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publishing the Central Commissions of Inquiry 
(Procedure) Amendment Rules, 1972, under 
sub-section (3) of section 12 of the Com-
missions of Inquiry Act, 1952. [Placed in 
Library. See No. LT-1512/72]. 

MINISTRY OF HOME AFFAIRS NOTIFICATION 

SHRI F. H. MOHSIN: Sir, I also beg to lay 
on the Table a copy each of ihe following 
Notifications of ihe Ministry of Home Affairs, 
under section 35 of the Defence of India Act, 
1971:— 

(i) Notification G.S.R. No. 1888, dated the 
16th December, 1971, (in Hindi) publishing the 
Defence of India (Re-quisitioning and Ac-
quisition of Immovable Property) Rules, 1971. 

(ii) Notification G.S.R. No. 1958, dated the 
23rd December, 1971, (in English and Hindi) 
publishing the Defence of India (Amendment) 
Rules, 1971. [Placed in Library. See No. LT-
1412/72 for (i) and (ii)] 

MESSAGES  FROM THE   LOK SABHA 

1. THE APPROPRIATION BILL, 1971 

II. THE APPROPRIATION (NO. 2) BILL, 1972. 

SECRETARY: Sir, I have to report to the 
House the following messages received from 
the Lok Sabha, signed by the Secretary of the 
Lok Sabha: 

(I) 
"In accordance with the provisions of Rule 

96 of the Rules of Procedure and Conduct of 
Business in the Lok Sabha, I am directed to 
enclose herewith the Appropriation Bill, 1972, 
as passed by Lok Sabha at its sitting held on the 
15th March, 1972. 

2. The Speaker has certified that this Bill 
is a Money Bill within the meaning of article 
110 of the Constitution of India." 

(II) 
"In accordance with the provisions of Rule 

96 of the Rules of Procedure and Conduct of 
Business in Lok Sabha, I am directed to 
enclose herewith the Appropriation (No. 2) 
Bill, 1972, as passed by Lok Sabha at its 
sitting held on the 15th March, 1972. 

2. The Speaker has certified that this Bill is 
a Money Bill within the meaning of article 110 
of the Constitution of India." 

Sir, I lay a copy of each of the Bills on the 
Table. 

  

THE ARMED   FORCES (ASSAM   AND 
MANIPUR) SPECIAL POWERS (AMEND-

MENT) BILL, 1972 

THE MINISTER OF STATE IN THE 
MINISTRY OF HOME AFFAIRS (SHRI K. C. 
PANT): Sir, I beg to move for leave to 
introduce a Bill to amend the Armed Forces 
(Assam and Manipur) Special Powers Act 
1958. 

The question   was   put   and   tlie   motion 
was adopted. 

SHRI K. C. PANT: Sir, I introduce the Bill. 

PERSONAL   EXPLANATION   BY   THE 
MINISTER  OF  INDUSTRIAL 

DEVELOPMENT 

THE MINISTER OF INDUSTRIAL 
DEVELOPMENT (SHRI MOINUL HAQUE 
CHOUDHURY): Mr. Deputy Chairman, Sir, 
while taking part in the debate yesterday on the 
President's Address, Shri Bhupesh Gupta 
devoted almost all his time in making certain 
unwanted and baseless allegations against me 
in my absence. According to our convention, 
before making a personal attack, prior notice 
should have been given. I am really sorry that a 
senior Member of the House should have 
resorted to such a course. I will try to answer 
each one of his allegations. 

Sir, he has stated that during the election 
campaign in Assam I stated that why should I 
go to Assam to become the Chief Minister 
there? and that I could become the President, 
Vice-President or the Prime Minister. This is 
an unfounded allegation based on a wild dis-
tortion of what I had really stated. As far as I 
know, only one newspaper, namely, the 
"Assam Tribune" of Gauhati which had 
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[Shrj Moinul Hiquc Choudhury.] 
stirteJ a tirade against a section of Congressmen, 
particularly myself, In this election, published such a 
news. No other newspaper published this kind of 
statement attributed to me. As soon as it came to my 
notice, I issued a contradiction on full which I will 
read now : 

"My attention has been drawn to a publication in a 
section of ths Press that I have said in some of my 
public utterances in Assam that if I had wanted to 
become the Chief Minister of Assam, there was none 
who could either challenge me or resist me and that I 
wanted to rise from my Present position to that of 
the Prime Minister and then the President of India. 
This is completely a distorted publication. Willi a 
view to rousing Commu nal passions, a section of 
the opponents of the Congress Ins been persistently 
spreading rumours in Assam in the present 
electioneering that Shri Sarat Chandra Sinha was 
only a stop-gip arrangement and that I would be sent 
to Assam as the Chief Minister after the election by 
the Prime Minister. I repeatedly contradicted it in 
my public speeches including issuing a statement to 
the correspondent of the PT! at Silchar." 

I had every right to be its Chief Minister and nobody 
could either resist me or challenge me from claiming 
it. What I object to was the communal and 
unfounded propaganda being carried out to cause 
harm to the Congress candidates. I further retorted 
the communa-lists saying that in free India every 
citizen including nie could legitimately claim for the 
Prime Ministership or Presidenship and there could 
be no objection forme or anyone to have such an 
aspiration. In this background I further stated that I 
was not a candidate for the Chief Ministership of 
Assam ..." 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA (West Bengal): It is an 
intelligent way of speaking . . . 

SHRl MOINUL HAQUE CHOUDHURY: "I would 
like to clarify once again that the Assam Pradesh 
Congress Parliamentary party had elected Shri Sarat 
Chandra Sinha as its leader and they would once 
again gel a chance to elect their leader after the 
election. 1 am not a candidate for the Chief 
Ministership of Assam. I hope this wiH clarify the 
position." 

This statement was published in many newspapers 
including the "Assam Tribune", dated 6th March, 
1972, in the "Assam Express", dated the 6th March 
1972 .   .   . 

SHRI   BHUPESH     GUPTA:    Did    the 
"Assam Tribune" Editor express any regret in public 
that what he had published earlier was a wrong news?  
I am asking this. 

SHRI MOINUL HAQUE CHOUDHURY: He 
can lake it up with the Editor. It is not my business. 
That newspaper is a monopoly newspaper in Assam, 
I was fighting the tycoon. 

The next allegation Shri Gupta made was that I 
threatened that I would cut down newspaper quota. 
This was also published only in the Assam Tribune" 
and in no other newspaper in the whole of the 
country, to my knowledge. As soon as this came to 
my notice, I issued a contradiction on 7th March 
1972, which I will read: 

"My attention has been drawn to a news item that 
I had said that the Government of India would cut 
down the news-print quota of the newspapers which 
were indulging in anti-Congress activities in this 
election. This is absolutely baseless. On the contrary 
1 had repeatedly said in my various public speeches 

SHRI MOINUL HAQUE CHOUDHURY: 
"What I said was that as a voter in Assam
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all over the country that in order to ensure 
democracy in this country functioning, we 
have guaranteed freedom of speech, associa-
tion and press and that,even those of the 
newspapers who depend on Government for 
newsprint and advertisements are not pena-
lised by Government as is done in fascist 
countries for their free expression of views, 
Whether those news are liked or not by the 
Government. 1 hope this will clarify my 
position." 

Sir, this was published in the "Statement", dated 
8th March, 1972,"Amrita Bazar Patrika", dated 
8th March, 1972, "Hindustan Standard", dated 
9th March 1972, and even in the "Assam 
Tribune" itself dated 9th March 1972. It is 
rather surprising that Shri Gupta did not care to 
read any one of these newspapers. I sent copies 
of both these statements to Shri Bhupesh Gupta 
on 8th March, 1972, by post, with a personal 
covering letter when I found that he was trying 
to fan something out of this at Gauhati during 
his election campaign. It is a pitty that even 
after that he had mentioned about it on the floor 
of the Parliament obviously to play to the 
gallery. 

The next allegation is that when I went to 
Calcutta, some Birla was seen travelling in the 
same plane and that Birlas and not Con-
gressmen receive me there. I had not noted, nor 
am I expected to note, Mr. Deputy Chairman, 
Sir, every passenger in a commercial airliner 
travelling. Nor can I dictate who should and who 
should not travel in the same airliner. 

I cannot choose fellow-travellers as Shri 
Bhupesh Gupta can. However, I can categori-
cally say that neither I travelled ever with a 
Birla in any of my visits to Calcutta nor the 
Birlas or their agents had ever gone to aero-
drome or railway station to receive me. It is also 
equally baseless that the Cabinet is favouring 
larger Houses like Birlas and Tatas. I can 
reiterate that the Government have not deviated 
from the Industrial Policy Resolution in any 
manner. 

Shri Bhupesh Gupta went on to make an 
astounding allegation that I had systematically 
refused to send income-tax and wealth-tax 
returns and for this reason, an officer of the 
Revenue Department had to meet me in the 
Gauhati Circuit House. On the contrary, I 
submitted all my income-tax returns up to 

the assessment year 1971-72, that is to say, up 
to the year ending 31st December, 1970. In fact 
my grievance against the Income-tax 
Department was that they were not finalising 
my assessments for the income-tax years 1969-
70, 1970-71 and 1971-72 and the same were 
pending. Hence 1 requested them to finalise the 
same. Accordingly, a statutory heajiiig was 
fixed at Gauhati Circuit House on 18-9-71 in 
course of one of my visits to Assam. 

That was how the Income-Tax Officer met 
me at the Gauhati Circuit House. After giving a 
statutory hearing, he wanted me to confirm 
what I had said orally in writing. That was how 
I sent a statement in writing. I can inform the 
House that all my tax due up to 31-12-1970, and 
even my advance tax for the current year, viz., 
the Assessment Year 1972-73 had been paid. 
Hence there is no basis about the allegation that 
I was not regular in this respect. 

It may be pointed out that this letter and my 
assessment relate to a period up to 31-12-1970, 
in which period I was not a Union Minister. As 
a matter of fact, I was not a Minister in the 
Government of Assam also during the period in 
question, i.e. the Assessment years 1970-71 and 
1971-72. I became the Union Minister on 19th 
March, 1971. 

Of the total savings of Rs. 3,30,000/- shown 
by me in the aforesaid communication to the 
Income-Tax Officer, Shri Bhupesh Gupta has 
taken objection to three items amounting to Rs. 
3000, Rs. 2000 and Rs. 23000, that is to say, 
Rs. 28000 in all out of a sum of Rs. 3,30,000. 
Before I go into it, I must say that it is an 
unfortunate thing that the income-tax returns or 
the papers connected with income-tax which are 
treated as secret, have been taken out by a senior 
Member of Parliament and used in the House 
and that too, to malign a person. The only 
comment I can make is that it ls not healthy. 

Mr. Bhupesh Gupta has commented rather 
sarcastically about these amounts shown there 
under a head 'windfall income.' Under the 
Income-Tax Act, and all the decisions of the 
Privy Council and the Supreme Court of India, 
mere casual payments and windfalls do not 
constitute income and I had shown these three 
amounts of Rs. 3,000 Rs. 2,000 and Rs. 23,000/ 
under the exempt list. 

I will not refer to seition 10 of the Income-
Tax Act 1961, which starts with "in computing 
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[Shri Moinul Haque Choudhury.] 
total income of previous year of any person any 
income falling within any of the following 
clauses shall not be included." Then, Sir, I go to 
sub-section (3) .   .   . 

SHRI RAJNARAIN:  

 

SHRI MOINUL HAQUE CHOUDHURY: 
Sub-section (3) says, "any receipts which are of 
casual and non-recurring nature ..." 

Then I go further to sub-section (7).   I go 
further to sub-section (7): 

"any allowance perquisites paid or allowed 
as such outside India by the Government to a 
citizen of India for rendering service outside 
India." 

I showed under this head saving of a sum of 
Rs. 3000 out of the payment made to me in New 
York during my stay in the UN for three months 
in 1961 and a sum of Rs. 2000 for my two 
visits, one to UNO in 1967 and another tour 
visits to for East and Middle East in 1968 and 
paid outside India. This is covered under 
Section 10(7) of the Act. I could have as well 
not shown them, but I thought it would be 
honest to show them even though I knew they 
were exempted from Tax and leave it to the 
Officer to judge whether I was entitled to ex-
emption or not under the Income-tax Act. If I 
had not shown it, Shri Bhupesh Gupta would 
have probably said that I had evaded it. Now 
that I have shown it, he is very angry about it. 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: Then I would 
not have known. 

SHRI MOINUL HAQUE CHOUDHURY: 
But he would malign me all the same. The 
Income-tax Officer had full authority to differ 
with me and take it as taxable. If he had differed 
with me, I had also full right to go to an Appe-
late Authority. I can tell the House that the 
Income-tax Officer did not differ with me. 
Instead of thanking me that I had disclosed my 
full income, Shri Bhupesh Gupta is condemning 
me and trying to build a mountain out of a 
molehill. 

 

 
SHRI MOINUL HAQUE CHOUDHURY; 

You go on maligning me. 

 
SHRI MOINUL HAQUE CHOUDHURY: I 

am making a personal explanation. 1 hope the 
hon. Member will not mind it. 

 
SHRI MOINUL HAQUE CHOUDHURY: I 

hope it is known to an old Member like Shri 
Rajnarain that a UNO Delegate gets daily 
payment in New York. I was twice representing 
India in the UN delegations and I was the 
Leader of the Delegation of India in Saudi 
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Arabia in the Middle Eist. That is a separate 
issue but I am honest enough and 1 had shown 
this income and placed it before the Income-tax 
Officer. I was prepared to pay tax on that even 
if he would have decided otherwise. 

The next amount of Rs. 23,000 I had shown 
was out of the savings of the money for my 
election in 1967. The whole theory build up by 
Shri Bhupesh Gupta here is—and I am quoting 
from his speech: 

"I do not know how much money he has 
taken from the Congress Election Funds." 

Then referring to the savings, he said: 

"it should go to the Congress Party's Elec-
tion Fund or it should go to the AICC." 

and not to my own. Shri Gupta seems to be 
labouring under the Impression, without talking 
to me and I am sure, or to anybody in the AICC 
or the Assam Pradesh Congress Committee, that 
all this money belongs to the party. I can tell the 
House and Shri Gupta that I did not get any 
more from the Congress Fund for the 1967 
election of mine nor did I collect any money for 
the Congress Election Fund either for me or 
anyone else. Shri Gupta conveniently forgot to 
mention the source of the money written in the 
said letter to the Income-tax Officer which 
included friends and relations .   .   . 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: I read it out. 

SHRI MOINULHAQUECHOUDHURY: If 
my friends and relations include .   . 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: The Minister 
should not be unfair to me. I read out from his 
statement—savings from 1967 election fund, 
collections from public, friends and relatives 
amount Rs. 23,000—public also. 

SHRI MOINUL HAQUE CHOUDHURY: 
If my friends and relatives including my fathei 
and others helped me in the 1967 elections . . . 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: 'Public' is not 
cut your brother. 

SHRI MOINUL HAQUE CHOUDHURY: 
'Public' does not mean that it is 'Congress 
u(pFn. my constituency friends may help me. 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: He raised from 
the public. Mr. Choudhury, I would like you to 
make this statement. It is public. That is why I 
raised it. If it is relatives, it is one thing. Even 
so, you were given funds as a Congress 
candidate, not as a candidate or Mr. Choudhury 
himself. 

SHRI MOINUL HAQUE CHOUDHURY: 
I am clarifying. Sir, it is a well known fact that 
it was a time when I was not in the grace of Mr. 
Chaliha, the then Chief Minister of Assam and 
a strong section of Congressmen in Assam and 
in fact, after elections in 1967 I ceased to be a 
Minister in Assam. It is a well known fact in 
this country. Since then till I was elevated to 
this position I was not a Minister. Mr. Bhupesh 
Gupta should know my position in this period. 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: I am not saying 
that you were a Minister. 

SHRI MOINUL HAQUE CHOUDHURY: 
And if there is anything given to me by my own 
relations, friends and well-wishers, where was 
the question of returning it to the Congress 
Party or to the AICC ? I could make a donation 
to the AICC but that is a different matter. But 
why should Mr. Bhupesh Gupta say that I 
should have returned it to the AICC? It was a 
help given to me personally by my friends and 
relations. 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: Sir, we seem to 
have a set of politicians who conlest the 
elections by raising money from . . . 

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Let him 
finish. 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: No, Sir. This is 
a very serious matter. They raise money from 
the public and after fighting the election, which 
is a public political act—and here it is said that 
money was raised from the public— it was the 
bounden duty of Mr. Choudhury to return the 
money to the Party to—which he belonged, 
otherwise .   .   . 

SHRI MOl NUL HAQUE CHOUDHURY: 
Why does he not read the next two words 
'friends and relations' ? 

| (Interruptions) 
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SHRI T. N. SlNGH (Uttar Pradesh): The 
problem is this. Funds to the extent of Rs. 
23,000 are shown as windfall income, having 
been contributed by relations and friends . . . 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: And the public. 

SHRI T. N. SlNGH: Leave aside the public 
now. 

SHR BHUPESH GUPTA: Why? It is 
mentioned there. 

SHRI T. N. SINGH: Let me argue my case. 
Now, Rs. 23,000 is the sum shown. The point 
is, what is the total limit of expenditure for a 
person seeking election to a legislature? Why 
should anyone try to collect so much money 
from friends and relations even? 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: Sir, Rs. 12,000 
is the maximum expenditure admissible and if 
any money is got over and above Rs. 12,000 it 
should be returned. It cannot be taken .   .   . 

SHRI MOINULHAQUE CHOUDHURY: 
Again confusion is sought to be created. This is 
not expenditure; this is the saving in my hinds. 
Ii' Iherc was any hanky-panky about it, I would 
not have come out and disclosed it to the 
Income-tax authorities. 

 
It was a help given to me personally by my 
friends, relations and sympathisers; it was not 
the Congress Party which had paid it to me. I 
should have thought that Shri Bhupesh Gupta 
would have made some enquiry before making 
this kind of insinuation in the House from the 
Congress Party itself. Shri Bhupesh Gupta h id 
asked for an enquiry by the AICC about it. I am 
glad that he is talcing so much interest in the 
internal affairs of my party. I invite him to join 
my party, this only will give him the right to 
meddle in its internal affairs and make such 
demands. 

I do not know why Mr. Bhupesh Gupta is 
suddenly so angry with me. He should not try 
to nuke up for political losses by personal 

attacks on me. There was no electoral alliance 
ni Assam with his Parly and as a result thereof 
the CPI is almost obliterated there. All his 
wrath should not be on me, after all I am not the 
only person who took the decision for Assam, 
there were others also who took decisions. 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: Sir, on a point of 
personal explanation. You have allowed a 
strange thing by permitting the Minister to make 
a lengthy statement, taking up longer time than I 
did on this particular point. Anyway, you will 
have noted every time the hon. Minister read the 
relevant portion he omitted the word 'public' 
deliberately. But it is definitely here; can he 
deny that he wrote this: 

"Savings from 1967 election fund, collec-
tions from the public, friends and relatives— 
roughly Rs. 23,000." 

Now, Sir, this is a matter of great importance. 
Mr. Moinul Haquc Choudhury should not 
introduce politics. 1 know he is anti-Communist 
anti-Soviet, and all these things. I know that but 
that is not the issue here. Mr. Moinul Haque 
Choudhury said that I did not consult him. That 
is true, he can rightly accuse me of that but did 
he consult us when he accused the Communist 
Party of India? He never did it, so it is quids 
that way. 

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Mr. Bhu-p;sh 
Gupta, you had made certain allegations 
yesterday and he has given his explanation and 
I think it should end there now. 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: Let me explain 
this. This statement here should be subjected to 
investigation. I contested an election. Mr. 
Moinul Haque Choudhury contested an 
election, as a party-man, as a Congress candi-
date. It follows therefore that those who gave 
money loving Mr. Moinul Haque Choudhury, 
also loved tlie Congress Party. Therefore, Sir, 
the Congress Party was the Constructive re-
cipient of the funds that fell into the hands of 
Mr. Moinul Haque Choudhury, a Congress 
candidate in the election. The attraction was 
that the Congress was contesting and so tbe 
money came. Otherwise, the public does not 
come and give money like that. Therefore, did Mr. 
Moinul Haque Choudhury report to the 
A.1.C.C. leadership that he had collected so 
much money and this was the saving?  This 
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may be Iwo things. One. he wanls Io legalise illegal 
money by showing it under this head in wliich case it 
is bad, or, alternatively,he has appropriated to himself 
funds which are the public funds of the Congress 
Party. Surely, in either case, Sir, this is absolutely bad 
and improper on the part of the Minister. Take the 
case of Mr. Pratap Singh Kairon. He collected 
money. He admitted le had put it in h e bank. And he 
was called upon to piy income-tax, and Mr. 
Krishnamachari, as a result of the allegation in this 
House, started a kind of inquiry against the funds 
which he had admitted to have been collected for the 
election. But here is a strange thing shown as a 
windfall income of Mr. Moinul Haque Choudhury. 
Sir, this is a strange thing. If that standard is set, then 
every Congress candidate can go and collect funds. 
People-out of affection for the Congress may give 
funds, and then he can say, "I have kept it in my 
personal account, because it is my fund; it is not th,; 
Congress Party fund." 

SHRl MOINUL HAQUE CHOUDHURY: 
I  repeatedly say tliat  it  was nol Congre.'s collection. 

SHRI HHUPESH GUPTA: It is morally 
reprehensible and it is an atrocious misappropriation 
of funds or, in the alternative, evasion of tax. Let us 
know what it is. 1 therefore refer the matter to a 
Committee of the House. The Prime Minister should 
come and tell us as to what is the matter behind it. 

SHRI MOINUL HAQUE CHOUDHURY: I once 
again say that it is neither Congress collection, nor 
did the Congress Party give it to inc. Mr. Gupla h.id 
no authority to meddle tn Congress matters. If my 
father gives me money, if my brother give: mt 
money, 1 am not going to give it to ihe Congress; 1 
<;an make a donation to the Congress; I have made 
many donations. 

 
MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Mr. Bhu-pesh 

Gupta had made certain allegations yesterday against 
the Minister. 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: Not allegations. It is 
his own Statement. Kindly read it. Let hirn deny the 
Statement. I never made any allegation. This is his 
own Statement. Let him read it. 
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SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: It is a statement 

by the hon. Minister which he has not 
disowned.   Let him read it.   .   . 

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: As the hon. 
Minister has clarified his position and as he has 
given his explanation to the House, now let the 
matter be finished there and we proceed further. 

DR. BHAI MAHAVIR (Delhi): I wish to 
submit, when you are trying to finish up the 
matter, that you should not say that Mr. Gupta 
made a certain statement and that has been 
answered. It is not merely that. The asnwer that 
the Minister has given relates only to the fact 
whether those funds belong to the Congress or 
not. He has not satisfied the House whether 
these funds were from the public or not. If they 
are public funds, let it be cleared up. 

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: All right. It is 
for the House to take any further notice of the 
statement made by the hon. Minister. If he has 
made certain statements regarding. . . 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: Will you permit 
me to lay it on the Table of the House ? 

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: No, no. 

SHRl BHUPESH GUPTA: It is the state-
ment of Mr. Moinul Haque Choudhury himself. 

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: It has gone on 
record. Why do you want to place it on the 
Table of the House? The hon. Minister has 
clarified the position. (Interruptions). I have 
heard you. Please do not get up. If the House 
wants to take up this matter in any other 
manner, the House is at liberty. The hon. 
Member can take up the matter in any other 
way. This is not the time to raise the question. 
He has clarified his position. 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: It is a serious 
matter. I have brought it to the notice of the 
House in the public interest.    .    . 

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN:. You can do 
it in any other manner afterwards. Mr. Kanchi 
Kaiyanasundaram. 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA:   So, we have 
set the ball rolling. Let us see where it ends. [ 
shall return to the subject again and again. This 
statement contains other things. It should be 
examined, I say, by the Revenue Board. Mr. 
Chavan should personally look into it and other 
experts should see it. It will be revealing. 

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Please sit 
down. 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: It hides more 
than it reveals. What it discloses is horrifying It 
is misappropriation of public funds or al-
ternatively an attempt to legalise illegal money 
by saying that it is a fund for elections. For 
twenty years, as the hon. Minister has said, I 
have been a senior Member of Parliament. I 
have made criticisms, but never have I come 
across such a case in which a member of the 
Government wants to wash away or wants to 
dilute facts. It is in his own statement. I am not 
making the allegation on my own. Let him deny 
that this is not his statement and I shall 
apologise to the House and retract every word. 
The statement is on the files of the Finance 
Ministry and the Government. The statement is 
in the hands of many friends. Therefore, for the 
first time in the country a Minister is known to 
have misappropriated Congress funds. 

SHRI MOINUL HAQUE CHOUDHURY: I 
take strong objection to this kind of statement. 
This is a wild charge and the Member seems to 
have become mad. 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: I do not make 
any charge without any basis. You send it to the 
Privileges Committee. If Ihe Privileges 
Committee says that I am making an unfounded 
and baseless charge, I shall come in sack cloth 
and ashes before the House and bow to the will 
of the Privileges Committee. Let us go to the 
Privileges Committee over this matter and let 
them thrash out this matter. I am not saying 
anything on my own. I am bringing to the 
notice of the House Mr. Moinul Haque Chou-
dhury's own statement.   .   . 

(Time bell rings.) 

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Please sit 
down. I have already said that if you want to 
take up the matter in any other manner, you can 
do so according to the Rules of Procedure. Let 
us go to the next business. 
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SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: We, in the 
opposition, want to be treated with some 
amount of respect. It is for the Prime Minister 
now to have the next say. She should come and 
tell us whether she is going to tolerate such 
things.   .   . 

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Please sit 
down now. 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: We know of 
other minor charges or even suspicion, but here 
is a self-condemnatory document of the 
Minister Mr. Choudhury and yet he would like 
us to be silenced by him. I would like to hear 
the Prime Minister of the country and the 
Finance Minister on the very subject I have 
raised before you. 

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Mr. 
Kaiyanasundaram. 

MOTION  OF  THANKS   ON  THE 
PRESIDENT'S   ADDRESS—

contd. 

•SHRI RANCHI KALYANASUNDARAM 
(Tamil Nadu): Mr. Deputy Chairman, on behalf 
of the Dravida Munnetra Kazhagam Party to 
which I belong, I would like to express my 
views on the Motion of Thanks on the 
President's Address. 

The attitude and the method adopted by 
some Members while the President was deli-
vering his address in the Joint Session of the 
two Houses is regrettable. It is the right of every 
Member of Parliament to hear the address of the 
President in a clear manner. Those Members 
caused a lot of disturbance by shoutings- They 
did not bother about the impact of their 
behaviour on the mind of the public. Whatever 
it may be, the behaviour of those Members is 
regrettable. 

In his address the President has referred to 
the establishment of a sovereign and indepen-
dent Bangla Desh. The President has paid 
glowing tributes to the three wings of the armed 
forces who are responsible for the establishment 
of Bangla Desh. The President has rightly 
praised the bravery of our armed forces. In the 
same way the President has also paid tributes to 
the Indian people for their 

* Original speech in Tamil. 

great sacrifices in their contribution to the es-
tablishment of Bangla Desh. 

The people of Bangla Desh, unable to stand 
the repression in their own country by Pakistan 
took refuge in the Indian sub-continent. The 
Indian people welcomed them with burning 
enthusian and gave them food, clothing and 
shelter. This clearly shows the broad-minded-
ness of the Indian people. 

The President in his address has emphasised 
the need for land reforms and ceilings on land. 
He has also referred to the problem of 
unemployment and the steps taken by the 
government to eradicate unemployment. The 
Government and the Planning Commission 
should take concrete steps to reduce unemploy-
ment. 

The prices of commodities of daily necessity 
consumed by the people are rising particularly 
that of food. In this connection it is necessary to 
state the bare truth that the steps taken by 
Government to reduce prices have not been 
successful. 

The President has referred to many proposals 
in his address. But it is disappointing to note 
that that in his address, the President has not 
referred to the powers of the Central 
Government and the distribution of Powers 
between the Central and the State Governments. 
The demand that the State Governments also 
should share the powers of the Centre is a long 
standing demand. An Hon. Member of this 
House—the Member who is leaving once for all 
after the expiry of his term —while referring to 
this demand in his speech stated that the 
demand of the D.M.K. Govem-ment for State 
Autonomy is a demand for 'Complete State 
Autonomy.' A new term 'complete State 
Autonomy' has been given to this demand. 

But it has not stopped there. It has been 
further stated that the D.M.K.'s demand for 
complete autonomy was akin to self-determi-
nation under the cover of a threat, and it should 
be nipped in the bud. This is the charge made 
by the Member. The demand of the Dravida 
Munnetra Kazhagam for State Autonomy is a 
reasonable and justified demand but some 
insinuations have been made and motives have 
been imputed to it. 


