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conclusions, and also we will be providing the 
Press Council with sufficient staff and money 
with which they can go further into this. My 
friend, Mr. Ganga Sharan Sinha, has also 
asked that the budget and the finances of the 
Press Council should not be subject to the 
vagaries of the Ministry of Infoimaticn and 
Broadcasting. Although it may be early for me 
to say it, I can only say this thing that in this 
context also we will be guided by the 
recommendations of the Advisory Committee 
because in one of the paragraphs' of their 
report they have dealt with this. Whatever they 
have said the Government is going to accept. 

Mr. Chandrasekharan and Mr. Eewati Kant 
Sinha have drawn my attention to the working 
of Samachar Bharati. I share their distress 
because I also feel that this Samachar Bharati, 
which had been set up with very lofty ideals, 
unfortunately is not living up to them. They 
have dispensed with the services of Lala Firoz 
Chand. Lala Firoz Chand is not only one of 
the respected leaders of this country, one of 
the patriots who fought and gave all his life 
fighting for the national struggle, but I think in 
building up Samachar Bharati his contribution 
has been remarkable and considerable. 
Similarly some other journalists have been got 
rid of. The Government is very much con-
cerned about the unsatisfactory working of 
Samachar Bharati. Recently the Auditor 
General in his report on Rajasthan 
Government's accounts also has brought to the 
Rajasthan Government's notice the sad 
functioning of Samachar Bharati. At this stage 
I would only like to say that we are looking 
into it because we are keen that Samachar 
Bharati and other news agencies should not 
only be good, efficient, widespread, good in 
the sense of news dispensation, but also good 
and financially sound so that the working 
journalists can have their correct place in their 
functioning. 

Some friends yesterday and today have 
drawn the Government's attention to the 
condition of working journalists and their 
representation in the Press Council and 
elsewhere, and a suggestion was made that 
the Government or the Press Council, 
Government I think, should maintain a 
register of the working journalists, working 
journalists actually and not the pseudo-
journalists as was the word used. I think it 
was a good suggestion and the Government 
will be interested in looking into it.   I think 
we may be able to come 

to the  conclusion that a register of this type 
should be maintained. 

1 would only say cne word mere and finish. I 
think one of the really sericus problems of 
today is the problem of the monopoly and the 
growth of chain preis and I hope very soon this 
House will have an opportunity to address itself 
to the report of the Press Council. And before I 
sit down, I would only say that the Press 
Council has functioned in spite of various 
difficulties. I hope, when more powers are 
given to it es a result of the next Bill,its 
functioning would improve, its area would 
widen and its. contribution will be felt more. 

Thank you very much. 

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRI M. P. 
BHARGAVA) : The question is : 

"That the Bill be passed." 
The motion was adopted. 

MOTION RE-REPORT OF THE COM-
MITTEE ON DEFECTIONS 

THE MINISTER OF HOME AFFAIRS 
(SHRI Y. B. CHAVAN) : Mr. [Vice-
Chairman, Sir, I move : 

'That the Report of the Committee on 
Defections laid on the Table of the Rajya 
Sabha on the 18th February, 1969, be taken 
into consideration." 

While moving this Motion, I would like to 
give a brief outline of the recommendations of 
the Committee. It will be interesting to go into 
the history of this Committee as well. 

As you know, Sir, after the Fourth General 
Flection, this country witnessed a very 
unhealthy but at the same time a very complex 
political trend in its political life. That was the 
trend and problem of defections of legislators. 
Of course, it is quite natural in the political life 
of a party or the political life of individuals that 
there is a possibility of honest, dissent and 
possibly, one may think of changing his own 
views or of shifting his allegiance from one partj 
to another party. That mry perhaps be natural in 
the transitory period in tnt life of any party or 
country as well. But if one looks to the size of 
the problem, particularly after the Fourth 
General Election, one becomes 
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[Shri Y. B.Chavan] aware that what was 
happen ing was not in any way a natural thing 
or a desirable thing. What was happening was 
a sort of challenge to the stable functioning of 
parliamentary government. If you kindlv look 
to ..he very first paragraph of the first chapter 
of this Report, it is stated about the 
magnitude of the problem that nearly 438 
defections occurred in 12 months. And the 
motivation for these defections has also been 
indicated in the same paragraph where the 
Committee have said— 

"That the lure of office played a do-
minant part in decisions of legislators to 
defect was obvious from the fact that out 
of 210 defecting legislators of the States of 
Bihar, Haryana, Madhya Pradesh, Punjab, 
Rajasthan, Uttar Pradesh and West Bengal, 
116 were included in the Councils of 
Ministers which they helped to bring into 
being by defections." 
That shows the size of the particular 

problem, and naturally the country was very 
much concerned about it, and its concern was 
reflected in one of the Resolutions that was 
moved in the Lok Sabha for the appointment 
of such a Committee to examine this 
problem, as a result of which a Committee 
was appointed. 

The Committee consisted of the Home 
Minister as Chairman, the Union Law 
Minister, the Union Minister for Parlia-
mentary Affiirs, the representatives of the 8 
political parties and the three Independent 
Groups recognised by the Speaker in the Lok 
Sabha. And the other members were, Shri P. 
Venkatasubbaiah, Shri Jaya Prakash Narayan, 
Shri H. N. Kunzru.ShriC. K. Daphtary, 
ShriH. M. Seervai, Shri M. C. Setalvad and 
Shri Mohan Kumaramangalam. Represen-
tatives party-wise were as follows :— 

1. Prof. N. G. Ranga—Swatantra. 
2. Prof. Balraj Madhok—Jan Sangh. 
3. Shri S. N. Dwivedy—PSP. 
4. Shri Madhu Limaye—SSP. 
5. The CPI was represented by an hon. 

Membsr of this House, Shri Bhupesh 
Gupta. 

6. The Communist Party (Marxist) was 
represented by Shri P. Ramamurti. 

7. The DMK was represented by Shri 
Ambazhagan. 

8. Shri N. C. Chatterjee—Progressive 
Group. 

9. Shri   Raghuvir   Sngh   Shastri— 
Nirdaliya Sangathan. 

10. The Independent Parliamentary Group 
was represented by Dr. Kami Singh. 

The Committee held six meetings and 
ultimately succeeded in producing the Report 
which is before you today. 

I must say, work on this Committee has 
helped me to enrich my political experience in 
this matter because there were veterans like 
Shri Jaya Prakash Narayan, with experience of 
the working of the political parties, he being 
the founder of one of the leading parties of the 
country. Then we had the privilege of having 
on the Committee Mr. Kunzru an old veteran 
and a man who has got authority and 
experience to give his views on matters of 
public importance. Then we had the versatile 
legal luminaries like Mr. Setalvad, Mr. Seervai, 
Mr. Mohan Kumaramangalam and Mr. C. K. 
Daphtary. So, if you go through the Report, 
you will find that it is very difficult to say that 
all members agreed on one recommendation. 
Though we have produced compact 
recommendations with the majority view, you 
wi'lftnd from the Report that there are certainly 
very important Notes of Dissent also. That 
shows the richness of experience of political 
life. 

SHRI AKBAR ALI KHAN (Andhra 
Pradesh) : Very nicely put, Mr. Home 
Minister. 

SHRI Y. B. CHAVAN : Well, Sir, I must 
say that in the early stages we failed to come to 
an agreement whether defections were good or 
not because it was very difficult to define 
defection. Ultimately we succeeded, with the 
help of Shri Jaya Prakash Narayan, in evolving 
the recommendation that we have made. 
Naturally, this is a very practical suggestion. It 
was very difficult to define— what can be called 
defection. Sometimes parties themselves 
resorted to merger in other parties. What can 
this process be called? Ultimately, there was 
one view that prevailed with the majority 
members that there is an unhealthy tendency 
which is born of political irresponsibility and a 
sort of political opportunism because most of 
the defections that were taking place were 
prompted by the lure of office. And it was 
thought that we would have to take some steps 
to make recommendations as to how this could 
be prevented. 
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Then, Sir, you will find that certain 
recommendations have been made. These 
recommendations we have classified into four 
groups, viz., ethical, political, constitutional 
and legislative. I think 'constitutional' and 
'legislative' really speaking come under the 
same category. But I do not know why this 
was there, I do not exactly remember why it 
was categorised separately. Sir, the general 
background of thinking has also been 
indicated in paragraph 11 of this Report. 

Ultimately, the general agreement was that 
the problem of defections can be effectively 
tackled by some sort of evolution of a code of 
conduct amongst the political parties 
themselves. But, Sir, my own experience 
about this formulation of code of conduct and 
its implementation is not very encouraging. I 
know that it is very desirable to have a code of 
conduct. Ultimately we must succeed in 
creating that feeling among the leaders of all 
political parties to see that we implement it. 
But the type of political life that we are 
leading or the type of leadership that we have 
succeeded in providing to our political parties 
today or possibly the political condition that 
exists in the country has not yet succeeded in 
giving that code of conduct to be properly or 
effectively implemented. But it does not mean 
that we shouM not make further efforts 
towards it. Therefore, this was the basic 
concept that was agreed to by all. I think this 
is possibly the only unanimous 
recommendation that sbch an effort should be 
made. And, Sir, it is left to the Home Minister 
to call a meeting of the political parties and 
see if he succeeds in evolving a code of 
conduct. That is their recommendation. 

Then the political recommendation is there 
which is also of a general type. But if we 
come ultimately to the constitutional 
remedies that are thought of, which are, 
according to me, very material 
recommendations, they are capable of being 
implemented by some legislative action. 

Ultimately we came to three types of major 
recommendations. The first was whether the 
Prime Minister at the Centre or the Chief 
Ministers in the States should be a member of 
either of the Houses when there are two 
Houses or he should necessarily be a Member 
of the Lower House. And the majority view 
was that it is much better tnat this chief 
executive.    .   . 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA (West Bengal) : 
Was it majority or unanimous? 

SHRI Y. B. CHAVAN : It was majority, rhe 
only unanimous recommendation— Mr. 
Bhupesh Gupta, you remember— was the 
ethical one, of evolving some sort Df code of 
conduct. I think, constituted as we are, we 
could not think of any mono-ithic 
recommendation .    .   . 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA : I think that was 
also unanimous except that the D.M.K. wanted 
that the Chiei Minister for the time being should 
remain as     
it is. 

SHRI Y. B. CHAVAN : That means it was 
not unanimous. 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA : Not the Prime 
Minister. 

SHRI Y. B. CHAVAN : I have got the 
record of it.     I can certainly shew ycu. 

SHRI SUNDAR SINGH BHANDARI 
(Rajasthan) :  There is a minute of dissent  
appended to it. 

SHRI Y. B. CHAVAN : This was one 
recommendation, I agree. I am not committed.   
.   . 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA : You were 
with us. 

SHRI Y. B. CHAVAN : You were with me. 

SHRI    DAHYABHAI    V.    PATEL 
(Gujarat): They have always been together. 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA : Mr. Vice-
Chairman, after all, he is our Chatra-pati in the 
Rajya Sabha.   I side with him. 

SHRI ABID ALI Maharashtra) : Sincerely? 

SHRI Y. B. CHAVAN : I am very happy. I 
am also willing to be with him on this limited 
matter. This problem of defection has become 
a matter of concern to all because the 
motivation for defections arising out of 
political opportunism, if it is to be met some 
constitutional measures, will have to be 
thought of. And for that matter, Sir, the recom-
mendation, a very important one, is given in 
paragraphs 19 and 20 of this report. 1 do not 
want to go into the deliberations. But it was 
said that the person who is a defector should 
not be allowed to hold 
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[Shri Y. B. Chavan] any office of profit, 
Ministership or any other office of profit, for a 
period of one year. 

AN HON'BLE MEMBER : Only. 

SHRI Y. B. CHAVAN : That is the 
recommendation of the Committee. If you think 
of a different way, I would like to know your 
views on this matter so that thsre will be a sort 
of agreement. 

Therefore, there would not be a temptation 
to change political colours. Sir, we tried to 
work out the definition of "defector". I think 
that was accepted practically by all concerned. 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPT^ : No. I dissented. 
SHRI Y. B. CHAVAN : Yes, you dissented. 

I would like to put the definition on record. It 
says :— 

"An elected Member of a Legislature who 
had beon allotted the reserved symbol of any 
political party can be said to have defected, 
if, after being elected as a Member of either 
House of Parliament or of the Legislative 
Councilor the Legislative Assembly of a State 
oi Union Territory, he voluntarily renounces 
allegiance 10, or association with such 
political party, provided his action is not in 
consequence of a decision of the party 
concerned." 

This was the definition that was,' accepted, and 
on the basis of this definition the appointment 
of a defecting legislator was barred for a period 
of one year until he goes back to the electorate 
and gets re-elected. This recommendation was 
accepted. 

Another recommendation which is made is 
limiting the size of the Council of Ministers. 
This was considered necessary because the 
number of people who were included in the 
Council of Ministers sometimes appears to be 
unending. As the life of the Government 
proceeded the Council of Ministers went on 
inflating. And sometimes we found that most of 
the Members of the party forming the 
Government were in the Council of Ministers. 
In one state, I think, we had reached that stage. 
So in order to find a solution to this problem the 
recommendation says that there should be 
limitation on the size of the Council of 
Ministers. Of course, what that size should be, 
certainly has become a bone of contention. 

Mr. Bhupesh Gupta thought of one thing. The 
majority of the Committee thought in some 
other way. We have made a detai led mention 
of these matters in this report. 

So, Sir, this principle of limiting the size of 
the Council of Ministers is a very important 
and a welcome recommendation as far as I can 
S3e. What that size should be is a matter of 
political consideration again, and in this matter, 
certainly, I would be interested to know the 
views of the Members of the House. 

These are, in substance, the recommen-
dations. Of course, I would like to make a 
mention of one recommendation made by a 
group of very distinguished lawyers who were 
asked to go into this problem. They 
recommended that the defectors should cease to 
be Members unless they go back and get 
themselves elected. That recommendation was 
made by the lawyers' group. But the Committee 
did not think it possible to accept this 
recommendation. I thought I should make a 
mention of this idea that was placed before this 
Committee. 

I have placed this matter before you because 
I feel that this matter is urgent. At the same 
time the Government did not want to rush into 
formulating final proposals because it is much 
better to have the views of Parliament in this 
matter. I have also written to the State Govern-
ments so that if we can get their views possibly 
it might be helpful to ultimately formulate 
some proposals for the consideration of 
Parliament. 

The purpose of this discussion is to have the 
guidance of the Members of the House. I do not 
propose to accept any amendment. The idea is 
not to commit this House to any particular line 
of action. The idea is to get some expression of 
views on the recommendations as such. Thank 
you. 

The question was proposed. 

 



3721 Motion re Report of [12 AUG. 1969]       the Committee on, Defections   3722 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA : Mr. Vice-
Chairman, I can quite understand Mr. Chavan 
placing the report for eliciting the opinion of 
the House. I think it is a good approach 
although it has been long delayed. But the 
House is empty. The tims chosen has been very 
wrong for such a discussion. 

SHRI SUNDAR SINGH BHANDARI: 
They are all defecting. 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA : I do no1 
know who is going to be Aya Ram or who is 
going to be Gaya Ram. At least the Aya Rams 
should have been here. 

 
SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA : I appreciate you 

because we would like to hear from you. You 
have got great experience because oT wholesale 
desartions. All I say, Mr. Vice-Chairman, is, 
let this be partly debated today and then we 
would continue, so that those who are not 
here— they are somewhere else on some great 
mission—may also participate. Many are not 
here and the debate will not be very good   .   .   
. 

SHRI ABID ALI : He jjst came, Sir. 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA : Where they are 
I do not know. 

THE VICE CHAIRMAN (SHRI M. P. 
BHARGAv*A) : There are three amendments, 
one each in the name of Shri Banka Behary 
Das, Shri Niranjan Var-ma and Shri 
Chandrasekharan. Mr. Das and Mr. Niranjan 
Varma are not here. 

SHRI  K.   CHANDRASEKHARAN 
(Kerala) : Sir, I want to move my amendment. 

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRI M. P. 
BHARGAVA) : Even after hearing the Home 
Minister? 

SHRI CHANDRASEKHARAN : Yes. 

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (..SHRI M. P. 
BHARGAVA   :   All  right. 

SHRI K. CHANDRASEKHAEAN  : 
Sir, 1 beg to move. 

3. "That at the end of the motion,, the 
following be added, namely :— 

'and having considered the sam :, 
thisHouse is of opinionthat immediate 
legislation be undertaken to prevent 
defections." 

The question was proposed. 

SHRI DAHYABHAI V. PATEL : Mr. Vice-
Chairman, Sir, I would like to voice a 
complaint, if I may, that in this Committee the 
Rajya Sabha was^not given its due place when 
the Committee was formed. I know that there 
are some people who feel that Bhupesh Gupta 
is Rajya Sabha and Rajya Sabha is Bhupesh 
Gupta. 

SHRI ABID ALI : Nobody feels like that. 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA : I must make this 
clear. First of all, Mr. Dahyabhai Patel was not 
there; I also missed him. Mr. N. G. Ranga was 
there. The invitation was not s^ntto the Rajya 
Sabha or the Lok Sabha. The invitation was 
sent to the chairmen of the parties, to the heads 
of the various parties. The party executive 
decided as to who should go, and only one 
member from each party was sent. If the 
Swatantra Party had not nominated my friend, 
Mr. Dahyabhai Patel, I am very sorry for it. 

SHRI   DAHYABHAI   V.    PATEL   : 
Why are you defending his action ? Why do 
you get up to defend the Home Minister so 
readily? He will speak for whoever has done it. 
Mr. Bhupesh Gupta, in fact, has given me an 
opportunity to reinforce my argument. I say the 
Rajya Sabha was ignored. Mr. Bhupesh Gupta 
is trying to support his argument by saying that 
the Rajya Sabha was not ignored and that 
invitations were sent party-wise. Why was that 
so ? In support of my argument that the Rajya 
Sabha was ignored and it should not have been 
ignored, I want to say that a larger number of 
defections, in proportion to the number of 
members, have been from the Rajya Sabha. In 
the Lok Sabha, it is every nve years; in the 
Rajya Sabha it is every two years. Every two 
years we have the biennial elections, new 
members come in and there is  defection.   So, 
Rajya Sabha has 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA : You are a 
Haryana Ram. You have excelled every State. 
The whole lot there is of Aya Rams ana Gaya 
Rams. 
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[Shri Dahyabhai V. Patel] been ignored in 
this even though this defection process started 
very early here and fJie defecting people are 
still on the Confess beaches as Ministers. 1 do 
not want to name them. But I mention this to 
illustrate and reinforce my argu-m.ni that the 
Rajya Sabha has been igno-I d. I had 
mentioned this on a previous ccasion and I 
was told Prof. Ranga was there. Prof. Ranga 
is a very senior and experienced 
parliamentarian but he has always been in the 
Lok Sabha and he does not know   .   .   . 

SHRI AKBAR ALI KHAN : He was 
in Rajya Sabha also. 

SHRI DAHYABHAI V. PATEL : I stand 
corrected. 

SHRI   BHUPESH    GUPTA    :   One 
great quality he has is that he has also 
changed sides many times—here, there, here, 
there, like that he has gone. 

SHRI DAHYABHAI V. PATEL : Well, I 
am not aware of the past history. I plead 
ignorance and I stand corrected. But my 
experience has been more in the Rajya Sabha 
and I think many Members in the Rajya 
Sabha will join me in my feeling that the 
Rajya Sabha should have received its due 
recognition and should have been given more 
representation than the sole representation of 
Mr. Bhupesh Gupta on this Committee, 
because the problems of defection are 
different here from those in the Lok Sabha. 
Yet this House has been ignored completely. 

There have been many defections in the 
Rajya Sabha and at least as far as Rajya 
Sabha is concerned, the right of recall should 
have been insisted on because it would have 
been simpler and easier. If the voters' 
constitutency is very large running into lakhs 
of people, then in practice it will be very 
difficult to have a referendum or right of 
recall. But as far as the Rajya Sabha is 
concerned, it is very small and simple and it 
could be done very easily. Mr. Bhupesh 
Gupta can go and tell the Bengal Assembly "I 
do not like that fellow. Go and recall him". 
Of course, he has abolished the Council 
th^re. The Assembly is there and the voters 
there can exercise their right if that aspect had 
been considered by this Committee. 
Unfortunately, that was not considered. 

Then, the Committee considered one 
aspect, i.e.     defection of members for I 

| ministership. I feel, Sir, that the Com | 
mittee has only looked at the problerr 
partially. Ministership is not the onlj 
allurement to change sides. The National 
Shipping Board, for instance, is a great 
allurement. We know how it had been used 
by the Congress Party last time, how a 
member of our party was made to defect. Is 
that not known? Do you want me to name 
him? I do not want to name anybody. But 
this temptation, the carrot, has been dangled 
before many people too often by the Con-
gress Party, and this is wrong. If you want 
moral standards, the person who preaches 
morals must lay down a very high standard 
himself. 

SHRI CHITTA BASU (West Bengal) : 
Yes, I agree. 

SHRI DAHYABHAI V. PATEL : You 
agree with me and I think on this side also 
they will agree with me. 

SHRI PITAMBER DAS (Uttar Pradesh) 
: There is no difficulty in agreeing with you 
on principle. The difficulty lies in practice. 

SHRI DAHYABHAI V. PATEL  : I 
shall give you practice if you want. 

If a high moral standard is to be set, it is 
essential that the Congress Party which is 
in a majority should have set a high 
standard and should not have encouraged 
defections all through these years in both 
Houses—every five years in that House and 
every two years in this House. 

SHRI CHITTA BASU : They mono-
polised it. 

SHRI DAHYABHAI V. PATEL : 
Therefore, Sir, this reinforces my argument 
that the Rajya Sabha should not have been 
ignored in this matter and the Government 
should not have gone by the maxim that 
they have followed all these years that 
Bhupesh Gupta is equal to Rajya Sabha and 
Rajya Sabha is equal to Bhupesh Gupta. 
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SHRI DAHYABHAI V. PATEL : People 

with experience should have been taken on that 
committee. If you say that people with 
experience should have been taken on this 
Committee, I think it is a justifiable plea. 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA : I think a club 
for defectors should be started in Haryana 
with my friend in the Chair. 

SHRI DAHYABHAI V. PATEL : The 
Home Minister has rightly read the first 
paragraph of the Report pointing out the size 
of the problem. I would have only liked to 
supplement it by figures of what has happened 
in the Rajya Sabha every two years; and if you 
total it up, even though our number is half that 
of Lok Sabha, I do not think we will be second 
to the Lok Sabha in this matter. Our figure in 
proportion to our saunters would compare very 
favourably v.'"-, thfi Lok Sabha. I am afraid I 
have not got these figures; I did not take the 
trouble to get them unfortunately, but it can 
very easily be done. 

If you look at the Council of Ministers, you 
can very easily spot some people whom we 
used to see sitting on these benches but who 
quietly walked over to the other side and into 
the Cabinet also. They are supposed to be 
dynamic. Is that so? Whether you call them 
dynamic or not, within the meaning of this 
Report, they are also defectors. Then there are 
defectors of another kind—I do not know 
whether you can call them defectors or not. 
There is a noble example that we have got 
from the Mother of Parliaments— Mr.   
Winston  Churchill  and     Stafford 

6—27 R.S./69 

Cripps. They crossed over and changed sides 
before the elections. They went to their electors 
and told them that they have gone from one 
party to the other party, giving them the 
reasons for it. I think that is a noble way of 
doing things. I would not call them defectors. 
They honourably put the position before their 
party and changed their sides. I wish we had 
more of such people. Democracy will grow 
better if we have such people who would come 
out honestly and educate the voters and point 
out "This is what is wrong with the party; I 
would like to alter it this way. Therefore, I am 
going to this party." That matter would be 
before the people. The people would think and 
the people would decide. It will be a great 
education for our people. It will be a great 
experiment for our growing democracy. 1 
would like very much to welcome such a 
practice if you can introduce it. The Committee 
while making its lecommendations has certainly 
given certain points which we should consider. 
What they have mentioned ultimately boils 
down to this and that is the most important 
thing. Ultimately it depends on the basic 
morality of the paity of the individual 
concerned. If the individual concerned is able 
to think lightly of his morality or of his right or 
of his duty to his party or to his elecU rs and is 
quite willing to change sides, then, equally the 
responsibility of lapse of morality is on the side 
of the party that takes him in, in piefeience to its 
own members who have been elected as 
members of the party. It is a bait that is offered. 
Some people may like to call it by a stronger 
name as bribe and some people may like to call 
it simply a carrot. But this is immoral and once 
we start tolerating immorality, once we start 
making compromises of this type, we do not 
know where we will end. After all, what is the 
basis? The basis is the word that we have given 
to our electors. This is our manifesto ana we 
are going to stand by it. And the party in power 
also says the same thing. When they have a 
difficulty in forming a Government, instead of 
the straight forward, honourable and 
recognised method of forming coalitions, 
instead of making compromises with Mr. 
Bhupesh Gupta, they offer baits for defection. 
The Congress Party is welcome to make 
compromises with Mr. Bhupesh Gupta every 
now and then and be honest about it, as they 
have been doing more or less—at least some of 
their leaders are doing—and I would have 
considered that more honest and it would have 
been better for the growth    of healthy  
democracy in    this 
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[Shri Dahyabhai V. Patel] country. I would 
like a two-party Government. But with what 
we have seen in this country and outside—in 
countries that are prospering with 
coalitions— I am wondering as to why there is 
this opposition to more than one party, and 
we are so mad about two parties. I would like 
to see free coalitions growing more and more. 
At least in this country if we had coalitions, I 
am sure we would have had less talk of 
corruption and less number of cases that have 
been referred to in this House and referred to 
outside. If there was more than one partner in 
the Government, I am sure the things that 
have happened, the matters that have been 
referred to this Parliament and to the 
President, the cases of Partap Singh Kairon, 
Biju Patnaik, T.T. Krishnama-chari and 
others, would not have happened because the 
partner in the coalition would not have 
allowed such things to happen and would 
have pointed out that such and such a thing 
was wrong and he would have protested 
against such things. Thus we could have put 
the party in power straight. I think this aspect 
of the problem the Committee has refused to 
look at or has omitted or missed. At east if 
there was representation of the Rajya Sabha I 
would have managed to be there and I would 
have urged this point of view. 

But, Sir, ultimately it boils down to one's 
moral    outlook.   In that I think one cannot 
have  two  moral standards. One cannot have 
a moral standard for us here in Parliament on   
one basis and another moral standard outside 
or in the international sphere.    If the Home 
Minister gets up and says that we must honour 
the Kutch Agreement because that is a moral   
agreement that we have given   to the outside 
world, by the same    moral standard the 
promise that this Parliament had given to   the 
Princes of this country has to be honoured.   It 
is a   question of moral obligation.   It is a 
question whether this    Government wants to 
honour its   moral  obligations   or  not.   On  
too many   occasions   the   Congress   Govern-
ment is slipping from   high moral standards 
and therefore, it is in this trouble, in   this 
mess.   I think, therefore, that it is the most 
opportune  time when we are discussing the 
report of the Committee on  Defections for us 
to see as to what is going to happen to the 
Congress Party in the next few days. Is it 
going to be a party of Congressmen? Or, is it 
going to be a party of defectors? Is it going to 
be led by Congressmen, honest    Congress- 

men, the people who believe in their word, who 
believe in the Gandhian principles, or, is it 
going to be bamboozled, hustled and run by 
defectors? I think no more opportune time 
could have been available for this House to 
discuss this problem, to draw the attention of 
the people of this country to the problems that 
the country is facing, than the present one. I 
am not against Mr. Bhupesh Gupta's sug-
gestion of continuing the debate if more friends 
want to participate in it. But I think these are 
the aspects to which I would like to draw the 
attention of the House and of my honourable 
colleagues on both sides and of the people 
outside. Thank you, Sir. 

SHRI   R.   T.      PARTHASARATHY 
(Madras) : Mr. Vice-Chairman, I rise to 
congratulate the Home Minister of India on the 
historic document that he has placed before the 
Rajya Sabha. He could have found no better 
time than this to bring forward this important 
document on political defections. Sir, political 
defections have become a potential danger to 
the stable and smooth running of parliamentary 
democracy in India and if they are allowed to 
go their way, unchecked and unbounded, they 
will wreck the basic ideals of our Constitution. 
No political philosophy can be regarded as 
more vital and more significant in India today 
than the philosophy of defections, particularly 
as we see it after the fourth general elections. 
Defections arise out of discontent, disgust and 
dismay as well as the greed for power. It is an 
artful way of cheating the electorate. It should 
be the prime duty of every honourable Member 
of this House as well as the other House to put 
an end to these defections from whatever 
quarters they might arise. As they cannot be 
mended, they nave got to be ended. It is a good 
augury that the Government has asked an 
expert committee to go into i the whole 
question and to report to Parliament. I would 
like to pay a word of compliment that it is a very 
useful report for the Parliament to consider. 
We have to look for the cure to the disease of 
defections in the very structure of our 
Constitution. Party de* fections and interparty 
smuggling, if I may use that term, have ruined 
the political life of this country, particularly in 
many of the States, and because of this the 
people's voice has been set at naught and the 
President's rule had to be imposed in many of 
them. They are due to the partymen who 
frequently cross the floors motivated by what 
we call the lure for ministership and at the same 
time bring 
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that particular area or that particular State to a 
great political instability and disorder. 
According to me, therefore, the crux of the 
whole questions lies in that. The party as such 
has no legal basis in our Constitution. Let us 
look at the whole picture objectively. The 
party is devoid of any legal base except that it 
can ask for a symbol to contest elections for an 
easy identification by the electorate. The right 
to contest an election is an individual right fully 
and squarely recognised by our Constitution. 
When that is so and when the party as such has 
no legal base, it would be very difficult to ban 
the parties or those members of the parties for 
crossing the floor now and then and the 
problem of defections cannot be tackled 
properly unless the Consititution itself   is    
suitably amended. 

To recognise any party as such, if this 
should be done under a legal enactment, it will 
bring in more complications than is sought to 
solve the problem. None can say what will be 
the future of the party system in our country 
and how many parties would arise in the future 
set-up of the Indian democratic republic. If 
restrictions are imposed upon parties, it would 
amount to the curtailment of the fundamental 
right of freedom of association. This will be a 
very big question which will not find any easy 
solution. One can regard that normally the 
remedy should be from within as very rightly 
pointed out by the Home Minister. If we 
should develop healthy traditions and 
conventions, we shall be able to steer the 
course of our ship through the troubled waters 
of our parliamentary democracy. If we take the 
case of Britain, for example, tradition rested on 
the growth of healthy conventions between the 
three major political parties that occupied the 
life of the great democracy for many 
centuries—the Labour, the Liberals and the 
Conservatives. In Britain this has stood the test 
of time. In the USA also tradition has played a 
leading role in shaping that great democracy 
and we have seen how under the feet of the Re-
publicans and the Democrats grew the healthy 
conventions in that great democratic country of 
the West. These healthy traditions formed the 
nerve centre of the growth of parliamentary 
institutions. How can we forget the British 
House of Commons functioning for a full term, 
as it happened some 10 years back, with a bare 
majority of two of the Conservatives over the 
Labour and how the Liberals and the Labour 
respected that "two' majority and carried on for 
a full 

term of five years. The British tradition 
denoted the awe and the respect for the 
electorate in which really lay the secret of the 
success of the british parliamentary 
democracy. The public opinion in Britain is so 
powerful that not a single Member of 
Parliament, as an M.P. would ever dare to 
defect and if he did so, it meant political death 
for him and that was the strong public opinion 
which occupied the realm in Great Britain. Can 
we not, in India, take a leaf out of the British 
parliamentary book in this direction ? The 
Leader of the Opposition here made a very 
pertinent point about recall. The remedy to end 
the defections may be found in the Swiss 
pattern in making a constitutional provision for 
a recall but he said that with a large illiterate 
electorate it will be difficult to adopt it here. I 
very respectfully disagree with the Leader of 
the Opposition. Even in India, the electorate is 
full of robust commonsense. It would be 
possible to adopt this and I would commend to 
the Home Minister to think of ways and means 
and even take expert legal opinion in this as to 
how the Constitution should be amended so as 
to provide for this Swiss pattern, namely a 
provision for a recall of the elected re-
presentative if he has exceeded or abused the 
mandate given to him by the people at the time 
of the election. 

1 have to make a suggestion in tune with the 
recommendations made by the Committee, the 
report of which we are discussing. It appears to 
me that the best solution to this problem of 
defection could be found in a pair of legislative 
scissors, one blade being used to cut the size of 
the Ministry to one not exceeding one-fifteenth 
of the total number of elected representatives of 
the Lower House of the Legislature or the 
Lower House of Parliament, the other blade 
ever sharpening the electoral law and making a 
provision in the Representation of the People 
Act to debar the defector from standing for 
election for a specific period treating his case on 
line with those involved in corrupt practices 
under the very system of electoral law. This 
could be incorporated, if the Home Minister 
would agree with me, in the Representation of 
the People Act itself and attracting the same 
penalties which will, by and large, put an end 
to the theory and practice of defections in this 
country. By this a large number of Members 
who get elected through the political parties will 
be bound over for good behaviour by the big 
stick of electoral law.   This, according to me 
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[Shri R. T. Parthasarathy] 
is a reform, safe and sure, that should be 
effected without any delay and such a 
provision will play a cardinal role in shaping 
our parliamentary democracy on a successful 
and sure foundation. 

I do not want to enter into any controversy 
with the Leader of the Opposition but I was 
pained when he emphasised that morality 
should be the only factor that should be 
adjudged in judging the effect of defection. 
That morality should apply to all. He accused 
the Congress Party of lacking in political 
morality. I entirely disagree with him. This has 
become a perpetual problem not only for the 
Congress party but for every other political 
party. It has been proved by facts and figures 
by the Home Minister and an all-round cure 
must be found by every-one sitting together 
and that is the only and sure way of meeting 
this problem. If legal restrictions, according to 
me, are not imposed to prevent defections, to 
drown political defections, our parliamentary 
institution will ultimately crumble leading to 
gross abuse of positions, leading to political 
instability and to consequential economic ruin. 
Then we would ask the question and we would 
necessarily be made to feel whether a 
presidential form of Government would have 
saved India and saved democracy in India. 
Thank you. 
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resign and then seek re-election. 
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SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA : Mr. Vice-
Chairman, the   constitution of the Committee  
on Defections  was  a result     of the bait in the 
other House which adopted a Resolution   
moved by Mr. Venkatasub-baiah.   The 
Resolution was  adopted  on 8-12-1967  
recommending the setting up of a Committee on 
Defcctiors "to consider the problem of 
legislators   changing their allegiance from one 
party to another and their frequent crossing of 
the floor in all its aspects    and make 
recommendations in   this   regard".   Obvioudy,  
the  mover of the Resolution had in mind the 
crossing of the floor, not the kind of defections 
some of us are   discussing here, because only 
when you cross the floor   from one side to 
another the stability of the Government     in  
certain  situations  is  affected. For example, if a   
Member of some Op-posit on party changed 
from one Opposition party to some other 
Opposition party, without crossing the floor, 
that would not normally   affect   the   
Government,   and hence  the stability  of the  
Government. But if he goes to   the other side or 
some J bodycomes from   there   to    this    side, 
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[Shri Bhupesh Gupta] it may improve 
ordiminish the chances of that particular 
Government. Therefore, there was some valid 
reason for accepting this narrow idea of 
defection or narrow concept of defection. But 
the report itself has widened the scope of 
defection and we are indeed discussing 
defections in a wider context. 

The very first thing that one should note in 
this connection is how it is that it took the 
Congress Members so many years, 15 years, 
to move a Resolution in the Lok Sabha. Why 
was such a Resolution not moved earlier? 
How isjit that Mr. Chavan, who had been in 
Government positions, whether here or 
elsewhere, did not propound his concept, 
ideas or slogan, wha-ever you call it, of Aya 
Ram and G?ya-Ram earlier? Mr. Chavan has 
coined that expression, and it is a very 
interesting expression, no doubt. I am sorry 
Mr. Chavan Ram is not here at the moment. 
Now. these are the historical facts. 

Prior to the Fourth General Election 
altogether 542 defections took place in the 
country. Between 1957 and 1S>62 the 
Congress welcomed under its flag 120 
defectors in the Assemblies and another 8 in 
the Lok Sabha. Between 1962 and 1967 the 
Congress welcomed 299 defectors in the 
Assemblies and 17 in the Lok Sabha. That 
was the position before the Fourth General 
election. 

Now, Sir, as you see, it was a wholesale 
trade by the Congress; the Congress was the 
sole procuror of defectors. It was a one-way 
traffic and the traffic always led to the 
Congress fold from the Opposition side. So 
we did not hear much about defection or Aya 
Ram or Gaya Ram. The Congress was happy 
with the state of affairs. In fact, it engineered 
defections.   To that I shall come later. 

SHRI   DAHYABHAI   V.   PATEL : 
Does this include Rajya Sabha Members? 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA ; Lok Sabha. 
When I say Parliament. I always mean the Lok  
Sabha. 

Then things began to change. I am giving 
these figures from the documents supplied to 
us as members of the Committee on 
Defections by the Home Minister himself. 
Therefore, the authenticity of these figures 
should not be questioned at least by the 
Home Minister. 

After the Fourth General Election defections 
mounted up. By the middle of August, 1968 
there were altogether 438 defections in the 
country. The Congress received 139 defectors 
into its fold in the Assemblies. But something 
new happened this time. Those who left the 
Congress to join the Opposition parties, their 
number was 175. So now it was no more one-
way traffic; it was a two-way traffic. When 
Mr. Chavan found that the export of defectors 
was greater than the import or, in other words, 
the Gaya Rams were more than the Aya Rams 
within the Congress Party, a howl was raised 
about defection by them. And that is the 
genesis of the wisdom that dawned upon the 
Congress Party, after having been beaten by 
circumstances in the game started by them 
ever since the first elections. So I think the 
Congress leaders should not sermonise on the 
morals of defection. Immorality, if any, has 
been promoted by them between 1952 and 1967, 
almost without interruption. The greatest 
organiser, inspirer and recipient of defectors in 
this country is the Congress Party itself. And 
that position remains even now. 

How did it start ? After the First General 
Election in the composite Madras State— I am 
coming to my friend, Mr. Partha-sarathy's 
State—the Congress won onlyl52 seats out of 
375 seats in the Assembly. Naturally, they were 
in a hopeless minority. But the minority had to 
be transformed into a majority by a sleight of 
hand. And what happened  ? 

Shri Chakravarty Rajagopalaehuii. now the 
High Priest or Acharya of the Swatantra Party, 
at that time was freelancing in politics, having 
retired with a cushy pension from Governor-
Generalship. He was translated as the Chief 
Minister. He was not a member of either the 
Madras Assembly or the Madras Council at 
that time. He was made the Chief Minister with 
one assignment, i.e. an intelligent and cunning 
man that he is, with his great influence, he 
would organise defections. And he did succeed 
in organising defections, so much so... 

SHRI R. T. PARTHASARATHY : Mr. 
Vice-Chairman, the Governor at that time, 
Shri Sri Prakasa, invited the leader of the 
largest single party in the Assembly to form a 
Ministry and that is fully in keeping with the 
parliamentary traditions and conventions 
anywhere in the world. The leader of the 
largest single party was invited and   at that 
time the leader    of 
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the largest single party was Shri Rajago-
palachari. So the charge made by my hon. 
friend is absolutely baseless. 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA : My friend, I 
thought, was very intelligent. But he has said 
something as if he is only starting now the 
ABC of parliamentary politics. However, I 
credit him with great intelligence. Every body 
knows that the leader of the largest party is 
invited. But 152 did not become 250. It had to 
be made. Otherwise, a Government could not 
be formed. Majority had to be created on the 
floor of the House. Everybody knew that even 
the strength of the Communist Party itself was 
66 at that time. Anyhow, he was imported. He 
was not a member of either House. He was 
imported as the leader. It is something like, 
say, importing Shri Atulya Ghosh as the 
leader of the Congress Party. 

SHRI R. T. PARTHASARATHY : 
Nothing prevents. 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA : Yes, nothing 
prevents. Nothing pevents anything. You can 
kidnap anybody you like if you are so 
minded. Nothing prevents. But I am giving 
the facts of the case. My friend knows them 
very well. So he was brought in and made the 
leader of the party—you cannot deny that. 
And the assignment that you gave him at that 
time was that he must cause defections in 
order to transform a minority into a majority. 
And that he did; ably he did. That is why he 
has found it possible to have the Swatantra 
Party with such abilities as these. Not for 
nothing is he to-day the cheif mahant of the 
Swatantra Party.   That is how you began it. 

Then, when Andhra Pradesh was formed, 
the Congress received—I am just giving one 
or two examples—Mr. Pra-kasam and several 
other people who left the Opposition and Mr. 
Prakasam was made the Chief Minister. That 
is also well known. Therefore, you started it 
that way. Then in Travancore-Cochin— our 
friend, Mr. Panampalli Govinda Menon, will 
bear me out—defections were organised on a 
large scale, so much so you broke a party the 
Praja Socialist Party. Who does not know that 
Pattom Thanu Pillai was made the Chief 
Minister with Congress support and after that, 
even without informing the National 
Executive of the Praja Socialist Party, he was 
overnight sent to Punjab as Governor  in  
order that  Mr.  Sankar 

could become the Chief Minister? That game 
went on everywhere. In PEPSU you tried 
these things in the mid 'fifties. As you know, 
PEPSU was a separate State then. Everywhere 
you had tried and, therefore, you had 
organised defections in the country. If 
anybody deserves to be given a prize in 
notoriety for organising defections, the 
Congress Party's claim is undisputed. And 
nobody will grudge you that honour or 
dishonour as the greatest organiser in Indian 
politics of defections on a mass scale.   So 
there you are. 

The trouble arose after the Fourth General 
E'ections when, as I said, you had a deficit in 
the balance of trade. Earlier it was a trade 
surplus, a favourable balance of trade. After 
1967, the trade balance became adverse and 
seemed to be growing day after day. Hence 
the Committee, discussion, debate, sermonis-
ing, lectures, theory of ayaram and gayamm 
and so on. So, Mr. Vice-Chairman, that is the 
genesis. 

All the same when the Committee was 
appointed, we were happy in the sense that at 
least we could be seized of the problem and 
all the parties could discuss it together and 
find out so common solution. Nobody would 
like unprincipled defections which are a 
disgrace, which not only cause instability and 
uncertainty where there should not be such 
instability and uncertainty in administration 
but put the parliamentary institution into 
disrepute. We thought that we would be 
discussing the problem somewhat 
dispassionately and in the larger interest of 
our parliamentary insii'utions and democracy.   
But that was  not possible. 

That was not possible because the Congress 
Party would not give up its basic position and 
hence we could not arrive at a common 
understanding. Here I must say that this was 
not a parliamentary committee. This 
Committee was appointed by the Government, 
although some members of Parliament 
happened to be there. There need not have 
been any member of Parikm<nt at all there, 
because the Government could have appointed 
anybody they liked on the basis of the 
recommendation of the various parties. As 
you know, every party was approached to 
nominate one person and all the parties did so. 
There were some independents also like Mr. 
Hridayanath Kunzru and Jaya Prakash 
Narayan. 1 am very sorry my friend. Mr. 
Dahyabhai Patel was not there. But why 
should he blame me for that, or anybody for 
that ? . .  . 

8—27 R.S./69 
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SHRI DAHYABHAI V. PATEL : I am not 
blaming you. 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA : I think t he 
Swatantra Party should have nominated him 
because he has some experience, having himself 
defected from the Con-press Patty. 

SHRI DAHYABHAI V. PATEL : No, no, I 
have not defected. I resigned from the 
Congress Party. Then I came here. I have not 
defected from the Congress. I left the 
Congress. 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA : He left the 
Congress. Every defector has to do the 
physical act of leaving. 

SHRI DAHYABHAI V. PATEL : I have 
given reasons why I left it. 

SHRI M. N. KAUL(Nominated): Mr. 
Gupta, you are unfair to him. 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA : No, I am 
not unfair to him. I stand corrected. At that 
time the Swatantra Party had not been born. It 
was in the womb of reaction. He, being and 
intelligent man, saw what was being born and 
so he left... (Time bell rings) I have only 
started. 

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRI M. P. 
BHARGAVA): According to the rules, only 
15 minutes. 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA : Anyway, I will 
finish in a few minutes. 

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRI M. P. 
BHARGAVA): You may take 5 to 7 minutes 
more. 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA : So, other 
names are also there. Jaya Prakash Narayan, 
Daphtary, Mohan Kumara-mangalam, 
Hridayanath Kunzru, all these people were 
there; they were not members of Parliament. 
The Committee worked and now all I see here 
is that we did a mountain of labour producing 
a diseased mouse, not even a healthy mouse. 

SHRI M. N. KAUL : Hardly any report at 
all. 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA : Yes, there is 
hardly any report at all. 

SHRI   DAHYABHAI   V.   PATEL   : 
Then, why are you talking so much about it? 
Leave it. 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA : Because 
sometimes you must point out that there is a 
diseased mouse and you should keep clear of it. 

SHRI DAHYABHAI V. PATEL : You 
are also a father of it. 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA : Now, coming to 
defections, moral defection is taking place 
every day. When Mr. Nijalingappa goes and 
meets the Swatantra Party leader and the Jan 
Sangh leader in order to come to an electoral 
understanding with them, it is a moral 
defection from the Congress Party... 

SHRI  R.   T.   PARTHASARATHY   : 
This   is   very   uncharitable.   You   can't say 
that. 

SHRIMATI YASHODA REDDY : In an 
election everybody approaches everybody else. 
Any other example is most welcome, but not 
this. 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA : My friend, 
Shrimati Yashoda Reddy, has said this thing 
and I would not like to use any word or 
expression that may hurt her; her mind must be 
very sensitive in the crucial days. Therefore, I 
must not say anything. Everybody goes to 
everybody. No. Your Nijalingappa never 
before went to the residence of Mr. Ranga or 
Mr. Atal Behari Vajpayee. He had been here. 
He had been here for quite some time and the 
same gentleman when he was asked in 
Bangalore, "Are you consulting the opposition 
over the Presidential election?", he, like a 
colossus, said, "No, we shall nominate our 
man. Ask the opposition to support". He says, 
"No.". Mr. Kaul, you do not read it in the 
newspapers. I would say that is the position. 
(Interruption) I am almost haunted by the fear 
of defections. 

So, you see I must be morally unjust before 
I am physically unjust. It is quite clear. Mr. 
Nijalingappa is morally unjust before he 
becomes physically unjusi because he would at 
this rate seek to form an alliance between the 
Syndicate and the Swatantra Party and the Jan 
Sangh at the Centre. These methods of Mr. 
Nijalingappa herald not only defections, but 
herald renegacy from the Congress Party. 
Therefore, Mr. Vice-Chairman, let us not talk 
about morality in public life today. All the 
principles are thrown to the winds. I have not 
written a letter, agreat letter, to Mr. Nijalingappa 
objecting to his hobnobbings and intrigues    
and 
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conspiracy with the Swatantra or the Jan 
Sangh. It is Mr. Jagjivan Ram and Mr. 
Fakhruddin Ali Ahmed, two members of the 
Congress High Command and the Congress 
Parliamentary Board, two members of the 
Cabinet, who have written a letter to Mr. 
Nijalingappa objecting to his behaviour. 
Even then my friend, Shrimati Yashoda 
Reddy, will like to smile. 

SHRIMATI   YASHODA   REDDY: I 
am saying about the party affairs. 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA   :  It  is  a 
defection in that party affair. Defection is a 
party matter. Mr. Vice-Chairman, when I am 
discussing divorce and if somebody says it is 
a family affair, then, I cannot discuss divorce 
at all. It is surely a party affair. But defection 
in party life is the same as divorce in your 
family life. But while discussing a party 
affair how am I guilty of discussing something 
which deals with defections? Therefore, let us 
not talk about it. We are watching the game 
today. 

Here a valid point was raised on the 
coalition governments. (Interruption) I am 
giving the genesis of defections. The Congress 
Party used to enjoy the monopoly of power at 
the Centre and in the States. It was the 
majority party, the big party, in the country 
which could hold the reins of this 
Government. But today the position has 
changed. Some of the States are no longer 
under the Congress rule and the Congress 
Party has become an opposition party in a 
number of States and is fast disintegrating 
even at the Centre. After the Fourth General 
Election the Congress Party here in the 
Centre did not have even a single party 
majority good enough for amending the 
Constitution of India whenever an 
amendment was needed. Such being the 
position, with the disintegration of the 
Congress and without any viable alternative 
yet taking its place on a national level, ob-
viously we would enter a temporary period of 
instability and uncertainty. It is inherent in 
the political situation. It is inherent in the 
historical process through which we are 
passing today. You may blame somebody or 
I may blame somebody. But the sum total is 
this that it is actually a result of the 
development as a whole. There is no use now 
blaming anybody on this point. We have to 
go through this ordeal and this process. 
Naturally when we enter into an era of a 
coalition government from the era of one-
party rule, there would be what you call 
defections; there would be   crossing 

of floors; there would be certain changes of 
sides; there would be fluctuations in political 
loyalties. Well, it is understandable and such 
things are taking place. Our regret is that they 
are taking place on some unprincipled 
grounds. Sometimes such things are 
motivated by personal gains, a desire to make 
personal gains, or they are induced by baits 
and temptations and so on. This is very bad. 
But if they, in protest against the conduct of 
Mr. Nijalingappa's alliance with the Swatantra 
or the Jan Sangh, come out of the Congress, 
people will acclaim them a> more principled 
fighters for the cause for which the Congress 
stood. I am not asking them to leave the 
Congress. It is none of my business. But they 
should not be treated in the same way as if, 
for example, some people from this side join 
the Congress with a view to getting a portfolio 
or a ministry. That would be dishonourable. 
That would be placing oneself in a wrong 
position. That would be an attempt to make 
personal gains by bartering principles. 
Therefore all defections cannot be put in the 
same basket. In the House of Commons 
defections have taken place, but not for that 
kind of reasons. Unfortunately in our country 
with the monopoly capital throwing its weight 
and money all around, with corrupt politicians 
occupying important positions, Mr. Vice-
Chairman, it is true that in a large number of 
cases defections have been inspired by motives 
of personal gain and advantageous sitting. The 
have got to be deplored and they have g t to 
be curbed. But I would not deplore if people 
leave their parties for principles, if people 
leave reactionaiy parties, to join progressive 
parties, if people leave reactionary, 
antinational, undemocratic or communal 
position in order to take a democratic and 
secular position. I would not deplore them. 
They should not be condemned in the same 
way. Therefore, let us have an objective view, 
a realistic view of defections, keeping before us 
the changing picture of our political landscape 
and   life... 

SHRI M. N. KAUL : They should seek 
re-election. 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA : Now, 
therefore, with this end in view we say let the 
definition of defection for the present be 
crossing of the floor. That is enough for the 
time being. You need not bother about other 
parties. I need not bother about your party. But 
if it is crossing of the floor, then, some 
safeguard should be created. 
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[Shri Bhupesh Gupta] 
We suggested let us leave it to the elec-

torate to recall him. That right should be 
given to the electorate. We are told that recall 
is not feasible in our country, but in other 
countries it is possible. My regret is the 
Committee summarily disposed of that 
suggestion. Let the people decide. Let the 
electorate decide after defection how the man 
who is supposed to have defected, should be 
treated. It may well be that the people will 
like certain cases of defection. In other cases 
they will deplore it. But let the arbitrator in 
this matter be the constituents themselves, the 
electorate itself. That was our suggestion. 
And therefore, we say it should be crossing of 
the floor. 

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRI M. P. 
BHARGAVA) : How long will you take? 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA : Just only a 
few minutes.   Thank you very much. 

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRI M. P. 
BHARGAVA): But   there   are others... 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA : I know. The 
debate will continue. 

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRI M. P. 
BHARGAVA) : How can it continue? Three 
hours   have been allotted to this. 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA : I have already 
suggested that we should continue the debate. 
We will continue it because there are others 
and they are busy now. Mr. Vice-Chairman, 
you are a very reasonable man, after all. 

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRI M .P. 
BHARGAVA): Out of three hours h w much 
time can I give you? 

SHRI OM MEHTA (Jammu and Kashmir): 
We must finish this today. 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: No, no-I told 
you. 1 object to it because we were asked that 
a comprehensive opinion of the House should 
be sought. 

SHRI AKBAR ALI KHAN : At the most 
we will sit up to 6 O'clock and finish it. 

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRI M. P. 
BHARGAVA) : Mr. Bhupesh Gupta has 
already taken 28 minutes. The total time 
allotted is three hours. Mr. Bhupesh Gupta, 
how long am I to give you lime?  Fi\e minutes 
more. 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA : A few 
minutes more you can give me. Five minutes 
is no time at all. You ask any railway official 
and he will say five minutes is no time at all. 
When a train is late by five minutes, do you 
consider it late? 

THE MINISTER OF STATE IN THE 
MINISTRY OF HOME AFFAIRS (SHRI 
VIDYA CHARAN SHUKLA): You are not 
a train. 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA : Mr. Vice-
Chairman, you are my station master on this 
subject. Therefore, the definition should be 
crossing of the floor. Then, we proposed in 
the Defections Committee the right of recall 
to the electorate, to the constituency. We also 
suggested the right of dissolution of the Lok 
Sabha or the Assembly by the Council of 
Ministers concerned. Both the President and 
the Governor shall be under an obligation to 
dissolve the House if so desired by the 
concerned Council of Ministers still enjoying 
the majority in the House and not defeated by 
vote on the floor. After such dissolution the 
new House, when it is constituted again, shall 
not, however, be dissolved before the expiry 
of a period of one year when it can have a 
Council of Ministers enjoying the majority of 
the House. The safeguard is against any 
possible misuse of the right of dissolution. 

Many followed the principles which 
obtain in the British Parliament. Now even 
the Home Minister, in his note, pointed out 
that the right of dissolution is a deterrent to 
prevent defection. Later on they made a volte 
face and the Home Minister changed his 
position. I have the records with me. If you 
see the records supplied to us by the Home 
Minister you will find that he laid great stress 
on the right of dissolution on the part of the 
Prime Minister or the Chief Minister as a 
deterrent against defection because if the 
defectors know that they will have to face a 
general election, many of them will think 
twice before defecting. After all, they go to 
the other side to become Ministers and so on. 
They will not like to face an election apart 
from the public approbrium attached to it, 
but they did not accept it. The fourth 
recommendation we made was—the story I 
tell you nobody will be able to tell you—this: 

"The size of the Council of Ministers 
shall be restricted to 10 per cent, of the 
total members of the Lower House or 30 
whichever is less.*' 
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This was more or less accepted but then 
modified.   A  compromise   formula   was 
given by Shri Jayaprakash Narayan and he 
proposed to raise the ceiling to 50 in addition 
to the rule of 11 per cent, in the case of 
bicameral   legislatures.   Ten percent, was 
not acceptable to Mr. Chavan as the Central 
Cabinet was not protected if you take the 
existing    strength and so Mr. Chavan said 
'No', but he was agreeable to fixing   it at 10 
per cent,   in the case of States  like  Assam,  
Rajasthan,  etc.  He was agreeable to bringing 
down the size of the Ministry on the basis of 
10 per cent, in the States but when it came to 
the Central Government he said 'no'.   The 
meetings had to be adjourned to give him 
time. It seems that the Ministry is getting de-
pleted,      anyhow, and he could have ac-
cepted it.   It was not accepted,    otherwise he 
would have had unanimous recommendations 
but they would not reduce their happy family 
but it is going down under the weight of his 
own sins.    At that time it was larger by 2 or 
3 in number and that is the reason why it was 
not accepted. Then I pass on to the next 
recommendation : 

"The Prime Minister must necessarily be 
a member of the Lok Sabha. The Chief 
Minister must likewise be a member of the 
Vidhan Sabha". 

I need not dilate on this. It is a good 
suggestion because sometimes we bring in 
people to the Council of States or the 
Councils in order to make them Chief 
Ministers and this body should not be 
utilised for finding positions for Chief 
Ministers and others. It found very great 
support in the Committee but somehow even 
this was not accepted. This was a suggestion 
of the Communist Party of India and I placed 
it before them. The next was this : 

"Except immediately after the General 
Elections and before the House meets for 
the first time. Governor shall not assess the 
strength in his individual judgment. 
Whether a Council of Ministers enjoys the 
majority or not must be determined on the 
floor of the House and not in any other 
way." 

You will agree that the suggestions we 
made are absolutely constructive. These 
suggestions place importance on the electorate 
and the masses. These suggestions are based 
on certain principles. To-day we find that 
they are not acceptable to the Congress 
Government because many of 

them do not suit them. That is the difficulty. 
Mr. Chavan came there but he was a 
responsible member of a party Government 
and he had to look after not only the interests 
of his party in general but also the interests of 
the Central Cabinet which has got three 
categories of Ministers —the Cabinet 
Ministers including the Deputy Prime Minister 
who is now gone, the Ministers of State and 
the Deputy Ministers and the hangers-on like 
Parliamentary Secretaries. Of course they are 
not many... 

SHRI VIDYA CHARAN SHUKLA : We 
have none now. 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA : I understand. 
They have all been promoted to Deputy 
Ministers? It is very good. The family is 
growing. Some day I shall see you as the 
President but in our country parliamentary 
principles are not respected. They are to be 
flexible for the Congress Party. We had heard 
so much about the Speaker—august office, 
divine office, embodiment of impartiality, 
fairness and justice—all over this side. To-day 
what is this Speaker's office ? 

Mr. Sanjiva Reddy, since he has   gone, just 
happened to be a Speaker on transit-He halted 
for   a while and now he has gone.    What is 
the use of talking about defection when you 
have created a situation when the Speaker or   
rather every Speaker—whether he will do or 
not is a different   matter—can expect to be 
made the President of India and hence   he 
may take It into his head that he should 
placate the majority party in the country which 
is in control of the Central Government? You 
may say that it will not happen but laws are 
not made taking into account the goodness of  
the man alone especially when the goodness   is 
to be found in all cases. Therefore we have 
created a precedent in the  Parliament when I 
have a feeling that the Speaker—there may be 
a Speaker— who might like to follow in the 
footsteps of Mr.   Peddy and seek a place in 
Ra-shtrapati Bhavan and hence with a view to 
that aim, like to placate the ruling party in the 
Government    Benches.   I   would always 
have that feeling.   You have created it.   The 
Speaker's office in England is never for 
auction, never for   political auction.   Here 
sits a man who has  some measure of    
experience  and  knowledge about   
parliamentary   affairs.   Can   you name one 
Speaker in the British House of Commons 
who   has   sought     such   high positions   
even    a    Cabinet     position after he had left  
the   office? ,  Therefore 



3771 Motion re Report of [RAJYA SABHA]      th.-Committee on Defections   3772  

[Shri Bhupesh Gupta] 
the   offiec   carries   with   it some  measure of 
confidence and a palpable degree of impartiality 
but here it is   for auction to the highest bidder 
and to-day it is a matter of   shame that the 
Speaker of the Lok Sabha—he is no longer the 
Speaker and so I can say this—went from door to 
door, house to   house even in May and June to 
seek party nomination. He should have told the 
Lok Sabha or the Leaders of the Opposition : 'I 
have now decided to  return to the partyfold, that 
is the Congress    Party'.   He kept his position in 
the dark.   He did not tell them.   He pretended 
that he was impartial and yet went from door to 
door   as the Speaker of the House to see political 
nomination of a   political party when he knew 
that the Syndicate had decided that   it would 
give the nomination to a strong partyman for the   
Presidentship.   Mr.   Reddy  thought he was 
qualified to be the strong partyman and hence he 
could attract the support of the Syndicate.   
Before you talk about defection, you should stop 
this because the Speaker occupies a special 
position— the honour of the House, honour of 
every individual  member.   Tradition and con-
ventions are all concentrated in the Chair in 
which you are   sitting and the incumbent of that 
chair is under moral, political and special 
obligation to   maintain them by his conduct, and   
be worthy of the dignity of the position you 
occupy and the  Speaker in the other House 
occupies. This is the example we have set before 
the country.   It is a matter of sorrow that he is a 
candidate of a caucus, not even of the Congress   
Party and it is clear.   You can see that if the    
Speaker   offers   himself to be the candidate of a 
political party —and that, too, of a caucus in that 
party —throwing overboard all  pretensions of 
impartiality, parliamentary democracy is 
degraded, defamed before the eyes of the world. 

SHRI A. G. KULKARNI : What about the 
Vice-President? 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA : I am sorry you 
have brought in the Vice-President. The Vice-
President comes to occupy the chair by reason 
of his being the Vice-President. He is a 
different proposition. He is Vice-President first 
and overtime he does here; but the Speaker we 
elect as speaker ! We reflect on him. We say 
who from amongst us should be elected as 
Speaker. The Vice-President may not be from 
the Members of the House at all. 

Therefore, Mr. Vice-Chairman, since you 
are ringing the bell, let me at least say this. 
Today it is useless to talk about such things 
any more when the ruling Congress Party 
and its leadership, particularly one section of 
the leadership which goes by the name of 
'syndicate' and now expanded with the 
association of Mr. Balraj Madhok and Mr. 
Masani. have thrown overboard every 
principle of parliamentary democracy, have 
thrown overboard parliamentary decorum. 

Mr. Vice-Chairman, I would therefore request 
that this   Report be referred back to another 
body—I do not know    what body.   Now  we 
have  become defunct; we do not exist,   but I 
think the question should be discussed, the 
recommendations I  have  read  out  to   you. 
Today,   Sir, much bigger  things are at stake. 
We are now faced with the theory of an 
independent President, a strong President. 
Mr. Vice-Chairman, we want a constitutional 
figurehead President,   totally, completely, 
loyal  to the  supremacy of Parliament. His sole 
job should be to respect the will of Parliament 
and go by the advice of his Council of 
Ministers.   That is    what is happening   in 
England and that is what should be.   We shall 
consider him a strong man so long as the man 
can hold a pen, dip it in the inkpot, take it   out 
and put his signature where his signature is re-
quired.     Such a man is strong enough for our 
purposes provided he is a man of probity, he is 
a man of intellect, he is a man   of character 
without   any      High Court or Supreme Court 
structures against him, provided he is a 
nationally accepted man, provided he has a 
record of service to the nation and has  been a 
freedom-fighter, provided his image   is one 
which people recognise, not one forced upon 
the nation by an intransigent, conspiring and 
plotting 'syndicate', as is sought to be done in 
the case of Mr.   Sanjiva Reddy. 

Mr. Vice-Chairman, thank you very much for 
the indulgence you have shown me. I am 
always grateful to you for the indulgence you 
show me. But today my feeling is that we are 
almost on the last days of parliamentary 
democracy because, Mr. Vice-Chairman, the 
modern guy foxes of the 'syndicate' are entering 
the premises and precincts of Parliament, and I 
am sure they will like to do us a spot of arson, 
incendiarism. Therefore, betimes we should 
take note of that, and I believe, if Rashtrapati 
Bhavan is placed in the hands of the 
'syndicate', parliamentary democracy here will 
be endangered and jeopardised, and it will be a 



3773       Motion re Report of [12 AUG. 1969]      the Committee on Defections           3774 

matter of time before it is degraded and 
destroyed. Whether it will be finally 
destroyed, I do not know, but certainly the 
forces are at work. 

Thank you very much, Mr. Vice-Chairman, 
but I beg your blessings so that the country 
can be saved from the 'syndicate', —Jan 
Sangh—Swatantra plot, and we do succeed in 
placing the national condidate, Mr. V.V. Giri, 
in Rashtrapati Bhavan. 

SHRI    BRAHMANANDA     PANDA 
(Orissa) : Mr. Vice-Chairman, the word 
'syndicate* has become very stale. Let us say 
'spinster    aunts' of the Congress. 

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRI M. P. 
BHARGAVA)  : Mr. Chagla. 

SHRI M. C. CHAGLA (Maharashtra): Mr. 
Vice-Chairman, Sir, the House is discussing a 
very serious, important and vital question, a 
question which affects the working of 
democracy and the functioning of 
parliamentary institutions. All of us who are 
interested in parliamentary democracy must 
give serious consideration to what is 
happening in the country today. I have looked 
into this Report which is signed by some very 
distinguished people, but I must confess that it 
strikes me as being extremely sketchy and 
scrappy. I am surprised that people of such 
distinction should not have given a little more 
thought to such an important subject and 
should not have suggested proper remedies 
for putting an end to defections. 

Now, Sir, France is an illustration whicn our 
country should always bear in mind. You 
remember, Sir, that in France Ministries used 
to fall every six months and eight months. It 
was supposed to be a Ministry of very great 
stability if it lasted ten months or twelve 
months—which was hardly ever the case. 
Why was that? Because there were no fixed 
parties, because there were constant 
fluctuations in Parliament, because people did 
not adhere to any convictions or any 
principles. The result of that was that a 
dictator appeared on the scene, and the 
dictator was General de Gaulle, who 
practically put an end to the old system and 
introduced a system where there was stability 
in the country. 

Now, Sir, in my opinion, crossing the floor 
may be the result of one or the other thing, 
and you must judge it accordingly. It may be 
the result of a change of conviction, or it may 
be the result of some temptation or some 
bribe    given.   If it 

is a change of conviction, you must consider 
whether crossing the floor should be allowed. 
If it is the result of a bribe offered or some 
temptation offered or some reward offered, 
you must consider how that should be put 
down. 

Now, Sir, in my opinion, you cannot 
prevent people   from voting against their 
party.    If it is a matter of conscience, they will 
vote against  their party,  and  they should not 
be prevented except in extreme cases, to which    
I shall presently refer. I agree that for the 
working   of parliamentary institutions you do 
need parties which   are more or less stable.   I 
do not agree with the observations in this 
Report that there will be freezing of parties    if 
crossing of the floor is not permitted.   The so-
called   crossing of the floor or change of 
conviction should   normally take place at the 
General Elections.     It is  at the General 
Elections that the electorate decides who 
should be   its representatives. And once those 
representatives are   sent to Parliament and to 
the Legislatures, by and large   there should be 
stability in the formation of parties or    groups 
of the Opposition.   This constant change is not 
desirable from the point of view of parlia-
mentary institutions.   Therefore it is incorrect 
to say that you will   freeze the situation if you 
try and prevent people from  crossing the floor.   
There is always the General Election.   There 
is     always the electorate.   Let the electorate  
decide. But once it has decided, normally it is 
the duty of the Member to respect the wishes 
of the electorate  and    to remain in the party 
to which he has been elected. But, Sir, I would 
like to make one suggestion.   I think the   
members of the Congress Party—of other 
parties as well— are  much  too  strict  in   
issuing  whips. On every subject a whip is 
issued, thereby testing the loyalty of the    
member and compelling him to vote   with the 
party, whether     he  believes  in  the  
particular matter which is before the   House or 
not. 1 think whip should be issued very rarely, 
and a party should not look upon a defeat in 
the House   necessarily as a vote of no 
confidence.   Now take the United States— you 
have the Senate; you have the House of   
Representatives—where   the   parties are 
perhaps not so strong as they are here or in the 
U.K., but nobody minds if the President is a 
Republican and the Democrats carry   a 
particular measure or  pass a    particular    
Resolution.       Therefore, parties should not 
look upon every topic that    comes before 
Parliament as something that involves a vote   
of confidence. 
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[Shri M. C. Chagla] It is only in matters of 
policy, in matters of grave importance, in 
matters of national emergency that a whip 
should be issued, the matter being looked 
upon as a vote of no confidence. And even 
there you should permit your members if they 
say it is a matter of conscience to vote against 
you or at least abstain. You know it is the 
usual practice. Take the Labour Party; a 
member says: I do not agree with the policy. 
Serious attention might be taken if he votes 
against the party but he is permitted to abstain 
if he says it is a matter of conscience. 
Therefore we should not be in a hurry to take 
disciplinary action against members of the 
party because as a matter of conscience they 
do not see eye to eye with the party and they 
abstain or do not vote for the party. 

The other remedy suggested by this Report 
is that the Council of Ministers should not be 
as large as it is today either at the Centre or in 
the States. Now, I am not one of those who 
believes that you should have a proportion 
fixed with regard to the Council of Ministers. 
To me it seems an absured proposal that we 
must have 5 per cent, or 10 per cent, or 15 per 
cent, of the members of the legislature 
constituting the Council of Ministers. 

SHRI M. N. KAUL : There is no principle 
behind it. 

SHRI M. C. CHAGLA : No principle at all. 
You appoint the Council of Ministers to do 
work. You must decide what the work is. You 
must decide how many Ministers you want 
among whom the work should be distributed. 
You must decide how the work will be done 
efficiently. But why is it that we have such 
large Council of Ministers? Because nobody 
is thinking of work. Nobody is thinking of 
administration. What we are thinking all the 
time is how to retain certain groups and 
factions and each group and faction has to be 
represented in the Ministry. That is the course 
of our country today. What happened in 
Bihar? For one month you had Ministers 
without portfolios, who were drawing salaries 
out of the publice revenue without doing a 
stroke of work. I have never known in the 
history of the world in any country where you 
have parliamentary institutions such a thing 
happening. It happens in our country and what 
do we do? NothiDg, but shrug our shoulders. 
Therefore the first principle that we should lay 
down is that the Council of Ministers 

should not be large either but its number 
should depend upon the extent of the work, 
the nature of the work, the quality of the work 
and the ability of the Minister who is going to 
do the work. But, no, that is not the principle. 
The first thing we do is, we say this group has 
to be represented, this caste has to be re-
presented, this community has to be re-
presented. Is this democracy? Is this 
parliamentary institution ? 

The other thing I would say is this. I quite 
agree with the Report that crossing the floor 
should not entail disqualification. I see a 
suggestion was made that if a member leaves 
the party on the ticket of which he had been 
elected he should be disqualified. I think it is 
an impossible suggestion. We might amend 
the Constitution but it would not be right. But 
what can be done? It is strong public opinion 
which should condemn the action of a 
member who crosses the floor not out of 
conviction but because he has been offered a 
ministership or offered some bribe or some 
reward. I am very much interested in the 
suggestion which Mr. Bhupesh Gupta made 
about recall. It is a highly democratic process. 
It may be difficult to work it but this 
Committee should have given some thought 
to it. Suppose a man is elected on the Congress 
ticket. The electorate had elected him because 
they wanted a Congressman. If he crosses the 
floor and joins the Communist Party or the 
Jana Sangh or the Swatantra Party, why 
should not the electorate be given the right to 
say, 'We do not want this man; we want a 
Congressman' or they might say, 'Now, our 
views are changed; we want our 
representative to be Jana Sangh or Swatantra 
or Communist.' Therefore I think this 
suggestion of recall is a. suggestion which 
should be carefully considered. 1 know it is 
difficult; I know it might be expensive but it is 
democratic, and it is one of the ways of 
preventing defections which is what we need 
most. 

But, Sir, I do want to emphasize the fact 
that defections may ultimately lead to the 
complete breakdown of parliamentary 
institutions. If we do not have stability of 
Government how can democracy function? I 
know of many States where the Ministers 
have no time to attend to administration. Files 
are piling up all the time while they are busy, 
playing politics. Let us ask ourselves this 
question: what does the average citizen in our 
country  want?   He   wants     an   honest 
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clean administration. He is not interested in 
politics; he is not interested in parties. He 
wants, as I said, honest clean administration. 
For heaven's sake give it to him. But no; the 
Ministers have no time for it. As I said there 
are other things to do besides attending to 
administration. Therefore unless we stop this 
crazy game , this foolish game, this mad 
game, of having Ministries every six months 
or eight months, of members crossing the 
floor, of defections, I think parliamentary 
institutions will not be able to function in this 
country. I have often suggested—and I know 
I have been criticised and condemned for it—
that we must give serious thought to the 
question whether at least in the States we 
should not have a presidential form of 
Government. The presidential form of 
Government is as democratic as the 
parliamentary form of Government. The 
advantage is that for five years—the President 
will not be constitutional President but he will 
be the same as the Chief Minister—the 
President will have his colleagues who will 
not be removed, who cannot be removed, and 
who will attend to administration during 
those five years. They will not have to be 
looking behind their back all the time to see 
whether there is a faction or a group sup-
porting them. For five years you will have 
strong clean administration. After all the 
parliamentary form of Government is the 
most difficult form of Government to work. 
You need certain requisites. You need a 
strong party in Government. You need a 
strong alternative Opposition to take over 
from the ruling party. England has it; some 
other countries have it. France tried it and 
failed. As I said, there is nothing wrong in 
considering whether the alternative of 
presidential system is not an improvement as 
far as our conditions are concerned compared 
to the parliamentary form of Government. I 
myself think that the parliamentary form of 
Government is the best form and we rightly 
selected it but having selected it we must 
work it efficiently. We must not allow this 
terrible corruption, this erosive factor which 
is eating into the vitals of our country to 
permit parliamentary democracy to break 
down. 

Sir, I do not want to continue my speech-I 
only want to say that this Report is not 
satisfactory, that this is a subject which 
cannot be slurred over. You cannot just sit 
down and discuss it in two or three hours. I 
think there should be another Committee or 
some other machinery should be convened 
which will give 

more time and more thought to this pro -blem 
which is of vital national importance for us. 
5 P. M. 

SHRI K. CHANDRASEKHARAN : Mr. 
Vice-Chairman, Sir, I think it was the then Rt. 
Hon. V. S. Srinivasa Sastri who said that the 
cross-bencher in Parliament is a much hated 
man, but the cross-bench mind is an ever-present 
had evergrowing need. Most of the troubles 
that we have seen in this country today are on 
account of the fact that we have not been able 
to understand and appreciate the way in which 
political parties should work in a democracy. I 
am suggesting that if we want to avoid the gro-
wing defections that are taking place and have 
been taking place in the country, we have got to 
go to the root causes of defection. My 
complaint against the Report of the Committee 
is that the only thing that they have failed to 
examine is the root cause of defection in this 
country which has been taking place ever since 
the date of the Constitution. A minority in 
charge of the leadership of a political party, at a 
particular point of time, may be able to take a 
steam-roller attitude. A particular political 
party, as against all the other political parties in 
the country, might be able, at a particular point 
of time, to take an attitude of defiance and 
arrogance as against the other parties, but when 
the leadership changes or the situation changes, 
difficulties do arise and then there are large-
scale defections. That is what we have found 
during these years in this country. The essence of 
parliamentary democracy consists in standing 
the test of the right functioning of the political 
party system and in a democracy within a 
political party and as between political parties 
there has got to be a large measure of give and 
take. That approach on the basis of compromise 
has been significantly absent within the poli-
tical parties of this country and so far as the 
relations as between the political parties are 
concerned, the ruling party, the majority party, 
has signally failed to play its role in 
discharging its responsibilities. During the 
period between 1952-67, for about fifteen years, 
we had in this country as many defections in 
number as took place in a period of about one 
and a half years from 1967, but there was a 
difference in the pattern of these defections. 
For about fifteen years till 1967 the defections 
were all to the credit of the Congress Party. 
They were all from the Opposition Parties to 
the Congress Party 
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[Shri K. Chandrasekharan] 
but during the period 1967-69, of the number 
given by the hon. Home Minister and 
conveyed in the Report also, about 80 to 85 
per cent, of the defections were from the 
Congress to the Opposition parties. 

SHRI NIRANJAN VARMA : It is now 5 
O'clock. 

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRI M. P. 
BHARGAVA) : We shall continue the debate 
if Members want to sit. 

SHRI K. CHANDRASEKHARAN : When 
it became a loss so far as the Congress is 
concerned, this factor appears to have been 
given rather great importance, which 
importance ought to have been given much 
earlier, when the Congress failed to do that, 
because it was profitable for them at that 
juncture and today it is a loss for them. 

If you look into the political history, you 
will find that the Congress, for the first fifteen 
years after the Constitution, had deliberately 
encouraged defections and when the tide 
turned in 1967 there was great difficulty 
politically for the Congress. This Report was 
submitted to Parliament some time in 
February. Even before the ink was dry on the 
Report, what happened in Bihar? Immediately 
after the mid-term elections, the Congress, just 
for the purpose of forming a Ministry in that 
State under the leadership of Shri Harihar 
Singh, encouraged defections, took in 
defectors, when the Report had stated, when 
the consensus was that no defector should be 
given any office. They took as many as six 
defectors and one of them during the period 
between 1967 and 1969 had changed party five 
timus. When such sort of Ministry is formed in 
Bihar, certainly there is no stability. The 
result is that the views expressed in this 
Report and signed also by the hon. Home 
Minister, along with the other Committee 
members, do not bear any significance so far 
as implementation is concerned. 

There is a lot of talk of defection today, 
particularly in the contest of the Presidential 
election and the Vice-Presidential election. I 
would like to utter a word of caution, that 
defection has got to be distinguished from 
internal party matters, may be amounting to 
indiscipline or some sort of absence of 
discipline. Defection is used only for the 
purpose of crossing the floor, from one 
political party to another, but so far as  cross-
voting within 

a political party itself is concerned, certainly it 
may amount to some sort of indiscipline, but not 
defection. It cannot be prevented because as to 
how discipline is to be maintained and retained 
in a particular party is, by and large, the look-
out of that political party. It cannot be 
prevented by any sort of law or even by 
recommnendations made in a report. This 
Report does not contain any recommendation as 
to what exactly should be done to prevent 
defections. Everybody agrees that the way in 
which defections have taken place in this 
country it is not good and if it continues 
hereafter, the very democratic set-up is likely to 
be eroded. Then we may reach the twilight of 
the Constitution if we have not already reached. 
So that point is of supreme importance, and yet 
this Committee has failed to tackle the situation 
and suggest remedies and, as I stated earlier, 
has failed to go into the root causes of 
defection itself. In this state of affairs I thought, 
Sir, that the hon. Home Minister might be 
suggesting something before this House as to 
what exactly should be done. Except 
formulating the various views expressed either 
unanimously or by various other members of 
the Committee in the course of that report that 
we are discussing, the Home Minister on behalf 
of the Government has nothing to suggest. It 
was thought that a right of recall might be 
taken as some sort of remedy to the situation, 
but I have no doubt to submit, Sir, that in the 
circumstances existing in this country today 
particularly with the large number of voters in 
each constituency, a right of recall will be very 
difficult to implement, and in such circumstances 
if a right of recall is given, we are likely to be 
confronted with a large number of 
constituencies in which there is the exercise of 
the right of recall, and that again would disturb 
the working of the democratic set-up. 

The Home Minister stated that public 
opinion should be strong against defections, but 
who is responsible for the formulation of this 
public opinion? We just heard the hon. 
Member, Mr. Chagla, telling us that so far as 
the common man is concerned he wants only a 
good, honest and efficient administration. But 
have we been able to give such an adminis-
tration anywhere? Why is it that we have not 
been able to give it? Why is it that we have 
taken even decisions of far-reaching economic 
consequences under the pressure of politics, in 
situations which 
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primarily arise on account of may be political 
happenings at the moment? We have not been 
able to formulate basically any economic 
programme and implement it. The freedom 
that we have attained, we have not been able to 
convert that freedom to the benefit of the 
masses in this country, and therefore when 
there is all-round discontent and a feeling of 
despair has arisen not only in the masses of this 
country but in the intellingentsia of this country, 
there is chaos and as a result of that chaos 
defections are on the increase. Unless therefore 
we are able to build up economically the 
situation that projects itself in the country and 
solve the problems on the economic plane, the 
political problems that we are facing today will 
be on the increase, and defection is only an 
offshoot of that political problem that we are 
having and we were having in this country. 

Sir, a number of other suggestions were made 
as to whether the Prime Minister and the Chief 
Minister should be a Member of the Lower 
House or the Upper House, as to whether a 
defector should be permitted to continue in 
office or be put out of office for a period of one 
year, the size of the Council of Ministers, and 
and : i on, but I submit that these are matters of 
little significance. By tackling these matters and 
trying to solve or trying to find out a solution 
mathematically for these questions we will be 
going astray and we will not be solving the 
problem of defection that the country is facing. 
It was said by one hon. Member that coalition 
Governments might be an answer to 
defections. I personally feel that strong 
coalition Governments, coalition Governments 
working in such of those States which have got 
the experience of coalition Governments, 
certainly contribute themselves as an answer to 
these defections. Take, for example, the State 
of Kerala where political instability was writ 
large seme years back. Not that 1 am saying 
that there is no political instability there, but 
compared to other States certainly the coalition 
is able to work without defections. There may 
be other disadvantages, there may be other 
criticisms, but I am certain that in a State like 
Kerala where there is so much of public 
opinion, where every citizen is politically 
opinionated, it will be impossible for a public 
man to walk on the streets if he defects. Such 
sort of public opinion has got to be built up in 
other States and in the country as a whole, and 
I am sure that with coalition Governments 
existing 

in almost all the States and probably at the 
Centre also this problem of defection might go 
into the background. 

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRI M. P. 
BHARGAVA) : What about the problem of 
time ? 

SHRI K. CHANDRASEKHARAN : I 
know that you are looking at me. I am 
finishing. I have no doubt that this country is 
out for a long period of coalition Governments 
in the States and at the Centre. In the majority 
of States we are having coalition Governments. 
The pattern and structure of the coalition Go-
vernments may differ, but if coalition Go-
vernments come to stay in most of the States 
and at the Centre, no doubt the country would 
be faced with other problems of a political 
nature, but the problem of defection is likely to 
cease thereafter.   Thank you. 

SHRI AKBAR ALI KHAN : Sir, so far as 
the members of this Committee are concerned, I 
entirely agree with the Home Minister and other 
friends that it contained persons who are 
respected and honoured in this country. But so 
far as the report is concerned I think it is 
equally ture that it has not given a definite 
direction or proposals which would really have 
solved the problem for which this Committee 
was appointed. Sir, I WHS -1iJ ! more surprised 
when after hearing the Home Minister I found 
that he wanted only the reaction of the House to 
this report and did not come out with definite 
and specific proposals to meet the situation. 

Sir, I will not go into the history of the case 
as Mr. Bhupesh Gupta or my friend, Mr. 
Chandrasekharan has said that defection has 
not started from 1967 but it has been an old 
story. Whatever it is, after the fourth general 
elections it came to such prominence that the 
people and the masses began to feel that there 
was something seriously wrong with our 
democracy. It was not only the instability of the 
administration of the government, but it 
brought democracy into disrepute and disgrace. 
It is with this all-round feeling, I think, that the 
Resolution was passed and this Committee was 
appointed. And now without going into the 
details, I would say this. If you go through the 
recommendations and if you go through the 
discussion, you will find that there are certain 
things on which you can take a definite stand. It 
has been suggested that if a person defects—
and let me clear up the position   here—if 
somebody on 
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account of honest difference of opinion 
leaves one party and goes to another party 
and resigns from that post and gets re-
elected, that does not at all come under the 
scope of defection. Everybody in a 
democracy has got that right and it is very 
honourable, and the great leader, Acharya 
Narendra Dev, and others left the 
Congress; they resigned and stood for re-
election. So, let us clear up that position. 
That has nothing to do with defection. But 
when it is done with a certain motive or 
with a certain object to take advantage of 
something, then that is the position that we 
have to safeguard against, and for that 
purpose, I think two or three proposals 
should be supported by this House and the 
Government of India and the Home 
Ministry should be asked to come forward 
with legislation at an early date to see that 
those things are given legislative sanction. 

The first is, when there is a defection— 
that is to say when a person has come on a 
certain party ticket and after a certain 
period, he changes it with some idea— he 
should immediately cease to be a member 
of that Assembly or Parliament. I think the 
Minister of State will listen to me. He can 
have a talk with the Labour Minister some 
time else. If he does not listen I can better 
sit down. I am definitely suggesting that the 
Home Minister should conv; forward with 
a proposal that anybody who defects with 
whatsoever motive and object should cease 
to be a member im mediately. 

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRI M. P-
BHARGAVA) : They were jointly listen-
ing. 

SHRI AKBAR ALI KHAN : I agree but 
I had the feeling that they were talking 
about something else. 

Then the other proposal that I want to 
place is this. It is true, as Mr. Chagla said, 
that you have to create public opinion, 
public standard. And you have to limit the 
proportion of the Ministers also. We have 
seen—there has been some 15 per cent, of 
Ministers, and that has also brought 
democracy into ridicule and disrepute. In 
order to control that, I would suggest that it 
should be 10 per cent. Whether it is at the 
Centre or the States, that must be adhered 
to. 

And when we want to bring about some 
re forms we must be prepared to make sa 
crifices.   If the Congress has to lose 

something even, we must be prepared to 
lose. It is only in that way that we can 
create a climate and confidence not only in 
the Opposition parties but in the country 
also. 

Finally, I entirely agree with the sugges-
tion that so far as the Chief Minister and the 
Prime Minister are concerned, they should 
be from the Lower House and a period may 
be given—six months as it is— within which 
they can get elected if they belong to the 
Upper House or if they do not belong to any 
House. But the Chief Minister and the 
Prime Minister should be from the House of 
the People, or the Lower House. 

AN HON. MEMBER : It is no solution 
to the problem. 

SHRI AKBAR ALI KHAN : That is one 
of the ways in which you can create more 
confidence in the people. 

Thank you. 

SHRI THILLAI VILLALAN (Tamil 
Nadu) : Mr. Vice-Chairman, today we are 
discussing about politial defections— a 
proper time I think because in a week the 
whole country is going to face a very big 
election, that is the Presidential election. 
Hon. Members, when they were giving out 
their suggestions, said that political 
defections started in the year 1950 or 
afterwards. Sir, they are mentioning about 
Aya Rams and Gaya Rams. But defection 
started from the days of Rama. Even in the 
Ramayana we can find the very same 
defection. But it was not called defection, it 
was called treachery. Vibhi-shana, brother of 
Ravana, defected from Ravana and joined 
Rama, and he was responsible for the defeat 
of Ravana. So, defection started even from 
the days of Rama. But now we are 
experiencing a different kind of defection, 
being wedded to parliamentary democracy. 
Political instability is the basis. The main 
defect, the main malady is defection; we can 
call defection as political cancer. We are 
now here to diagnose the disease and also 
to find out the very roots of the disease. 
Then only we can treat the disease properly. 

The Committee has given its recommen-
dation. According to me, we can divide it 
into two parts. One is medicinal and the 
other is surgical. So far as the ethical and 
political aspects are concerned, we can call 
them the medicinal treatment; so far as the 
constitutional and legislative aspects are 
concerned, we may call them 



3785       Motion re. Report of [12 AUG. 1969]           the Committee on Defections   3786 

the surgical treatment. I shall deal with one 
point in the medicinal aspect and one point 
in the surgical aspect. In the Report itself 
they have given the correct solution by 
saying— 

".. .a lasting solution to the problem 
can only come from the adherence by 
political parties to a code of conduct or 
set of conventions that took into account 
the fundamental proprieties and 
decencies that ought to govern the func-
tioning of democratic institutions." 

First of all, the political parties and the 
parsons representing their constituencies in 
the Assemblies and in Parliament, they must 
follow a certain code of conduct, they must 
exercise self-restraint. We must give 
political education to the people who are 
representing the people in the Assemblies 
and other Houses. At the same time, the 
political parties must also take an oath that 
they Would follow a certain code of 
conduct in the conduct of elections and also 
in the participation of democratic way of 
life. 

So far as the political parties are con-
cerned, my humble suggestion would be 
this. I am not going to say about other 
parties. I will talk about the experience of 
our own party, that is the Dravida Munnetra 
Kazhagam. Oar revered leader, Anna, when 
he started the party gave us three words—
we call them as political gospels. In Tamil 
we call them kadaimi, kahniyam, kattupadu. 
In English we call them duty, dignity and 
discipline. These are the three principles to 
be strictly followed by the members of the 
party. When he started the party, he said 
that these strict principles should bi 
followed by the followers of D.M.K. 

After his demise the present President of 
our Party, our Chief Minister, Mr. 
Karunanidhi. added one more, that is, unity, 
i.e. Orrumai the fourth gospel that we are 
now following. So my submission would be 
that all the political parties must sit together 
and find out a solution. So far as their own 
members are concerned, they should follow 
a certain code of conduct and thereby they 
can restrict defections in the country. 

Further, there is a couplet from Thiruk-
kural   : 

Chirai Kakkum Kappevan Seiyum 
Magalir Nirai Kakkum Kappe Talai. 

which means the chastity of a woman can 
be saved only by her own self and not by 
anybody outside. 

[THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRI AKBAR ALI 
KHAN) in the Chair] So the 

defector must control himself because he 
participates in an election conducted by a 
political party. He wants to represent a 
constituency. He wants to represent a part 
of the country. Therefore, he must be a man 
with some principles. First, he must control 
himself because, according to this couplet, 
the woman alone can save her chastity, not 
any outside force. The defector must know 
that he is a man representing a number of 
people and so he mustcuntrol himself. The 
political party to which he belongs also 
must have control over him. These things 
are to be decided in a conferene of leaders 
of all parties to be convened by the hon'ble 
Home  Minister. 

So far as the surgical part of the treat-
ment regarding defections is concerned, my 
humble submission would be only this. We 
can have an amendment in the Re-
presentation of the People Act as also the 
Constitution. Added to the recommen-
dations by the Committee. 1 want to 
submit, there should be a right to the elec-
torate to recall a defector. This is there in 
Switzerland. Because it is expensive, the 
proposition may not be practicable here. 
But it is the most domocratic way of 
checking defections. We must amend tne 
Constituton so as to provide for the right of 
recall to the people because it is the people 
who have given him the right to represent 
themselves to ventilate their grievances, to 
express their own feelings in the the 
Houses. But when the person gets elected, 
the people are left out. It is not democracy 
at all, Sir. 

In our part a poem of poet Bharathi used 
to be sung in all public meetings in which it 
is said that we are the monarchs of the 
country  : 

Ellorum Innattu Mannar 

The people are the monarchs of the country 
until the vote is cast. After that the 
representative becomes the monarch and 
tne people become the servants. That is the 
way of life in our parliamentary democracy. 
After the counting in the election is over the 
representative becomes the monarch and the 
voters become his servants. This should be 
changed. If we want to change this 
position, I would advocate the right not only 
to elect but the right to recall to be given to 
the voter. Even if the right is   there, we 
need not 
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necessarily exercise it. So my submission 
would be on the side of the medicinal part of 
the disease. We must have a regular code of 
conduct of all political parties. So far as the 
surgical part of the treatment of the disease is 
concerned, my submission would be that there 
must be an amendment of the Constitution so as 
to provide the right to recall for the electorate. 
With these words I conclude. 

SHRI P. CHETIA (Assam) : Mr. Vice-
Chairman, Sir, from the statement of the Horns 
Minister as well as from the report submitted 
by the Committee on Defections it is clear that 
the problem of defection has assumed great 
dimension in our political horizon. It is seen 
from the report that during the course of the last 
18 years, out of 543 defections 433 defections 
took place after the Fourth General Election, 
that is, after 1967. On account of this large-
scale defection there were unstable 
Governments in five States, namely, Haryana, 
Punjab, Uttar Pradesh, Bihar and West Bengal. 
In the absence of stable Governments in these 
States, the Central Government had to 
introduce the President's Rule. So as a result of 
this large-scale defection a resolution was 
adopted in the Lok Sabha and in pursuance of 
that resolution this Committee on Defections 
was constituted. 

Sir, the Committee recommended four 
concepts, political, ethical, constitutional and 
legislative. I do not like to discuss all matters 
relating to political or constitutional 
recommendations, but so far as ethical and 
legislathe recornendations are concerned, I 
would like to confine my observations in the 
sphere of these two recommendations. 

The Committee says :— 
"... a lasting solution to the problem can 

only come from the adherence by political 
parties to a code of Conduct or set of 
conventions that took into account the 
fundamental proprieties and decencies that 
ought to govern the functioning   of  
democratic   institutions." 
Then again, it says :— 

"One suggestion placed before the 
Committee was that this could be achieved 
by having a Standing Committee or Board 
comprising leaders of political parties and 
men with legal background who were highly 
regarded in tne country for their experience 
of public affairs, objectivity,      integrity   
and    political 

neutrality. Any political party which had a 
grievance against another for non-observance 
of the code could take-up the matter before 
the Board which, if the material before it was 
adequate, could convey its censure or 
disapproval which in due course would 
acquire moral sanction. When the Board cen-
sured a particular member for violating 
political proprieties, the political parties 
could be asked to ensure that he was kept out 
of public life for a prescribed period." 

So, it is intended that under these "ethical" 
recommendations the political parties should 
evolve certain healthy conventions or traditions 
about moral code of conduct. But we should 
remember that we are in a transitory stage. We 
attained independence only 22 years ago. Ours 
is a nascent democracy. So it is not possible on 
our part to evolve such healthy political 
traditions or conventions or evolve a moral code 
of conduct as it has been done in Western 
countries. My friend, Mr. Parthasarathy 
mentioned the examples of the U.S.A. and the 
U. K. If you look into that matter, you will find 
that there is a strong public opinion in those 
countries. How has that public opinion been 
created? It is because they are highly edjcaled 
and democracy nas been functioning there for 
centuries. In the U.S.A., for example, for every 
1,000 people, more than 500 people read news-
papers; i.e. the circulation of newspapers. is 
over 500 for every 1,000 people. In the U. K. it 
is 350 or more. But in India, it is only 44 out of 
every 1,000; i.e. only 44 people out of every 
1,000 read newspapers. Ihe newspaper 
circulation is only 44 per thousand. So on 
account of this and on account of the 
backwardness of our country—so far as our 
countryside is concerned, our people are 
illiterate-people here cannot be expected to for-
mulate a strong public opinion against 
defections among political parties. Sor Sir, I do 
not think that an evolution of such a moral code 
of behaviour for the political parties is possible. 
The Home Minister expressed his doubt about 
this matter and I share his doubt in full. 

In this connection, Mr. Bhupesh Gupta 
introduced certain matters which have no 
bearing on the subject matter of this discussion. 

SHRI DAHYABHAI V. PATEL : He 
always does. 
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SHRI P. CHETIA : He made an allegation 
against the Congress by introducing tne 
matter of the ensuing Presidential election. I 
am very sorry that he has alleged that our 
Congress President, Shri Nijalingappa, 
aligned himself with the Jana Sangh and the 
Swatantra Parties so that the Congress could 
combine with them. I should like to say that 
there is absolutely no foundation for such an 
allegation. There is no basis for such an 
allegation. It is a progpaganda launched by 
parties who are opposed to the Congress. In 
this connection, may I remind him about the 
defections in his one party which took place 
not on account of any political opportunism 
or desire for power, but on account of clash 
of personalities? Take, for instance, tne 
division of the Communist Party into three 
camps. On what ground did that take place? It 
was on account of clash of personalities and 
not for any other reason. So far as political 
ideologies or political approaches were 
concerned, there was on difference. Only on 
account of a clash of interests among 
themsleves, among the personalities, that 
they got divided into three political parties. 

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRI AKBAR 
ALI KHAN)  : Thank you. 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA : I tell you, he 
may not be knowing, but we know that he is 
discussing with them about a coalition 
Government. 

SHRI P. CHETIA : There is no basi J for 
that. 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA : The issue is, 
how it should be brought about and whether 
they should immediately join it. 

THE       VICE-CHAIRMAN      (SHRI 
AKBAR ALI KHAN) :   Please sit down. J 
Mr. Gupta. 

SHRI P. CHETIA: So far as the"legis-
lative" recommendations are concerned. I 
wouldlike to submitthat political parties run 
their candidates on a certain economic 
programme and on a certain political 
ideology. If somebody, after getting elected 
on the ticket of a certain party, defects to 
another party, there should be some provision 
in the Representation of the People Act that 
he shall have to resign from the membership 
of Parliament or of tbe State legislature as the 
case may be. Unless this is provided, I do not 
think any evolution of such a moral code of 
conduct, as has been suggested by the Com-
mittee, will help us against defection 

SHRI M. N. KAUL : Mr. Vice-Chairman,    
.    .    • 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA : We must hear 
something about the Speaker also. 

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRI AKBAR 
ALI KHAN) : He has limited time. Please sit 
down. 

SHRI M. N. KAUL : It has been shown in 
the course of this debate that defection is not a 
post-1967 problem, but it has existed for a long 
time. It came into relief after 1967 because of 
instability in some of the States, particularly, 
Haryana, Uttar Pradesh, Bihar, Punjab, 
Madhya Pradesh and West Bengal. In one 
State, I must point out, it nad an apposite 
effect. In fact, there defection has led to 
stability and that is Rajasthan. The Chief 
Minister of Rajasthan has so managed the 
affairs of that State that although the Congress 
was in a minority in 1952, . . . 

AN HON. MEMBER : 1957. 

SHRI M. N. KAUL : In 1957 they had a 
comfortable majority. In 1962 they were in a 
minority and in 1967 also they were in a 
minority. But the whole thing was so skilfully 
managed that there has. been stability. At what 
cost is a matter of political judgment. But that 
is the sole exception where defections have, in 
fact, led to political stability. In regard to the 
other States, in Haryana, there were first 
rewards for defections and then there were 
penalties for defections in the elections. In 
Uttar Pradesh, there was the same old problem 
of factions and defections. In Bihar we had the 
spectacle at one time of defectors being Chief 
Ministers. In Punjab we had a very curious 
example of a Government by defectors. In 
Madhya Pradesh, political defections became a 
routine. In West Bengal, it was in addition to 
the problem of defections a challenge from the 
United Front which succeeded in the last general 
elections in that State. 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: There were 
defections before. The Congress organised it. 
(Interruption) 

SHRI M. N. KAUL : Whatever i* was, the 
main characteristic in that State was that it was 
a challenge from the Left. Defection was part 
of the problem. The main thing was the 
challenge from the Left, and the severe defeat of 
the Congress. 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA : The challenge 
from the Left was met by the Right, namely the 
Congress, by organising defections. 
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SHRI M. N. KAUL : My personal opinion 
is that the challenge from the Left gathered 
momentum because of the dismissal of the 
Ministry by Governor Dharma Vira I took 
the view when the crisis arose, and I have 
adhered to that view, that that was a 
mistaken Constitutional judgment which led 
to very important consequences. But 
opinions may differ on that point 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA : Probably the 
Syndicate is thinking of making Dharma Vira 
Secretary to the Rashtrapati should Sanjiva 
Reddy get elected. 

SHRI M. N. KAUL : Now, when I look at 
the composition of the Committee, it is a very 
strong Committee. But I am afraid  the same 
cannot be said of the report    The report 
really  does not present any clear-cut solution  
of the problem There is one school of thought 
which says *'Let conventions evolve, and a 
solution will come by itself" There is the   
other school of thought which believes that 
some constitutional remedies should be adop-
ted to curb this growing   evil    Now, the 
House is aware of the classical example, 
which    has   often   been   cited,   of  Mr 
Churchill    He  began  his parliamentary 
career as a conservative in   1900    He 
defected from the Conservative Party and 
crossed over to   the liberal Party in 1904 on 
the issue of protection versus free trade 
Churchill, however, announced in Parliament 
that   his constituents were entitled to be 
consulted on the change   of allegiance and if 
they so desired he would resign and  submit 
himself for re-election    That was not pressed 
in view  of the impending general election   
But the important thing is the statement made 
by him in Parliament itself that if that was the 
wish of the electorate, then, he should resign    
That is to say the British model that we have 
adopted, assumes and    proceeds on the basis 
that when you have been elected to the  
House on the label of a particular political 
party, then, it    is assumed that you wiH 
adhere, that you will stick, to that political 
party    Of course, that political party must 
give you freedom of vote in certain matters 
and the whip should not be   very   rigorously   
applied    That   has been stated in this House 
also with which I agree    But if he discards    
that label, if he renounces that label, then, he 
must resign    He must resign his seat and 
seek re-election    That is a   strong 
convention and those who do not follow that 
convention in Britain, lose in political stature. 
That is the convention    In India it will 

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRI AK-BAR 
ALI KHAN) • Mr Varma, you are getting an 
opportunity when you can speak about it 
Now you please do not interrupt him 

SHRI M N KAUL So, there are tw° 
schools of thought One school believe and 
that is the view represented by the Committee 
that small changes like limiting the size of 
Ministries and barring the appointment as a 
Minister of a defecting legislator for a period 
would suffice for the present On the other 
hand, the Lawyers' Committee clearly stated 
after a very careful consideration of the 
constitutional and legal position— 

"As standing for election to Parliament 
or State Legislature is only a statutory right 
as distinct from a fundamental right, it is 
open to Parliament to impose such 
restrictions or conditions on the exercise 
and enjoyment of that right as it considers 
necessary or reasonable in the public 
interest On this basis it is possible to 
provide in a special legislation that a 
legislator who renounces his membership 
of or repudiates his allegiance to a political 
party, shall be disqualified from continuing 
as a Member of Parliament or of State   
Legislature" 

Now, that is the basic solution That is the one 
real, quick, surgical operation th t should be 
performed and that will tend to improve the 
situation That view the Committee has 
rejected And one should mark the words in 
which the Committee nas rejected it .— 

"The proposal would have the effect of 
freezing political parties in their present 
state and theieby hinder their organic 
growth which was an essential part 
democratic process. In the present situation 
it would be harmful to do anything that 
would prevent polansa* tion of political 
forces, splits, mergers^ amalgamations, etc 
were part of thg process of ideological 
consohdation and they should not be 
interfered with » 

What it means to a person like me when I 
read it—the impression that it conveys to 
me—that behind those who agree with 

 

take a long time, for a code of conduct to 
develop 
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that view, and perhaps behind most of | the 
political parties, there is a subcons-1 cious 
feeling that in the present state of political 
affairs in India, defections may ! favour them 
some time or the other, in some 
circumstances, to capture power in a 
particular State. So, they do not want to give 
up what amounts to 'privilege of defection.' 

Now, I have another point to make in 
regard to the size of the Ministry. I agree with 
Mr. Chagla that you cannot place an artificial 
limit on the size of the Ministry. The size of the 
Ministry must be based on scientific 
principles. I spoke on this matter some time 
ago in this House and I suggested that 
Parliament should devote its attention to this 
subject. In our Constitution the executive has 
been given the power to make as many 
Ministries or departments as it likes by 
advising the President and issuing a 
Presidential order. The country which we 
follow is Britain and in Britain they have 
built up their conventions. The whole thing is 
regulated either by well-established customs 
or by legislation. Ministries are created by an 
Act of Parliament. The Education Ministry 
was first created by an Act of Parliament. 
Similarly in the United States of Amercia 
departments are created by Acts of Congress. 
An impartial committee should assess the 
quantum of work, how it should be 
scientifically divided, how it should be 
rationally divided, how it should be divided 
into various Ministries. And there should be 
no change in that basis until you come to 
Parliament. I remember an example which one 
of the officials told me as to how things 
proceed particularly at the time of Cabinet 
formation. One of the Secretaries was rung up 
at 1 0' clock in the night and asked, "Shall we 
separate this department and call it a 
Ministry?" He replied, "Do as you like. I am 
feeling very sleepy." The way Ministries and 
Departments are divided to suit the whims of 
particular individuals, to suit particular 
political conveniences, is something very 
unscientific, and if the Parliament does not 
play its role in regard to this, there will be 
confusion. The working of the Government 
of India Ministries and their regulation is not 
a matter that should be left entirely into the 
hands of the executive. It should be debated. 
It should be settled by legislation and till that 
provision is made in the Constitution, the 
Parliament should insist that the Government 
should, during the course of the present 
Parliament, make a statement on this matter.   
Let  a 

statement be laid on the Table of the House 
that these are the Ministries into which the 
work is divided. And once these Ministries 
are settled, they should not be changed 
without reference to Parliament. 

Particularly the practice of splitting up 
Ministries has led to great confusion. Let me 
disagree a little. Take the case of Mr. 
Manubhai Shah. In this House the other day a 
question arose that when he was a Minister he 
gave wrong information in regard to a certain 
supplementary question. I asked the present 
Minister, "Where is the old pad?" And the 
Minister replied, "The pad is not there." It so 
happened that Mr. Shah spoke to me about 
this. He said he kept a pad. Files are not 
traceable in Government departments when 
Ministries are broken up several times. 

I think we should find a proper approach to 
this question. I entirely agree that it should 
not be left to the whims of the executive to 
fix the number of Ministries. It should be a 
matter for decision and approval by  the  
Parliament.   Thank  you. 

 



3795       Motion re R'port of [RAJYA SABHA]      th   Committee on D fections    3796 

 



3797       Motion rs Report of [12 AUG. 1969]       the Committee on Defections   3798 

 



3799      Motion re R'port of [RAJYA SABHA]     th   Committee on D fections  3800
 

     

    

 


