurrent jurisdiction, the 
body which can effectively, efficiently and 
conveniently t)eal with the matter should be 
allowed to deal with the matter. Sir. here are 
certain .allegations .  . . 

DR.  K.  MATHEW KURIAN: Parliamen-tarv 
probe is inconvenient. That is your argument. , 

DR. V., A. SEYID MUHAMMAD: Don't 
jump to conclusions, Mr. Kurian. The 
whole day, Dr. Kurian is jumping like a 
Jack is the box.  (hitrrruplions)........................ 

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN" Dr. Kurian, 
yon cannot be getting up ever'ytime. Once in  
a  while  you  can  make an  interruption 
and not all the time. 

DR. V. A. SEYID MUHAMMAD: Dr. 
Kurian has been jumping like a Jack-in-the-
box all the time. I do not -know-what bug is 
biting hint or is there something wrong with 
the spring? A committee should examine it. 

Sir, I was submitting that a body which can 
conveniently—I repeat 'conveniently*— 
which can efficiently and which can effec-
tively go into, the, question, thqt body should 
be allowed to go into the question. Here, for 
example, when the enquiry is there, the 
question will come whether a forgery has been 
committed, for which handwriting experts are 
to come, police investigation haj 
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to toe conducted, if necessary, documents have 
to be seized, and various such things are 10 be 
done. Is a Parliamentary Committee in a 
position to seize documents, to have them 
examined by handwriting experts and various 
other tilings which a CM enquiry can do? So, 
the first principle is, when there are two 
parallel bodies having concurrent jurisdiction, 
that body which can effectively, efficiently and 
conveniently deal with the matter should be 
allowed to deal with that. The second principle 
is, in a situation where there are wo bodies 
which hate got concurrent jurisdiction, it the 
proceedings have already been started before a 
particular body, normally judicial and other 
courtesy demands that that body with which 
lite investigation Is pending should go on with 
that. This is not as if » new principle. This has 
been there under Section 10 of ihe Cr. P. C. If a 
matter is pending before a Sub-Magistrate or a 
Munsif, even the Supreme Court will not go 
into the matter not because the Supreme Court 
cannot do it nor nobody cares for the Supreme 
Court but because judicial courtesy has been 
accepted in jurisprudence throughout the 
world. So, when we say that the C.B.I. must go 
on with it. it is not because we want to evade 
the issue; it is not because we do not want to 
respect the Parliament and it is not because we 
have some other ulterior motive. We are saying 
that because of the fundamental basic principle 
accepted throughout the world that when two 
bodies are seized of the matter, that body 
which can efficiently deal with it must be 
allowed to go on. And, secondly, when the 
•alter is already pending before a body, 
however inferior that body may be, that body 
must continue with it. When we are saying 
that, we are asserting some of the fundamental 
principles accepted throughout the civilised 
world. There is nothing wrong with it. There is 
nothing abhorrent with it and if .Mr. Kurian 
and his friends make allegations against us, we 
can either say that either tbey are deliberately 
saying so or . . . 

DR.  It.  MATHEW KURIAN: From the 
very beginning you have been shielding. 

* MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Dr. Kurian, 
what shall we do to cure you of this habit? 

DR. K. MATHEW KURIAN: Sir, when the 
lion. Member refers to my name, you will 
have to give me an opportunity Co rep- 
'y- 

DR. V. A. SEYID    MUHAMMAD:    Dr. 
Knrian's adjectives can never solve the prob-
lem. 

DR. K. MATHEW KURIAN: Sir, that 
Supreme Court . . . 

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Dr. Kurian, 
there is no use interrupting. You cannot go on 
getting up like that. 

DR. V. A. SEYID MUHAMMAD: Sir, I am 
quoting sound principles. If they do not appeal 
to them, what can I do. In this Parliament 1 
cannot use the words like 'throwing pearls 
before somebody'. I cannot use these words 
here. Now, this is ibe position and it is clear to 
everybody except to Dr.Kuriau. This principle 
is u ell-establisbed and clear to everybody 
except Dr. Kurian. Then, in spite of thai what 
was the necessity of discharging so much of 
venom and vitriol and so much of bitterness 
and bile and so much of lire and fury in this 
debate; 1 cannot understand. But, Sir, there is a 
reason and there is a very clear reason. Our 
friends have been chasing the mirage of power 
for long. That mirage has been evading them. 
That mirage has been taking them to a situation 
where they have launched themselves in a 
surrealist nightmare where they see all sorts of 
phantims everywhere, they see corruption, they 
see everybody as cor rupt and in that surrealist 
situation they cannot see anything proper and 
everything looks to them to be distorted. 
Consequently. they have got a slogans and the 
slogan is 'character assassination'. That is the 
weapon which they have adopted. The 
electorate has rejected them time and again. 
They have appealed to the electorate hut they 
are not supporting them. The U.P. elections 
have proved to them, If anything, that in spite 
of the extreme situation . . . 

DR.   K.   MATHEW   KURIAN:   You   are 
there by minority votes. 

I>R. V. A. SEYID MUHAMMAD: Majority 
voted for Dr. Kurian; yes, majority voted for 
Dr. Kurian. (Interruptions). So, if at all the 
U.P. elections prove anything, it is that 
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in spite of the extremely difficult conditions that 
any ruling paity tan face, the electorate gave us 
the mandate and they are disappointed. It is 
clear from the statement and thai statement 
makes it out that by an electoral method they 
cannot get the Congress out. So, they have 
started this method of character assassination. 

1 would say. Sir, that a new method of 
revolution lias been started. They have adopted 
Mr. Jayaprakash Narayan as their mascot or 
leader or hero or whatever you call and what is 
the advice of the great leader for the political 
revolution? Sir, we have heard about armed 
revolutions, we have also heard about 
nonviolent resolutions but we have now a new 
type of revolution—revolution by slaps. Mr. 
Jayaprakash Narayan has now started catering 
to licences for people to assault and slap Ml 
As. That is the mascot under which their party 
is now. This is the odd combination. EACH 
Noah would have been surprised to see such an 
odd combination, so many specimens would 
have been there. Now this being the situation, 
they have practically no positive platform to 
face the electorate. So they have come with 
these easy slogans— with the slogan of 
corruption, with the slogan ol character 
assassination. I am sure, that would not carry 
them anywhere and the electorate would find  
what they are. 

I am extremely sad to find Mr. Bhupesh 
Gupta and his party in this odd combination, 
this odd conglomeration—an extremely curious 
amalgam of parties. {Interruption) Now, in 
spile of evetything, 1 appeal to Mr. Bhupesh 
Gupta who has moved this Resolution to 
withdraw it. I could not find any particular rule 
. . . 

 
DR. V. A. SEYID MUHAMMAD: I think 

Dr. Kurian's disease is a contagious disease. 
Mr. Rajnarain has also started this Jack-in-the-
box  business  .   .   .   (Interruption). 

Now the question is, as far as this motion is 
concerned, I examined all the rules to see what 
exactly this motion is, under what utiles it has 
come. 1 could not find any. Is it a Resolution? 
Is it a motion? Is it a privilege motion? How 
can this go to a Joint 

Committee as contemplated here? Various 
rules are there lor different commitees but 
could not find any for this. I only found ihat it 
is a sort of extremely unusual combination of 
resolution and motion. You may remember. Sir, 
the Agricultural Research Institute has 
discovered a new sort of thing, that is, a 
combination of brinjal and tomato, and they 
call it "Britora" or something like that. This, to 
me, is neither a Resolution nor a motion; it is 
something like a "mosolution''. Therefore I 
would request Mr. Bhupesh Gupta lo extricate 
himself from this ludicrous situation from this 
I could not find any for this. I only found 
ludicrous combination and kindly withdraw 
this Resolution because the Resolution is  
basically wrong. 

Sir there is one very important point about 
which all of us should be concerned. What are 
we doing by this? We are really passing 
comments or we are examining the conduct of 
the Members of the other House. Out of (lie 
21 Members who are alleged to have signed 
the representation, none of them belongs to 
this House; all of them belong to the other 
House. What authority we have, under what 
rule are we going to sit in judgment on the 
conduct of Members of the other House, 
Normally I would have said that on that 
ground a lone this is out of place and this 
should not be allowed to be moved, but I do 
not want it to appear that I am opposing on a 
technical ground; I am not doing that. I am 
raising the fundamental question that we are 
doing one of the most improper things in 
parliamentary practice, namely, trying to sit in 
judgment on the conduct of Members of the 
other House which Is not our business, over 
which we have no jurisdiction and which is 
improper for us to do. That is all, Sir. Thank 
you very much. (Ends). 

MR.  DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Mr.  T. N. 
Singh, I think you want to start now. Or, will 
you start after lunch? 

SHRI T. N. SINGH (Uttar Pradesh): After 
lunch break. Sir. Of course, I can start just 
now if you want. 

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: You. may 
speak for two minutes now, and after lunch 
you can continue. 
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MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: I think we 
adjourn now for lunch. The House stands 
adjourned till 2.00 p.m. 

The House then adjourned for 
lunch at three minutes past one of the 
clock. 

The House reassembled after lunch at one 
minutes past two of the clock, MR. DEPUTY 
CHAIRMAN in the chair. 
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SHRI  P.   L.   KUREEL     URF.     TALIB 
(Uttar Pradesh): You are only assuming that. 
You have heard only one side of the story. 
You have not heard the other side. It i.« only 
a news report. 
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SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: Caesar's wife 

came after Ram. He said that Ram's wife 
should be above suspicion. 

SHRI T. N. SINGH: 1 did not say that. 
Don't try to explain what you do not 
understand. 

MR.      DEPUTY      CHAIRMA1N:      Mr. 
Bhupesh   Gupta,  he  was  trying  to explain 
both  the things. 

 
SHRI MANUBHAI SHAH (Gujarat): Mr. 

Deputy Chairman, Sir, I am privileged to 
stand before the House for speaking against  
this  Motion. 

It is true. Sir, that for the past few weeks, 
the whole dntHUrv and the two Houses of 
Parliament have been greatly concerned over 
this issue. What I would tell before you and 
before the honourable Rfembers   here   is   
that   the   record,   of .the 

Congress party under the three Prime 
Ministers, if closely examined, would show 
and forcefully prove that our party is second to 
none in enforcing the rules of public conduct 
and. as a matter of fact, it has been the pioneer 
and the leader in enforcing the rules of public 
conduct. During the time of the late Prime 
Minister, Shri Jawaharlal Nehru, when I joined 
us a Member of the Rajya Sabha and a 
member of the Government in 1956. I read 
about the Mudgal case and before that the so-
called  jeep   scandal. 

SHRI T. N. SINGH: I was there then. I   
will  tell you  what happened. 

SHRI MANUBHAI SHAH (Gujarat): J was 
not a Member of the Parliament then. But' I 
am telling you what happened and how it 
came up. Von please hear me a bit before   \ou  
contradict  me. 

Sir. the so-called jeep scandal was raised by 
the late Shri I'e-joze Gandhi who was an 
honourable member of the Congress party and 
it was not any Opposition member who really 
raised it. Later on, the Mun-dhara affairs case, 
which cost us the services of a very valuable 
Minister, was also raised by the Congress 
members on this side of the House. Now, when 
difference is being drawn, as Mr. T. N. Singh, 
an honourable and respected Member of our 
House and our former colleague in the 
Government, has tiled to draw and he has 
mentioned that he sees no distinction between 
the Mundhra affair and this particular demand 
for a parliamentary inquiry. I would ask him to 
examine the records of the House and see that 
Mudgal, as a Member of Parliament, admitted 
both In side the house and outside that he was 
at fault with respect to the allegations made 
against him. 

SHRI 1. N. SINGH: When did it happen? 
Only when the inquiry against Mr. T.   T.   
Krishnamachari   was  going   on. 

SHRI MANUBHAI SHAH: You have to go 
to that stage. That is what exactly I am telling 
you now. If you go through the rerbrds 
carefully, ydu will see that the stage at which 
the present import licence matter  re*ts  at   
present   is  the  preliminary 
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investigation stage and  the Home  Minister  I 
is on    record as having    assured    the    Lok 
Sabha  that when  the CBI inquiry into all these  
aspects  of  the  case  will  be  finalised, that 
report  will  come  before  the  honourable  
Members,   At  thai stage,  Members  like Mr.   
T.   N.   Singh   and   others  can   form   a 
judgment as lo what the    crime is or who did 
11 and so on and I can assure him that none on  
this side of the House will spare any    guilty    
person    if    the    CBI    inquiry shows ihat A 
or B or C or D has committed any offence. It is 
not a question of six months.    You   don't   
have   the       patience. Uluii   you   H.uit   to   
maintain   the   dignity and   honour   of   this      
country   before   the peoples of the woild, then 
you also as part of   tfce   entire   democratic      
apparatus   in which   the  Opposition   has   to  
play  a   very important   role,   will   have   to  
forbear  with the process of law.  No one can  
be hanged without  being  proved  guilty.  And   
a  mere submission   of   FIR   report   does   
not   mean that sonic  member who  might 
have signed the  document   is  supposed   to   
be     guilty. Therefore,  Sir,  what I  am   
trying to point out—I am sorry 1 was 
interrupted—is that during   the   whole   
history   of   the   Congress Party   since   we   
came   into   power,   during the three Prime 
Ministers'  time,  the major matters   which   
have   been   examined   and puniMimcni 
accorded,  were all pointed out by   Congress   
members   more   or   less.   Even here,   it   is   
my   hon.   friend,   Mr.   Krishna Kant who 
had     really  raised this question about  these  
import  licences.   If   this  party was  afraid  of  
exposing  anvthing or exposing the Minister 
and his colleagues  in any type  of   public   
calumny,   they   would   not have allowed, or 
they would have persuaded him not to raise it 
in the House. Freedom of expression and the 
highest standard of   public   conduct   is   the   
one   thing      lo which   the   Congress   Party   
has   been   wedded   .   .   .   (Interruptions).   
Have   you   ever heard   this?   The  Chief   
Minister,   with   the permission     of     Prime     
Minister      Indira Gandhi   has  instituted   the  
Wanchoo  Commission  in Calcutta. And Mr.  
T.  N. Singh Mr.   Rabi  Ray  and  Mr.   
Kadershah should remember   that   it   is   this   
Government   of Shrimati  Indira  Gandhi   
which   as  permitted the Chief Minister to 
appoint Wanchoo Committee to go and 
examine the conduct of  Ministers  .  .  . 

L/B(N)24RSS- i 

SHRI MONORANJAN ROY (West Ben-
gal): Sir, on a point of order. He cannot 
mention the Wanchoo Commission in this 
connection, U is merely an eye-wash . . . 
(Interruptions), 

SHRI MANUBHAI SHAH: If the hon. 
Member thinks ;liai whatever he alleges 
against any one and immediately he should 
be found guilty nd punished, then I do nut 
t h i n k  \ou Cjjn meet the ends of justice. If 
the ends of just ice are to be met, then even 
in the case of an ordinary type of letter, the 
Wanchoo Commission can examine what is 
in law and . . . (Interruptions). 

SHRI MONORANJAN ROY: On a point 
of order. Some Idlers were written . . . 
(Interruptions). 

MR. DEPUTi CHAIRMAN: No, Mr. 
Monoranjan  Roy,   it   is  no  point  of  order. 

SHRI MANUBHAI SHAH: What I am 
trying to point is thai my party and this 
Government for the last twenty-five years, 
since it assumed the rein of office, have tried 
to uphold I he highest public standard. In the 
case- of Bansi Lai, a memorandum Has pn -
I'nt.cd to the President. This was examined by 
the Cabinet of India and when the) found thai 
most of the allegations were baseless, how can 
you Punish anybody? Sir, 1 do not believe that 
Mr. 1. N. Singh . . . (Interruption by Shri T. 
N.Singh) ... I yield to none and I <.ui assure 
the hon. Members of this House . . . 
(Interruptions). What the form of investigation 
should be depends upon the merits of each 
case. Whether it should be a CBI inquiry and, 
if so, at what stage, at what stage there should 
be a judicial inquiry and at what stage a 
parliamentary probe is needed -all depends 
upon the merits of each casq. There is a vast 
see of difference between the Mudgil case and 
the present one. Investigation is going on. We 
have to wait till the CBI inquiry is over. It is 
no use doubting every agency. Somebody 
mentioned that they will use private agency to 
investigate the crime. Where is the expertise? 
1 do not think—I am the Chairman of a Select 
Committee appointed by the hon. Chairman—
that any private agency can undertake this. To 
examine evi- 
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dence under the Criminal Procedure Code 
or under the Indian Penal Code is a matter 
o£ a expertise opinion. And I am quite sure 
that when the facts of the case come before 
this House in the form of a report to be 
submitted by the Home Minister, after this 
inquiry is completed, then will be the time 
to judge our .bonafides. The Prime 
MinisteY has stated in Madras that she 
would sheild no guilty man. Yesterday also 
she repeated, when everybody tried to put 
different interpretations to what she said, 
in Ambala. She said she will not tolerate 
any guilty person. in my party or anywhere 
.  .  . 

SHRI   MONORANJAN   ROY:   Bans!   
Lai is not guilty? .  . . 

SHRI  MANUBHAI  SHAH:   All  the  
time you   are   shouting:   Bansi      Lai,      
L.      N. Mishra  .   .   .  My  point  is  this.   
We  had  a committee in Gujarat,  the  
Xavnirman t mittee. Some people were 
shouting: Chaman-bhai  Patel,  Hai  Hai.  
But  when we asked them   to give one  or  
two or  five evidences or one affidavit which 
can prove that money has  been   taken  by  
him and  we  would  be too  glad  to  
institnte  an   inquiry—even  the Governor   
and   the   Prime   Minister   assured about   
it—there   was   nothing   coming   forward.   
We  have  always,   and  this  honourable 
House has alwavs, held the high dignity and   
held   the  scales  of  justice  even.   Here 
some  Members  of  Parliament  arc  
involved. Their  reputation   is  at  stake.   
Let   us  give time  to  the  process  of justice  
to  complete the first stage. Then we can 
take up the second   stage.   At  this  stage  
we   can  assure thai  we shall he on the side 
of justice. Then Sir.   the   question   comes,   
as      Mr.   T.   N. Singh,  has rightly  
pointed  out.   that Ministers   conic   and   
Ministers  go.   Manv  people ask   me,   
"When  you  were  the     Commerce 
Minister, vou did not issue the licences and 
somebody else issued."  This is the normal 
form  of administration. Ministers come and 
Ministers   go,   but   the   administration   
and the  citizens  ate  alwavs  in  their     
position. Men  may come and men may go.  
But the citizens remain  forever.  They have 
a  right to represent certain   types  of  
features of  a case before the Government at 
a particular point   of   time   and   on   the  
basis  of   those facts,  the Minister decides 
and  administers  | 

justice as he thinks best according to the rules 
under the Import Trade Control Manual and 
the Red Book. Now, if another Minister 
comes and by that time, they find that they 
have another additional point, then they 
represent the case again. There is a High 
Court. There is a reference to the  judiciary   
and   they  come  again. 

SHRI K. N. DHULAP (Maharashtra): 
When vou were the Minister, why did you not  
issue   the  licences? 

SHRI  MANUBHAI SHAH: This is exactly 
what I am saying.  I have many a time reviewed 
my own decisions. 1 did not continue in say no,  
no, no because I had said no once.  That is not 
the essence of demo-cracy.   A   man   has   a   
right  to  review   the of  his   predecessor  
under deruocra-tit  institutions. Therefore. I do 
not say that what   inv   friend,   Mr.   
Chattopadhyaya  did was hundred per cent 
correct. I am not prepared  to give him  a 
certificate.  But I  am prepared   to   believe   
his   words  when     he said  in the Statement 
laid before the hon. House that he had no 
knowledge that there was a representation of 21 
Members of Parliament and that he had done it 
in the normal  course. This is what I have heard 
or (ami   to know.  F.ven if we don't believe it, 
it is a fact that he has applied his mind to the 
rules under the LT.C. Now, Mr. T. N. Singh 
made a point as to why he gave half. As  a  
matter  of fact, my feeling is that he should   
have  given   one-fourth.   Today,   the profit on 
the items is somewhat larger than what it uas in 
1955 when they were entitled to  it.   Therefore,   
perhaps  he  thought  that people should  not be 
exorbitantly benefited after so many years and 
the ends of justice will   be   mel   if   they  are 
given   that  much which   will   make   up   the   
loss  which   they ni ighl  have suffered. There 
can be other reasons  also.^Now,  Mr.   
Kadershah  was vexing eloqueace   that   all   
terelvne,   nvlon,   brandv and whisky have 
been given. I have closely lined  the import 
licences and I can say that   no   Icielvne   and      
nvlon   licences  have been given. Eighty per 
cent of the material is entirely what is required 
by the industries of this country and 20 per cent 
of the licences are for whisky and  brandy. The 
Minister has given 80 per cent of the goods re-
quired bv the industry and onlv 20 per cent of 
the consumer products are there. 
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SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: Are you 
speaking   from   experience  pr   from  
expectation? 

SHRI     MANUBHAI SHAH: Both.  I am 
speaking from the expectation of this country 
to live long under democratic institutions and 
not from my personal expectation. I may 
come or I may go. I may be there or anybody   
else   may   be   there.   But     we  cannot 
undervalue   the  system   to     which   we  
are pledged   thai  justice   will   be  done  on   
the presented   to   the  Minister.   What  his 
predecessor  did   will   certainly   be  borne  
in mind. But to say that because l.al Bahadur 
Ji did not do it or I did not do it or Mr. T.T. 
Krishnamachari did not do it, Mr. L.N. 
Mishra  or  Mr. Chattopadhyaya should not 
dp   it   is  not  correct.   At  least  I  don't  feel 
humiliated   that   my  decision   has  been  
re-Veaed b)  am body. It is a part of the 
democratic procedure.   It   anything  else  is 
found in  there is some by passing of the rules 
then that   will  come  out.   Therefore,  all  
that  is necessary   is  to have a sense  of 
justice and not terrorisation. Don't allow the 
investigating  agencies  to  feel  that  
somehow or  the other they have to find 
somebody guitly. Let everybody be judged on  
the merits of the case. Whatever crime 
wherever has commited he will pay for it. Let 
us not make the ap-paratus   witch   hunting   
to   iind   somebody guilty.  Otherwise,   
McCarlhvism will sp1 Even the normal justice 
which may be available   to  a   Member  of   
Parliament  will  be denied   to  him.  
(Interruptions)  I  only  pray for   your   
forbearance.   I   do   not   pray   for your 
pardon. I do not pray for any mercy. I pray 
for your patience and forbearance to allow  
the justice to operate in  a free    and 
democratic atmosphere so that those who 
guilty are  punished  and  those  who are in-
nocent ate allowed to live as respectable citi-
zen-, of this country. 

s i I R t  BHUPESH GUPTA: Von said 
ends of justice or bands of  justice? 

MIRI MANUBHAI SHAH: Ends of jus-
tice. 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: All right. 

SHRI MANUBHAI SHAH: I thought jus-
tice has no hands. Justice is blind; it cannot 
hear. It has only ends to satisfy and those 
are  to be satisfied. 
L /B (N)vJ4RHS—4 

Then", Sir, the question here arises is re-
garding the various types of allegations that 
we  bear.  We have  seen  that    when     Mr. 
Chandra Shekhar taised the question against 
the Birlas and Birla affairs, this House and 
this   Party   never   hesitated   and   the  
Sarcar Commission, which is one of the 
classic commissions in the country, has been 
appointed at   the   instance  of   Members  of   
this  Party and at the request made to the 
Parliament, to  the  Leader of   the  House.  
Therefore,  I am saving that if any hon.  
Member, whether   it   is  from   the opposite 
side or here, lu ings  to the notice of the 
Government and to the ustice of the leader 
about any matter which is polluting public 
atmosphere or public conduct,  I can assure 
him from the experience at inv command of 
serving the last three  Prime Ministers,  that 
there has been no deviation in that—there 
might have been changs in circumsiancs—
that proper enquiry will  be    made.     1 ben,  
Sir  I come  to    the point  why  I     consider  
the    Parliamentary Committee  as  a   
premature  proposition  at this   juncture.   I   
do  not  want  to  join  the issue on that. Hen: 
is a case which has been brought   in  our  
notice.  We  came  to know of thi\.   \ icph  
was given, gg names are put in that. When the 
Government examines and frodS that 
somebody has signed it really and onlv one 
signature is correct, then Ihey go to the CjBl 
and file a complaint in the Magistrate's court 
in order to find out that proper tvpe of 
investigation takes place. Now this is to 
prevent anv interference of ordinary type or   
extraordinary     type   in    the    process  of 
ninafion.    1  would    request    the    hon. 
Members   opposite   to   decide   if   they   
have found anv  evidence  to prove what they 
say is right.   \nd  merely   to depend upon 
newspapers,     f  say     the     newspaper     
publishes news and it  docs not  publish what 
is called the truthful  Eacts because it does not 
know what   the  facts  of   the  situation  are.   
They wine  what is represented  in  the F.l.R.  
or what   is   presented   in   the  document.   
What we   want   is   whether   there   was   
any   consideration for giving of  ibis licence,  
whether the  signatures   influenced   the  
mind   of   the Minister  to  give   this  licence,   
and   whether anvhody   transgressed  the   
rules  of  business under   the   l.T.C.   to  give   
this  licence.   In my   view,   the  ITC  
licences  given  to  those Parties are  useful  to 
the  country's economy and   the   profitability   
is  comparatively  low. 
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I£ the licences were there in ihe normal course 
of the established quota, the consumer quota, 
then the licensees would have ^profited much 
more. Therefore, it. has a wise act and 50 per 
cent, In ray view, is on the higher side and not 
on the lower side  as T.  N.  Singhji  was  
thinking. 

Then, Sir, before I end, I only want to 
beseech—that many types of feelings about 
individuals run high in our country as 
everywhere. I do not say that everybody is 
motivated with ill motives—but we have got to 
listen to people. If they say that in all their 
honour and what they thought at the time when 
they took a particular administrative derision, it 
should be separated from the earlier stigma or 
the earlier type of confusion round rhe 
personality. 1 hold no brief for anybody but it 
is ilie essence of democracy thai the individual 
Minisrei who serves die public in his 
administrative capacity is allowed to have his 
say irrespective of what the other background 
may be. In this particular case, Mr. ,\fishra has 
clearly stated here before its that he himself 
wanted to contest this case in the court. This is 
the view which they have been taking in this 
Min i s t ry  before lhat if a man feels aggrieved, 
instead of an executive decision to reverse the 
previous process, it might be better to have a 
judicial thing. And at limes, if the 
representation show clearly that the facts are 
unimpeachable or which cannot be 
contradicted, then the administrative decision 
can be taken. Therefore, presently, in my view, 
it is the time when the CBI enquiry should be 
completed without delay. I would request the 
Home Minister, who is present here, to see that 
this delay is brought to the minimum because 
the earlier this is brought, the atmosphere in the 
country can be brought to a better situation than 
what it is prevailing today. And 1 will appeal to 
the hon. Members on the other side that in 
older to complete this process, give the fullest 
backing to the CBI enquiry being completed 
first. Then on the merits of the case, when the 
papers came before us and the report comes 
before us, there will be time for you and for us 
to decide whether it should be a parliamentary 
probe or whether is should be a judicial enquiry 
in order to see that if 

any   allegations    of    proved    character    
are there,   we   punish   the  guilty   properly. 

With these words. Sir, I once more plead for 
the forbearance of the Members opposite lhat 
my Party, which is wedded to upholding the 
highest principles of democratic justice in this 
country, be allowed to proceed with the work 
of the CBI investigation in this case so that all 
the atmosphere that has been vitiated to some 
exent in the country is restored and the work of 
progress and development of this backward 
country is carried on unhampered. 

 



73 Motion re. constitution [RAJYA SABHA] 0/ a Joint Committee 74 

 



75 Motion re. constitution [11 SEPT. 1974] of a Joint Committee 76 

 



77 Motion, re. constitution [RAJYA SABHA] of a Joint Committee 78 

 



79 Motion, re. constitution [11 SEPT.  1974] of a Joint Committee 80 

 



81 Motion re. constitution        [RAJYA SABHA | of a Joint Committee 82 

 



83 Motion re. constitution [11 SEPT. 1974] of a Joint Committee 84 

 



85 Motion re. constitution       [RAJYA SABHA] of a    -Joint Committee 86 

 



87 Motion re. constitution [11 SEPT. 1974] of a Joint Committee 88 

 



89 Motion re. evnslitntUm [RAJYA SABHA] of a   Toint Committee 90 

 



91 Motion re. constitalin [11 SEPT. 1974] of a Joint Committee 92 

 



93 Motion re. constitution        [RAJYA SABHA] of a Joint Committee 94 

 



95 Motion ft, constitution [11 SEPT. 1974] of a Joint Committee 96 

 



97 Motion re. constitution [RAJYA SABHA] of a Joint Committer 98 
 

SHRI BIPINPAL DAS (Assam): Mr. 
Deputy Chairman, Sir, today I have a feeling 
that^I do not know why—the opposition has 
come to this House after losing their teeth 
completely. (Jptil now I have been listening to 
almost all the speeches but I did not find that 
they have been able to make any real case, any 
substantial case, in support of the motion. On 
the other hand, Sir, instead of substantiating 
with facts and arguments, sound arguments, 
stiong arguments, some of them have been 
trying only   to  sermonize. 

Sir, I am a very small man, I do not claim to 
be a super-normal man nor even a sub-normal 
man nor even an abnormal man; I am just a 
normal man a normal human being with all his 
failings and weaknesses. 1 cannot claim to be 
in the position of say my esteemed friends, 
Shri T. N. Singh or Shri Shastriji or others, 
who try to elevate themselves to a high 
pedestal and from that high pedestal, cut off 
from the people,  they try  to deliver sermons.     

M/B(N)24BSS—«= 

(The    Vice-Chaiiman,     Shrimati    Pimibi 
Mukhopadhyay   in   ihe   Chair). 

Madam, I have aheady said that- I am a 
innutai human being anil ] approach the whole 
question in iliat. spit it. Now, what arc (he is.-
siics. before us? Mv l i i eud ,  Shri Raju, 
focussed tlic a t tent ion of the House on lire 
concrete i>sue. Let us not try to tun away from 
the main issues and try to deliver long lectures 
on the basis o£ certain tacts uhich are not 
substantiated. Just now my esteemed friend, 
Shastriji, read out from a document certain 
facts and lie refused to disclose the source. 
Madam, I do not know whether it is 
permissible in the House to lead out some 
documents and then refuse to disclose the 
source. The vrn fact that he failed to disclose 
the source in-spi ie  of a question being raised 
by the Leader of the House, indicates where 
the opposition has found itself today. They are 
Hying to cook-up stories,, wr i te  stories about 
scandals or instigate people to write stories 
about scandals without any facts, without am 
substance and without any truth. 

i\ow. let us see what the issues are and pay 
our attention to them. We have heard lots of 
stoiles about the scandal. The gentlemen of 
the press have been writing, about this 
scandal. I would like to ask them what is this 
scandal about? Where does • the scandal lie? 
They have been wr i t ing  stories a f t e r  
stories and most of the stories by now have 
been proved to be absolutely baseless The 
question is these 21 MPs allegedly r« 
commended the case of certain firms for issue 
of licences to tjiem. Out of them twenty have 
denied having signed this paper. Only one has 
admitted his signature. Twenlv signatures 
have been proved to be not genuine according 
to their statement. 

AN HON.  MEMBER: Who forged  it? 

SHRI BIPINPAL DAS: I shall answer your 
question. 

Now the question is whether this one 
gentleman who has admitted that he signed 
this document signed this or recommended 
this case in retui n for some monetary con-
sideration. Then the question Is whether the 
firms which were recommended were black-
listed  firms.  Then  the question  is whether 
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the licences that were issued were issued only 
on the basis of the recommendation of the 
MPs or otherwise. Then the question is 
whether the issue of the licence was proper 
and regular. These are the concrete issues. 
And what are the answers? Not one of them 
has taken the pains to answer these issues, 
which are the only issues and there are no 
other issues. Of course one MP has admitted 
but it is yet to be proved and found out; 
whether that MP also took some monetary 
consideration in return for his signature; it is 
yet to be investigated and found out. The 
Minister has categorically stated that the firms 
were never blacklisted; the Minister has 
categorically stated that the firms were issued 
licences on merits. Has anybody from that side 
contradicted this? Has any gentleman of the 
press contradicted this? Has anybody been 
able to find out facts to disprove the statement 
of the Minister and the Government? In spite 
of all tin's, since there is slight doubt the 
Government has taken immediate action to 
refer the matter to the CBI. Now, Dr. Kurian 
asks what action Government has taken. 
Government took immediate action. No 
sooner the preliminary report of the CBI came 
into the hands of the Minister than the 
Minister has refrerred the matter to CBI for 
further investigation. 

DR. K. MATHEW KURIAN:    Do    you 
support the import of whisky and brandy? 

SHRI BIPINPAL DAS: Dr. Kurian, don't  
try  to  run  away from  arguments. 

DR. K. MATHEW KURIAN: Is that an 
item on which foreign exchange is to be spent 
especially  now? 

SHRI BIPINPAL DAS: You are a 
knowledgeable man. Intelligent students like 
you, 1 know how 10 treat them. I lound 
during my career a number of intelligent 
naughty  boys like you  . 

DR. K. MATHEW KURIAN: Is foreign 
exchange to be spent on whisky and brandy? 

SUR] BIPINPAL DAS: Come to brass 
tacks; come to the real question. You tan-not 
run away from argument. These are the 
questions before us. What are your answers? 
You cannot say that the firms were 

blacklisted. You have not been able to prove 
that the Minister showed any favour to the 
firms in issuing licences. You have not been 
able to prove that the licences were given only 
on the alleged recommendation made by the 
21 MPs. You have not been able to prove that 
Mr. Tulmohan Ram accepted any money. 
Since sou have not been able to prove any of 
these things you have absolutely no case. 
Therefore, Madam, 1 am not surprised that 
right from the start when this debate started 
today the Opposition has fallen flat on the 
ground. (Interruptions) I have never seen this 
before. I have been here for about 4J yean and 
I have never experienced this kind oi thing in 
this House when the Opposition 
ipilrrHpfiims). They sell their heads to the 
headlines of the newspapers. They get fasci-
nated by the headlines, come to the House and 
say this has happened. If the headlines are to 
be believed I do not know, Madam, linn many 
cases ina\ come up in the House today, 
tomorrow, the day after and so on. 

DR.   K.   MATHEW   KURIAN:  All  these 
ions in the cupboard should come out. 

SHRI BIPINPAL DAS: I am not going into 
that. Dr. Kurian, I have already said thai in my 
life I have dealt with hundreds of naughty 
students like you and I can deal with you. But 
I am not wasting my time. 

Now, Madam, let us come to brass tacks, lo 
the real question. The question was raised by 
Shastriji. He was good enough to admit that 
the Congress history is full of instances when 
members of the Congress Party have always 
tried to uphold moral standards. Mr. Manubhai 
Shah said it and be h is supported it by giving 
more Instances. I am grateful to him, but what 
makes him believe today that we are not trying 
to  uphold  the moral standards? 

SHRI NIREN GHOSH-. Because you are 
avoiding  it. 

SHRI BIPINPAL DAS: Wait a minute. 
Who raised this question? Who revealed i he 
names of 21 Members? Was it not this 
Minister,   Prof.   Chattopadhyaya? 

SHRI NIREN GHOSH: Could he help It? 
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SHRI BIPINPAL DAS: 1£ he had not 
wanted to stive the cause of democracy, he 
could have said that he did not want to 
reveal the names and he would have got 
away with it. {Interruptions), It is the 
Congress Members who raised this question 
here. It is the Congress Minister who was 
hold enough to reveal the names. It is the 
Congress Government which took 
immediate action by referring this matter to 
the CBI. It is, again, the Home Minister and 
the Leader of this House who declared 
solemnly that when the CBI report is 
submitted, he will go further into it. I would 
ask you .   .  .  (Interruptions),   ... 

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRIMATI 
PURABI MUKHOPADHYAY): Silence 
please. 

SHRI BIPINPAL DAS: What Mr. Manu-
hhat Siiah said, Shastriji supported by citing 
some more instances. Here is the latest 
instance and the Congress party will never 
fail in its duty to uphold the dignity and 
honour of Parliament. The Congress party 
will never fail in its duty and it will maintain 
the tradition which has come to us from 
Gandhiji downwards. The other day I said 
and I repeat it, if anybody Is found guilty as 
a result of this investigation, whoever he 
may be, the Congress party and our leader 
will see that he is punished and he will he 
punished. Nobody is going 10 spare him . . . 

SHRI NIREN GHOSH: Nobody believes 
that. None in the country now believes that. 

SHRI BIPINPAL DAS: Mr. Niren Ghosh, 
I may add one word more. You want a 
pariamentar; committee. Here is in my hand 
a ruling given by the Speaker of I.ok Sabha 
regarding the procedure. I do not want to 
take the time of the House, Madam, by 
reading the whole ruling. I invite your 
attention to the ruling given by the then 
Speaker, Mr. Sanjiva Reddy, on 31st May, 
1967. He gave a ruling on this particular 
question. I would only give a few sentences 
out of it.  It reads:— 

"In   order  that  a  notice  of  a   motion 
on   the conduct of  a    Member   may    be 

M/B(N)24RSS-^(a) 

admissible, certain preliminary procedures 
have to be followed. I would refer the hon. 
Member to the procedure that was  adopted  
in   1951   .   .   .'' 

He  went on  to say:— 

''He should be careful in sifting and 
arranging facts because, if the allegations 
are proved to be frivolous, worthless or 
based on personal jealousy or animosity, 
directly or indirectly, he will himself be 
liable to a charge of breach of privilege of 
the House. Therefore, it is of the utmost 
importance the allegations are- based on  
solid,   tested  and  checked  facts." 

The learned Speaker had further to say:— 

"When information regarding the alleged 
misconduct on the part of a Member of 
Parliament is received, the usual practice is 
that the Prime Minister examines the whole 
evidence and if he is satisfied that the 
matter should be proceeded with, he should 
give a full and lair opportunity to the 
Member to state his own version of the 
case, to disprove the allegations against him 
..." 

In this case the Prime Minister has not kept 
the matter to herself. She has gh en it to a 
regular investigating body like the C.B.I.  The 
Speaker went on  to say:— 

"If the Member has given adequate ex-
planation and it is found that there is nothing 
improper in his conduct and he has cleared 
all the doubts, the matter may he dropped 
and the Member exonerated. If, however, on 
the basis of the explanation given by the 
Member and the evidence it is held by the 
Speaker that there is a prima facie case for 
further investigation, the matter is brought 
before the House on a motion for the 
appointment of a Parliamentary Committee 
to investigate the specific matter and to 
report to the House  by  the specified date." 

It is absolutely clear. Madam, that before any 
such matter may go to a Parliamentary 
Committee—if this ruling has any weight— 
then this matter must first be thoroughly 
investigated by the Prime Minister himself. 
Here  the Prime  Minister has decided  that 
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jt should be investigated by the G.B.I. And 
only if a prima jade case for further in-
vestigation is made out the matter may be 
brought before the House for a Parliamentary 
probe. The hon'ble Member wants a judicial 
enquiry. Shri Kamalnath Jha said a very nice 
thing. I do hot want to repeat it. If it is 
entrusted to the C.B.I, you say C.B.I, is, after 
all, a servant of the Government; it is under the 
control of the Government. If it is a Judge you 
will say that he is a committed Judge. Mr. 
Siddhar-tha Shankar Roy has instituted judicial 
enquiry against his (own Minister. I challenge 
Mr. Monoranjan Roy to give a single instance 
in the history of parliamentary democracy 
where a Chief Minister instituted a judicial 
enquiry against his own Ministers. 

SHRI MONORANJAN ROY: Since he is 
mentioning my name . . . 

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRIMATI 
PURABI MUKHOPADHYAYA): There is a 
moment, Mr. Monoranjan Roy, when a 
Member mentions the name of any Member 
present in the House, if he has to say 
something, he does it on personal explanation. 
Personal explanation never takes precedence 
over the person who is holding the floor. 
Please sit down. 

SHRI BIPINPAL DAS; let me reply to his 
point .  .  . 

SHRI MONORANJAN ROY: Madam, he 
has mentioned my name. On a point of order. 
There is no greater stunt than this appointment 
of a judicial enquiry by Mr. Siddharlha 
Shankar Roy. 

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRIMATI 
PURABI MUKHOPADHYAYA): Tin's is no 
point of order. 

SHRI BIPINPAL DAS: If this is his idea of 
a point of order, then you are the best judge. I 
cannot pass judgment on it. I was saying about 
Mr. Siddhartha Shankar Roy. He has 
appointed judicial enquiry against his own 
Ministers. And he says it is a stunt. If 
tomorrow the Prime Minister appoints a 
Supreme Court Judge for enquiry he will My 
he is a committed Judge and that he is in the 
pocket of the Prime Minister. If it is banded 
over to the C.B.I. 

you say that the C.B.I, is a subordinate organ 
of the Government. Yon condom judicial 
enquiry because all the Judges, are sup-posed 
to be committed Judges, committed to  the 
Prime  Minister. 

Now they talk oi a Parliamentary Com-
mittee. If a Parliamentary Committee is 
appointed, the Congress Party, obviously, will 
have the majority. And if the verdict goes 
against them, they will say that there was 
brute majority of the Congress Party. Then 
where do wc go? We cannot get it enquired by 
the C.B.I. We cannot get it enquired by a 
judicial enquiry. I predict that il tomorrow by 
chance a Parliamentary Committee is 
appointed and if the Committee's verdict goes 
against their interest they will immediately say 
that was dominated b) the brute majority of 
the Congress Party . . . 

SHRI NIREN GHOSH: You will also get 
an opportunity 

SHRI BIPINPAL DAS: Therefore, 1 have 
conie tci the conclusion that there is no other 
way. The procedure laid down by the hon. 
Speaker of the Lok Sabha in 1963 has to he 
followed. The Home Minister is on record as 
having said that even after the CBI enquiry 
report is received, if fu i t i ie r  actios is 
necessary the Government will go fin ward. 
This Congress Party stands on merit, on the 
basis of Its own image. And finally, Madam, 
leave aside judicial enquiry, leave aside any 
parliamentary committee, leave aside even the 
verdict of this House, the ultimate verdict will 
be given by the people of this country, and I 
know what the verdict will be. 

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRIMATI 
PURABI MUKHOPADHYAY): Mr. Nircn 
Ghosh. 

SHRI  MAHAVIR TYAGI:  Madam, .  .  . 

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN: Your name is not   
in  the  list  of speakers. 

SHRI NIREN GHOSH: Your party Mem-
ber has spoken. 

SHRI MAHAVIR TYAGI: If my party 
Member has spoken, can't I speak? My name 
is there in the notice of motion. 
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THE  VICE-CHAIRMAN:   Your  name  
is not there in the list of speakers. I am 
sorry. 

SHRI NIREN GHOSH: Madam, you should 
see that my time is not lost. It is quite natural 
that one of the Cabinet Ministers of the 
Congress Government has become tire 
symbol of corruption in India, lhat is, Shri L. 
N. iMisto^ First of all, I will say that Mr. 1). 
1'.'-Chattel jce has given a wrong statement 
that Mahe and Yanatn were excluded. In 
lact,,",noiilications were issued by the Chief 
Controller as well as the Controller of 
Pondicherry, the capital of the French 
possessions, and Mahe and Yanaui nere 
included. Secondly, 1 would like to point out 
that these importers arc not established 
business firms, none of them. They clerks or 
brokers. Thai is their status. They have not 
submitted any regular income-tax returns. 
Now, apart from that, I will also point out 
that the Foreign Trade Ministers, including 
Manubhai Shah, did not explain win those 
cases were rejected. Ii was bcciin.se thev 
were unfit, they had no locus standi in this 
business. But there is something very 
interesting. The Pondicherry. Chief 
Mini s te r  in 1962 recommended these cases 
for licence, but it was turned down b\ the 
Government of India as not being genuine. In 
1963 the Pondicherry Assembly passed a 
resolution, again recommending these cases. 
But again it was turned down by the Foreign 
Trade Ministry as not being genuine. What 
made D. P. Chatterjee or L. X. Mishra lake 
them as genuine? He has also made a 
misleading statement that lie got the memo 
passed on to the officers. But D. P. Chatterjee 
has made a statement in the Lok Sabha that 
when Shri L. X. Mishra was Foreign Trade 
Minister, at that lime the: first letter from Tul 
Mohan Ram was received by him regarding 
these lie ernes, and then representations from 
those firms neu; wade. So, for more than one 
year his Ministry was sfWtd of this fact. And 
be asked the officers to expedite those cases. 
I will tell you. Madam, that Shri L. N. Mishra 
even went to the extent of sending two 
officials lo Pondicherry to expedite the issue 
of inences immediately; at Government 
expense, two officials were sent. All those 
facts arc .uere. Now. 1 will come to the main 
protege, .Tul Mohan Ram. He was a pauper. 
He comes from the same district as 

Shri L. N'. Mishra and for long, over a decade 
or more, he has been an instrument in the 
hands of Shri L.  N. Mishra . . . 

SHRI   L.   N.   MISHRA:    No. 

SHRI NIREN GHOSH: ... for various 
malpractice and corruption. Now the Congress 
Party has decided that since he cannot be said 
to be this, that he has been this, he has been 
this. But the Congress Party has come toward 
to save Mr. Lalit Narain Mishra. Is it not a fact 
that the Congress Members of Parliament were 
briefed that we are wholly in the wrong, if the 
parliamentary committee goes into it, the exis-
tence of the Government would be at stake, 
thai damage is being done by denying Par-
liament to go into the matter, but v-'e can put 
up with this damage, but if a parliamentary 
committee goes into it, more damage will be 
done, so don't accept it though the case i5 just- 
Again Mr. L. N. Mishra personally telephoned 
Members of the Congress Executive 
Committee so that in the Execiithe Committee 
they do not raise this   issue   .   .   . 

SHRI  i .  X.  MISHRA:  I telephoned you 
also. 

SHRI NIREN GHOSH: Yes, you have a 
bugging apparatus.     You    can    check    it. 

Madam, ibis memorandum was drafted by 
Shri I . X. Misra himself. It was signed by 
Shri Tul Mohan Ram, a very thick friend of 
Mr. L. N. Mishra . . . 

SHRI   I..   X.   MIMIRA:   All  wrong. 

MIRI MRKX GHOSH: . - •• and other 
n a n u s  were added, all close to Mr. I... N. 
Mishra. Can I ask him this question: Aftei ibis 
representation, lor over a year almost, he knew 
these names were there, why did be not ask 
those. Members of Parliament who were ver\ 
close to him whether they a i t i i a l h  signed 
such a memorandum? He never asked them. It 
is strange. Now, this Tul Mohan Ram operates 
with two cronies, Sharma and Piliai. They 
are the liaison officers in this matter. In this 
context in passing I make another remark that 
the order or the licence that the Government 
granted, a copy of that order itself was jiven  
to .  
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SHRI KAMESHWAR SINGH QBihaf): OH a 
point of (mlcr. I have reliable information 
that Mi. Nircn C;htjsli and nis friend, Dr. 
(rfathew kurian, induced and bribed Mr. Pillai 
to file an FIR with ihe police I have proof that 
be bribed Mr. Pillai. Let him come out and 
deny it. Let us see whether he denies  it. 

SHRI NIREN GHOSH: No, this is the 
original letter of Tul Mohan Ram, signed 
l>v 'Ltd Mohan Rani. He says to Banarsidas, 
inform Pillai when I get money from Madias 
-that means from those lirms—I will p.i\  
him.   Ibis is the original letter . . . 

SHRI l l l H I M S H  GUPTA: On a point 
of older. It is an original letter. Therefore, 1 
suggest because, we are l iv ing  in the days 
of i iu ;4Li \ ,  alleged or real, that letter may 
be laid on the Table of the House. 

SHRI NIREN GHOSH: Yes, 1 am ready lo 
lav it on the Table of the House. Madam,  
would  von  permit me? 

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN' (SHRIMATI 
PURABI MUKHOPADHYAY): Generally it 
is not done. You can hand it over to the 
Minister. 

SHRI RAJNARAIN:  You read  it. 

SHRI NIREN GHOSH: It is in Hindi. I 
cannot read Hindi .  .  . 

SHRI RAJNARAIN: You give it to me. I   
will  read   it   for  you. 

SHRI NIREN GHOSH: This is the original  
letter.   I can give you  the date  .  .  . 

MIRI BHUPESH GUPTA: Madam, we 
have reached a stage where if we wiite letters 
to our wives, they will not read them   .   ..  
{Interruption). 

SHRI   NIREN   GHOSH:    Madam,   there 
are  other funny  things.  This  is  the  bogus 
inisation   at    Tul   Mohan   Ram.   He  al-
ways   keeps   nis   colleagues   in   this   
matter. is called Unemployed Harijan Assoria 
rf.    President:     Tul   Mohan   Ram;   Vice-
President: Ganga Ram, another shopkeeper, 
his   relative;   then   there    is    another    
one, Suriya Ram, a railwav employee in 
Moghul Sarai;   then   there ' is   SKarabl   
Ram,     Joint Secretary—he  does   business;   
and   then    his 

brother Harlmohaji Ram, Treasurer. He is the 
treasurer engaged in agriculture . . . 
(Interruptions).  I am not yielding .  .  . 

SHRI KAMESHWAR SINGH: On a point 
of order. Whatever Shri Niren Ghosh is 
saying has been published and printed in 
Janashakti. Let him say no . . . (Interrup-
tions). 

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRIMALI 
PURABI MUKHOPAr/HYAYA): Please re-
sume your seat. There is no point of order. 

SHRI NIREN GHOSH: You should give 
me protection. Ibis time should be given to 
nie. 

THE VICE CHAIRMAN (SHRIMATI 
PURABI MUKHOPADHYAYA): If some-
l»i(h gets up on a point of order, I have lo   
listen   to  him. 

SHRI NIREN GHOSH: He has floated 
another Association, called the Bara Hindu 
Rao Merchants* Association. The Vice Presi-
dent of this Association is Hari Mohan Ram. 
This is a letter written by him on 29-3-1974 
to Shri L. N. Mishra, Union Minister of 
Railways, Rail Bhavan, regarding allotment 
of r a i lway  waste and vacant lands situated 
on Kutak Road . . . (Interruptions).  I  am  not 
yielding .  .  . 

SHRI NAND KISHORE BHATT (Madhya 
Pradesh): On a point of order. Shri Tul 
Mohan Ram is a sitting Member of the I.ok 
Sabha. Is it proper to criticise a Member of 
the other House who is not here lo  defend   
himself? 

SHRI NIREN GHOSH: Tills is that petition 
asking for lease of 50 shops. Another Ki t i o n  
has been floated and this is known an Kufab 
Road Merchants' Association. Mr. Sharma of 
Bombay is involved in this. Already the 
Railway Board have sanctioned 50 shops on 
lease. I do not know whether this was granted 
after this or not. They are saying here that we 
will give I 2 lakhs to Tul Mohan Ram. That 
means the Kulab Road Merchants' Associate 
will give Rs. 2 lakhs, if land is given to   them   
•   .   .   (Interruptions). 
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SHRI KAMESHWAR SINGH: On a point 
of order. Under rule 23, time has not been 
given Shri Niren Ghosh to talking like this on 
the floor of the House. Under rules 167 to 
169. he should not be permitted to do this 
because he is wasting the time of the House 
and whatever he sa\s is useless. It is a bunch 
of irrelevencies. He is talking about Railway 
Board and coal. This is all nonsense. I request 
you to give your ruling under rule   170  ..   . 

SHRI NIREN GHOSH: Is it a point of 
order? 

SHRI KAMESHWAR SINGH! Ses, 1 have 
quoted the Rule. Nobody docs it. 1 would 
request [he Vice Chairman to glvfe (he ruling 
under Rule 170 . . . (Interruptions). How can 
he speak when you have allowed me  to  
speak? 

 
THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRIMATI 

PURABI MUKHOI'ADHYAYA): Please sit 
down. I have heard you quoting the rides. 
Since Shri Till Mohan Ram and the whole 
licence issue are before the House for dis-
cussion.   Your  point  of  order  is  irrelevant. 

SHRI NIREN GHOSH: Madam, this 
protege of Mr. L. N. Mishra, under his 
instructions  .   .  . 

SHRI  I .   N.   MISHRA: AH wrong. 

SHRI NIREN GHOSH: He comes from 
your district and forged the signatures. At 9, 
Akbar Road, under his instructions, com-
plaints were manufactured against a leading 
member of the ex-Congress Government. 
There are other signatures also like those oi 
Kamalnath Jha and R. P. Yadav. These were 
made to the Congress President. But those 
allegations were never gone into. But a 
leading Congress member has been di--
graced. I am not holding anv brief for anybody 
. . . (Interruptions). I am only narrating how 
you are in collusion with these persons and 
how you are behaving . . .   ,   .   
(Interruptions). 

1 understand. Madam, that there are 
photostat copies of a genuine letter incri-
minating  Shri   r.   N.  Mi'har'and Shri Tul 

Mohan Ram in the possession of a Member or 
Members of tin's House or that House. So, 
unless a parliamentary committee goes 'into 
these things, will never come out. This 
information also I want to give now. 

Now, Madam, this Tul Mohan Ram started, 
under his instructions, a fake school in his 
lather's name . . . 

SHRI E. N.  MISHRA:   It is wrong . . . 

SHRI    NIREN    GHOSH:   .   .   . and  the 
Kosi Project employees and the officers there 
are to contiibute for that. He can -rait  a 
school in It's father's name. This is how the 
collusion is going on. Now, this Anwar is a 
known smuggler and it is through him that 
Shri L. N. Mishra organised the riots in Delhi 
in order to divert the attention of the people 
and the Qutab Road merchants ate also 
associated with this.  These are the things . . . 

SHRI KAMESHWAR SINGH: Madam, on  
a  point  of order .  .  .   (Interruptions). 

SHRI  MREN GHOSH: Madam, this Tul 
Moli.in Ruin ha- put his niece as his daughter 
in the Willingdon Hospital for three mouths! 
He has a monthly expenditure of mote than 
about five thousand rupees and he has 
licences for guns and pistols . . . 
(interruptions)'- and has purchased about 56 
acres of land, more than about Rs. 2.00 lakhs 
worth of property. In all his misdeeds, lie is in 
collusion with him and fur this business, vou 
see, the division oi the money is: Rs. 104 
lakhs to him and Rs. 1J lakhs to Tul Mohan 
Ram and he has secured 21 signatures and 
each Ml1, has got Rs. 5,000 or so and this is 
how he has collected about Rs. 21 lakhs .   .   .   
(Interruptions') 

 
SHRI NIREN GHOSH: Now, Madam, after 

the CBI people went to him—I am corning to 
the last part—. . . . (Interruptions). . . . 
Madam, my time is wasted by fhese people 
like this. 
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THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRIMATI 
PURAI'-l  MUKHOPADHYAY):   I have cal 
diluted   your   time. 

SHRI NIREN GHOSH: I am also cal-
culating. Now. after the CB1 people went to 
him, Tul Mohan Rain broke clown and he 
understood that he was finished and he flew 
into a rage and said, "I don't mind. I will tell 
the truth. I don't mind who gets caught in this 
process.". He approached some M.l\ and then 
he went to Mr. joghendra Jha, an ex-Member 
of Parliament and said, "It is under the 
instructions oi Mr. I.. N. Mishra that I have 
done all these things". Then, according to his 
instructions, a draft was made by Shri Jogh-
endra (ha. Then, before he took it before he 
could submit it to the Prime Minister or the 
Home Minister, somehow or other Mr. Mishra 
intervened. Whether it has been done or  not,   
I  do  not  know  .  .   . 

THE VICE CHAIRMAN (SHRIMATI 
PURABI MUKHOPADHYAY):  Please 
finish 
now. 

SHRI NIREN GHOSH: I have it on the 
authority of Mr. Joghendra Jha and 1 want to 
tell the House dearly . . . (Interruptions) . . . 
The entire blame can be put on him. But he 
has not said anything. He merely carried out 
the instruction to get a draft. I am telling you 
how nothing came out. Mi. Joghendra Jha is in 
Delhi and when he approached some Members 
of Parliament for the purpose and said that 
these things were there and the CBI could not 
go into these things, but only a parl iamentary 
committee could go into these things, but only 
a parliamentary committee could  go   into  
these  things and  .   .   . 

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRIMATI 
PURABI MUKHOPADHYAY A): Please 
finish. 

SHRI NIREN GHOSH: Just one minute 
more,   if  you  allow  me.  Madam. 

I line in another < ase also. In the case of the 
Seashore Traders, the Chief Controller of 
Import k Exports; Shri M* M. Sen, had 
stoutly protested, but he was o\ erruled bv the 
triple alliance of Shri L. N. Mishra, U . I.N. 
Darbari and Shri K. N. R. Pillai  in the name 
of so-called .lege! advice 

of Ram Devi and a licence for stainless steel 
worth about Rs. 50.00 lakhs was issued to 
them. This is how you behave, Mr. Mishra. 
Phis is one case and there is another case. 

THE VICECHAIRMAN (SHRIMATI 
PURABI'       MUKHOPADHYAYA):        
No.Pliace. Please finish. I am calling Mr. 
Dwivedi. 

SHRI NIREN GHOSH: I have got more 
facts. They want facts and I am gving facts 
and they want to deny the facts. I have got 
more and more facts in my possession. IE a 
parliamentary committee is set up, I will place 
all the facts before it. You are not allow;ng me 
time. How can I place all the facts  before  the  
House?  .  .  . 

THE VICECHAIRMAN (SHRIMATI 
PURABI MUKHOPADHYAY): No, please. 
Yes, Mr. Dwivedi. 

SHRI D. N. DWIVEDI (Uttar Pradesh): 
Madam, Vice-Chairman, greateful to you for 
giving me this opportunity to take part in this 
debate. 

At the very outset, I should like to con-
gratulate the Government, and particularly the 
Minister of Parliamentary Affairs, for having 
agreed to have this debate, because there is 
nothing that could have been done which  
would have exposed  the i r   .  .  . 

SHRI NIREN GHOSH: On a point of order. 
I should like to know that the bonami affairs . 
•. . (Interruptions) ... I should like to know 
from the Minister'. . . (Interruptions). 

THE VICECHAIRMAN (SHRIMATI 
PURABI  MUKHOPADYAYA):   Mr.  
Ghosh, 
will vou please sit down? This is no point of 
order   .   .   .   (Interruptions). 

SHRI D. N. DWIVEDI: Madam, since this i 
in> maiden (peecb, I would request the hon. 
Members to show a little more indulgence    
tfl   me   than   in   normally  shown 
IT    I hem. 

I was submitting that nothing whatever 
would have exposed the fatuity, emptiness and 
hollowness of the Opposition's case than this 
debate, madam, when I came here this 
morning, . I hoped that I would hear great 
speeches from the hon. Members 
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opposite. But I am disappointed with them. 
Rather I sympathize with them he-cause in 
spite of all their debating talent, they have 
miserably failed to make out any case 
whatsoever. They we're arguing a very weak 
case, Madam, and therefore they have made 
no impact on  the House. 

Madam, this demad tor a parliamentary 
probe has stemmed from some dishonest 
brains and some confused brains. I repeat 
that this demand has stemmed from MHIU-
dishonest brains and some confused brains. 
Madam, some of them are confused about the 
facts of the case. They are confused about the 
basis principles involved, ami they are also 
confused about some of the issues that the 
present controversy lias raised. Their facts 
are wrong and they have miserably 
misunderstood the basic issues that are 
involved in this case. Then I said that some 
of them are dishonest brains. When I say 
'dishonest', I mean a special tvpe of 
intellectual dishonesty, because in moving 
this motion they do not have a desire to \ 
indicate the honour of the hon. Members of 
Parliament, It is not their desire to find the 
truth and go to the roots of the matter. Their 
intentions are mala fide and their motivations 
are political, and ihev have brought this 
motion only to raalign the ruling party and to 
indulge in mud-slinging, character 
assassination . . . (Iner-ruptiom) . . 
.Indulgence in mud-slinging has become the 
hobby of the Opposition leaders, and it is 
their profession, and it bus become now an 
ideology of opposition politics  of  this  
country  .  .  . 

SOME HON. MEMBERS:   Shameful . . . 
(Interruptions). 

SHRI D. N. DWIVEDI: Madam,. I wJH deal 
with the dishonesty part and the contusion 
part separately, and I seek vour indulgence 
and a little more time. Let me firs) cfeal with 
their confusion. When I say l i ' ised,  I mean 
that they are confused about tb,e facts and 
they are confused about the issues involved 
in it. In spite oF all the hullabaloo they have 
raised what are the facts. Stripped of 
irrelevan-cies the basic issue is very,, simple: 
A crime   has   been   committed,   some   
foregery 

has been committed and the law has been sel 
in motion and a special machinery is making 
investigation. It is nobody's case thai twenty 
and odd Members of Parliament signed a 
certain petition which result-id in fetching 
licences to certain people who are not entitled 
to get the licence; it .is nobody's case. That is 
not the case ol the Opposition that the lirms 
concerned did not fulfil the rules of eligibility. 
All thai has happened is that appearently 
forgen been committed and the CBI is making 
investigation. 

Now,   what bas happened? What are the 
special  circumstances  which   necessitate  and 
justify the appointment of a parliamentary 
probe?   Parliamentary  probe has  been  ralk-
ed  about  and  has  been  demanded  as  if  it is   
the   normal   feature   in   a   Parliamentary 
system.   1  most    respectfully    and    humbly 
challege  all   the  leaders  of  the  Opposition 
to cite one example in this century in any 
countn   which   has   the   parliamentary  sys-
tem   illicit  a  parliamentary  probe  was  in-
stituted   to  go   into   the   criminality   of   the 
olfcence of  a given  Member  of Parliament 
or  anybody  else.   Madam,   the  last  time  a 
parliamentary  probe was appointed,  it was in   
England  in  the famous marconi scandal in   
the  days  of  Lloyd   George.   After   that, no  
country,   Britain,   Canda,   Australia    or for  
thai   matter  no  country  which has  the 
parliamentary   system,   has   appointed   one 
single   parliamentary   committee   to  go  into 
the cirnnnaliry of a Member of Parliament. 
They have been talking as if it is a normal 
feature.   As   a   matter   of   fact,   the   reason 
why  Britain stopped doing it or other stopped   
doing  it   is  because  they realised   that the 
one way of  not  finding the  truth  was to  
appoint    a    parliamentary    committee. I et   
us,   for   argument's   sake,     imagine   a 
situation   in   which   a   parliamentary   probe 
is  appointed.   My    senior    colleague,     Mr. 
Bipinpal   talked   about   the   Congress   being 
in   marjoritv   and     what    happens     if   the 
verdict   is     against     what   the    Opposition 
wants.   I  want  to  draw  your  attention   to 
another   aspect     Imagine   a   parliamentary 
probe  being conducted  in  which   the  hon. 
Dr.   Mathew   Kurian,   the  hon,     Mr.   Raj-
narain  and  the hon.  Mr.  N'tren Ghosh are 
sitting. Will they try to find out the truth? Are 
they interested in finding out the truth? 
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They are not interested in finding out the 
truth. The interest of these opposition leaders 
is to use* the issue df corruption to attack the 
Government every morning and evening. 
Therefore, the question of appointing a 
parliamentary probe does not arise at  all. 

There     are   two     basic,     constitutional, 
legal  and  moral  issues  which  are involved 
in  this and  which  have been  lost sight of 
by   the  hon.   Members   of   the   Opposition. 
One is whether parliamentary probe is con 
sistent with the scheme of the Government 
that  our    Constitution  has  given   to    the 
people  of   iliis  country.      A   parliamentary 
system is not born out of the myths. There 
are  certain  conventions.   There  are certain 
traditions.  There are   certain    assumptions 
ansl there are certain premises which under 
lie   the   parliamentary  system.     The     basic 
point   that   I   would   like   to   emphasis   is 
that under the parliamentary system. Parlia 
ment   is   there   to   legislate.   Parliament   is 
the   most  august    institution  in   the    land 
which represents the will of the people. It 
in here that the Government is answerable 
to   the  people  and   it   is    this    institution 
which  makes  the concept of representative 
Government relevant. We are here to legis 
late.  We are here to seek information from 
lltte Government.  We are here to discipline 
the Government on political matters. These 
people   want   us   to   be   C.I.D.   Inspectors, 
Magistrates      and      Drainage      Inspectors. 
Tomorrow,  there might be a scandal about 
health.  They    might    want to    appoint a 
parlimentary    committee and we    may be 
called    upon   to   perform  the   work  of   a 
Drainage   Inspector.   It   is   defamatory    to 
Parliament  for  Members  of  Parliament  to 
get up  and  ask  the M.Ps.   to perform  the 
functions which are not consistent with  the 
functions   that   belong   to   the   Parliament. 
This   is   one   point   that   I   would   like   to 
make. » 

Then, there is another point. We have 
division of functions. We have the Union 
Public Service Commission. We have the 
judiciary. We have the (Executive. We have 
the Police. We have the investigating agency, 
that is, the C.B.I, or the C.I.D. Day in and 
day out, there are certain people   in   this   
Country   who   are   r r ca t in j  

doubts about  the honesty and  integrity of 
some   of   the   institutions   which   are   the 
bases   of   the   functioning    of    democracy. 
What   is   special   about   this   case   that   it 
cannot   be   investigated   about   the   C.B.I.? 
If  the  investigation of  the assassination of 
the Father  of  the  country can   be  investi-
gated  by  the C.B.I.,  what is  there in  the 
case   of   an   alleged   forgery?   Is   it   
simply because    the    Membeis  of  
Parliament  are involved?   Do   the   
Members. of   Parliament constitute   a   
special   class   of   citizens?   Are we   the   
Members  of   Parliament  more  important   
than   the   people   of   the   country, more    
important    than  the  teachers,  more 
important   than  the lawyers? We are agents 
ol  the   people.   We  are  representatives  of 
the   people.   We   do   not   enjoy   any   
right. which   is  superior   to  the rights  which  
are enjoyed   by   any   other   people.   What   
will people and what will history say?.They 
say tli.it   Members  of  Parliament  are so  
conscious ol  t he i r  superiority that even if 
some-boch   committed   theft.   Parliament    
comes into   the   picture.   (Time   bell).     
Whatever crime  is committed, why  is  the 
Parliament coming into the picture? The 
ordinary law will take its own course. Suppose 
a Member committed   a   robbery.   What will  
you  do? Will   you   appoint   a   
Parliamentary    Committee   to  probe?  There  
is  the  CBI  which will   take  cafe  of   that.   
Then  there  is  yet another fundamental 
principle involved  the rule at  law.   Whv do 
you allow the fundamental   principle   of   
rule   of  law     to     be violated?  I  submit.  
Madam,  if  we appoint a  parliamentary 
probe,  it will  be violative of the principle of 
the rule of law. Madam, I   will   just   mention   
one   quotation.     The most fundamental 
principle of rule of law is   equality  of   law.   
And   this   is   what   the famous  Dicey  has  
to say.  and  I  quote: 

"No man is above the law. Every man, 
whatever his tank or condition, is subject 
to the ordinary law of the realm and 
amenable to the jurisdiction of the ordi-
nary, tribunals." 

So, it is very clear that if we treat ourselves 
as special class of citizens, since one of our 
brother is involved we will make special 
laws which are exception to the principle of 
rule of law. then we are going to get a  veiy  
bad  »ame.  I  was referring to what 
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happened in Britain. An hon. Member— uli 
lied to the Profumo scandal. Docs be know 
IIKIL a motion was moved in the l i r i i is l i  
Parliament for the appointment of a 
Parliamentary Committee and it was rejected 
by the British Parliament? Is it not true that a 
judicial enquiry was ordered there which 
proves one thing that Parliamentary probe is 
no way of probing into the criminality or 
otherwise of a given ind iv idu a l ,  he he a 
Member o£ Parliament or an ordinaly citizen? 
So, Madam, this is no solution. I hey are 
confused about some of  the  fundamental  
issues. 

Madam, I will just conclude by making a few 
comments about the crocodile tears that they 
have shed about corruption: Of course, 
corruption i-< something which is not a party 
issue. I he whole country is agitated. 
Corruption is like cancer, it is eating up the 
v i t a l s  ot our body polity. And everybody, 
whether he belongs to this side or that side, is 
concerned over the matter. But do not make it 
a party issue. Do not create an atmosphere in 
the couutiy like the atmosphere, which was 
created In .Senator McAiihur in the United 
States. Our leader. Madam Gandhi spoke the 
other day in the I.ok Sabha and she has 
expressed her fear. This is what is happening. 
Even body, particularly the Opposition leaders 
are talking of corruption. An atmosphere 
iispicion is being created as was done by 
McArthur when lie said that there a 
Communist behind every hush. And some of 
the Opposition leaders want to make the 
people of India believe that every second 
Indian is a corrupt man. This ts just not so  .  .  
. 

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRIMA1I 
PURABI MUKHOPADHYAY^): Mr. Dwi-
vedi, please conclude now. You have alreadv 
taken   15  minutes. 

SHRI 1). N. DWIVEDI; I will take JUS1 a  
couple of  minutes. 

SHRI CHANDRA SHEKHAR: Madam. it 
is his maiden speech. So, he should be given   
some   more   time. . 

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRIMATI 
PURABI   MUKHOPADHYAY*!.   All   
right 

SHRI D. N. DWIVEDI: Thank you. 
Madam, you have conceded to the request of  
a   senior   Mem her. 

Madam,  I  was talking about the attitude 
towards   corruption     of     the       opposition 
leaders.   I   want   to   pose  certain   questions 
to the opposition leaders.    Of    course, the 
Congress  Party   is determined   to  wipe  out 
corruption   from   this   land.   But   what  the 
opposition   leaders     themselves     have  
done when they got an opportunity    to do 
something about corruption? Is it not a fact that 
in   the   year   1967,   the   SVD   
Governments mil- formed in several States and 
the parties of  Prakash Vir Shastrija and Mr.  
Rabi Ray  got    an    opportunity   to     form    
the Governments?    And I am making a 
revelation   here,   Madam,   that   the   leader  
of   the Socialist    Partv   at   that    time,   Dr.     
Ram M.mortar   Lohia,   was so    much    
disgusted with   the  perloimance of the SVD 
socialist ministers  and   the  allegations made 
against them   ihat  I  know   it  for sure  that he 
refused  to  meet  some  of  the  SVD  
Ministers who  went  to  < all  on  him.   What 
did  they do? Allegations  were made and no 
inquiry was   instituted.     Madam,     recently   
a   very senior   Member  of this  House,  Shri  
Pitam-ber Das, retired. The House will recall 
the contribution  that  Mr.   Pitamber  Das 
made to   the     deliberations     of   the   
House.   Mr. Pilamuer   Das,   in   March   or   
February   of this year, made public allegation 
and charg-igainst  the  leadership of the Jan 
Sangh that Jan Sangh  shut its eyes whenever 
allegations   and   charges   were   made   
against the  corrupt  piactices  by  Jan  Sangh  
wher-tbey   are   in   power,   be   it   in   Delhi 
Municipality   or     anywhere  else.     He  said 
that'whenever he brought this to the notice of  
the  Jan  Sangh  leadership,   they  tried  to 
hush-hush  the matter.  I do not mean  that ould   
not   do    something    about   it. But,   as   inv  
senior  colleagues  have  assured this House,  it 
is the function of the C.B.I. iIn   C.B.T.   is  
making an  investigation and  those who arc 
found  to be guilty will he dealt with  
according to the law of the land  and  the  
Congress will not be lagging behind  any    
political    party in  trying  its l<-vel   best   to  
remove  rorruption   from   this country.   
Thank   you,   Madam. 

DR.   K    MATHEW  KURIAN.   Madam,     I 
rise   on   a   point  of   personal    explanation. 
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Madam, in my absence, Mr. Kameshwar 
Singh, an hon. Member of this House made 
cheap and wild allegations against me. 
Normally, Madam, I would have ignored him. 
But, since he has made certain cheap 
allegations and they are on record, I nmsi «et   
the   record  straight. 

Madam, I do know something about Mr. S. 
M. Pillai of Cuddalore and Mr. S. L. Sharma of 
Bombay, who, with their associates in 
Hyderabad had sold through what is called the 
Indo-Bangladesh Trading Company (P) Ltd. 
the- impart licences of whisky and brandy at 
200 per cent to 300 per cent premium. I know 
the activities of these people and I have 
enabled this lo be brought to light. But, what 
does Mi. Kameshwar Singh say? He says that 
Mr. Pillai, who filed the FIR, is known to ine. 
Madam, I have not even seen him. I do not 
even know his address. Not only that, he said 
that 1 am behind this whole affair. As il he is 
giving credit to me more than what 1 deserve. 
In any case, Madam, it is a cheap and 
obnoxious stunt in order to get cheap 
popularity in the press. Madam, I do not want 
him to get cheap popularity. I, therefore, ignore 
him and dismiss his wild and cheap allegations 
with the contempt that they deserve. 

Madam, Mr. Kameshwar Singh is known to 
have changed his colours. In the Fourth I.ok 
Sabha he was a S.S.P. Member. Today he sits 
in the ruling party benches and he wants to 
become the right hand man of the person who 
is the king-pin of corruption. Mi. Kameshwar 
Singh wants to become the king-pin «rf the 
king of corruption, Shri t.. N. Mishra, who is 
protected by the Prime Minister, and he wants 
to have cheap popularity. 

SHRI KAMESHWAR SINGH: I highly 
appreciate your frankness, Dr.  Kurian. 

SHRI R. K. MISHRA (Rajasthan): The rules 
regarding 'personal explanations' provide that 
no debatable matter should be brought forward 
and only personal explanation should be given. 
He is now leveling soome charges against him. 
Madam, I hope that just as die House will 
accept Mr. Mathew Kurian's explanation tha 
he had no connection—mough there is no 
evidence Da prove wnctfter he "had or had not 
such 

a connection—similarly, the explanation given 
by 20 Members of Parliament, that they had 
nothing to do with signing the controversial 
letter, will also be accepted by Dr.  Kurian. 
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SHRI HIMMAT SINH (Gujarat): Madam 
Vice-Chairman, (here are three things before 
us in connection with this debate on which we 
arc required to give our mature judgement 
after due deliberation. The first is the 
statement by the Minister, in the background 
of the statement, that is, the Resolution and 
then what appeals to he a small amendment by 
Mr. Babubliai Chinai. I shall take  the  
amendment first. 

In the amendment Mr. Chinai has suggested 
that we should appoint a Commission to go 
into this question of import licences. .Son uhat 
appears to me to be the biggest problem in this 
country is the amount of money that has been 
drained out, the amount of corruption that has 
taken place, the amount of unnecessary and 
inessential things that are being imported Into 
this country and, therefore, this licences 
question cannot be reviewed by a Commission. 
This licences question has to be approached in 
a very drastic manner. Therefore, my 
suggestion is that the entire import and export 
trade of this country must be nationalised. I 
suggest to the Minister that he gives very 
serious thought to this question of 
nationalisation of the entire import and export 
trade of this country. Then there will be no 
question of influence being brought to bear, 
there will be no question of recommendations 
being made and there will be no question of 
importation of inessential items, of wasting 
and draining out of a country's valuable 
foreign exchange. 

Madam, having said this I would go to the 
statement by the Minister. The statement by 
the Minister, in my opinion, is very clear and 
very categorical, very forth-i ight. There is a 
Latin maxim which says 'Res Ipsa Loquitor", 
tilings speak for them- 
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selves, and the Minister's statement is very 
clear. The Minister's statement ays that the 
whole matter has been referred to the CBI and 
we a're awaiting the results of the C.B.I. 
enquiry. 

Now, what is wrong with the CBI enquiry? 
My friend, Mr. D. N. Dwivedi, very rightly 
pointed out that if criminal offences, offences 
of a nature which can be dealt with under the 
common law of the country, are to be gone 
into by parliamentary corh-mittees, then there 
will be nothing else thai parliamentary 
committees would be required to do. Their 
whole time will be consumed by such 
enquiries. Sir, to-day we are exercised over 
this question. Why? Because attempts are 
being made at character assassination. And if I 
can quote Gita: 
(i " 
 
character assassination is worse than murder, 
and it is this character assassination which is 
adopted as a policy by the Opposition parties, 
against which we have to assert ourselves very 
firmly and very categorically. Have the 
opposition parties anything concrete to offer to 
the people? Have they any alternative which 
will be accepted by the people as plausible, as 
workable? Are there not questions of national 
importance on which their minds are 
exercised? Is not corruption a question of 
national urgency which requires to be fmight 
without any party barriers? 

Why don't you come forward and make 
suggestions about fighting corruption? By 
denigrating departments of the Government 
like the CBI and others, you are undermining 
the functions of the administration. And mind 
you, are you free from your own political 
predilections? Are you free from your political 
pulls? Will you be able to exercise the amount 
of objectivity which is necessary in probing 
into such matters, even as Members of 
Parliament? Let me say, from my limited 
experience of more than two years in 
Parliament now, that whatever has been 
discussed in this House or in the other House, 
the discussion has been influenced by political 
pulls. Apart from these political pulls, to 
which political parties are subject, I may also 
mention about the pulls and factions inside the 
parties which also have their own influences 
which cannot be ignored. 

I come fjrom Gujarat, Madam Vice-Chairman, 
and I know what happened in Guja-ibout six or 
eight months ago. Political institutions were 
criticised with motivated purposes. The 
legislature was brought down and we were 
afraid at thai time of Trojan Morses. Trojan 
Hoists arc there, They have penetrated into 
parties with ulterior motives and they arc pui-
forming their  own funct ions,  hi' have to 
guard against, them, It is in this background 
that we have to consider this question very 
dispassionately and without being influenced 
by political pulls, or any other considerations, 
personal or other-I'Ilis is a question which is 
also linked up With what is going on in Bihar 
to-day, because what happened in Bihar was 
high on the heels of what happened in Gujarat. 
The same Mr. Jayaprakash Narayan was in 
Gujarat He spent four or five days there. 
WJ i . i t  was he doing? With whom was he 
hobnobbing? I am sorry to say that members of 
the Stave Government themselves were Mr. 
Jayaprakash Narayan. I do not know whether 
they were taking instructions or not, but they 
were certainly influenced bv him because at 
one time or the other, iln\ hud regarded him as 
their hero. Here also we find people paying 
compliments to Mr. Jayaprakash Narayan. And 
what is Mr. Jayaprakash Naravan trying to 
suggest? Is he trying to suggest that he is 
strengthening democracy, he is strengthening 
parliamentary inst i tut ions?  (Interruption). 
The whole move is lo undermine our 
parliamentary system. The whole move is to 
destroy our democracy, Why? Because ihis is 
the biggest asset of the people. 'If the Indian 
people an- proud of anything to-day, it is their 
right to have the type of democracy they nam 
and nobody is going to prevent them from 
exercising that right. You have trfed \i'in hand 
at it. The Indian people have rejected you. 
They have thrown you out. And therefore, you 
are power-hungry people and in vour hunger 
for power you are prepared to resdrl to 
anything almost, and in that 1 would not be 
surprised if foreign agencies are also 
coordinating their activities with yours in order 
to undermine the  very  future of  this  country. 

The world has realised now that this country 
is not going to shift from its determined path 
of socialism, this country is not going to give 
in in regard  to its efforts at 
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self-reliance. This country has thrown in its lot 
with the socialist countries of the world. This 
morning we had an instance of your reading 
out something bom the Pravda. May I ask you 
what the relevance is of this Pravda comment 
of which you have got no means to verify, 
even to bring it up in the manner in which you 
did, in order to criticise a country which lias 
been the most consistent friend of India? 
(Interruption). I know, I know. And I shall 
reiterate with all the emphasis at my command 
that these foreign agencies have shown us 
what they can do and what they cannot do. 
What they can do, we saw in Chile and what 
they cannot do, they shall see in India. 
Because, every Indian is proud of his 
democratic institutions; every Indian is proud 
of his parliamentary system. And this is the 
biggest asset which we have achieved, which 
our Government is preserving, which our 
Government is not. going to give up, no matter 
what amount of propaganda you may conduct, 
exploiting the forum of Parliament also. I am 
sorry to say you have done that and you want 
to continue to do that. That is why I say and I 
request the Government to expedite the CBI 
inquiry, make it available within the shortest 
possible time; and the Home Minister has pro-
mised that whatever may be the Findings of 
the CBI inquiry, they will be again before 
Parliament and whatever Parliament decides in 
its judgment to do in respect of that   CBI   
inquiry,   Pa'rjiament  will   do. 

Madam Vice-Chairman, so much time has 
been taken and I do not want to say very much 
although there is a great deal one can say. But 
when the history of this century comes to be 
written, the decade of '70s will go down as a 
decade of the frustration and disappointments 
and attempts at destroying all that in valuable 
by the angry men of India. And I can tell them 
in one sentence, again from the Geeta,— 

 
Those who are angry today, thsy aire destined 
only to one thing; And that is self-destruction. 
That is their lot, that is their lot and they must 
reconcile with it without maligning others for 
their own misdeeds and for their own dark 
future. Thank you, Madam. 

L/B(N)24RS—6 
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THE      MINISTER      OF      COMMERCE 
(PROF.  D.  P.  CHATTOPADHYAYA):  Mr. 
Vice-Chairman, I have carefully heard the 
ihrerverrtJons made by honourable Members 
OP both sides of the House today and over the 
last fortnight on the import licence issue. The 
numerous legal, administrative and other 
aspects of the issue have been commented 
upon at length during the earlier part of the 
debate. I would at this stage like to stale some 
factual aspects of lhe matter straight. 

After the merger of the former French 
possessions, namely, Pondicherry, Karaikal 
Yanam and Mahi with the Union of India in 
November. 1954, the Import-Export Control 
Acl and the Orders issued thereunder wen 
made applicable to the same territories. Of 
these territories, only Pondicherry and Karaikal 
were port of call. Government allowed 
additional licence facilities to the former 
French possessions. The first notification in 
this respect was issued on June 11. 1955. The 
caption of the public notice was: "Grant of 
additional licences to importers of the former 
French Indian establishments for the period 
January to June 1955". In the same public 
notice, it was mentioned thai additional 
licences would be issued to the established 
importers in Pondicherry and Karaikal while 
no mention was made to Yan am and Mahe. 
The importers in Pondicherry and Karaikal not 
satisfied i ith the facilities given and the 
public notice was issued on July 14, 1955, 
giving some further special additional licences. 
Again Yanam and Mahe were not mentioned. 
This continued to be in the announcement 
made for  the ensuing period 

on   November   21,   1955.   The   importers  of 
Yah'am    and    Mahe   had   Been   representing 
t h e i r  ease for the special additional licences to 
the Government and Government ordered in the 
publ ic  notice issued on December 20. 1955   
that   the   faci l i t ies    given   to   the   importers 
of Pondicherry  and Karaikal should be   
extended   to   Yanam   and   Mahe  for  the time.   
Hon.   Members   will   appreciate, therefore, thai  
the rectification of the public notice has not been  
done recently,  but was done as earlv as in 1955. 
Some importers of Yanam and Mahe who had 
offices in Pondicherry   and   Karaikal could  
avail  themselves of    these    facilities.  
However,  others  could not,   for   the   last  dale  
prescribed  for  filing applications    under    this   
public notice was December  30,   1955,    
leaving    the  intended be'nefi'cialies  scarcely   
10 days  to  apply  and thi   Christmas holidays 
intervened. Later on it was decided in 1964 that 
any application received  between  the last date 
and the 31st January 1950 would also be 
considered. This shows lliat as late as  1964 
Government discovered   that   there  was  force  
in   the  argument of these people that the time 
that was given in 1955, that is between 20th and 
30th December, with Christmas holidays 
intervening, was very inadequate. So, 1964 
notification indicates that the time was 
inadequate and therefore that notification allowed 
also the applicants,  actual or possible, who sub-
mi t t ed    their   applications  between   1st   and 
31st  January    of    1956.  Unfortunately  this 
administrative decision was of no benefit to 
iporlers of Yanam and Mahe who had not applied 
prior to January 31,  1956. The policy for the 
ensuing period was announced in May 1950. The 
importers of Yanam and Mahe could    not    take 
advantage    of    this policy because only those 
importers who had obtained licences in 
January—June 1955 and July—December    1955    
were    eligible    for licences  on    a    repeat 
basis.  The  licensing policy on repeat basis 
continued till September   1959  and   thereafter    
the    facility    for !    additional    licences    was 
abolished. Dining  tli is  year,  the importers of 
Yanam and   Mahe  who   were   left   out   had   
been representing off and on for securing additio-
nal special licences for the period 1955—1959. 
The  Government    continued   to   take    the   i 
s tand  that since  they were not  eligible for 
securing  these  facilities  on   a   repeat  basis, 
their claims  could  not  be entertained.   Ac-
cordingly, the Ministry answered a question 
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in  he Parliament in 1967 to the effect that no  
discrimination   had   been  made  against the  
importers  of  Yanam  and  Mane.   That 
decision of the Government was  based on this 
that we took an administrative decision and  
we should  stick  to  that administrative 
decision.  The representations  from  the im-
porters   of    Yanam    and    Mahe,    
however, continued.  Some of the importers 
had also filed writ petitions in the Delhi High 
Court. During the pendency of these petitions,  
it was  not possible  for  the    Government    
to take  any  decision  on  these  
representations. After the writ petitions were 
withdrawn, the Ministry    re-examine    the    
matter   from    a point of view as to whether  
the denial of ihcse    licences    was    
consistent    with    the principles of equity and 
justice. In this connection, 1 would like to say 
that this memorandum  which has  been  the 
subject-matter of   our   discussion   for   the   
last   few   days, addressed  to  the  then  
Minister  of  Foreign Trade, was received on 
November 23, 1972. Even prior to the receipt 
of the memorandum,  three other 
representations on idcnii-cal  subjects  were  
received  in  the  Ministry and  w«re  under 
examination  .   .   . 

SHRI  NIREN  GHOSH:    What  was  the 
Ministry  doing? 

PROF. D.  P.  CHATTOPADHYAYA:  Let 
me finish first. You have the time, the mind 
and the vigilance to put your questions later 
on. 

Now, the earlier representations of the 
importers of Yanam and Mahe and this 
memorandum were duly examined and pro-
cassed in the Ministry and in the office of the 
Chief Controller of Imports and Exports. 
After a thorough examination, we came to the 
conclusion that some injustice had been done 
to the importers of Yanam and Mahe even 
though this was not the intention of the 
Government. I, therefore, decided in 
September 1973 that some relief might be 
accorded to such of the importers of Yanam 
and Mahe who fulfilled the conditions of 
eligibility, repeat, who fulfilled the conditions 
of eligibility and, later on, . . , 

SHRI NIREN GHOSH: What are the rules 
of eligibility? 

SOME HON. MEMBERS: No interrup 
tions, please. ' 

L/B(N)24RsS—6(a) 

PROF. D. P. CHATTOPADHYAYA: You 
have to dead the two volumes of the Red 
Book and 1 can present them to you here if 
you  are interested. 

SHRI NIREN GHOSH: They are the 
brokers and clients. . . (Interruption) .. . They 
have paid  four times of premium. . . 

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRI BIPIN-
PAL DAS): No running commentary, please. 

PROF. D. P. CHATTOPADHYAYA: 
While taking this decision, I was prompted 
only by the consideration that when a case of 
injustice causing hardship had come to the 
notice of the Government, the hardship 
caused thereby should be removed to the 
extent possible. However, while granting this 
relief, certain special precautions were taken 
and conditions imposed, circumscribing both 
the monetary ceiling and the permissible 
items of import. I would like to submit here, 
Sir, that these firms were not blacklisted, 
debarred or non-existent. 

Then, Sir, after the issue of the licences, a 
reference was received from the Lok Sabha 
Secretariat raising suspicions about the 
matter. Immediately, the matter was refer-ted 
to the Department of Personnel which is the 
administrative Ministry for the CBI and 
preliminary verification was undertaken The 
prelimina'rv verification of the CBI, which 
contacted the honourable Members of 
Parliament and had obtained their statements, 
and the letters that I received subsequently 
from them showed that their signatures were 
not genuine. Only one of the hon. Mesmbers 
concerned, Shri Tul Mohan Rain, had 
admitted his signature, according to the CBI's 
report. I received the report of the CBI on the 
31st August and I passed orders on the 1st 
September for the registration of a case on the 
basis of the preliminary  findings of the CBI. 

Sir, I would like to add here that the 
investigation by the CBI will cover all the 
aspects of the matter. If any malpractice 
comes to light in the course of the investi-
gation, necessary action will follow. 

1 would like to emphasise that whatever I 
had said in this House on August 27, 1974, 
was not intended, even in the faintest 
manner,  to  show   any  disrespect  to  any  
of 
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my colleagues, senior colleagues, the Mem-
beis ol Parliament or to impair the dignity of  
the Parliament. 

I am just as anxious as other hon. Members 
are to get at the root ol the whole matter. Our 
Government, and I, are committed 10 uphold 
the values of parliaments democracy and 
maintain the highest possible norms ol 
administration and public morality. 

Sir, 1 would briefly comment upon some ol 
the other issues which have been raised by 
hon. Members in the course of the discussion   
today. . . 

SHRI NIREN GHOSH: Mr. Vice-Chair-
man,  he  has  read  out  a  statement. . . 

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRI BIPINPAL  
DAS):  You    cannot    stand    up    like 
this. . . . 

SHRI NIREN GHOSH: Can we seek some 
clarifications? 

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRI BIPINPAL 
DAS): Not  at  this stage.. .  

SHRI NIREN GHOSH: He has read out a  
statement. . . 

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRI BIPINPAL 
DAS): Carry on, Prof. Chattopadhyaya. 

PROF. D. P. CHATTOPADHYAYA: Sir, 
HI tain questions have been raised by . . . 

SHRI RAJNARAIN: He has read out a 
statement.  It is our right to... 

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRI BIPINPAL 
DAS): This is only an intervention in the 
debate. . . 

SHRI RAJNARAIN: We have got every 
parliamentary  right to seek clarifications. . . 

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRI BIPINPAL 
DAS): This is an intervention . . 

SHRI NIREN GHOSH: He lias read out a  
statement. . . 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: You have said 
on the 27th, alter giving 21 names—I am 
quoting  you: 

"The memoranda was received in the 
Commerce Ministry on 23rd November, 
1973 

Then you said that the matter is under 
verification. Earlier you said: 

'When the news-item appeared in the Blit/, 
a sacra) verification through the CBI was 
instituted. . .". 

This means that on the 27lh morning, when 
you came, somewhere between 11 and 12 
o'clock, you wexft nol aware of anything. .\!;i\ 
1 take it that when you came to Parliament  to 
reply  the question. . . 

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRI BIPINPAL  
DAS):   No,   Mr.   Gupta.   .   . 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: . . . you were not 
aware of the result of the investigation, 
because in the same reply you say, you 
informed us, that the CBI had hern broughj 
into the picture as soon as the publication 
appeared in the Blitz? Should we assume that 
at that time, by 11 or 12 o'clock you did not 
have it verified that way? Do I understand that 
before you came you did not consult the CBI 
when you were going to reply the question or 
do I take it that the  C:ill   kept   UHI   virtually  
in  the dark? 

SHRI NIREN GHOSH: He has said that all 
these firms are eligible. He should give the 
grounds. Earlier it was stated that these cases 
were withdrawn from the High Court on the 
basis of collusion with L. N. MMira . . . 

SHRI L. N MISHRA: No, no. . . 

SHRI NIREN GHOSH: Is he aware that the 
CBI interrogated Tuhnohan Ram? Shri D i x i t ,  
Special Assistant, interviewed Mr. Tuhnohan 
Ram in Willingdon Hospital. This  is  very 
suspicious. . . 
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THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRI BIPIN-
PAL DAS): He was going to answer all these 
points. 

PROF. D P. CHATTOPADHYAYA: A 
question was raised by Mr. Bhupesh Gupta 
whether 1 was aware o£ the contents of the 
C)5J report when I came here and made a 
speech. 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: You have said 
in reply to the first question that when the 
news items published in the Blitz came to Hit 
notice of the Government, secret verifications 
through the CBI were instituted. From your 
reply, it was quite clear that the CBI 
investigation was on and you were aware of it. 
You said later that the matter was under 
verification with regard to the names, whether 
they are genuine or not. All thai 1 risked you 
was whether you had asked the CBI before 
you came to reply, about their finding or is it 
that the CBI did not care to inform you 
knowing full well that the question was 
coming on the L.'7ili  August between II   and  
12? 

PROF.    D.    P.    CHATTOPADHYAYA: I 
was -going to clarify tliesp things. The point 
is thai when I answertJ the question in the 
morning of the 27th August or even when  I  
made  the  speech   in  the  afternoon 

of the 27th August, the contents of the CBI 
enquiry were not known to me or were not 
available to me. I think this is the answer lie 
wanted. This is what I said before. 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: If 1 wanted the 
answer in that way, I would have asked you 
some other thing. I asked you whether before 
coming here \ou asked the CBI what they had 
to say witli regard to the genuineness or 
otherwise of the signatures tit alternatively 1 
asked you whether the CBI kept you in the 
dark or did not inform you. I am not asking 
you anything more than that. In the afternoon, 
when you came to reply, you told us that you 
hu\e found out by personal verification from 
the Members, that the signatures were not 
genuine. You never said,  "CBI". 

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRI BIPIN-
PAL DAS): This is precisely what he has 
been saying 

PROF. D. P. CHATTOPADHYAYA: What 
I say or what 1 was saying is consistent with 
what lie is suggesting, namely that neither in 
the morning nor in ih( evening I was informed 
or aware of the contents of the CBI 
verification. The report was made available to 
me only on the 31st of August. 1 may add that 
at every stage of their enquiry, the CBI 
perhaps does not keep the Minister or the 
Ministry informed of the developments or 
Otherwise, I say perhaps because on this point 
Dikshit ji mrgh' add  something  later  on. 

SHRI NIREN GHOSH: The question is that 
you did not ask the CBI. 

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRI BIPIN-
PAL DAS): Let him answer this. You put lot  
of questions. 

SHRI CHANDRA SHEKHAR: Mr. Vice-
Chairman, Sir, the Minister is on his legs. He 
is going to speak. Our friends are entitled to 
ask questions. But let him have his say. This is 
a ^ery peculiar way to deal with the 
proceedings of this House. I hope that the 
Minister will be allowed to speak. 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: There is nothing 
peculiar about it. The Minister makes a 
speech and we ask question's. All that I asked 
Is a clarification. 
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PROF. D. P. CHATTOPADHYAYA.- The 
other question which was raised perhaps by 
Shri T. N. Singh was as to why the Gov-
ernment took such a long time, say about 18 
years, to correct their so-called mistake, 
namely, the consequences of the defective 
notification. This question was also raised by 
some other hon. Members. They also asked 
as to why is it so that the view of the other 
predecessors in the Commerce Ministry, that 
is, my predecessors, not one but several 
predecessors, had to be reversed or modified 
in 1973? My submission on took in 
September, 1973. My submission on these 
three points are as follows: 

(1) Successive notifications of the Govern 
ment indicate that the aim and the scope 
of the previous notifications were inadequate 
or less than what was originally intend 
ed. . . 

SHRI NIREN GHOSH: Originally in-
tended by tire Government, 

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRI BIPIN-
PAL DAS): I think, Mr. Niren Ghosh, you 
understand English. 

PROF. D. P. CHATTOPADHYAYA: Sim-
ply because the language is important, 
therefore, 1 am not speaking off the cuff but 
from it. 

(2) In two different spells, spread over a 
decade, 1962 to 1972, the cases of importers 
of Yaman and Mahe for some reason or the 
other had been lying before the Delhi High 
Court and so no administrative decision on 
the matter could be taken. 

(3) It is inherent in the power and res-
ponsibility of Government to review, modify 
or if necessary reverse its decision on the 
basis of the new 'facts or reasons or both. The 
point has been well argued by Shri Manubhai 
Shah. 

(4) Fallibility of the human nature and 
Governmental authority is the basis of demo 
cracy. Separation of power, doctrine of 
review, judicial and administrative, etc. are 
there to reconcile the ends of justice and 
"ifcerty. 

(5) When it was brought to my notice on 
he basis of recorded information that un- 

intended and somewhat avoidable hardship 
was caused to the importers, it was, perhaps, 
called for us to lake some remedial measures 
according to rules and regulations. 

Sir, a question has been raised as to why only 
50 per cent has been given  and why it is that 
what has been given was ex gratia and    too  
much  of  importance    has    been attached to 
the literal meaning of ex gratia and   not   its   
legal   and   contextual   significance? To these 
things, my answer is somewhat  like  this:   
Under  the licensing  procedure,   ilif  marking  
'ex  gratia'   is  given   by the  licensing  
authority  on a  licence where il  is  intended  lo  
prevent  the licence-holder limn  claiming 
further  import quotas based on  such   licences.   
In  the instant  cases,   the importers of Yanam 
and Mahe were dealing willi   import   items   in   
the   past   which   are currently  banned  from 
import by established  importers.  These  
importers  have,   therefore,    been    allowed    
to   import   alternative items  which    are   now    
permissible.    These licences     for     
alternative   items   have   been marked 'ex 
gratia' or  'N.Q.Q.' means 'Not Qualifying for 
Quota    so that these inipo-ters   do   not   build   
up   regular   quotas   lor future  imports based 
on these  licences.  Sir, on   support   ol    this   
ex   gratia   payment,   I could  refer    to    a 
Government Notification issued  on  22nd 
August,  1955,  as earlier  as that.  There it has 
been said:  "It is determined  that if  the  lapses 
were on  the part of   the   applicant,   the   
application   may   be rejected. While enforcing 
this principle, the licensing authorities  will  no 
doubt see  that bona  fide  delay  by  applicants  
in   the  submission of complete documents or 
other information   required   in   connection  
with   the application   are    to    be   overlooked  
except where  the  licensing  policy  for  an  
item  has undergone  a  radical change.  But  
where it is  established  that  the  lapses   were  
on   the part of the I.T.C.— the Import Trade 
Control  authorities—and   tire  application  
could not   be   finalized   or   was   wrongly   
rejected, the   licence   should   be   granted   on   
an   ex gratia basis under. . . etc., etc.". 

And, Sir, I have already submitted and I 
reiterate that had they been entitled but for the 
defective notifications than what they would 
have got, we have given only 50 per cent of 
that and that too under restrictive conditions   
and   the   restriction   is   both   in 
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respect Of monetary ceiling and also in res-
pect of items. 

Sir, I say and I say it humbly that my 
decision has been the result of duly processed 
informations and facts known to me. Now, 
Sir, I have said in my statement that all these 
matters are under examination by the CB1 
and on a verification by the CBI the whole 
truth will come out. Sir, I am as much 
interested as the hon. Members of the House 
are in finding out the truth and our interest  is  
in  truth  and justice. 

(Mrw Deputy Chairman in the Chair) SHRI 
NIREN GHOSH: Sir, he has not been able to 
answer a single word of the chuigcs f made 
and lie has not been able to give me a single 
clarification which I sought. Therefore, it 
shows that the allegations and charges that 
are math proved  to  the hilt.  (Interruptions). 

PROF. D. P. CHATTOPADHYAYA: That 
is a conclusion which you may draw; I do 
not know. 

"It is a naked fact known to the trade and 
Import Controllers, Pondicherry, Madras, 
Bombay, Delhi, that the entire Pondicherry 
parties ex-gratia import licences were sold in 
advance and received lakhs advance payment 
(stop) It is known the cases were piloted by one 
S.M. I'illai, Cuddalore, authorised Liaison 
representative of these parties with his right 
hand (stop) Assistant C.C.P. famed S.L. Sharma 
of Bombay who piloted successfully these cases 
also sold the entire licences in advance and 
obtained cash on behalf of the parties (stop) An 
enquiry will reveal the truth as such (stop) The 
parlies who are given these licences are neither   
importers   or   as     any     capacity 

 
financially  or  otherwise  to import goods on 
the lace of import licences received by them   .   
.   .   SUBRAMAN1AM". 

SHRI SARDAR AMJAD ALI (West Ben-
gal): On a point of order, Sir. Sir, the lion. 
Member alleges that whatever there is in thai 
telegram is the same thing that has been 
quoted In the lion. Commerce Minister. I 
would request you to gi\c a direction to him 
to place it on the Table of the House. There is 
something more in it. 

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Mr. Raj-
narain,  you continue your speech. 
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That decision was a political decision;  that 
was not a legal decision. 
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Then the question is what is (he position 
when   the  magistrate    is    dealing  with  a 
report submitted by the police under sec-don   
173   that   no   case   is  made  out   for 
sending an accused for trial which report, as 
we have already indicated, is called in the   
area   of   question   as   a  final  report? Even 
in those    cases    if    the    magistrate agrees 
with the said report, he may accept the final 
report and close the proceeding!). But   there   
ma)    be   instances   when   the magistrate 
may take the view on a consideration of    the    
final    report    that    the opinion Eonned by 
the police is not  based on   a   full   and   
complete  investigation   in which   ease,   in   
our   opinion,   the   magistrate will  have  
ample  jurisdiction  to give directions to the 
police under section  150 to  make  a   further   
investigation,   that  is, if the magistrate feels 
after the consideration of  ilie final  report 
that the investigation is unsatisfactory  or 
incomplete or that  there  is scope for  further  
investigation,  it will be open to the 
magistrate to decline   to   accept   the   final   
report   and direct  the  police to make further 
investigation   under    section    156.    The    
police a f t e r   such  further  investigation may 
submit a charge-sheet or again submit a final 
report depending upon the further investi-
gation   made   by   him.   If   ultimately   the 
magistrate    forms    the   opinion    that  the 
facts  set out in the final report constitute an 
offence, he can take cognizance of the 
offence  under section  191(b) notwithstand-
ing   the   contrary   opinion   of   (lie   police 
expressed in the final report." 
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Rule   ItjO,  clause  (viii)  says:— 

in order that a motion may be admissible, 
it shall satisfy the following conditions,  
namely:— 

It shall not relate to any matter which 
is under adjudication by a court of law 
having jurisdiction in any part of India. 

Section 67 of the Evidence Act says:— 

If a document is alleged to be signed or to 
have been written wholly or in part by any 
person the signature or the handwriting of so 
much of the document as is
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alleged to be in that person's hand-writ 
ing must be proved to be in his hand-
writing. 

 
MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: I will call 

some more Members. But they will bare to 
confine themselves to ten minutes. Yes, Mr. 
Chinai. 

SHRI BABUBHAI M. CHINAI (Maha-
rashtra): Mr. Deputy Chairman, Sir, I am 
happy that my amendment to ihe Motion 
under the consideration of this House has 
been admitted. Hon'ble Members must be 
having in their hands a copy of my amend-
ment. As would be seen, the amendment is -
.imple; and it seeks the appointment of a 
Commission to consider and recommend in 
what manner the present system of import 
licensing, which is prone to external pres-
sures, can be replaced by an appropriate 
adjustment in tariffs and/or otherwise and 
thereby reduce import licensing to the 
minimum. Permit me, Sir, to explain the 
rationale of this amendment. Before doing 
so, I feel compelled to recall my long asso-
ciation with this august House. 

My membership is running its 
seventeenth year, and during this period, 
Sir. T have heard debates, good, bad and 
indifferent and    I    have    personal    
knowledge  of  the 

heights as well as the depths to which the 
Members of the Treasury Benches as much as 
Members belonging to the different political 
parties can rise or sink. There have been many 
elevating as also depressing moments. I submit 
that the debate today should go down in 
historical records as one of the bench marks in 
our political evolution, and that we have the 
requisite maturity and skill to discriminate 
between personal interests and public good, 
between the substance and the periphery. 

The Members who put their questions on the 
27th August—I believe all of them belong to 
the ruling party—drew their inspiration from a 
Bombay Weekly even though this Weekly is 
known more for sensationlism than lor sober 
journalism. The significant point, however, is 
that the young Minister of Commerce, Prof. 
Chattopadhyaya, in reply to this question, did 
not hesitate to mention the names of the 
Members of Parliament who were purportedly 
and allegedly interested in the issuance of 
import licences to some unknown parties in 
Yanam. Here again, in term prcspective, Ihe 
concerned file was inherited by Prof. Chatto-
padhyaya. 

Such a question as well as such an answer 
could not have been asked or forthcoming in 
the political system to which the hon. Shri 
Bbupesh Gupta, who is spearheading the 
Motion today, is an ardent votary. My simple 
point is that our country is safe so long as our 
democratic political institutions ate healthy and 
are worked on the basis of free and frank 
discussions. Democracy has taken deep roots 
in the Indian soil notwithstanding the prophets 
of gloom in India and abroad who predict from 
time to time that the Indian soil is not 
congenial to democracy. 

I beg to submit that the issues arising out of 
the import licences under reference must he 
considered in this wider perspective, and in the 
context of the need to make improvement in 
the licensing procedures. If. at this time, after 
bringing up the matter in a democratic way, we 
ignore some basic considerations, then we will 
be lining an injustice to ourselves as well as to 
parliamentary traditions. Witch-hunting goes 
ill   with   democracy,   so   also   arrogance   
of 
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power, whether manifested by the Government 
ol' the Opposition. All of us are committed to 
achieving nobler tasks, that is, to strengthening 
our economic and political institutions and to 
improving the Government policies and 
procedures so that they serve the objectives for 
which they are intended. It goes without sa\ing 
then that any policy or procedure which is 
prone to benelit a lew or which can be easily 
exposed to external pressures should be scrap 
ped and eliminated root, branch and trunk. 

Sir, our end is to bring about a better 
organisation and not the mere blaming of this 
man dr that. I am sure that this House will, as 
a whole, rise to a man to defend the 
priviledges of Parliament and. at the same 
time, to frown upon anyone, whether in this 
House or outside, whether high or low, who 
wants to exercise autocratic powers. 

After all. there has to be one law and one 
court for a public functionary and the citizen, 
whether the citizen is a Member of Parliament 
or not. No one, whether private citizen or from 
the Prime Minister to a ticket collector, can act 
without legal justification, and transgression 
must be punishable In the court of the land. 
There cannot be privileged persons, and, 
conversely, there cannot be privileged courts. 

It is extraordinary to suggest that because 
the names of some Members of Parliament are 
involved in some issue, that issue should be 
remitted to a joint Committee of both Houses 
of Parliament. Are we as the custodians of the 
liberty and rights of the Indian people to 
abrogate to ourselves special treatment? Are 
we above the normal laws of the land? The 
very thought is repugnant and goes counter to 
all that is best in our country. 

At least one lesson has been thrown up out 
of all this, and it is a lesson which we as 
Members of Parliament have to learn. Some of 
us, most unfortunately, have not exercised 
enough self-restraint and bandied about names 
of private citizens and officials to illustrate a 
point or to run them down for unproved acts of 
omission and commission. Is it not time to 
realise how hurtful it must be lor those people 
whose names are heedlessly mentioned and 
who cannot defend  for themselves? Are we 
not worried 

because some ol our colleagues in Parliament 
have been named w i t h o u t  justification? 
What is sauce of the goose is also sauce for 
the gander. 

let us pause for a moment and calmly 
consider tin- whole system of import licensing, 
for the aberrations thereto cannot be otherwise 
understood, much loss accurately assessed. 
The origin of import trade control was 
introduced in India as a wartime measure in 
the early stages of the Second World War. A 
Notification to this effect was issued on May 
20, 1940, and to begin with the import of only 
(is commodities, mainly consumer goods, was 
subject to con-iml. Over the years, the import 
control system and the import licensing 
procedures have been subject to mam changes. 
In fine, today, except a few negligible items, 
which can be counted on our finger-tips 111 :n 
are included in the Open General Licence, 
every other item of import is subject to control. 
Every year about two lakhs or   more   licences  
are  issued. 

Nowhere in the world is the issuance of an 
import licence an open book as in our country. 
The Oovernment puts down in two 
publications— one called the Handbook of 
Import Trade Control, which broadly outlines 
the import policies, and another publication 
which has popularly come to be known as the 
Red Book which deals with the detailed 
procedures. Indeed, we have evolved an 
extraordinarily good system w h i c h  makes it 
widely known not only to importers in India, 
but also to the Foreigners who export goods to 
India, the considerations behind the import 
policy for the vear, as well as how much of 
each item can be imported, to whom licences 
will be issued, actual users, established 
importers, registered   exporters  and   the  
like. 

Having pointed out the open-handed way in 
which we are operating the import trade 
control in our country, I must confess that 1 
am not entirely happy or satisfied. It is because 
the system, despite its points of strength is 
wasteful and extravagant, apart from capable 
of being misused in situations of scarcities. 
Not for a moment should we forget that all 
institutions are established and operated by 
men; they do not  grow  and   perform  their 
functions like 
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trees. In every stage of the existence of man-
made institutions they are what they are as 
mack bv man. Consequently, their success 
depends mainly upon the capacity and 
interest of those who have established or 
operated these institutions. It is beyond 
human nature not to commit errors, whether 
wi l fu l ly  or unwittingly. Our import 
licensing procedure system, I am afraid, 
does not exclude  this human element. 

A moment ago, I said, the import control 
system is one of waste and extravagance. For 
the life of me, I cannot understand, as to why 
at all we should have import licensing when 
imports can be regulated by tariffs. Our 
import tariffs are high and if they are not 
sufficiently high, they can be hiked up 
further. We can easily get on to a system-
mix, whereby the import of certain 
commodities can be to ta l ly  banned and the 
imports which can be permitted are regulated 
through the tariff mechanism or in some 
other fashion. Whosoever wants to import the 
permissible commodities cait take his or her 
chance. Let the importer exercise his market 
judgment, whether after paying very heavy-
duties it will be worth while for him to do so. 
There is a price beyond which any 
commodity, whether indigenously produced 
or imported, can be marketed. Moreover, in 
the kind of system 1 am recommending the 
Exchequer will gain through higher yields in 
customs duties. Above all, the present 
suspicions about the way in which totallv 
banned and the imports which can removed. 
Society as a whole will be better for it, for 
the environment of corruption and suspicion 
will be removed. To sum up, the present 
system of import licensing along with fairly 
high tariffs is as illogical and wasteful as 
having automatic traffic lights and also 
posting a policeman to regulate traffic. 

My submission then is that there is need 
for a scientific and impartial assessment of 
the licensing system to consider whether the 
present procedures have responded to the 
purposes for which they were originally 
designed and to recommend an alternative to 
the present system. This is the course, I 
submit to the lion. Members, we must 
follow. We must disengage personal and   
accidental   causes   to   general   causes, 

There may be some corruption here or some 
favouritism there. These are personal and 
accidental causes. The general cause lies' in 
the system itself and the system required to be 
reformed. 

With these words, I move my amendment. 

SHRI NIREN GHOSH.- I want to speak on  
the amendment. 

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRI BIPINPAL 
DAS): There is no question of speaking on  
the  amendment. 

SHRI D. P. SINGH (Bihar): Sir, after 
listening to the debates and the speeches of the 
hon. Members of the Opposition, one is left 
bewildered. After all, what is the purpose and 
what is the aim. It is obviously something 
more than meets the eye because if the idea 
was to bring the culprits to book, then no 
person in his senses could oppose the 
appointment of the CBI to investigate. Mr. 
Rajnarain need not look surprised. He has been 
taking law from me • 11  the time. 

 
SHRI D. P. SINGH: Sir, I submit that the 

most striking fact in this is the opposition to 
the investigation by the CBI which is the most 
competent body and which has been able to 
live up to our expectation, whenever it has 
been called upon to do so,  it has been able to 
discharge its duty 
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efficiently and properly. The charge that the 
CBI is an organ or an agency of the 
Government is really surprising because there 
is no agency which does not belong to the 
Government and which does hot owe its 
appointment to the Government and does not 
come under the Government. Sir, our 
insistence on the investigation by the CBI in 
this matter ought to have been welcomed by 
the Opposition, who, day in and day out, have 
been clamouring and asking for the investi-
gation by the' CBI in any matter of compli-
cation. 

Sir, in this matter, the questions that have to 
be investigated have to be borne in mind. The 
charges that have already been levelled in the 
First Information Report consist of conspiracy 
under Section 120(b) of the Indian Penal 
Code. Now, Sir, conspiracy is conceived in 
the dark recesses of one's heart and is exe-
cuted beyond  the eyes of  the people. 

Therefore, when such a matter comes and 
suppose it were to be examined by this august 
body of Parliament, then there are so   many   
matters   .   .   . 

SHRI NIREN GHOSH: What will happen 
to this? He wrang up the officer to issue the 
licences. And the licences were forged   and  
irregular. . .   (Interruptions). 

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Mr. Niren 
Ghosh,  let him continue with his speech. 

SHRI NIREN GHOSH: Mr. Tulmohan 
Rani, under his instructions, went to Madras 
after he was interrogated by the CBI. .  .  
(Interruptions). 
SHRI D. P. SINGH: When it comes for 

investigation, the investigating agency will go 
into the matter as to wherefrom this offence 
flows, who is the person that inspired it, who is 
the person behind it, how was it presented and 
where was it conceived, whether in Madras or 
Bombay or Calcutta or Delhi. And when you 
take up a matter for investigation, please do not 
forget that under the Constitution, there is a 
safeguard of testimonial compulsion. Suppose a 
person comes to you and says that r he has not 
done it. Then the whole matter comes to an end. 
When the CBI is investigating it, it does not 
come to an end, it is L/B(N)24RSS—7 

the beginning of the investigation. Then the 
officer goes into the circumstantial evidence, 
as to whom they went, what the) talked and 
what they discussed, what the circumstances 
were and so on and so forth. Not only the 
charge of conspiracy but the charge of forgery 
is also there. In the course of the investigation, 
there are only ihicx offences that were 
committed. But I have no doubt that Section -
171 of the Indian Penal Code is automatically 
attracted Using in the circumstances of the 
case, no one can deny that at some stage, if 
there is forgery in the document and that 
document has been used for obtaining ad-
vantages, then a forged document has been 
used and Section 471 of the IPC will at once 
be attracted. And, therefore, the net is cast 
wide—cheating, forgery, using of 'forged 
document and conspiracy. 

Sir, it is under such circumstances that the 
courts have examined the matter and they 
have declined to exercise their jurisdiction in 
favour of a most competent body which can 
go into this matter, and who can inspite of the 
denial carefully try to sort out die evidence 
and establish the guilty or otherwise of an 
accused person or a set of accused persons. 
Therefore, basically this proceeding here, I 
submit, Sir, is. wholly inappropriate. I have 
heard the debate and it seems the discussion 
has gone on the basis as though it is an open 
took and whatever people might like to say, 
they say about it. 

Sir, the Supreme Court lays down the law 
under Article 141 of the Constitution. The law 
laid down by the Supreme Court shall be the 
law of the land and every agency in the 
country shall run in aid of the decision of the 
Supreme Court. Sir, the Supreme Court, in the 
famous case of Mr. Anandan Nambiar, a 
Member of Parliament, in outright and 
categorical terms said that wherever criminal 
cases are pending either in the course of 
invesiigation or in the course of a trial before 
the court, then no privilege extends to the 
matters in which a case is lodged. 
Automatically, the jurisdiction of every other 
bodv is ousted. The Supreme Court has said 
so categorically and the decision is reported in 
1966 in two Supreme Court Reports in the 
case of Mr. Anandan Nambiar dealing with  
die privileges.  Thev- 
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said that no privilege extends in a matter in 
which a case is lodged and a case is being 
investigated. 

So, Sir, automatically in the circumstances 
of the case, that proceeding has to go on, that 
investigation by that agency has got to 
continue until the body is able to come to a 
conclusion. Now, what will they do? 

 

SHRI D. P. SINGH: Therefore, Sir, I was 
only submitting that after all the CBI will only 
be collecting evidence to enable any body, 
superior body including the Parliament or 
courts, or wherever this matter goes, to come 
to a conclusion to determine the guilt or 
otherwise of the accused persons or persons 
likely to be implicated  in  this matter. 

Sir, finally, I submit that the motion before 
us is not in order. The motion says that this 
House resolves that a Joint. Committee of hoh 
Houses of Parliament consisting of 10 members 
of Rajya Sabha to be nominated by the 
Chairman and 20 rnenibers of Lok Sabha to be 
nominated by the Speaker be constituted to 
investigate all matters. Sir, I submit that in 
view o£ the fact that I.ok Sabha has 
categorically rejected a similar motion, by 
implication they have categorically said that 
they refuse to nominate 20 or any number of 
members with this Joint Committee. Since that 
matter cannot be gone into now it has given a 
final seal to it. Therefore, this motion is wholly 
inappropriate and nobody can be appointed. 
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SHRI D. P. SINGH: The Lok Sabha has 
categorically rejected this matter. Therefore, 
Sir, my submission is that this motion is not in 
order. Thank you. 

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Mr. Uma-
shankar Joshi; just five minutes. 

SHRI  UMASHANKAR  JOSHI  (Nominated): 
Mr. Deputy Chairman, Sir, I am never 
longwinded but   today   I   may   crave your 
indulgence. - 

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: I. have al-
ready told you I will give you- only five 
minutes.- 

SHRI UMASHANKAR JOSHI: I was 
•wondering whether a non-party man could 
contribute to this debate without making 
confusion worse confounded. It is a matter in 
which if one searches one's heart one would be 
at a loss to know whether he could throw the 
first stone. It is also a matter on which while 
speaking one does not   want   to   sound   
sanctimonious. 

This is not certainly not a matter for legal 
quibbling. This is a matter of polity, polity that 
sustains a nation. Perhaps there is a lurking 
doubt in the mind of the people. I am no 
politician but I have other ways of qualifying 
myself for knowing what happens in the minds 
of the people. Deep down in the minds of the 
people there is a lurking doubt that corruption 
is being under-played. 

An hon. Member referred to what happened 
in Gujarat. He said that people were asked to 
produce evidences so that the ex-Chief 
Minister could be taken to task. But what 
intrigues the man in the street is where was the 
need for the Governor of Gujarat to come out 
with a statement in Delhi that he had found 
nothing against the ex-Chief Minister. He 
repeated that thing in Ahmedabad and was 
going on 

repeating it. Is it intended that the expelled ex-
Chief Minister has to be canonised as a saint? 
He does behave like that; he goes around and 
wants the people to believe that he has been 
exonerated 

We are in a sort of moral soup if I may say 
so. 

Today there has been a discussion on this 
particular matter of licences and I would agree 
that once hon. Members, twenty Members, 
have said that their signatures are forged we 
must believe them unless it is proved 
otherwise. But one man has confessed that the 
signatures is his. The case of that one man, if 
examined, would throw light on so many 
tilings especially the circumstances which led 
to such, an ugly episode in out; national life, 
and surely the Parliament is justified in setting 
such a matter  right. 

Larger questions are thrown up by such 
matters. For example, the question of licences, 
I am happy, it was referred to today. It is time 
we had a second look at the licensing policy. 
Then there are still greater and more grave 
questions of polity, those of the constraints to 
which the ruling party would always be put 
especially if it is a big party enjoying power for 
a long time, the constraints to which 
democratic institutions are being put in our 
days all over the world. At such a moment I 
think the matter under discussion is not a 
matter for party wrangles. I was impressed, if I 
may say so, to find an undercurrent in all the 
speeches here today of some common agony 
which was shared by Members in every part of 
this House. 

With some hesitation may I say how dis-
concerting it was, how deeply painful it was to 
learn from the papers that the Prime Minister 
of our country bracketed her great name with 
the names of two other politicians against 
whom unfortunately memoranda about their 
shady dealings had been submitted? May they 
grow into politicians whose names can be 
bracketed with those of the great. As for the 
Prime Minister's name, it is bracketed by 
history, with those of the first two Prime 
Ministers, Jawaharlal Nehru and Lai Bahadur 
Shastri, to say the least. 
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I need not refer to the obvious. She has 
touched peaks of excellence already as a 
national leader. We can tide over the economic 
crisis, however deepening it may be. We can 
overcome it. Even if there is a political crisis, 
we can overcome it, but if the fpir name of 
India is dragged into mud, it would be an 
irreparable damage for^Jl time. 

May I make a plea to'the Prime Minister,' in 
particular, and the leadership in the ruling 
party, to lift this question above party wrangle 
and do something? (Time Bell). I will not take 
long. 

Vou have to win the confidence of the 
people. The hon. Member, Mr. Dwivedi, said 
that democratic legislatures do not go into a 
probe in such matters. In that case some other 
method may be followed. An enquiry has been 
suggested. What is imperative is to reinstate 
the faith of the people. The Members of the 
Lok Sabha have already returned or are about 
to return to their constituencies. The Members 
of this august House will be returning to their 
constituencies. Famine is staring in our eyes 
and we have fallen in the eyes of the people. 

This is a problem of Indian polity and as 
such it should be viewed by those who are 
concerned with the long-range welfare of -this 
great nation. I appeal again to the Prime 
Minister to do something to win over the 
confidence of the people, last we should no 
more have to fear character assassination as 
there would be no character left to be 
assassinated. 

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Mr. Uma-
shankar  Dikshit. 

 

 

Sir, I have heard carefully all that the oilier 
friends have stated before nle and noted ilit- 
manner in which all the issues have been 
thrashed out in such detail and depth. Most of 
the questions raised and doubts expressed have 
been answered so-effectively b*^'Member 
after Member from this  side ... 

SHRI   NIREN   GHOSH :     No. 

SHRI    UMASHANKAR  DIKSHIT   :   ... 
that my work has been very greatly lightened. 
Two of our hon. Members, particularly Mr. 
Niren Ghosh and my friend Rajnarainji, have 
certain views on the working of the 
Government and political   ideology. . . . 

SHRI NIREN GHOSH : No, no. 

SHRI   UMASHANKAR    DIKSHIT:    The 
opinions, which they expressed on any matter 
or occasion, are irrespective of the Resolution 
or the Bill or the Calling Attention   Motion  
before   the   House.   ... 

SHRI  NIREN  GHOSH:  It is not so. . . 

SHRI UMASHANKAR DIKSHIT :I have 
not yet said anything in particular and he has 
already started objecting to my statement. This 
is the manner in which he denounces. Now, I 
know enough about it. These two gentlemen, 
in their very great wisdom, are expressing their 
views irrespective of occasion or suitability. 
That is why nobody believes them either inside 
the House or outside. How can anybody take 
such people seriously unless point by point 
questions are raised and answered? They will 
pardon me if I proceed with the main issues. 

Sir, the main point which has already been 
emphasised very ably by Shri Mohammad 
Yunus Saleem and Mr. D. P. Singh is 
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the form in which my friend, Mr. Bhupesh 
Gupta, has framed his resolution. Sir, per-
sonally, X can understand his problem and 
also, as a leading member of the parly, his 
Following the political line carried and 
accepted by them in the other House. Possibly 
he has gone into its merit and he has done so 
in the larger national interest or possibly, in 
order to follow up the party policy. 

Sir, he has stuck to the original proposition 
that was started in the other house, namely that 
the case should be referred to the 
Parliamentary Committee. But, Sir, this 
resolution as has been pointed out—I do not 
want to repeat any point unnecessarily on this 
occasion—is a contradiction in terms. Sir, the 
Resolution says that this Committee should 
complete its investigation and submit its report 
within a period of two months. Now, the Lok 
Sabha will meet alter two months and yet he 
wants Members of the Lok Sabha to be 
Members of this Committee that he has 
suggested to be constituted. 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: You can advise 
the President to summon the Lok Sabha. 

SHRI UMASHANKAR DIKSHIT: I can-
no! agree to that. I have much respect for him 
but I cannot agree to his propostion. And even 
if I agreed he will not be happy. 

Sir. he has raised certain issues. He says that 
this resolution concerns matters arising out of 
the answers and supplementary replies given 
by the hon'ble Commerce Minister to the 
questions raised earlier, about the report in the 
particular Weekly and, subsequently, with 
what action has been taken on it. Therefore, on 
that question I shall mainly deal with one point 
which has been raised by almost every 
Member in the Opposition and it appears to be 
valid also. I personally concede that 
clarification is necessary if misgivings are to 
be removed. 

A question has been asked: "Why is it that 
the CBI has taken all this time when the 
reference was made on March 10 or so. The 
report is only a verification teport and the 
filing of the F.I.R. came at the end of   
August."   I   think   it   but   fair   that   I 
L/B(N)«4RS8—I 

should explain how it happened unit. ta much 
time was taken. Of course, normally also in 
any complicated case time is consumed. But in 
this case there is a very definite, valid reason. I 
shall very briefly refer  to  all  the  various  
stages. 

The first verification was about whether the 
Members had signed the application or not. 
When the question Tame up before the House, 
the hon'ble Minister, Prof. D. P. 
Chattopadhyaya, was asked personally to 
contact the Members of Parliament who were 
purported to have signed the representation 
and then tell the House the information that he 
got from them. He fath-fully carried out that 
direction. By that time he had asked everybody 
except two or three whom he had been unable 
to contact. Initially the news report was sent by 
an km, Member of that House to the Speaker 
and, through the Speaker, to the Commerce 
Minister. He immediately sent it to the 
Personnel Department suggesting that 
appropriate action should be taken through the 
CBI. 

Now, Sir, let us remember what was the 
reference communicated to the Ministry of 
Commerce. The reference was—these were 
more or less the exact words—-"Recently 
nearly 24 Members of Parliament submitted a 
representation or allotment of quotas or 
licences. These were granted. And some of the 
Members, a la ge number of those Members, 
have denied their signatures. And when a 
particular Member was contacted, he broke 
down and admitted that he had signed it." Sir, 
it is still a mystery to me and 1 think it is one 
of the mysteries which have to be solved. The 
weekly in quetsion seems to have had a 
prophetic vision because the verification took 
place later, the enquiry took place later and the 
gentleman also made the admission later. But, 
Sir, either we must pay a tribute to the skill 
with which that despatch was framed, or what 
else was there behind it, goodness alone 
knows. But the Teport that was sent to the CBI 
was so vague. It said "... a representation was 
recently made . . .". The representation had 
been made several months ago. But, at the end 
of March or beginning of April if you say 
'recently' it may mean two or three or four 
weeks earlier from that  date.  But this 
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happened several moutlu ago. Therefore, the 
CBX went on asking for wore information. The 
Ministry sent two representations. ID one 
representation the matters related to an entirely 
different subject. It was a simple matter. 
Therefore, they went into the other ease when 
the reai character of the matter was discovered, 
it became compulsory, obligatory on the part of 
the CBI to approach the Members personally. 
Therefore, an intimation was sent, no request 
for permission was addressed to the Speaker, 
but to the Lok Sabha Secretariat, an intimation 
was sent that they wanted to contact the 
concerned Members of Parliament for enquiry, 
the idea being to find out if there any objection. 
No objection was raised. This matter was not 
even submitted lo the Speaker. Sir, the CBI and 
all officers of the Government of India know 
how jealous the Members of Parliament in this 
House and in the other House are about their 
reputation, about the itandards to be followed, 
how even if one breaths an adverse word about 
a Member of Parliament, present or absent, it 
creates a row here. Therefore, they wanted to 
make jure whether even asking this question of 
each of these Members should be done or ot. 
But the matter had been referred and tkey had 
to make an investigation. Therefore, this 
preliminary question they had to aik. Now, Sir, 
by the 30th May this part of the verification 
was virtually completed. I would like that those 
hon. Members who had auv doubt on this point 
should listen to me. They may not accept all 
the arguments that I may place before them, al-
though there is hardly any argument left to 
reply. Sir, on the 10th May this job was given 
and by the 30th May they had done the 
verification from the 20 Members of 
Parliament. So far as the 21st Member, or as 
somebody corrected in the other Home, the 
first Member was concerned, he was not 
available. But before that, at the first meeting, 
this gentleman mentioned one Pillai; he did not 
give his full name, or natrue of his business, or 
his place of residence. Sir, will you kindly ask 
Mr. Bhu-pesh Gupta to listen? I am on a very 
sensitive part of subject, and the information I 
am giving will serve the purpose of removing 
the uncertainty which has been svswvtng   
h'un.   Sir,   the   21st   Member   was 

approached, he replied, "I do not know much 
about it. One Mr. Pillai came. He gave me an 
account of the circumstances of the case which 
struck me as very reasonable and the case 
appealed very deserving. So I gave a piece of 
paper, my letter-head, and I said 'You wrtie 
whatever in your representation you want to 
write; I will sign and I will give it." Now that 
gentleman says he did not even draft that 
application. In any case he went back to Mr. 
Tul Mohan Ram, who either drafted by himself 
or by somebody else or b\ Mr. Pillai, is said to 
have  admitted  that he signed  it. 

As Shri Tulmohan Ram claimed to have 
returned the representation to Shri Pillai after 
signing it but denied any knowledge about 
where he lived and what he did. A new inquiry 
was started to find Shri Pillai who was accosted 
in Madras on the 22nd July 1974. He 
contradicted part of the statement made by Shri 
Tulmohan Ram and said things which were 
different. (Interruption). Therefore CBI found it 
necessary to contact Tulmohan before 
submitting his report to the Commerce 
Ministry or lo ambodv. to the Department of 
Personnel through whom the report had to be 
submitted. They wanted to make sure about 
what the facts were. Therefore, this gentleman 
was met a second time on the 21st August, 
1974. This gentleman also was not available 
easilv. Some friends were so unkind as to 
suggest—1 do not know how it came to their 
mind—that we have made him   absent. 

 
Why  do  you  give  us  so  much  credit? 

SHRI NIREN GHOSH: But you have 
decided to give protection to him. You are 
always   protecting   this   gentleman. 

SHRI UMASHANKAR DIKSHIT: You can 
add all these adjectives at .he end of this 
record. 

By the 22nd August, 1974, the CBI com-
pleted its verification report and submitted it on 
the 30th or the 31st. Mr. Chatto-padlryaya was 
perfectly correct on the 27th 
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when he claimed that he did not have this 
report. And then immediately the l'IR was 
drafted and consultation was held with the 
legal advisers and a case was registered 
under five or six sections which, as I said in 
the other House, are very wide— covering 
conspiracy, forgery, using forged docu-
ments, cheating, and so on. Another question 
has been asked: Why did the CBI not do this 
even before? So many months have passed 
after the applications had been made; the 
CBI should themselves have seen to  it.  
What kind of  an  agency  is this? 

Perhaps you are not aware of it, how the 
CBI functions. It does not take over cases 
suo motu. Cases are referred to them. 
Actually they are so heavily loaded with the 
work today that even when requested by 
Chief Ministers, by other Departments, they 
usually are most reluctant to accept any new 
case because they already have got so much 
of work on hand that if they accept more, 
their very reputation would be at stake. If 
they were to undertake investigations suo 
motu of whatever appears in a newspaper or 
undertake investigation into whatever 
happens anywhere, then their life would be 
miserable and their work will be self-
defeating, I can assure you. 

SHRI UMASHANKAR DIKSHIT: I 

would like to submit that once a matter is 
referred to the CBI, there is no restriction 
placed on its powers. It can investigate any 
matter relating to anybody, occupying any 
position imaginable. L/B(N)24RSS-9 

 
Let us understand this position. Perhaps hon. 

Members have not fully grasped how the CBI 
functions. It is under Hie Delhi Special Police 
Establishment Act. A question was asked of 
lite Director of CBI recently in a meeting held 
in Jul) ot so where, lie appeared as a witness. 
He is reported to have said that he cannot 
invesi-gate anv cases, against a Minister. And 
he waj perfectly corrett there. But during the 
course of investigation, no matter wiio is the 
person concerned, the investigation is not 
interrupted. That is the position. Some 
crit»c[sms were made without knowing the 
conect  position.  It  was rather  unfortunate. 
Khurana under CBI probe tor allolment of 

auto-rickshaws. We did not prompt i iini  or 
request him to put confidence in any agency. 
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That representation reported to his Gov-
ernment that at a meeting held in the Bullion 
Association Hall a resolution was passed that so 
much payment should be made to Mudgal so 
that he could plead the case of the bullion 
traders and the forward trading men, etc. I 
imagine that that must he the purpose because 
he was a very able advocate and he could 
influence the central Ministry concerned. The 
Government of Bombay conveyed it to the then 
Prime Minister, Shri Jawaharlal Nehru. When 
Mr. Nehru asked Shri Mudgal, the facts came 
out and when the matter was referred to ifie 
Parliamentary Committee, there was nothing 
left about it. It was not for making inquiries, but 
lor sharing the responsibilities in a case where 
the Members had not really been accused. Now, 
even on the point of propriety, you see, there are 
cases even in other countries where a person 
accepts a payment—formerly it used to go to 
The concerned party and sometimes to the 
members themselves and they were small 
amounts—because he has to travel, he has to 
write memoranda etc. to meet' many people and 
he should not be out of pocket and it is not to 
help him to build palaces for himself. No, Sir, 
nothing of the kind. In these cases, it was an 
open matter. Sir, if corruption is to be resorted 
to, will a body pass a resolution at its meeting 
authorising its Chairman to pay such and such 
amount? Sir, in Mudgal case it began with Rs. 
15,000 and then it came down to Rs. 5,000 or 
some such amount. 

Now, about Profuma, I had pointed out 
certain things the other day. It was not for any 
irregularities or improprieties that are 
committed in the permissive society in the 
West, things over which we get angry, the 
questionss whether he accepted such and such 
payment and so on, were not there and they 
did not quarrel with him over such tilings. The 
whole thing arose because he was accused to 
have uttered a lie and mislead   the  Parliament  
there   and,   there- 

 



177 Motion re. constitution        [RAJYA SABHA] of a Joint Committee 178 

fore, it became a matter of privilege; when the 
question was raised, he admitted that he had  
made the mistake.  Now,  similarly, 

SHRI BHUPESH GUrTA: In lhat case, 
many of the seats will be vacant on either side 
of  the House. 

SHRI UMASHANKAR DIKSHIT: There is 
another matter. I think Shri Prakash Vir 
Shastriji said that being the followers of 
Mahatma Gandhi, we should act as Ram 
Chanderji in connection with Sitaji. But, in my 
view and I hope that the lion. Members here 
will also share it with me— that if, on an 
allegation made, the wile or husband of an 
lion. Member were to act on the analogy of 
Ram Chanderji and Si ta j i ,  and I agree with 
Mr. Bhupesh GUpta, hardly any Member 
would be left here In this House. So far as the 
allegation goes, there is no limit. 1. ran say 
from my personal experience Of t h i r t een  or 
fourteen years, there has been no limit to the 
al legations made in Parliament. Now, this 
was a reference by which he was trying to 
impress us as it relates to the great heritage 
which we have cherished from the times oE 
Ram Chandraji and Sitaji who are worshipped 
as incarnations of God.. . . (Interruptions) . . . 
Sir we want to keep up those standards as 
much as possible. And at least some are trying 
honestly to come up   to   the  very    very    
difficult  standards. 

And this code of conduct is not confined to 
Hindus or any particular community. Sir, I felt 
very hurt when Rajnarainji said 

 

Now, there the saint is trying to place 
certain high values of life and principles 
before the people through his bhajan. But we 
should not take him literally. The lion. 

 

inis does not oenove mm. tie nas a very 
distorted view of our standard. I am also in 
fairly close touch with the lion. Members at 
least oi this House. I can say without fear of 
contradiction—there is hardly any one. I do 
not know well enough, — that their standard is 
as high as can be in any part of the world. . . 
(Interruptions). 1 would ask any Opposition 
member to point out any one on this side or 
that side —h am not . . . (Interruptions). Their 
standard is as good as it can be. There are yerj 
lew who tan compare with Bhupcshji and 
some other friends, and Chandra Shekhar]); 
who arc really powerful against anything that 
lowcis the si.u n l a i d  or anyth ing   which   is  
unriglnons. 

SHRI NIREN GHOSH: Are you ready lot a 
Parliamentary probe, which was unanimously 
. . .? 

SHRI UMASHANKAR DIKSHIT: I am 
saving that the standard is not so bad at all as 
Rajnarainji has alleged or lhat the majority are 
adham  .  .  . 

 
Sir, I want to make one more point. Sir, ours 

is a Parliamentary democracy. I do not want to 
repeat what I have said in the other House. I 
would only say what is relevant to the present 
occasion. There is no question of agreeing or 
disagreeing with this. Parliament is supreme. It 
is sovereign. It is a law-making body.  It can 
make any 
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law. It can make any law affecting Supreme 
Court. It can make laws affecting Ministers 
and others. But this supreme body is surely not 
the only part of Indian democracy, according 
to our Constitution. There is the judiciary. 
There is the Executive. There is also the Public 
Service Commission. There is the Election 
Commission. There is the Comptroller and 
Auditor General. I arc sorry to have to point 
out some of the things which are very obvious. 
If Parliament takes over into its hands any of 
these functions, will Parliament be able to 
function as a supreme body as Parliament 
should function? Parliament can either make 
laws or function as a watchdog on the working 
of the Executive. The CB1 has gone up to a 
particular stage in the present case. Sir, I 
would like to say in parenthesis that what has 
appeared in the Press, in one newspaper, about 
the registration of the case, is substantially 
correct. Normally when a case is registered, 
anybody can get a copy; we do nor place it on 
the table of tile House. I have got this 
opportunity, and I would say frankly, without 
any reservations, that so fa"r has the 
registration and the facts published to FIR are 
concerned, they  are substantially  correct. 

I am using the word "substantially" because 
I have not compared the two. Four or five 
strong sections of the Indian Penal Code 
covering conspiracy, cheating, forging 
documents, etc. have been cited. A case has 
been registered and the inquiry is continuing. 
They have to find out not only what one 
Member of Parliament has done, but who has 
given, how much has been given and where it 
has been entered. 

Sir, I wish to submit that what a parlia-
mentary committc* can do is either to warn or 
to reprimand or to suspend a Member or they 
can award a small period of imprisonment. 
The agency of the CBl is there. There is no 
other agency which can carry on this 
investigation and arrive at the truth. They have 
to meet all those people who made these 
representations, once, twice and thrice. The 
Assembly of Pondicherry passed unanimous 
resolution saying that the firms in question 
should be helped. You may not agree with 
Prof. D. P. Chattopadbvava. He is well able to 
look after himself. At that time, for 
administrative reasons, pre- 

sumably good reasons, they did not do that. 
But it is not for nothing that the Pondicherry 
Assembly passed unanimous resolutions say 
that this matter should be reconsidered. They 
also gave other reasons. The local authority 
also gave some similar reason. Therefore, in 
order to remove the descripaticy, they decided 
that somebody, should go and liud out what the 
correct position is. That decision was taken by 
the Department. I wish to submit that you may 
not like what we are doing at present. Hut 1 
think that you will feel thankful for the action 
we are taking. The reason is that along with the 
person who has signed the paper which has 
turned out to be wrong, and which has led to 
somediing wrong, there are about seven people 
who have got licences and there are at least 
two or three other people who are involved in 
it—they are not Members of Parliament. In 
order 10 get all these facts, to see the books, to 
see the records and to come to a conclusion, I 
submit with due respect and with responsibility 
and also with a certain measures of assertion, 
that there is no other agency for arriving at the 
truth. Therefore, I submit that it is not fair or 
proper to go on suspecting everybody. We 
have to live with our agencies. We have to live 
with you and you have to live with us. I can 
understand your feeling of anguish or your 
feeling of distress. We feel equally bad about 
it. 1 confess publicly here that I felt greatly 
distressed and thought that if 21 Members of 
Parliament could sign a document which really 
leads to something wrong, then we should be 
ashamed of it. Truth has came out now. 
Twenty hon. Members have definitely asserted 
that they have not d*5ne so. Now, Sir some 
friends like Rajnarain Ji tried to make a 
technical point which has been very effectively 
answered by Yunus Saleem Sahib. Mr. Raj-
narain says that whether they are denying their 
signatures or not, you should consider them 
guilty. Until the signatures are compared, we 
should treat them as guilty or as undesirable 
people. No, Sir, I do not think so. As I have 
said in the other douse and I repent here, no 
hon. Member in his- proper senses would deny 
his signature in a matter like this because if the 
error is found out, he can well imagine what 
the consequences will be. Sir, it is an insult  to  
them  to  say   that  after  knowing 
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all that, these Members deliberately denied 
after having signed the letter. Impossible 
things happen sometimes. Supposing 
somebody is found out or one of us has 
committed something wrong, then action 
certainly can be taken against him by all 
means. Merely because we have denied 
something, vou should not consider xis  
paragons  of  virtue. 

Therefore, sir, until the fads are found and thev 
have been gone into in depth and detail and a 
final report is made, it Mill be of no use 
referring (lie matter to a Parliamentary 
Committee. 1 want to repeat briefly what I 
have said in the other House. Our position is 
not that we want to run away from the idea of a 
Parliamentary Committee. We meet in Parlia-
mentary Committees so often. It is a part-
nership. The whole idea of our democracy 
differs from some of the democracies because 
ours is a regular partnership. We have no fear 
of sitting together. But please imagine the 
situation in which we would be facing. Appeal 
after appeal has been made thai we should not 
politicalise it. At the same time, two hon. 
Members have said: ''Vou will have a majority 
in the Committee. Why are vou afraid?" Is it 
not politicalis-ing the situation? Is it not that 
question matters are raised with the set 
political purpose of putting us in the wrong? I 
will not call it character assassination. C)»)T 
character is not so weak that it can be sinated 
like this. But it is certainly with   a  set  
purpose.   ...   (Interruptions). 

SHRI NIREN GHOSH. He can hold the 
Government  to  ransom  .  .  . {Interruption). 

SHRI UMASHANKAR DIKSHIT: We are 
not aiming to raise our image in the eves of 
Mr. Niren Ghosh. We know what he thinks of 
us and we know what the rest of the  country   
thinks  of  him. 

BR.   K.   MATHEW  KURIAN:   How   
can 

the character he assassinated when jt is not 
there? 

SHRI UMASHANKAR DIKSHIT: Quite 
right. You rell me the number of people in 
Bengal who believe the statement of yours,   .   
.   .  (Interruption).  Anyway,  I  will 

not quarrel with him. He is a learned pe son 
and I do not know why he lowe himself by 
this kind of interruption. Insfea could have 
made a speech, and try to ei pose us.  
Anyway,  that is his business. 

1 submit, as 1 said earlier, if you give i to the 
Parliamentary Committee,  then yoi will   be  
creating  a   precedent,   a  very  bat 
precedent—-as soon as a charge of crime i 
made,   when   this  Parliamentary  Committe* 
is   appointed,   you   will   have   to   call   thi 
witnesses,   \ou   will  have  to  have  a  lawyei 
to lead  the examination and cross-examina 
tion,   then   there   will   be    arguments.    At 
regards  seizing  of  documents.   I   ask:   How 
will you seize the documents? How will yot 
search   places.   You  can  pass  a  special   law 
and  so  on.   But  today,   under  the existing 
Constitution,   under  the existing laws,  it is not   
possible  for   the  Committee  to  do  so. If it  
Were a simple matter,  and suppose 1 had done 
something which does not behove the dignity,  
the decorum and the propriety of   this   House,    
then   you   could   certainly call   me  and  say,   
"For   these reasons,  you are warned <xt you 
should leave the House and   so   on   and   so   
forth",   as   you   very often do.  We have no 
difficulty about that. I  have no  quarrel  about  
it. 

And rinalh what I wish to submit is this. 
After this enquiry is started, I am afraid it is 
sure to take place, but we will convey the wish 
and the desire of the House, almost the 
unanimous desire of the House, that the work 
should not be delayed. No avoidable delay 
should he allowed.^ Really they should try and 
expedite the completion of enquiry as soon as 
possible, say liefore the coming Session of 
Parliament. This  is our  wish. 

And, Sir, I do not know whether the matter 
mav become complicated, whether there are 
more people, whether what Mr. Pillav said is 
not proved. Nobody can anticipate 
development. Then possibility, the other way 
would be that in case we find tbat our Member 
is not really guilty but there is some act Of 
impropriety committed then we would cbrne 
to the House and sav. "The odier investigation 
continues. But out of us, one or two have 
committee on 
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investigation    before    the    investigation    
is completed. 

SHRI UMASHANKAR DIKSHIT: Nor-
mally no. I do not know any case where this 
has been done unless the CBI reports that 
there is no evidence and that they have to 
close the case. I can say from ray experience 
o£ a year and a half that in no case the CKI 
either agreed to withdrawal or  suggested  
withdrawal. 

SHRI  BHUPESH GUPTA:  Sir,  the hon. 
Home   Minister   began   his   speech   by   the 
remark   that  speeches  of   his  partymen  op-
posite  01  friends  there  have  made his  task 
lighter.   I   must  confess  that  the  speech  of 
bun.   Home   Minister   has   made  my   task   a 
greal   deal   heavier   than   otherwise   because 
!:    h;is transported use from Ud\og Bhavan to   
Ram,nana   and   1   propose   to   return   to 1 
il\og  Bhavan  and  hang round   lhal place in  
order  to deal   with  my  subject.  All  Ihe same,   
it    is   good   sometimes   to   remember 
R a m m. n i . i   even  il   we forget  either the Situ 
or  the  Ram. 

Sir. at the very beginning 1 must empress tuy  
disappointment    on    the   ground    that there  is  
no  Indication  in  his   peeeh   as  to uh\   Mr.  
Tul   Mohan  Ram,   a  Member  of the other 
House, did not come to the other House   to   say   
what   he   liked.   I   t h ink    it would have been 
very useful for the leader of  Mr.  Tul   Mohan  
Ram's  party  to  advise Mr.   lul  Mohan Ram to 
do the courtesy of coming to the I.ok  Sabha  and 
own tip  his own signature just as other had gone 
there to   disown   or   to   say   that   their  
signatures were  forged,   because  sometimes  
these  simple  things  are very  important in  a 
parlia-mentarv   svslem   and   democracy. 

It   appears   that   Shri   Tulmohan   Ram   is 
talking to the CBI but he did not think it fit nor 
had he been advised that he should come to his 
own colleagues, at least to the other   House,   
which   should   have   a   prior claim over him 
and tell what he though fit and     unburden     
himself.     I   do   not  know where   this   
gentleman   is.   Some  people  say he  is   
currently  in  Park  Hotel  in  Calcutta but I am 
not suggesting that he is preparing  another  
memorandum or  in   the hunt for  another series  
of  signatures  but  Park 

irregularity or impropriety, so in this situation  let  
the  House consider—this  will  pro-bablv   have   
to  go   to  the  other  House  in the   first   
instance—You   decide   what   is   to be done.'' 
That would be the stage to cons ide r    all   this.   
Some   hon.     Members   like Mr.   I in^haiikar    
Joshi  have    complained how   tin-  s i tua t ion   
is  bad  in  the  country's economy,   about   the  
low    standard  of   be-bavtour  about  corruption  
at  various  levels. We have  no quarrel about 
that; we do not dispute  the  facts. 

However     we     will     not     accept     this 
proposition ihat is is all due to us and that 
within  the last  Eew   fears  the  si tuat ion  has 
suddenh  deteriorated. That proposition we will   
not   accept.   But,   I   admit   and   I   concede   
without   auv   reservation   that   we  do not   
dispute   these   tacts.   On   that   there   is 
(o i i i u ion   ground  with  every Member of  the 
apposition   that    that    exists  and    tor    that 
ever)  effort is being made and will be made and   
the   process    is    being    expedited     and 
accelerated    to    bring    it    under    control. 
Thousands of    starches    and    thousands    of 
anesis   have  been  made.  I  wonder  whethet 
the   hon.   Members   are   aware   that   in  one 
Slate alone—I  mentioned it to the House— 1 -
5.000  raids   were  made  w i t h i n   a  period  of 
two months. It is not that every raid brings in 
results   but   some     of   them   do   bring. 
Therefore, we are   going   ahead   with   the 
programme. 

s<>, Sir, I submit in the end that \shile \w 
appreciate the sentiments which have 
prompted our common friend, Shri Bhu-pesh 
Gupta, to raise this issue and move this 
resolution, I think he will agree with us and 
the House also will agree that that resolution 
may be treated as considered or talked   out   
so  that   we  do  not   have  to  go 

into   any   further    controversry     over     it 
lhank   you. 

SHRI TRILOKI SINGH : Sir. in this case 
the reference to the CBI was made much 
earlier than die time when the question was 
raised in Parliament. I would like  to know 
from the hon. Leader of the House if there is 
any rule or practice or law which empowers 
the Government to withdraw  the  matter 
referred  to  the CBI  for 
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Hotel is a costly place, you know. 1 would 
leave  that. 

Now on the 27th August our f r iend,  Mr. D. 
P. Chatterjee, answeied the question and he 
said there were 21 names of Members who are 
alleged to have signed but did not say that the 
matter was under CBI secret enquiry and under 
verification. Within a matter of hours due to 
the rumpus Within his party—I can understand 
it—he came here to say thai 18 out of the 21 
names lie had read out were not genuine. You 
will have noted that at 11 o'clock when he 
came here he did not Wail lor the CBI to tell 
him as to what he should say or not say even 
about the signatures nor when he appeared in 
the afternoon to tell us (hat the signatures were 
not genuine did he wail lor the CUT. Now you 
see here the matter was dealt with on the 27th 
August di-.Louiit.ing the CBI. I am not 
blaming him for that but now the moment we 
propose that a parliamentary committee should 
be appointed we are doing something wrong; 
we have been told (hat we are counterpoising 
the parliamentary committee to the CBI and 
the CBI could be relied upon. If the CBI had to 
be so relied upon, why was it not relied upon 
on the 27th August? It was because he thought 
that here was an issue that involved Par-
liament, the prestige of the Members of 
Parliament and the prestige of Parliament 
itself. Then you thought that even by your 
personal verification you should be in :t 
position to come and tell the House what the 
signatures meant, whether they were genuine 
or not. And rightly you did nol wait for the 
CBI to come ami brief von. Indeed you got the 
CBI report a few davs later. I am not accusing 
him as some people have done. The question 
elicited the kind of answer he gave. He did not 
commit any felony by giving the answer for 
which I am lold his head was demanded on a 
charger by some people. So all (hat I am trying 
to impress upon you in tin's connection is that 
the CBI was not the main consideration at that 
time when Parliament was exercised over the 
development, when the country's eyes were 
focuss-ed at Parliament, it was necessary and 
rightly so to say what jou said from your point 
of view but we have been asked to accept   the   
denials,   tiol   transmitted   to   us 

by the Members concerned—they never came 
to this House—but through you. We had not 
seen the signatures; they had not talked to us. 
We have not been in a position to ask them any 
questions as to how their names occurred there, 
whether they had any connection with Mr. 
Tuhnohan Ram or somebody else, how some 
people had dared to forge their signatures in 
this manner. We have been denied that privi-
lege: vet we are asked to keep quiet till the CBI 
report comes. This is our complaint. You will 
have noted over the past few davs I have 
spoken again and again on this subject. I have 
not indulged in attacking any individual or 
doing what they sometime! call character 
assassination. I do not believe in political life in 
the game of character assassination but we 
must be concerned with the character of the 
Members of Parliament. Must we be a 
spectator of the assassination of the character 
of Parliament which needs to be strengthened, 
extended and de> eloped especially at a time 
when the forces of counter-revolution and 
fascism are trying to assail and defame and 
then to destroy it. That is the motivation behind 
that and I thought that my motion meant that it 
should give a better expression of the vitality 
and dynamism of Parliament that it would 
express to the country the deep sensitiveness on 
the part of Parliament and show that the 
Parliament is self-critical and would not spare 
any of its Members should they go wayward or 
allow their authority and prestige to be 
prostituted lot export or import licences. What 
is wrong in it? And I for one would not like to 
prejudge the issue before I satisfv rrryseli after 
a full inquiry. I am not here to pull out this or 
that letter because more  basic  issues  are  
involved. 

That is what I want to tell you and I do hope 
the Home Minister and the Prime Minister, 
who are present in this House, wilt kindly 
consider that there are people in this country, 
there are parties in this country who want to 
fight corruption as a national menace and lor 
that they want a national approach. I am not 
one of those who would claim this side is the 
paragon of virtue and the vices are on that 
side. I know on their side there are many 
honest men and men of integrity and, if I may 
say so, women of integrity also. Otherwise.. 
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I will be called an anii-faminist. I know on 
ihis sWe also there are such people. 1 
liiicli)ic, ii is no! a party issue at all. I am not 
one of those who would like to malign an\ 
party over this matter, hut must I not fulfil one 
task of summoning the patriotism of the 
people, calling upon all those who stand for 
probity in public life and standards of public 
lite to stand up against corruption, that they 
should pul t h e i r  heads together, take counsel 
with each. other, critically examine what is 
wrong attack the source of corruption and find 
out those V lm trade in corruption and then 
weed it out from our body politic and our 
public litc-? This is what I want And for that 
reason I wanted to sit in a parliamentary 
committee—not for harassing anybody, not 
for finding a scapegoat, bul to search out the 
truth. This is all. I know from mv experience, 
when we sit in a committee, behind closed 
doors, without the press galleries full and 
indeed without any pressmen around us, we 
talk openly, we talk calmly. We take advice 
from others and give advice. In fact, we 
function on a different plane. I do not 
question the bona fides of Members of 
Parliament from that side or this side. I am not 
bothered with the majority or minority. If we 
sat together in the name of Parliament, as the 
custodians of the morals of Parliament, we 
would have certainly found a solution to the 
problem which has been created and which 
will haunt us now for some time lo come, CHI 
or no CBI, That is whv I gave my Resolution, 
but it has not been understood. Sir, here I 
would not like MPs to be subjugated to the 
CBI. The CBI is not a State within a State. 
How can they question MPs if they go wrong, 
if they misbehave? I am not talking about any 
ordinary < B and other things because signing 
a memorandum is not an. offence at all in 
criminal law. Surely anybody ran recommend 
anything to the Prime Minister, Home Minis 
tcr or a Minister of anv other Department, bur 
there are issues of propriety, public polity. 
Therefore, I would not like CBI to come and 
question them before we have questioned 
them. 1 would not like them to tali to CBI 
before thev talk to us. They »Te our 
colleagues, no matter where il In the keeping 
of every Member, there is something 
collective and that is the collective   prestige   
of   Parliament,   but   I   was 

aghast when 1 was told that our colleagues 
are being questioned and interrogated by the 
GUI -not even b\ the leaders of the ru l ing  
party and much less by others. Why should it 
be so? Consider this thing. I would noi like 
anyone d! you to be haunted by the CBI for 
an offence of this kind, lor indiscretion and so 
on. This is what we demand of you. Now, Sir, 
if we start this kind of thing, then there was 
the case where the Speaker the other day said 
that some MP was guilty of misconduct for 
years and he would take action against him, 
Musi we call the CBI to enquire into the 
misconduct of a Member of the other House 
which attracted the remark from the ii that 
some action might be taken against him? No. 
We shall be dealing with it. You, Sir. shall 
deal with it. The House will deal with, il. It is 
possible. Has our good sense so departed that 
we are not in a position, even in a matter of 
this kind, to come together and find accepted 
and agreed   solutions? 

Certainlv we can, provided the leadership is 
there. I wanted to find out the troth, truth not 
only about the signature, important as they 
are, but also about the circumstances in which 
the memoranda was produced and the role thi 
document played over the two years or so. It 
is all right that the CBI will find out but why 
do we expect that I would trust the CBI? I am 
not saying that I am not trusting him. But whv 
should he necessarily trust the CBI when the 
matter involves Members of Parliament? Was 
it not necessary for him to take Members of 
Parliament into confidence over a document 
which defames Parliament. I am putting it 
mildly? Is it not our duty to have a look at this 
document? If something damages may 
collective prestige, have I not the right as a 
Member of Parliament to ask of you as 
Members of the Government to show me the 
document? What is wrong there? Do vou 
think our bona fides are such that we cannot 
look at it? The CBI can look at it. Your 
Ministers ran look at it. Your bureaucrats can 
look at it but not your colleagues either on 
that side or on this side. What sort of norms 
you are laying down? That is all I am asking. 

Sir, we all know there is rampant corrup-
tion  today  in  the country.   I  say rampant 
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corruption, and whatever we may feel, 
whatever we may make out in our speeches, or 
whatever assessment we might give, the fact 
remains that there is rampant corruption 
though there are millions anil millions of 
people who support you and who support us. 
Is it not an objective fact to he taken seriously 
note of irrespective o£ how you feel and how I 
feel' or some others feel? If that is so, how do 
we set about it? According to us lobbies of big 
business interest and black money operate not 
only in the Treasurv Benches— do not think 1 
am blaming yon—but in all operational 
spheres. Not only they are operating in the 
Tieasury Benches, tluy operate on this side of 
the House also. This is the technique of (he 
reaction. Reaction breeds corruption and uses 
corruption for the destruction of a system 
which has come up in a number of developed 
countries after world war II. It is a historical 
fact. Therefore, I ask you, I urge upon you 
betimes you take note of corruption. Do not 
treat it as a question oT morality and vices of 
individual Ministers or M.L.A.s or M.P.s 
whether of the Op-position or on the other 
side. You treat is as a dengerous, destructive, 
subversive phenomenon promoted and nursed 
by ihose who are intersted in taking our 
country back-ward, in reversing the process 
which should take us forward and bring about 
a counter-revolutionary reversal in the <oun-
Tliat is why I say do not think thai the political 
battle is cWIy around the huslings, the 
political battle is around for the Mini val and 
strengthening of democracy, for die morality 
and standards of our public life have got to be 
fought also on the issue of "Corruption breeds 
corruption". That should be our motto and we 
should take collective steps in order to put an 
end to corruption. 

Sir, there are, as I said men of integrity on 
either side of the House. There are parties of 
integrity. Why should they not co-operate 
instead of trying to go at each other's throat 
over a matter which requites a national 
approach? And that is whv I Suggested a 
Parliamentary Committee. I wanted 
representatives of the nation to it together, to 
think what should he done hot merelv get 
preoccupied with the question of a few 
signatures or seven or eight licences.   I  
wanted  them   to    go    into    this 

question from the point of view of drawing 
certain lessons so that Ministers are above 
raproach and M.Ps are above raproach, so that 
we set an example and remove all that comes 
in our way to deal with corruption. That is 
what I wanted. Therefore, this does not permit 
any narrow partisan view. It has to be fought 
everywhere, whether on your side or on this 
side, whether in the ruling panv or in the 
Opposition; whether it thrives under the flag of 
the Congress Partv or under the colours of the 
Opposition parties) corruption is corruption. I 
know there are reports like the Mudaliar 
Committee Report, the Mudholkar Committee 
Report and the Sarjoo Prasad Committee 
Report. There are many other reports of the 
various States which also throw some light on 
corruption. Corruption is prevading not only 
on that side but also on this side. Therefore, let 
us not talk as if some are corrupt and others 
are not. let us find out who are corrupt and 
which is the source of corruption. I repeat that 
monopoly capital and black money in the 
country constitute the major source of 
corruption. Strike at it. Well, a few small men 
you have got. I know what publicity they have 
got. These Mahe and Yanam men have 
become international figures. But what about 
Birlas and others who are wholesalers in 
corruption? They are not retailers in 
corruption. When they take big licences, 
nobodv knows because before they take the 
licence, they know how to gag the ruling party 
and also how to gag the Opposition parties. 
Therefore, when the poor Mahe and Yanam 
people take licence, there is noise and all these 
things. It is good. Have it. A pickpocket is also 
an offender. A highwayman is also an 
offender. Deal with all of them. I have no 
hesitation in saving that there are some serious 
drawbacks in our functioning in Parliament. 
But I would not go into these things here. I am 
a little surprised that Mr. Uma-shankar Dikshit 
has been very kind to me. He spoke partlv like 
a journalist, partly like a lawyer and also to an 
extent, as Home Minister, not being very 
confortable in that Ministry, I beliexe. Now, 
the Commerce Minister is here. Is it not a fact 
that some fund of Asia '72 was embezzled and 
a complaint was lodged by the Delhi Ad-
ministration with the police and nothing ^as   
done  in   ^our   Ministry   which   is  now 
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called the Commerce Ministry? Is it not a fact 
that letters of Mahatma Gandhi, Pandit 
Jawaharlal Nehru and Rabindranath Tagore 
were taken for an exhibition and were then 
sold in Europe and America and the culprit, 
Deputy Secretary, Mr. K. S. I.tithra, has not yet 
been suspended despite the fact that there was 
a report against him? Are you denying it? You 
gave the report. Files are being destroyed. 
Letters of Rabindranath Tagore, letters of 
Mahatma Gandhi and letters of Jawaharlal 
Nehru had been taken away in order to be 
shown in a foreign exhibition, but they were 
sold in the American market in order to make 
money. Where are these letters? They were 
taken from the Nehru Museum. Where are they 
now? Enquire into it. Who is responsible for 
it?  (Interruptions). 

SHRI RABI RAY: Who are the office-
bearers of the museum?  (Interruptions). 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: I have named 
him. Who are they? Find out. Therefore, I say, 
Mr. Dikshit, do not think that all of us are 
interested in politicking in everything. I want 
to preserve Nehru's letters. I want to preserve 
Tagore's letters. I want to preserve Mahatma 
Gandhi's letters. 

SHRI LOKANATH MISRA: I had raised 
this matter in the House and the hon. Minister 
had assured me that he would look into it. 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: I must con-
gratulate Mr. Lokanath Misra. At least once in 
life he raised a good thing in the House. Now, 
Sir, in to-day's papers you see that one Dr. 
Nataraj in Bangalore—he is supposed to be the 
son-in-law of the Chief Minister of Mysore—
is organising an 'Tndira Brigade" to attack 
Congress students, to attack us and everybody. 
Hooligans are being mobilised by Dr. Nataraj 
in Bangalore and Mysore Universities to 
terrorise and intimidate students belonging ro 
many parties, above all, belonging to the 
Congress Party. Who will control him? After 
all, he is a son-in-law of the Chief Minister. I 
have never been one, but I am told that such 
sons-in-law enjoy something like the favoured 
nations clause somewhere in  the affairs of the 
State. 

Not witS regard to these sginaturcs, win Id   
you   not show  us  these  things? We 

do not know how the file was processed, who 
wrote what in the memorandum. If the 
memorandum is such that there were no 
finger-prints, we trust it; but then there should 
be a comparison of the signatures on the 
memorandum with the signatures that are there 
on parliamentary papers of the MPs concerned. 
Have you verified them? Denial is all right. 
Normally I would like to accept the denial of 
my colleagues even at some risk. And I want 
you to accept my denial. But when the issue 
assumes such proportions, and given such 
dimension, it is necessary not merely to flaunt 
a denial ex-parte, not merely to tell us 
indirectly, but make us also feel that the 
denials are also substantiated by what we see 
with our eyes. Nothing of the sort has been 
done. You can ask, Mr. Chatterjee that because 
we are all your friends we should accept what 
you tell us about the denial. All right 
(Interruption). Not one man has come to deny. 
But why do you draw so heavily upon our 
credulity? I cannot understand. You are 
trusting us too much. We are ready to give our 
affection, our confidence as person to person. 
But don't rub us too much on the wrong side. 
Well, what happened these two years? Why 
was there no investigation? The CBI took five 
months to verify the signatures! Why could it 
not have been done earlier? Only telephone 
calls are required. You did it in five hours for 
what the CBI took five months! What is the 
explanation? Just tell ine why there was so 
much delay. All these things should be 
explained to us. There is no explanation. They 
remain a mystery. Take the case of the 
memorandum. Who gave the memorandum? 
Who received it? Where was it written? What 
kind of initials were there? Whose pad was 
used? And who passed on to whom? These are 
all very relevant things. We can also find out. 
Suppose I Call Mr. L. N. Mistra or for that 
matter anyone; I am not blaming individuals 
here. For example, I call Mr. Nurul Hasan, to 
be on the safe side, of not being guiltv of 
character assassination. Come and tell us 
whether and when you received this 
memorandum. What did you do with it? Does 
all this require a CIA agency to investigate? 
CIA agency is required for killings—American 
require it for killing Allende. But we don't. We 
don't want a CIA type of investigation. 
Members of   Parliament   can   go   and   talk   
to   other 
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colleagues and ask them, and I am sure they 
will be truthful. But we are no! allowed. 
Therefore, why are \ou doing all this in this 
way? I cannot understand. That is also 
another natter. 

Then about officers. My friend, Uina-
shankarji, said—our friend is here, tie is the 
Leader of the House and hence is supposed 
to he our friend—he asked, "How can you do 
that?". And he was horri-fied that we made 
such a preposterous suggestion that there 
should be a parliamentary body. Is there no 
parliamentary body In England? Has not 
Parliament even tried persons there? I am not 
asking for a trial because the question of trial 
does not arise because we are only interested 
in finding out the truth and vindicating the 
hoi our of Parliament. So, Sir, such things 
happen. Go to Bri t ish Parliament and see, 
whenever such things happen, they appoint a 
committee; the Americans do it; the French 
do it; the Italians do it. It is not something 
unheard   of   .   .   . 

SHRI GUNANAND THAKUR" What 
about Russia? 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA; Russia? Bv the 
law of the land corrupt people are shot - 
dead. That is the law there. Lenin said one 
bullet is much cheaper tor the working 
people to deal with enemies of the people 
than going in for a prolonged trial and 
spending lakhs and lakhs of rupees. Here 
after all you are non-violent. How can you 
do that? Only Jayaprakash Narayan now 
being a non-violent allows yon to be 
slapped;   I  don't. 

Sir, that is a different matter. Therefore, I 
say that the Parliamentary Committee has 
every right to use the services of anv outfit of 
the Government including the CBI. We have 
power to summon people; even in Select 
Committees you can summon people; we 
have power to call for anv document; we 
have power to administer oath; we have 
power for summoning witnesse , we have 
even power for condemning people for 
contempt of Parliament. All these powers we 
have. Then what are the difficulties? I am not 
saying that CBI has no role to play in this.  I 
am saying that  tin's 

task   should   be   performed   by   the   highest 
authority   in   the  country   because   its  pres-
tige is involved and that body should be a 
delegated    authority   of    Parliament.   That 
body could    use all the agencies of Govern-
ment    including     the     CBI,     hand-writing 
expert and all  the rest of  it.  What is  the 
difficulty?  Why  should   we  rely on  officers? 
1 iles are not in your possession. Have there 
been     no  cases     where     files     have     dis-
appeared    in    the    past from    the    officers? 
When it is found inconvenient to maintain and 
keep files,  tiles have disappeared. What is   the   
guarantee   ihat   files   will   not   disappear in 
this case?  What is the guarantee that  files  will  
not be tampered  with?  Even if  you  are very  
perfect and  honest  in   this matter  and  even  if 
you  are men  with   in-p< liable character, 
people may have doubts. Why   do  vou   leave  
these  doubts?   I  cannot understand.  There is a 
saving that in such public   matters,   you   must  
not  onlv   be  intrinsically  right,  but  you  must 
also  appear to  be right.   This  is  very,   very   
important. Public morality demands this so that 
public confidence   is   treated.    Well,   I   am   
in   the dark.   When   I   go   to   Calcutta,   all   
that   I can   tell  the people  there  is  this:  Mr.  
lima-shankar Dikshit  told  me,  I  could  wail  
for two months  and  the CBI  and  bureaucrats 
will   settle   this   matter   and   after   (hat   we 
shall  have a  chance of  looking at if.  Is it not a 
distortion of democratic process? Is it doing   
great   honour   to   the   Parliamentary 
institutions?  Is   it  what  you  as  the  ruling 
party  and  a  mature  party should  do? 

All I can sav before I conclude is that this is 
a small episode to me. After all Rv 45 lakhs. It 
is not a huge sum. 1 know of cases involving 
crores of rupees. I know the case of Kapadias. 
I know many other eases. I know Mr. Birla 
through a telephone call from Calcutta got an 
officer who was examining his accounts 
transferred. All these things I know. This is a 
small amount. But I thought we could collec-
tivelv discuss this matter in order to find oul   
some remedy. 

Here are the leaders of the Government 
sitting. Make it a convention that no Member 
of Parliament shall make recommendations for 
business interests. Should they make some 
recommendation, they should send a copy of it 
to the leaders of 
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the respective parties and also a copy to the 
Chairman of this House in the case o£ Rajya 
Sabha and to the Speaker in the case of the 
Lok Sabha so that if we recommend far 
anything, we should be in a position to own it 
up before the public. It should not be secret. 
Firstly that should be clone. 

Apart from that, all business connections 
of M.Ps and Ministers should be reduced. I 
am tired of hearing of this Coolie Mastan. I 
have not seen this man. In Calcutla we call 
Goonda Mastan. Here Coolie Mastan and 
other Mastans come ari3 meet M.Ps, and they 
are treated well. Are we living in a Mastan 
democracy or are we living in a 
Parliamentary   Democracy? 

Therefore, Sir, 1 do not like the Mastans to 
come here nearer us or any iexpectable 
Mastan in the big money world and the 
financial world like the Birlas and the Tatas. 
Keep away from them. I tell you, keep away 
from them. I tell you, they aie conspiring for 
and financing the destruction of the 
democratic movement in the country The 
Bihar movement, which is for the destruction 
of the democratic movement, which is for the 
dissolution of the Assembly, is not financed 
by the small traders, but is financed by the 
big money people including Mr. Goenka and 
everybody knows this. On the one hand, they 
finance some people on your side, corrupt the 
Ministers, mislead them, pollute them and get 
things out of them and, on the other hand, 
they give money to certain elements on the 
Opposition side so that they can attack them 
and they choose their targets also. I have 
seen, Sir, even in this experience, Row the 
target has been chosen. But I am sorry, 1 
have noted a kind of factional approach to 
ibis matter which operates and I do not want 
to name the party concerned here. Why 
should there be a factional approach to this  
matter? I  cannot  understand   (hi-. 

1 know all of you have very good con-
nections with the rightist elements and this 
everybody knows. Everybody knows that: 
you are shifting to the rightist side in the 
economic policies and this is known to 
everybody and I know how this has come 
about and I know how this has been 
organised. It is not what all of you say which 
is important. It is not that. On the 

27th August, I moved a resolution demanding  a  
parliamentary  committee,   and   there arose  a    
spontaneous    response  from your benches     
and      they     said      from     your side,    
"Yes,    a    parliamentary    committee should   
be   appointed."   But,   later   on,   it melted   
away   and   only   silence   was   there and   
only   silence   came   and  jockeying   for 
positions from  factional angles started and, as 
you know, whatever may be the will of the 
House,   there are connections and divisions  
also.  This  operates   there.   Therefore, T 
would appeal  to the Parliament, before I sit 
down, to you, Sir,  and through YOU  to iIK   
Government  to  take  a serious  note of 
corruption  today.  It eats into  the vitals of our 
system.  The big money,  the monopoly capital,    
the    vested    interests    with    their Mastans   
and   non-Mastans,   all   are   out   to destroy  
the parliamentary democracy,  using double-
edged   weapons,   one  side   to   strike the 
ruling party and  to put it in a particular  
position  and   the  other  to strike  the others.   
Therefore,    there    should    be    two kinds   of   
attempts:   One   from   within   your party and  
the other from  (his side of the House.   The   
Prime:   Minister   is   there   and she   should   
know   that   from   within   your party   this   
attempt   must   begin   and   also from   this   
side  of   the   House   the  attempt must be there 
to salvage the parliamentary democracy, 
political morality and the other institutions, and 
this is the biggest challenge before   us today  
and  this challenge  ran be met  only,   among  
other   tilings,   by  resolutely   fighting   
corruption.     eliminating     all those   corrupt   
people    in   public    life,    no matter where 
thev  are situated, no matter how  powerful  
they are,  and  they  have no place    in    our    
public    life    because they threaten   nor   
merely   our  system   of   trade and   commerce   
and   such   things,   but   they threaten  the very 
fabric of our democratic existence,    therefore.   
Sir,   I  would   appeal to  the  House  to  accept 
my resolution  and 1   t h i n k   it  is  a  very 
reasonable-  resolution, You   would   have   
seen   that   in   the   whole course of my speech   
I have never brought in any extraneous issues 
and I have kept it only on  the   plane   of    
principle.    If    the Parliament   is   involved,   
if   the   prestige  of the Parliament is involved, 
if the Members of  Parliament   are   involved,   
if   the  Ministers,  who are also  the  Members 
of  Parliament,  are  also involved  and  if  the  
people begin  to doubt  the integrity and  the 
pres- 
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tige of the Parliament, then it is a very critical 
position and it is the duty, the bounden duty, 
of all of us to rise to the occasion, seize of the 
matter ourselves and then take necessary 
steps through a committee of the kind I have 
suggested. May I ask, therefore, my friends 
here to accept this resolution? May I ask my 
good friend to accept this? Sir, many among 
them are good people and I know it and there 
arc many good people here also. But I am in 
trouble that way. Anyway, I am glad that 
there are good people on either side of the 
House and on a matter like this they are 
linked up. Therefore, please accept this. Do 
not give the argument that the I.ok Sabha has 
not done it. Sir, here sits a person who can 
get the 1 ok Sabha on die telephone. 

Why do you give this argument? People 
will laugh. Then children. He will ask you, 
"Daddy, why did you give such a fantastic 
argument when the Prime Minister was 
sitting by your sdie? . . .". (Interruptions). 
"Don't give such argument. Don't give it. On 
principle, you reject it." But what I have said 
today is because I have lived with this 
Parliament. I have seen good traditions. I 
have seen Jawaharlal Nehru reacted and 
responded to it. Not always we were kind to 
him. BUL always, somehow or other, 1 noted 
a sensitiveness on his part. I would like that 
to be recovered. I know we had many 
differences with Pt. Jawaharlal Nehru at that 
time; we sat in the Opposition and he sat 
there. But some of the things again and again 
I remember and I wish these were reborn in 
the functioning of Parliament. I am not 
talking of South Block or North Block . . . 

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Please con-

clude now . . . 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: Finally, I once 
again appeal to you in the name of fighting 
corruption, which we must fight together, and 
as a non-party, national issue, even if you 
vote against it, during the recess do a little 
heart-searching and hard thinking to come to 
the right conclusion. Better late than never. 
You have always been late in doing good 
things , . . (Interruptions). 

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Mr. Chinai. 

SHRI BABUBHAI M. CHINAI: Sir, the 
hon. Leader of ihe House and the Commerce 
Minister have made no reference in their reply 
to in\ amendment. But since, I think, the 
purpose of my amendment has been served, I 
wish to withdraw my amendment. 

The amendment was, by leave, with-di awn. 
MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: The question  

is: 

That this House resolves that a Joint 
Committee of both Houses of Parliament 
consisting of 10 members of Rajya Sabha to 
be nominated by the Chairman and 20 
members or Lok Sabha to be nominated by 
the Speaker be constituted to investigate all 
matters arising out of answers given to 
Starred Question No. 730 in Rajya Sabha on 
August 27, 1974, and Mipplernentaries 
thereto as well as the statement of the 
.Minister of Commerce in connection 
therewith in Rajya Sabha on the same day 
and that the Committee do submit its report 
to this House on Ihe first day of the next 
session. 

That this House recommends to l.ok 
Sabha that 1 ok Sabha do concur in thi* 
motion and join the said Committee. 

The House divided: 

MR.   DEPUTY   CHAIRMAN:   Noes-
104 Ayes—21. 
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