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THE MINISTER OF RAILWAYS (SHRI 
GULZARILAL NANDA) : (a) 

1968 1969 
(i)  Killed 3 1 
(ii) Assaulted 29 107 

(b) (i) Apart from tightening up the normal 
Police arrangements by Government Railway 
Police, such as keeping watch at important 
stations and periodical raids to round up 
criminals and anti-social elements, the State 
Government of West Bengal have taken 
additional security measures by way of 
escorting important night passenger trains, 
introducing armed patrolling setting up of 
special camps/pickets in affected areas. 
Railway Protection Force re-inforcement has 
also been given to the Government Railway 
Police, West Bengal to strengthen then-
arrangements. 

(ii) The Railway Protection Force Staff, on 
duty in yards or station platforms for guarding 
railway property, have instructions to rush to 
the scene of crime and render all possible help 
to the victims. 

PERMANENT      NEGOTIATING     
MACHINERY IN  THE  SOUTH 

EASTERN   RAILWAY 

41. DR. DEBIPRASAD CHATTO 
PADHYAYA : Will the Minister of 
RAILWAYS be pleased to state : 

(a) what are the important decisions 
arrived at by the Permanent Negotiating 
Machinery (P.N.M.) in the South Eastern 
Railway during the last 15 months; and 

(b) whether it is a fact that the officer 
representing the: administration in the P. N. 
M. has, on several occasions, disregarded the 
decisions of that body; if so, the action 
Government propose to take in this respect? 

THE MINISTER OF RAILWAYS (SHRI    
GULZARILAL     NANDA) : 

(a) and (b). Information is being collected 
from the Railway, and will be laid on the 
Table of the Sabha. 

NATIONAL   CENTRE      FOR      
HANDICAPPED PERSONS, 

42. CHAUDHARY A. MOHAM 
MAD : Will the Minister of LAW AND 

SOCIAL WELFARE   be   pleased   to 
state : 

(a) whether it is a fact that the Union 
Government have planned to develop 
comprehensive national centre for four 
categories of handicapped persons; 

(b) if so. whether that proposal was 
discussed in the two-day conference of State 
Ministers of Social Welfare held recently; 

(c) the other subjects discussed in the 
said Conference; and 

(d) how far these centres would help the 
handicapped persons? 

THE MINISTER OF STATE IN THE 
MINISTRY OF LAW AND IN THE 
DEPARTMENT OF SOCIAL WELFARE 
(DR. (SHRIMATI) PHULRENU GUHA) :   
(a) Yes, Sir. 

(b) The subject was discussed at the last 
Conference of State Ministers for Social 
Welfare. 

(c) Other subjects discussed in the 
conference were in regard to various Social 
Welfare programmes, e.g. (1) Family and 
Child Welfare Programme, (2) Control of 
Beggary in Metropolitan cities, (3) Future of 
Permanent Liability Homes, (4) new set up of 
Central Social Welfare Board and (5) also 
various problems, schemes and programmes 
relating to welfare of Scheduled Castes, 
Scheduled Tribes and other Backward 
Classes. 

(d) The National Centres will function 
essentially as demonstration projects with the 
object of stimulating the development of 
similar services. They will provide direct 
services to a limited number of blinds, deaf, 
orthopaedically handicapped and mentally 
retarded children and adults. 

V      _____ 

12 NOON 
RE     LATHI CHARGE ON THE S. S. P. 

DEMONSTRATORS IN NEW DELHI BY THE 
POLICE 

MR. CHAIRMAN : I wish to inform hon. 
Members that I have admitted a Short 
Duration discussion notice on this Calling 
Attention question. Now I wish to know your 
pleasure whether you would like to discuss it 
as a Short Duration discussion or you want to 
have this as only a Calling Attention question. 
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SHRI BHUPI SH GUPTA (West Bengal) : I 

shoi d like to know one thing from you, Sir. 
Did the Government intimate to you that suo 
inotu they would mak a statement on this 
matter or is it t iai the Government is waiting 
for us tc raise it? I should like to know what i 
the position. Between the time the ii :ic ent 
happened and now, what steps hive the 
Government taken in regard o this House in 
order to make it clea that the Government 
would itself come and explain its position. It 
seems th t he Government does not consider it 
necessary to make a statement. 

SHRI BHUPESH  GUPTA:   Sir,    1 
think we are passing over this   matter a little 
lightly because such an incident has  never 
taken place since   the commencement  of the 
Constitution.     It is unprecedented as far as 
this Parliament is concerned.    It was the duty 
of the Government, Sir, to come before    the 
House and satisfy   it   with regard   to its 
position.   The   Government   should have 
itself suggested that the first item on the List of 
Business should    be   a discussion on this 
matter on the basis of a statement given to the 
House by the Government.    Obviously    the   
Government thinks it is a routine matter left to   
the   Members   to raise in a suitable manner 
under the rules. They do not know the 
enormity. They are not conscious of the 
enormity  of  this   matter. Therefore, I am in 
agreement with Mr. Misra in this matter that 
this   matter should not be treated lightly.    I 
think the least that you can do is to condemn 
the Government    and    pass    strictures 
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[Sfari Bhupesh Gupta] 
against the Government for the cavalier 
manner in which it has treated this House. 
This is No. one. 

Secondly, you will kindly call upon, if I may 
say so, the Home Minister to give an 
explanation up to date not only on what 
happened on the 6th and what happened since 
then in    dealing    with this matter because, 
certainly, a statement has appeared elsewhere 
on behalf of the Government. After that, 
naturally, we shall express OUT opinion on this 
subject. We are not here to ask questions  and  
interrogate the Government. We are here to 
voice the uttermost indignation and 
condemnation of the entire House on the 
manner    in    which Members of    Parliament    
have    been treated at the gates of the   
Parliament House by the police. Nobody seems 
to be making amends for it. It is not    a 
question of apologies. I should like to know 
how  many  police  officials   have been 
sacked, how many have been suspended. This 
thing should have    been stated by the 
Government today. That is how the matter 
should be treated. 

MR.     CHAIRMAN :     Mr.    Home 
Minister, do you want to say anything? 
THE  MINISTER  OF HOME    AFFAIRS   

(SHRI    Y.   B.     CHAVAN) : Sir,  I  would  
like  to  submit  to    this honourable House, 
naturally, the Government could have made a 
statement and the Government is willing to 
make a statement. But  as the Calling Attention 
was on    the    Agenda    Paper,    I thought it 
would not be.   necessary   to make it a sua 
motu statement because on  a Calling Attention  
notice.    I will offer myself for a cross-
examination before the House and also I would 
make a statement.    Also a Short    Duration 
discussion was allowed by you. Therefore, Sir, 
I hope the Members will not take just a    
technical    view    of    this matter .   .   .    
{Interruption)    Let    me complete it. As this 
was, the first day and as the Calling Attention 
notice was to be reached immediately    after    
the Question Hour there was no occasion for us 
to make or not to make a statement. So I would 
certainly    make    it clear to the honourable    
House    that there  is  no  question  of treating    
this House in a cavalier manner.    We are 
certainly prepared to make a statement. I am 
prepared to give the    up-to-date information to 
this House if they want to discuss it further in 
detail. Naturally,  i 

we are very sorry at what happened on that 
day to the hon'ble Members, Mr. George 
Fernandes, Mr. Madhu Limaye and Mr. 
Rajnarain also, an honourable Member of 
this House. I offered my apologies to that 
House and I am willing, not only willing but 
it is my duty, to offer apologies to this 
honourable House for what happened to the 
honourable Member of this honourable House 
.   .   . 

 SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA : What are the 
implications of this apology? Apology is not a 
matter of courtesy and gesture. I should like to 
know whether summary action has been 
taken against the high officials responsible 
for the tragedy. Surely the Government 
knows who assaulted them. I should like to 
know what action has been taken against 
them. It is being treated as a matter of 
courtesy and formality. This is not so, Sir. Let 
the Home Minister tell us in the first instance 
whether he knows the names of the officials, 
the policemen who actually participated in 
the assualt, which they should know; 
otherwise it is an incompetent Ministry. If so, 
what action has been taken against the 
hooligans that were let loose on the Members 
of Parliament on the gates of the Parliament 
House? 

SHRI S. N. MISHRA : With all respect to 
the hon'ble Home Minister himself, may 1 
submit and seek this information from you, 
Sir, when the Business Advisory Committee 
met two days before the commencement of 
this Session whether there was any request 
from the side of the Government that this 
should be one of the items on the Agenda? 

SHRI DAHYABHAI V. PATEL (Gujarat) 
: They were trying to avoid it. 

SHRI S. N. MISHRA : We have been 
brought up in a tradition where we have got 
certain consideration for truth, and anybody 
getting away with this kind of facile 
explanation either deceives himself or does 
not want to do his duty. We cannot be taken 
in by this kind of explanation. The Business 
Advisory Committee was never confronted 
with any request from the Government that 
this item should be placed on the Agenda. 
Therefore, the explanation given by the 
Home Minister is not based on truth. 
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SHRI DAHYABHAI V. PATEL : Sir, will 
you kindly allow me to say a word? You 
would kindly recall that you were kind enoi gr 
to agree to our request and call a i leeting of 
the Business Advisory Com lit tee to decide the 
business for the fir t week. When we 
adjourned, it was decided that we should have 
some days for discussing the working of the i 
arious Ministries of the Government. The 
Government Whip and the Go etnment 
representative were urging lat this day should 
be given for discuss on of one Ministry, as 
otherwise all business would be upset. It is we 
wl i went on pressing that there were m.- ay 
serious matters which we would w i nt to 
discuss, as there would be no me to discuss 
these matters or the time left would be very 
short. Particularly, [ pointed out the incident in 
front of Parliament in which Members of 
Parliament were assaulted. There was no apolo 
y forthcoming from the Government. There 
was, in fact, no indication that the 
Government was willing to have a di ;u;sion. 
Rather they were trying to avoi< it. Therefore 
this apology today seem | rather hollow and it 
will hot carry caeviction with the House. After 
what acl happened in the other House, the H 
>me Minister should have been ready tc a 
debate on this day, and a proper >t£tement, a 
proper apology, should ha\ I been made in this 
House, particularly when one of our own 
Members has leen brought here in this 
condition. 

Sir, the explanat m given by Mr. Chavan is 
absoh :ely unsatisfactory. The Government h; i 
behaved in a most callous way. in a nost 
undemocratic way. No democra I y functions 
in this way. You are tryinj to carry this coun-
try and the Govern nent purely through 
violence. Are you i aming it from the 
Naxalites, since yo are conniving at it? I want 
to ask t lis Government. 
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SHRI A. D. MANI (Madhya Pradesh) : My 
hon. friend, Mr. Bhupesh Gupta, has raised a 
very pertinent point. What does the word 
'apology' mean in this context ? Sir, we know 
thai a person apologises when he does 
something very wrong. Does the hon. Home 
Minister accept the fact that the police 
exceeded their powers in this situation when 
they assaulted friends like Mr. Rajnarain, Mr. 
Madhu Limaye and Mr. George j Fernandes ? 
If he accepts that position I and is prepared to 
offer an apology to the House, the question 
that we would like to ask him is, what action 
is he going to take against the officials res-
ponsible for these disorders ? 

MR. CHAIRMAN : The position will be 
known from his statement 

SHRI MULKA GOVINDA REDDY 
(Mysore) :   Mr.  Chairman,    Sir, .   .   . 

MR. CHAIRMAN : Mr. Advani has 
raised different questions. 

SHRI MULKA GOVINDA REDDY : 
The Home Minister has come out with a 
lame excuse saying that there was a Calling 
Attention notice in regard to this subject and 
therefore he did not take any initiative in 
making a statement with regard to this ques-
tion. Sir, from the brutal way in which the 
police had behaved on that day and 
particularly when they had beaten up certain 
Members of Parliament who are opposed to 
the present Government, it looks as though 
there was a deep-rooted conspiracy. For the 
entire happenings, the Home Minister 
should be held responsible. 1 would have 
appreciated if he had come out with the 
resignation of his post, if he was really 
feeling sorry for what happened. But only 
lip sympathy or saying that he apologises to 
the House for what had happened, etc. does 
not convince us. Il seems that there was a 
deep-seated conspiracy in the Government 
that certain leaders of the SSP who organis-
ed the demonstration on that day should be 
beaten up and they should be done away 
with This charge has been made by one of 
the Members who were beaten up. Mr. 
George Fernandez, I understand, the other 
day made this charge in the open House in 
the Lok Sabha that there was a conspiracy. 
So the Government has not come forward 
with any steps.    Except   that they are 

going to appoint a Committee and that they 
have named the Judge who is going to sii in 
judgment over the incidents. I do not know 
what action they have taken. Have they 
dismissed the persons responsible for these 
ugly incidents tnat nappened" on that day? It 
is a dastardly act. No Government worth the 
name can say that it is acting in a democratic 
manner. It is a very serious matter and you 
should condemn the Government for the 
things that have happened. And you should 
direct the Home Minister, if he has any sense 
of responsibility, to resign from his post. 

SHRJ THILLAI VILLALAN (Tamil 
Nadu) : Mr. Chairman, Sir, I entirely agree 
with the views expressed by the Leader of the 
Opposition and also by our hon. friend, Mr. 
Bhupesh Gupta. It is not a matter of calling 
the attention of the Government by he Mem-
bers, it is a matter of calling the attention of 
the House by the Government. So, the 
Government must have come forward on the 
first day—because we were not in session 
when the brutal action by the police against 
the Members of this House took place—and 
made a statement. He has not done so. He 
says there are two motions before this House, 
one for Calling Attention and the other for a 
short duration discussion. These are all lame 
excuses. If he had come forward and said that 
he was prepared to make a statement, the 
Chair would have stated categorically that as 
the Minister is prepared to make a statement 
before the House there is no necessity for the 
Calling Attention Motion and also for the 
short duration discussion. So, my humble 
view on this point is he must make a 
statement first and we should discuss that 
statement by the Minister. 

SHRI NIREN GHOSH (West Bengal) : 
Sir, the honourable Member, Shri Dahyabhai 
Patel, has raised a very pertinent point. In the 
Business Advisory Committee the 
Government did not pose this question at ail. 
Rather they tried to bypass it. They perhaps 
thought that since the Lok Sabha had 
discussed it; the Rajya Sabha need not be 
taken into consideration at all, though our 
friend, Mr. Rajnarain is lying there like this. 
So, it is quite on the card that the 
Government's attitude is cavalier. Now he 
says he offers his apology. Apology for what? 
Is it for his  doing something    wrong that   
Mr. 
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Y. B. Chavan s apologising? Or, is it that the 
police committed excesses and he is not 
esponsible for the incidents, but sinco the 
police force is I under him and he is 
responsible for it j he is apologising? That is 
not clear. J Now, particula ly State violence 
has . become the order of the day. It has ' now 
extended up to a point that Members of 
Parliament can be treated with impunity and 
violence at the gates of Parliament. S< ihings 
have come to such a pass. Supposing some 
Members of the House f Commons were 
assaulted before the House of Commons, can 
any Home M nister continue in his office? 
Shouli not the Home Minister tender his 
resignation or should not the Prime Ministe 
change him and instal another perso ? That 
becomes a pertinent question Things have 
come to such a pass t tat they can treat the 
Members of 'arliament like anybody and 
violently assault them. So, that being the 
question, on behalf of the entire House, you 
as Chairman, as the guardian and custodian of 
this House should direct the Government to 
take appropriate n easures. The Home Minis-
ter and the ( abinet as a whole should be held 
respe si >Ie and along with them all the 
officer concerned must be made to make 
appropriate amends for these incidents. 

SHRI CHITTA BASU (West Bengal) : 
Mr. Ciairman, Sir, I hope the entire House 
will agree with me that the Government 
should be condemned for the man er in 
which a democratic movement v is 
suppressed on the 6th April. It is ic inherent 
right of all the political part es in the country 
under the present emocratic set-up to mobi-
lise public pinion, to come before 
Parliament I representatives of the people 
and to raise their voice of protest against ihe 
policies of the Government. It is i matter of 
great shame that the pol ce were let loose on 
the peaceful demonstrators causing injuries 
to an honourable Member of this House and 
.hree honourable Members of the othe 
House. And the Government has net yet 
come out with all the details of th: facts 
which led to such incredible atrocities 
committed on the peaceful processionists on 
that day. The first duty of the House is to 
condemn the activities of the Government 
and also demand the resignation of Mr. Y. 
B. Chavan for his failure in ensuring that 
peaceful processions are allow- 

ed to do their job before Parliament. This is 
the first thing which we should do. Mr. 
Chairman, on behalf of this House you 
should express the condemnation and 
resentment of the entire House over the 
actions of the Government on that particular 
day. Secondly, up till now we have not been 
informed as to the steps which have been 
taken by the Government with regard to 
those officers who were responsible for the 
atrocities committed on the peaceful 
processionists on that day. Simply we have 
been fed with the information that some 
judicial inquiry has been set up. It is not 
enough for the Home Minister to say merely 
that a judicial inquiry has been set up. The 
Home Minister owes an explanation to this 
House and he should give all the information 
as to the steps so far taken in this matter— 
how many officers have been suspended, 
how many officers have been taken to book, 
etc. AH those things are necessary for the 
House to know. And I want that you should, 
Mr. Chairman, on behalf of all of us express 
the resentment and condemnation of the 
entire House over the actions of the 
Government on that day. 

MR. CHAIRMAN : May I suggest one 
thing to the honourable Minister? I think it 
would be better if the honourable Home 
Minister makes a statement and we have a 
discussion instead of the Calling Attention 
and all that. 

SHRI S. N. MISHRA : Well, Sir, we can 
do that. But one point is that the House is 
seized specifically of the dereliction of the 
Government of India in not bringing up this 
matter suo motu before this House. We are 
specifically seized of it and we are not going 
to allow it without being answered. 

MR.  CHAIRMAN :   All right. 

SHRI    BHUPESH    GUPTA :   Two 
things, Sir, you should not confuse : one 
thing is the manner in which the Government 
has approached and tackled this matter on 
the opening day of the session, and the other 
is the subject-matter itself. As far as the 
subject-matter is concerned, we shall discuss 
it, and without settling that issue we are not 
going to pass the other business at all. That is 
absolutely clear. But what about the point 
that we have raised? You should say 
something. Sir, you should say something on 
that point. If 
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[Shri Bhupesh Gupta] 
you think that what we have said from both 
sides of the House, particularly from this side 
of the House, is reasonable, is plausible, is 
valid from the point of view of public 
decency— let alone parliamentary rules and 
decorum —then, you will be called upon by 
your conscience and by the conventions of the 
House to utter a word of strong disapproval 
and condemnation of the manner in which the 
Government has approached the issue on the 
opening day of the session. 
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SHRI     NIRB1S      GHOSH:    There 
should be a m< tion for discussion. 

SHRI    BHU 'ESH    GUPTA :     Mr. 
Chairman, just nc thing. It is not good for you 
to reft r to Mr. Chavan as Chavan Sahib.   
You say Mr. Chavan. 

MR. CHAIR VIAN : I was speaking in 
Urdu and > >u do not know Urdu, Mr. 
Bhupesh < upta. Now, Mr. Raj-narain. 

MR. CHAIRMAN : Mr. Chavan, on this 
limited question. 

SHRI A. P. CHATTERJEE (West Bengal) 
: Why don't you resign, Mr. Chavan? 

SHRI Y. B. CHAVAN : If I were at your 
mercy, possibly that would have happened. I 
should like to make it very clear. As the 
House is aware, it is a question of putting an 
interpretation and taking the intentions into 
consideration. Normally when the Government 
makes a suo inoiu statement, the matter never 
goes before the Business Advisory Committee. 
This is how I understood the procedure. This 
is the position. I was very much concerned 
and I knew that the House was meeting to-day 
and that I will have to come before the House 
to make a statement. You can hold me 
responsible for any other thing if you want but 
not about my attitude towards this House. I 
cannot even imagine any attitude of 
negligence.or dereliction as far as this House 
is concerned but I knew that the Calling 
Attention Notice was admitted, a Short 
Duration Discussion was admitted and I said : 
'There is going to be ample time when the   
House   will   he   entitled   trv   set   all 
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[Shri Y.  B.  Chavan] 
the information from me and also I will 
subject myself to a complete cross-
examination by the House and ultimately the 
House is free to take whatever view it likes.' 
There was no intention—I would like to plead 
with the House— of giving any cavalier 
treatment to this House and if at all that is the 
view of the House, I am very sorry for it. As 
far as the facts are concerned . . . 

SHRI SUNDAR SINGH BHANDARI : Is 
this is the explanation that the Home Minister 
wishes to give? If you feel that this is proper 
explanation, you should decide it here and 
now; otherwise, the House has demanded ... 

SHRI DAHYABHAI    V.    PATEL : 
There was not even a hint that the Home 
Minister's statement was coming to-day. You 
are present at the meeting, Mr. Bhandari was 
there and I was there. 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA : Quite apart 
from that, the statement is not in conformity 
with the conventions and rules of the House. 
In the first instance the function of the 
Business Advisory Committee is not to initiate 
the business but to allot time for regulating the 
business of the Government. Therefore if they 
had not approached the Business Advisory 
Committee on this subject, they are to blame, 
not the Business Advisory Committee. It is 
also a specious argument because Mr. Chavan 
said : 'The Calling Attention was there and the 
House would have ample opportunity of 
discussing it and also I would have a chance of 
making a statement'. When a railway accident 
takes place or certain cither development takes 
plucc. within hours, the Government comes 
knowing fully that it would be the subject of 
discussion through Calling Attention and 
otherwise, with a statement before the House. 
If on matters of such importance—this is a 
grave matter—the Government had in the past 
come to the House to make a statement, 
sometimes on the first available opportunity, 
irrespective of what the Members are going to 
do and anticipating that it would be a subject-
matter of discussion through Calling Attention 
or adjournment in the other House, why in this 
case the same practice was not followed and 
the convention was not followed? 

Therefore the only conclusion that one can 
arrive at is that the Government treated this  
as a  routine matter. 

It is not   a   question  of  three   M.Ps. being  
assaulted.   Everyone of  us    was assaulted on 
the 6th at the gates of the Parliament. It submit 
that your yourself, Sir,    were    assaulted,    
spiritually    and morally.   Unless  we  share 
that  assualt and the agony, pain and shame of 
it, I think we shall not, never, be seized of the 
matter, in the right spirit in which one  should  
be  seized of    the    matter. Mr. Chavan is still 
thinking as if nothing had happened. Here is 
Mr. Chavan. On the 7th    November    1966    
certain things happened in front of the Parlia-
ment, the house of a certain great leader of the 
Congress Party was attacked and he had to 
tender his resignation and go away    leaving     
the    Home     Ministry. People did not wait 
for the statement. I  am not asking what  Mr. 
Chavan or others should do. That we will 
consider later but I think here this was riot less. 
It was even more. It was of    no    less gravity, 
A person was    killed,    coming within the 
premises of Parliament right under the nose of 
the Speaker of    the House. People were 
assaulted mercilessly and Providence—they 
believe in Providence—saved  Mr.  George  
Fernandes. I had gone and seen him.    
Everybody saw. He would have    been    done    
to death.    It was a   murderous, cowardly 
attack,   unheard  of  in  the     annals    of 
parliamentary  history   and  it  was  per-
petrated  in   the   manner  it  was    done when   
the   Parliament  was  in     session. That is the 
gravity of the situation and I   regret our  
Home  Minister has    not captured the spirit of 
our    discussions and certainly he is not 
conscious of the enormity of the crime that he 
had committed since independence as far as 
this matter is  concerned.  Therefore,  kindly 
save him  spiritually  and  morally  from the 
bog in which he had driven himself now. 
Therefore it is for you to give a clear direction 
and    we    shall    discuss what happens   now 
in the future but   I think  the  Home  Minister    
should    be told by you, on behalf of all of us, 
that be  should have behaved  entirely,  diffe-
rently  even  in  initiating this matter in the 
House to-day. 

SHRI MULKA GOVINDA REDDY : 
There is a clear case of dereliction of duty on 
the part of the Government and they have 
failed in their duty and they should have taken 
initiative in this but they have not. It is for you 
to condemn the action of the Government and 
for future guidance, such things should not 
hannen. 
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MR. CHAIRMAN : This is a very 
serious matter and a grave matter, as the 
hon. Members h; re stated. I appreciate the 
depth of the feelings of the hon. Members 
on thu matter. As it is a serious matter am 
you all want my ruling on this matter . . . 

SHRI SUND. R SINGH BHANDARI: 
No, it is n it :i question of ruling. 

SHRI BHUPES ^ GUPTA : We want 
your views, the summing up of the views of 
the entire House. . . 

HON. MEMBERS : We want your 
protection. 

MR. CHAIRM \N : In what form I should 
give yoi. protection ? You can appreciate my 
res or sibilities also. Whatever I say will i 
inn the precedent for the future. Therefore it 
is necessary for me to examine tlie earlier 
precedents also.   Look at rm  
responsibilities also. 

SHRI SUND .R SINGH BHANDARI: 
Allow us to condemn the Government 
individii; Ih before that. Then we want it to 
be conveyed through you. 

MR. CHAIRM VN: Please listen. This 
side of the Ho; se has expressed its feelings 
very str n^ly on the question whether the 
Horn Minister should have informed the Ho 
se arid made a statement before the C ailing 
Attention notice came up for c mideration. 
Now he has given an exp n [tion. He says 
that in good faith he fa licved that when there 
is the Question lour no statement can be 
made before 'he Question Hour is over. At 
this tin 2 he could have made the statement 
and he says that he believed that it would 1 • 
quite proper for him when the Calling 
Vttention notice comes up before the H ipse. 
Now you want me to judge the g o<i faith of 
the Minister. This is a very serious matter, 
because I have xoi to see whether in these 
circumstanc s I am competent to distrust him 
and tq say that his assertion of good faith 
itse1   is mala fide. 

SHRI S. N. MISHRA: Sir, . . . 

MR. CHAIRMAN : Please listen to me 
now. 

SHRI MULKA GOVINDA REDDY: Mr. 
Chairman, Sir, 1 would like to have one 
clarification from you. Before the Calling 
Attention notice did he talk to you that he is 
going to make a statement? 

MR. CHAIRMAN: Now please listen. I 
have already stated, in the very beginning, 
that the Government had not sent any 
communication to me about this question. I 
have already stated this. Then the question 
for me to consider is whether the assertion of 
good faith made by the Home Minister is 
correct or not. So far as the House is 
concerned, it is open to the House to take that 
into account; to accept it, not to accept it, that 
is for the House. I am merely your servant 
and mouthpiece. Now, if you have expressed 
yourselves on it, he has been present when 
you have expressed it. 

SHRI   DAHYABHAI   V.   PATEL : 
Kindly voice our censure and condemnation 
of the Government for its indifference in this 
matter. 

(Interruptions) 

SHRI S. N.   MISHRA : With all respect to 
you may I say that the matter is not that 
complicated as you have painted it to be?   The 
facts of the   matter are before you.   They have 
happened before you.    In fact these facts must 
have been communicated to you in some form 
had the Home Minister acted on this basis. 
Now may I submit a    few salient facts, which    
should    have weighed   with the Home 
Minister?  What the Home Minister has   
submitted to us is   that he was confronted    
with   a    Calling   Attention notice. The 
materia1! point with regard to this is: when was 
the Calling Attention notice given   and when   
did tHe Home Minister   come to consider this   
Calling Attention notice?  When did your 
office send it to   him?  Now,   even after   the 
Calling Attention notice was sent to the Home 
Minister, did the Home Minister send any  
message to the  Business   Advisory Committee   
through his representative—that is, the   
Minister of   Parliamentary Affairs—that he 
would like this Calling Attention notice to be 
taken up? because the fact of the Calling 
Attention notice having been given does not 
make it compulsory that the Calling Attention 
notice should be taken up on the very first day, 
because it is all for your consideration and for    
your orders.    Now, unless the request of an 
hon.  Member is reinforced by the hon.   Home 
Minister, one would not rest assured that it 
would be taken up on the very first day, that is, 
on the    opening day.    So, these are the patent 
facts.    And yet, if the Chair does not want to 
give any ruling in this matter, we would be 
driven to the conclusion that the Chair is not 
being fair to the sentiments of the House. 
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MR. CHAIRMAN : No, no, not at all. 
SHRI S. N. MISHRA: This is a matter on 

which one can run away from any 
responsibility. But we the hon. Members of 
this House, we cannot run away from our 
responsibility, and our responsibility is this: to 
keep the Government on the right track. 
Government has not come forward of its own 
accord, and whatever please the Government 
have been making, they are all unconvincing 
and untenable. A little candour on the part of 
the Home Minister that there has been a slip in 
this matter would have done. In this matter it 
was of course a mere slip on his part and one 
does not accuse him of any bad faith or any 
bad intention on his part. But we certainly 
accuse him of a kind of feudal lassitude, which 
has gripped this Government. We can accuse 
him of that but not of any bad intention. It is 
precisely this lassitude on the part of the 
Government which has come in for some 
amount of criticism in this House, and we 
expected, particularly at your hands, there 
should have been some strictures. 



97 Re I athi charge [27 APRIL 1970] ontheS.S.P. 98 
demonstrators in New Delhi  

THE LEADER OF THE HOUSE (SHRI K. 
K. SHAH): May I point out to the Members in 
all humility, can it ever be imagined that in a 
matter of this type when all sides of the House 
in the Lok Sabha have expressed concern and 
regret there can be any intention of not coming 
before this House? 

SHRI SUNDAR SINGH BHANDARI: At 
least you have not come up. 

SHRl K. K. SHAH: How can anybody say. 
. . 

SHRI SUNDAR SINGH BHANDARI: It 
may be your intention but you have not come; 
that is the fact. 

SHRI K. K. SHAH: Will you kindly bear 
with me? I want to appeal to Members of this 
House. This is a question on which everybody 
feels. 

SHRI   S.N.   MISHRA:   Everybody' may 
feel but. . . 

SHRIMATI YASHODA REDDY: At least 
my hon. Leader must concede that not one 
Member of the ruling party for the last one 
hour has got up and condemned this. I do not 
know what happened in Lok Sabha but not 
one hon. Member of the ruling party here has 
condemned it and it is a matter of shame on 
the part of the ruling party. 

SHRI K. K. SHAH: May I point out to 
Mrs. Reddy that the records of the Lok Sabha. 
. . 

SHRIMATI YASHODA REDDY:   I 
am telling about our House. Not one Member 
of your party has condemned this and it is a 
matter of shame. 

SHRI K. K. SHAH: The time has not yet 
come for you to express an opinion about the 
attitude of Members on this side of the House. 
The attitude of Members of this side is bound 
to be the same, one of concern and regret. 
Even the Home Minister says, I am sorry, I 
had no intention whatsoever. Should we not 
accept the statement of any Member of this 
House on a matter of this type? Are we going 
to depart from the usual practice and 
convention that we have followed that when 
any Member makes a statement of this type 
that he had no intention we accept that 
statement? I hope and submit that the House 
should follow the same convention and accept 
his statement when he says. . . 
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SHRI BHUPESH GUiPTA: Nobody is 
questioning the intention. The Leader of the 
House should have: helped us. I think it was 
not, if I may say so, right for you to explain as 
if 1o the jury the charge. Whether it was his 
intention or not, nobody raised the question of 
intention. The issue today is not Mr. Cha-
van's bona fides. The issue today is the fact of 
Government's behaviour. 

SHRI   DAHYABHAI    V.    PATEL: 
Callousness. 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: Nobody said 
that Mr. Chavan is acting in bad faith or in 
good faith. We have not said anything of that 
kind. We have only stated how he has acted. It 
has got its own implications. Here the Leader 
of the House asks us to accept that Mr. 
Chavan had no bad intention. I must say that 
the Leader of the House is a very bad advocate 
for Mr. Chavan. Now that the Leader of the 
House has got up will he kindly tell us 
whether he had written a letter to you 
expressing his shock and horror at what 
happened on the 6th April? I should like to 
know whether the Leader of the House 
enquired from Mr. Chavan what action Mr. 
Chavan had taken at least against the police 
officials, the Inspector-General and other 
officials, who were responsible and who were 
present on the spot. I should like to know how 
many letters passed between the two. 
Therefore I think the Leader of the House, on 
his own inviting now, is also at the bar today. 
He should tell us what he did between the <ith 
April and today. Mr. Shah, you are supposed 
to be the Leader of the House and you got up 
to speak in that capacity. May I know whether 
it is not a fact that in regard to your colleague, 
the Home Minister, you remained completely 
silent and you did not write even a single 
letter on the subject in order to clear your 
conscience and then exhibit your cleared 
conscience to us? 

SHRI K. K. SHAH: On this point also my 
hon. friend will be happy to know that the 
amount of concern that we have expressed, 
not only in words but also in action, both in 
words and action, will be an eloquent tribute 
to the way in which we have faced the situa-
tion when some members of the family were 
injured. I do not want to boast about it but the 
amount of care and concern that we have 
shown by our actions, 

you can find out and you will be happy at the 
amount of concern shown by ns. 

SHRI BHUPESH   GUPTA: Did you 
ask for the removal of the Inspector-General 
and other police officials concerned? Did you 
ask for punishment to those people 
irrespective of this enquiry? The fact of 
assault is not contested. It is no use touching 
one's heart. We do not have any process here 
to understand how one's heart is beating at 
any given moment and how it is reacting 
politically to a given situation. Let him tell us 
whether he demanded instantaneous 
punishment against any of those who were 
responsible for this. 

MR. CHAIRMAN:   All right; please sit 
down. 

 



101 Re Lal,    charge [27 APRIL 1970] ontheS-S.P. 102 
demomtrcten in Artf Vi hi 

 

SHRI TRILOKI SINGH (Uttar 
Pradesh): Sir, I would like to have a few 
minutes. The attention of the House has 
been drawn o this as a matter of urgent 
public imp* rtance; nobody denies that and I 
would et your permission to submit that 
Meml ;rs on this side of the House have 
been equally exercised over the enormity of 
(iie excesses committed before the Housi of 
Parliament a few weeks back. Am. lor the 
information ol the hon. Lady Member from 
Hyderabad. . . 

SHRIMATI YASHODA  REDDY:   I 
am thankful and grateful to you. 

SHRI    TRILOKI     SINGH:   ...    I 
would like to dn ,v her attention also in 
addition to your attention that I  have stood 
up at least half a dozen times to have my say.    
"Che  simple question is that the other si e 
thinks that the hon. Home Minister    fh >uld    
himself    have come forward w th a statement    
about this incident befi re this House whereas 
the hon. Miriiste; says—and he has said it  
repeatedly, at least twice if I    have heard him 
correc iy—that he would have done it but for 
t e notice of this calling attention motion   If 
there had been no calling attention  notice he 
would have come forward with a statement on   
his own. (Interruptu is) I am, Sir, speaking 
subject  to  corre tion.  I  said  it   and  I would 
like to re eat it again    for   the benefit of hon.   
Members opposite. The Home Minister said it 
twice in 1 P.M.     this august House   during 
this discussi in that  he would have come on 
his ow ; if this Calling Attention Notice had 
not been given. . . • SHRI    SUNDAR    
SINGH    BHANDARI:    Withou   the   
permission of the Chair? 

SHRT TRILOKI SINGH: Let me tell 
the hon. Members opposite that it is 
always there for the members of the 
Government if they want to make any 
statement on any matter. . . 

HON. MEMBERS: No, no. 

SHRI TRILOKI SINGH: I tell you I have 
been a Member of this House for at least a 
period of one year and I have had the honour 
of   being a member of other Legislatures in 
this country and I know it for a fact and it is a 
well established parliamentary practice that if 
any member of the    Government wishes to 
make any    statement   at any1   time, the 
Chair allows it.    There is no denial of this 
right of the Government. Therefore, I am 
prepared to meet my hon. friends outside in 
the Lobby, take them to the Library and show 
them    a hundred instances from the 
parliamentary practice of England and other 
places.   If a member of the Government 
wishes to make any statement, he can do so at 
any time or at any hour, of course, with the 
permission of the   Chair.   Nobody   denies 
that the Chair's    permission is needed. This 
permission, let me repeat it again and again 
with all the emphasis at my command, has 
never been denied in the history of    
Parliaments in    the    world. Therefore,   not   
only   Mr. Bhandari  is concerned at it, or Mr. 
Rajnarain, but the whole of the country,   in 
so far   as Behari Lal was killed. I am one of 
those who look upon these things with an eye 
that 1 share the sentiments not only of people 
here in this House, but also   of those outside. 
I am sorry that hon. Mr. Rajnarain was beaten 
up, a Member of Parliament was assaulted. 
Behari Lal was dead as a result of injuries 
and so many ladies were assaulted, brutally 
assaulted. No reference was made in this 
House. Let me tell the hon.    Members 
opposit that I am equally worried and 
ashamed of the happenings that occurred 
before Parliament on that day.  Therefore, 
now that the Home   Minister has agreed anc 
repeatedly said that he would have made a 
statement, and he is prepared to make a 
statement, let us concede the demand. 
Through you I would request the Members of 
tfie    Opposition, let   them call upon the 
hon.  Home Minister   to make the statement 
and start a discussion on it. 

SHRI S. N. MISHRA : Lest a wrong 
theory should come into practice, I would 
like to make a submission. Only when an 
urgent thing crops up suddenly that the 
Government can come up before the House 
and then it is the House which has every 
right to regulate its business. If the 
Government comes up with certain 
proposals or with certain statements, 
considering the urgency of the situation, the 
House can grant it    the    right to    make    
it. 
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[Shri S. N. Mishra.] 
Otherwise, it is the right of the House to give 
him time or not. That is one thing. Then 
whatever the hon. Member is saying is an 
ordinary thing. Now, the hon. Member even 
offered to take us to the Library without 
knowing the facts of the situation rightly. It is 
only done when a certain important thing has 
cropped up. Here in this case a certain 
development had taken place. There was a 
week's time and the Government should have 
had forethought about it and then come up 
before the House on the very first day, but 
when this intention does not seem to be re-
flected either in the request presented to the 
Business Advisory Committee or to you, we 
are bound to come to the conclusion that the 
Government did not act with that sense of 
urgency and duty in this matter as they should 
have. 

MR. CHAIRMAN: Now, it does not appear 
to be controversial. After hearing the 
Government side and this side, in a case of 
this kind the Government should have mace a 
statement at the earliest opportunity. The only 
question then surviving is whether Mr. Chavan, 
who has given his reasons, was acting in good 
faith while he did not make his statement 
before the Calling Attention Notice came. On 
that point I have heard some speeches from the 
Opposition side saying that the intention and 
good faith of Mr. Chavan is not disputed. 

SHRI S. N. MISHRA: Quite right. 
SHRI RAJNARAIN: I have not said that. 

MR. CHAIRMAN: Therefore, I should not 
say anything more about the procedure which 
should be adopted in future in cases of this 
kind, because Mr. Chavan concedes that he 
should have placed or he should have made a 
statement in the House at the earliest 
opportunity. That is my reading of it and he is 
saying that he did concede it. Then, we accept 
the bona fides of his statement or his good 
intentions in not making the statement earlier, 
because he believed that there was the Calling 
Attention Motion coming and he would have 
to make a statement. Now, it may be a 
mistake. But if you accept his good faith. . . 

SHRl S. N. MISHRA: It is a mistake. 

MR. CHAIRMAN: All right. 1 t h i n k  the 
matter should rest there and let us proceed 
with the business now. So Car as the conduct 
of the Ministers is concerned, it is quite clear 
that the Ministers concerned should make a 
statement at the earliest possible opportunity. 
You have not given me time to give a ruling 
for future, but I am giving it jusi now. i 
wanted time tc see wl the notice was served or 
not served, but when you say that his good 
intention you are not disputing, I think the 
matter should rest here. Now, I want. . . 

 
MR. CHAIRMAN: I have not heard the 

Leader of the House. 

SHRI K. K. SHAH: So far as the death is 
concerned, I express not only my regret and 
sorrow, but on this point 1 have no doubt 
whatsoever that the convention of the House 
is that unless he is a Member of the House, the 
House does not pass a Resolution. Now, the 
House is its master, but once you do this there 
will be many such occasions. So far as' the 
incident is concerned, as 1 have said, I express 
my regret and on this all the sides are sorry, 
but let us maintain the convention. 
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MR. CHAIRM \N : Now on this question 
whether ihe House should in effect pass a 
resolution of condolence while standing up and 
so on, this is a matter concerning the rights of 
the House, the privileges of the House, and so 
on. I have not yet come across a case—I am 
spe. king subject to correction—where an 
individual who has met his end in a -nnst 
unfortunate incident has been o ndoled in this 
manner ... 

 
MR. CHAD MAN :. .particularly when the 

very int dent is going to be the subject-matter if 
a judicial enquiry. Now I find that all lough 
there is a proposal on this que Son by Mr. 
Rajnarain, there is sorr \ support but I am not 
finding that tlie whole House is supporting it. 

 
MR. CHAIRtv AN : Therefore, it will be 

better not o prolong this matter because after he 
sad death in an unfortunate incidei I t becomes 
a delicate matter.    Tha   is  my view. 

SHRI S. N. MI HRA: May I make an appeal 
to my r >n. friend, Shri Rajnarain? Since the 
hon.. Leader of the House has expressed regret 
and his sorrow on the deal i of Shri Bihari Lal, I 
think that should be taken as an expression of 
sorrow and regret by all of us. We certain] - 
would like to rally behind him on occ sions—
he would not do that in future, know—but on 
this occasion I would Jike that the whole House 
should be taken to have been represented by 
him in the expression of sorrow and regret over 
his death. 

 

MR. CHAIRMAN: It is now 1.15. 
May I suggest that Papers may be laid on the 
Table, and then after recess v/e should deal 
with the business of the House? 

 

MR.. CHAIRMAN : I think the proper 
procedure should be, subject to what the 
House decides, that the statement should be 
made by the Minister and then... 

SHRI RAJNARAIN : On the calling 
attention... 

MR. CHAIRMAN : Yes, yes. There is no 
other statement to be made. Do not get 
excited. That is implied. Mr. Rajnarain would 
read the motion. Then the statement will be 
made by the Minister and then the short-
duration discussion will start. That is my sug-
gestion and I hope that is accepted. Now 
Papers to be laid on the Table. 
STATEMENT OF BILLS ASSENTED TO  

BY   THE   PRESIDENT 
SECRETARY: Sir, I beg to lay on the 

Table a statement showing the Bills passed by 
the Houses of Parliament during the Seventy- 

 


