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MOTION   RE   ALLEGED    USE   OF 
FORCE    BY    POLICE    IN      DELHI 

AGAINST U.P. MINISTERS 

THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Now we 
take up the motion of Shri Rajnarain. 

 
t[That the use of force by police against 

Shri Prabhu Narain Singh, Minister of 
Labour and Industries and Shri Ram 
Swarup Verma, Minister of Finance of the 
State of Uttar Pradesh and some others in 
the premises of the Magistrate's Court in 
New Delhi on the 13th December, 1967, 
and the incidents relating thereto, be taken 
into consideration".] 

 
the then Minister of Labour and Industries 
and the then Finance Minister. 
[THE    VICE-CHAIRMAN    (SHRI   M.    P. 

BHARGAVA) in the Chair.] 

 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA (West Bengal): 
On a point of order. The hon. Member from 
U.P. seems to have lost his head and we 
would like to somehow set it right. 

 
SHRI M. GOVINDA REDDY (Mysore): 

On a point of order. I do not want to bar the 
motion of Shri Rajnarain and so I should not 
be mistaken. But I find that in the substantial 
portion of the motion he speaks not of the 
arrest of the hon. Ministers, nor of the use of 
force but of "the alleged use of force". If Shri 
Rajnarain had brought in a motion to discuss 
the use of force, then it could have been taken 
into consideration. But here it says there has 
been the allegation that force was used. Can 
we take into consideration any allegation 
made by anybody ? 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: Mr. Vice-
Chairman, .    .    . 

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRI M. P. 
BHARGAVA): Let him finish. 

SHRI   M.    GOVINDA    REDDY: I 
have not finished. If we were to take up this 
motion as it is, then we would be establishing 
a precedent that any allegation made by 
anybody may be taken into consideration by 
the House. That would be establishing a bad 
precedent. Therefore I think if this motion is 
to be discussed, Shri Rajnarain may delete the 
word "alleged" and say only "the use of 
force". 

SHRI    BHUPESH    GUPTA:    Mr. 
Vice-Chairman, .    . 

{Interruptions) 
THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRI M. P. 

BHARGAVA) : Order, order. I am on my 
legs. Let all hon. Members take their seats. 
The motion has been admitted. The debate 
will proceed and Mr. Rajnarain will continue 
his speech. 

SHRIMATI     YASHODA     REDDY 
(Andhra Pradesh) : On a point of clarification. 
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THE     VICE-CHAIRMAN      (SHRI 
M. P. BHARGAVA) : About what? 
SHRIMATI   YASHODA    REDDY: 
About the motion. 

SHRIMATI   YASHODA   REDDY : 
 I want to know from 

Shri Rajnarain whether he drafted his 
motion in Hindi and then it was transla-
ted into English. If that was so, then Mr. 
Govinda Reddy should excuse him, 
because the defect is not that of Shri 
Rajnarain but that of the Hindi language. 
If Hindi is not as subtle enough and 
resourceful enough as English then it is 
the deficiency of Hindi  and not that of 
Shri  Rajnarain. 

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRI M. P. 
BHARGAVA): No more. Now, Mr. 
Rajnarain, at 5 o'clock you will have to 
stop. 
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131 :
"An order under this section may be 

directed to a particular individual or to the 
public generally when frequenting or 
visiting a particular place." 
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"In this Part, unless the context 
otherwise requires, 'the State' includes 
the Government and Parliament of 
India, and the Government and the 
Legislature of each of the States and 
all local or other authorities within the 
territory of India or under the control 
of the Government of India." 
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The question was proposed. 
THE      VICE-CHAIRMAN      (SHRI M. 

P. BHARGAVA) : The question is : 
"That the alleged use of force by police    

.    .    ." 

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

"That  the  use of  force  by  police 
against      Shri Prabhu Narain Singh, 

Minister of Labour and Industries and Shri 
Ram Swarup Verma, Minister of Finance, 
of the Slate of Uttar Pradesh and some 
others in the premises of the Magistrate's 
Court in New Delhi on the T3th December, 
1967, and the incidents relating thereto, be 
taken into consideration." 

There are two amendments.    They may 
be moved. 

SHRI M. P. SHUKLA : I am moving my 
amendment. 

SHRI AWADHESHWAR PRASAD 
SINHA (Bihar): I want Mr. Shukla's 
amendment to be read. 

 
1. "That at the end of the Motion, 
the following be added, namely: 

'and having considered the same, this 
House is of opinion that all Ministers 
should pay due regard to law and that in 
no case should any Minister defy the 
law'." 

(The amendment also stood in the names 
of Shri R. T. Parthasarathy, Shri T. 
Chengalvaroyan and Shri A. D. Marti.) 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: I shall read it 
out because it has not been circulated. My 
amendment reads as follows :— 

2. "That at the end of the Motion, 
the following be added, namely : 

'and having considered the same, this 
House deplores the action of the police 
and other authorities, and recommends 
that all officers guilty of maltreating the 
Ministers be removed from service 
forthwith, and further that the Home 
Minister tenders unconditional apology 
to the House." 

The questions were proposed. 

SHRI    R.    T.   PARTHASARATHY 
(Madras) : The amendment is    out    of order.    
That is my submission. 

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRI M. P. 
BHARGAVA): No. I would request hon. 
Members to be brief, not to exceed their 
remarks beyond ten j minutes, and keep to the 
time. Mr. Triloki Singh. 
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SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: Mr. Vice-
Chairman, in this matter my approach has 
always been more political than legal 
because I do not think that by quibbling 
over legal issues we can find an answer to 
the problem posed by the incidents that 
took place here in Delhi on the 13 th of 
December involving the arrest and 
imprisonment of two Ministers of a State 
Government. Mr., Vice-Chairman when 
there is a characterless government like 
one present Indira Gandhi Government at 
the Centre, abnormal things do happen in 
a country. And that is what is happening 
today. Therefore, hon. Members, who are 
sitting opposite, should ask themselves as 
to how is it that such incidents did not 
take place fifteen years ago or earlier as 
are now happening. How is it that the 
Ministers of States today are obliged to 
come here and defy the law and the police 
at the same time behaving in this rude 
manner? This is a very important 
question, a poser of our public life. 

Mr. Vice-Chairman, this is not the only 
incident. On the 22nd of November two 
former Ministers, who were Ministers 
only 24 hours before or much less 
perhaps—I have in mind the West Bengal 
Ministers, Mr. Viswanath Muk-herjee and 
Mr. Amar Chakravarty— were assaulted 
brutally in the Calcutta Maidan by the 
police. One of them is still in hospital. 
Another has not recovered from injuries 
although he is in Jail. Both of them are 
under arrest; they are under trial. Only 
yesterday, again, to other former 
Ministers have been assaulted,    one Mr.    
Krishnakant 
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[Shri Bhupesh Gupta] 
Moitra and another, Mr. latin Bhatta-
charjee. One has been removed to jail. 
Now when such things are happening you 
must ask why the police are behaving in 
this manner or, for that matter, why the 
former Ministers or Ministers are obliged 
to express themselves in this manner.. An 
answer to this must be found in the 
politics of the day. 

Now,  as I said, in a federal set-up or a 
quasi-Federal set-up a Government of this 
kind cannot maintain the political system 
on an even keel if you have that kind of 
idea in your mind. Coming to   the   Delhi   
incident,   well,   we should  again view it 
politically.    It is possible for the    
Government    to deal with the situation in 
very many ways. Which  Constitution  says  
that  a situation arising like the one that we 
were confronted with on the 13th of 
December can be tackled only in  one 
particular    way?    Our Criminal    
Procedure Code does not say that when a 
person defies law    he    must be    
immediately arrested, put in prison and 
even treated in this manner or given some 
punishment.    It is *oot necessary.    There 
are other ways of dealing with such a situa-
tion.   I say this thing because you must 
bear in mind that you are dealing with an 
abnormal situation.   Mr. Vice-Chairman,   
some  hon.     Member    defies  the 
direction of the Chair and it is always open 
to the Chair, technically speaking, to name 
him and  then force  him out of the House, 
if necessary, by the use of force by 
invoking the services of the Marshal.    But 
does the Speaker always do such things? 
We find that the Speaker sometimes 
adjourns the House in order to employ 
other    methods    when it is perfectly 
within his right    to    call the Marshal to 
settle in that particular way by use of force.    
But it is not done. Similar things happen in 
this House and in every single Legislative 
Chamber of this country.    Now, here two 
Ministers came.    Assuming for 
argument's    sake that they came with the 
intent to defy law and, in fact, they defied 
section 144 which is a prohibitory order, 
which is open to question, under the Cr. P. 
C, now was fit  the  only way of  dealing 
with this thing? Mr. Vice-Chairman, this 
brainless Government has behaved in a 
brainless ,way.    I think   this    arrogant 
Government has   displayed   utter arro-
gance ,in this manner.   That is why tbey 
never thought of dealing with it except 
with the mentality of a police head-con-
stable.    That  is  why  the  Minister of 
Home Affairs made a statement which 

one could expect only from an unlettered, 
as I said, head-constable but not from a 
Minister of the Government. That is what 
I said then and I maintain that position. 

Now, as it is, they came here. Well, the 
Prime Minister and the Home Minister 
could have easily invited them and talked 
to them. They are Ministers under this 
Constitution. They are a part of the 
framework which is in operation. They are 
a part of the federal arm of the 
Constitution, an arm of the system which 
is running here. They are a part of the 
Government taking the country as a 
whole, and Members of the Councils of 
Ministers. When they came here they had 
been driven to such a position that they 
felt that that was the only way of giving 
vent to their feelings and grievances 
against the Centre. Was it not the duty of 
the Prime Minister and the Home Minister 
to go out of their way, if necessary? But it 
was not necessary for them to go out of 
the way. Was it not their duty to ask them 
to come and talk? Nothing of the sort was 
done. Mr. Chavan ordered his policemen 
to be ready and deal with them in the same 
way as anybody else is dealt with. But 
they forgot that there are Constitutional 
and political implications involved in such 
matters. 

Mr. Vice-Chairman, when they ap-
peared near the Parliament House gate, 
Mr. Chavan could have gone there and 
talked to them and himself dealt with the 
situation. That would have created another 
atmosphere. You did not behave in this 
manner. We have known when political 
leaders of eminence went to defy law, in 
some cases the highest authority there 
came and dealt with the situation. In 
Bengal we have seen sometimes Ministers 
in the old days coming and facing the 
crowd and trying to persuade them. Why 
did Mr. Chavan not go? I would like to 
know why the Prime Minister, Mrs. Indira 
Gandhi, did not go. They came on an 
issue which is agitating the minds of 
millions of the people in our country, the 
question of Hindi. Well, they may not be 
right in every single thing. But here is a 
live issue on which we are going to pass a 
Bill, an amending law. When they came 
over here over such an issue, that aspect 
should also have been borne in mind. 
They should have gope there to meet 
them. Nothing of the kind happened and 
they were treated in a very rude manner,    
without    having 
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regard for the political and moral impli-
cations of this thing. Mr. Vice-Chairman, 
there are many security laws in the States. 
Now, suppose a Minister from the Centre 
goes to a State, say, Madhya Pradesh. 
Suppose the Madhya Pradesh 
Government thinks that the Minister has 
to be put under arrest under their security 
laws. Suppose they think that he has come 
to Madhya Pradesh to have a talk with the 
dacoits of Chambal Valley or he has 
come to Madhya Pradesh with stolen 
property. And suppose they invoke their 
Security Act and put that gentleman in 
detention or in prison. They can do so 
with regard to any other citizens. Then 
what will happen ? Now, Mr. Vice-
Chairman, for example, Mr. Anna-
durai—of course, he will not do it, but 
assuming only for argument's sake— has 
got at his disposal the Preventive 
Detention Act and suppose some Minister 
goes from here and Mr. Anna-durai thinks 
that he has come there to tamper with 
essential services by talking to certain 
Government officers and so on, he will be 
well within his right to put that Minister of 
the Union Government under detention 
without trial    .    .    . 

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRI M. P. 
BHARGAVA): Mr. Bhupesh Gupta, may 
I request you to wind up ? 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA:    I    am 
winding up. So it is an entirely wrong 
thing. I say you have opened the flood 
gates and I do not know where it will 
end. Now you can beat Ministers and ex-
Ministers. But it may be your turn also to 
be beaten by others. Don't think that the 
lathi is only in your hand. It will not ever 
remain in your hand    .    .    . 

SHRI P. C. MITRA (Bihar): You kill 
the opponents. 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: You 
understand the legal implications of this. 
There are all kinds of laws that you have 
yourselves passed. A certain law can be 
invoked to arrest you even where you 
have seemingly not defied such law. 
There are such laws in the country and I 
hope you will understand the position. As 
far as the Delhi case is concerned, I ask 
you to ponder over this matter. I think 
you have defamed the country. People 
abroad will not look into all these details. 
Thev would read in "The London Times",   
in   "The   New York   Herald 

Tribune", in French or Italian or West 
German papers or in the newspapers of 
other    countries    that    here    in   India 
Ministers are beaten by policemen    in the 
Capital of India where Mrs. Indira Gandhi    
happens    to    be    the    Prime Minister 
and Mr. Chavan happens to be the Home 
Minister.    They   will    read in the papers 
that the Ministers or the ex-Ministers who 
are beaten belong to the non-Congress    
parties    and    those responsible  for    
beating    them    either belong to the 
Congress Party, as in the case of Delhi, or 
to the puppets of the Congress Party or to 
those functioning under the   Congress 
Party.   It   has   a serious    implication.      
Hon.    Members need not make it an issue 
between them and us.    You must   realise   
how   the world will react to such events.    
Some domestic troubles may be well 
explained. When a domestic trouble takes    
place, and there is a quarrel among 
brothers and brothers, people do not    go    
into what was the reason for    it.      
People view it from a larger angle.    And 
the family is defamed when    the    
brothers fall    out    among themselves    
in    this manner.    As far as the Delhi 
Police is concerned, well, statements have    
been made here by hon. Member 
Rajnarain. He is also    a    Member    as    
much as Mr. Chavan is a Member.   Why 
should his  word not be taken ?    Why 
should the House take what the Minister 
said ? Are you not putting Mr. Chavan as a 
Minister    on    a different footing, OQ a 
higher     pedestal     as     compared     to 
Mr. Rajnarain?    Therefore,    Mr. Vice-
Chairman, I say here was a case for a 
public enquiry, an enquiry by a Com-
mission of Parliament    as    to whether 
politically or otherwise it was    a right 
thing    for    the Government    to    do, 
whether it was a right thing    for    the 
police and other authorities    to behave in 
the manner    they    behaved.    There was 
no enquiry.    You know   what we feel  
about    it.      You will  understand that my 
case    is    entirely different.    I have 
studied a little law, but I am not going into 
that aspect.    I say that you are 
encouraging these officers to behave in 
this    way.      Yesterday,    Mr. Vice-
Chairman, a police officer, as a result of 
this,    wanted   to    beat      Mr. Ajoy 
Mukherjee on the head ?     Fortunately, 
some officer stopped him.    The picture is 
there and it has been reported in the 
papers.   That is what you are teaching. 
And that is what this Government    is 
teaching, hooliganism, to the police. And 
the Delhi authorities who are responsible 
for this, as I have suggested in my 
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[Shri Bhupesh Gupta] amendment, 
should be removed from service. But that 
will not do. Mr. Chavan should come 
here and offer at least an unconditional 
apology for the manner in which he has 
treated the entire subject. I say Mrs. 
Indira Gandhi and Mr. Chavan should 
realise that they are not 15th Century 
Moghul rulers that they can behave in the 
Capital of India in this manner. They 
should realise that they represent a quasi-
federal system and thev must adjust to the 
changing pattern of our political life and 
answer the new needs of the situation. 
They must change their code of conduct, 
their morals and their ethics. I say they 
are retrograde, they are arrogant, they are 
haughty, they are conceited and they are 
violators of common decency in our 
public life. 

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRI M. P. 
BHARGAVA): Mr. Chandra Shekhar. 
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SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: I never 

said that but vou must realise at that time 
good sense dawned on the Prime Minister 
and she agreed to talk to them which she 
did not do in this case. There was a 
discussion for two or three hours as a 
result of which a settlement was brought 
about. Certainly I had a part to play in 
this thing but I did not ask anybody like 
that. 
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SHRI R. T. PARTHASARATHY : 
Madam Deputy Chairman, I will be very 
brief in condemning the act of the hon. 
Ministers of U.P. the other day in Delhi. I 
am using the word 'honourable' because, 
when they committed this offence, they 
continued to be Hon. Ministers having 
taken the oath under the Constitution. The 
Constitution having conferred upon them 
the privilege of Ministers, all the same, in 
the eye of the law neither Minister nor an 
ordinary citizen can be treated in a 
differential manner. The manner in which 
the Ministers conducted themselves 
violating the order of the Government, 
violating the due process of law and 
ultimately violating the Constitution, I am 
afraid it cannot stand the testimony in the 
bar of public opinion. The Ministers, who 
are makers of the law and are to execute 
them and to administer them    fairly    
and squarely, 
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if the Ministers are themselves to become 
the breakers of the law, I am sure it is 
showing the greatest disrespect to our 
Constitution, and what I would call the 
act of my two good friends and the two 
very able friends of Mr. Rajnarain is 
something like manhandling the 
Constitution of India, and that cannot be 
tolerated by this Parliament which stands 
under the Constitution. And as long as 
the law is respected, the law will give 
them due respect. Otherwise, the tentacles 
of the law will spreak on them and they 
will have to pay the penalty, whatever it 
might be, and I am here as a Member of 
this House to uphold the principles of the 
Constitution and the due process of law, 
and I emphatically condemn the act of 
these Ministers from U.P. If only I 
should add, it is that the higher 
authorities have not done the right thing 
by the Constitution in not dismissing 
these Ministers from office immediately 
after they had committed this offence. 

Thank you, Madam. 
6 P.M. 

THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN : The 
Home Minister. He wants to intervene. 

SHRI NIREN GHOSH (West Bengal) 
: But I have to .    .    . 

THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN : After 
the Home Minister you can   carry on. 

SHRI NIREN GHOSH: He can reply 
later. 

THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: He 
wanted to intervene and   .    .    . 

SHRI NIREN GHOSH: Why ? This is 
objectionable. 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: I think the 
attitude of the Home Minister is 
unsatisfactory. I humbly suggest it. It 
looks as if he has only come to make a 
speech and then go away. I think the hon. 
Home Minister should show a little more 
respect by listening to us also and not 
only to his own party men. 

THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN : There 
are so many names. We cannot sit 
indefinitely. Mr. Niren Ghosh, I will give 
you a chance. Now the Home Minister. 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA : That is 
not the point, Madam. I understand your 
point clearly.    Normally .    .    . 

SHRI NIREN GHOSH : Why ? Let 
him first listen and then give his reply. 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: 
Normally there is no objection to a 
Minister intervening in a debate. It is 
perfectly within his right. But here the 
matter relates to the Home Ministry and 
you would have noticed, Madam, that he 
came when his party man was speaking 
and immediately after that he wants to 
speak. He wants to preach his Sermon on 
the Mount and then disappear from here. 

THE MINISTER OF HOME 
AFFAIRS (SHRI Y. B. CHAVAN): Of 
course not. 

THE   DEPUTY   CHAIRMAN : He 
is only intervening now. 

SHRI    NIREN    GHOSH:    If    you 
always arrange the business in this way 
and want to accommodate the Ministers 
then it is unfair to us. 

THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN : There 
is nothing unfair in this. So many people 
have spoken on the motion. It may be 
that there are two or three more names. 
After all, we have to look to the time also 
and he is intervening. I am willing to sit 
with you. (Interruptions.) Please, let him 
speak. Mr. Gupta has also said that he is 
within his right to intervene. 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: No, no. 
I said    .    .    . 

THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: You 
did say it. 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: Nobody 
has the right to intervene. I said to you, 
Madam, you have the right to call the 
Minister to speak at any time. 

THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN : That is 
all right.    I call him. 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: I am not 
disputing your right. But that right should 
be exercised in a right manner. The 
Minister, as I pointed out, did not listen 
to any opposition speech. He came, 
listened to the speech of his party man 
and then without hearing any of us he 
wants to dole out his speech. 

AN HON. MEMBER: He knows, what 
you will say. 

SHRI Y. B. CHAVAN: In my speech I 
will certainly explain the facts. 
Unfortunately one of my colleagues is 
our and therefore I have to attend to both 
the Houses. Otherwise I would have 
loved to sit here and listen to the 
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•   [Shri Y. B. Chavan.J 
speeches. In my absence, of course, 1 
could not listen to the speeches, but my 
colleague here has taken notes for me and    
.    .    . 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: Can    I 
see those notes to find out whether they 
have been correctly taken down ? 

SHRI Y. B. CHAVAN : That will be 
evident from my reply. That can be 
judged from my reply. 

SHRI R. T. PARTHASARATHY : Is 
Mr. Gupta the teacher and Mr. Chavan 
the student ? 

SHRI BHUPESH    GUPTA:    It    is 
only a humble request. 

SHRI Y. B. CHAVAN : Apart from 
that, in this matter I am not going to 
reply. I am only giving the facts as I 
know them. I am going to leave the entire 
matter to the judgment of this honourable 
House. Who am I to reply here, to Shri 
Rajnarain and others ? I will only give the 
facts as I know them. 1 must begin by 
repeating what I have said before, that 
this entire episode is very painful to me. 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: But you 
don't look it. 

SHRI Y. B. CHAVAN: But certainly 
sometimes one has to do painful duties. In 
this matter two Ministers from Uttar 
Pradesh came. I have all regard for them, 
as leaders of people, as Ministers, as 
workers. 1 have all the regard for them. 
But, Madam the basic position here was 
that these two Ministers decided to break 
the order passed under section 144. Why 
they decided so, it is for them to say. But 
certainly here in the capital city an 
agitation was going on about the language 
problem and when two very highly placed 
persons come here and offer Satyagrah or 
break the Law, it unnecessarily excites 
the feelings of the people also. So it was 
the duty of the police to make no 
difference between ordinary citizens and 
Ministers. 

AN HON. MEMBER : Duragraha and 
not Satyagraha. 

SHRI Y. B. CHAVAN : When they 
were arresting ordinary citizens .    .    . 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA : It was Mr. 
Chavan's duty to ask them to do so. 

SHRI Y. B. CHAVAN : ... for breaking 
the 144 order, how can they 

say, "Here are Ministers and therefore 
even though they are breaking the law 
they should not be arrested"? Here in the 
House the demand is voiced, and rightly 
so, that nobody not even Ministers, should 
be above the law, above the ordinary law 
of the land. How can they be. So they had 
to be arrested. I do not think the police 
had any other alternative before rhem. 
The next stage was when they were 
arrested they were sent to jail. This 
controversy was raised that they were 
given B class and not A class. The facts as 
they are reported to me are that from the 
staff of the Magistrate the 
recommendation was made that the 
Ministers and the M.L.A.s should be 
given B class and on that recommendation 
the warrants were prepared and brought 
before the Magistrate. Then the 
Magistrate asked them to give the hon. 
Ministers and the M.L.A.s A class. He 
ordered his own staff to change it. So it 
was changed from B class to A class. The 
change was not made by the police or the 
jail authorities. It was done by his own 
staff in the Magistrate's office. What is 
wrong in that ? He showed consideration 
to the Ministers and the M.L.A.s and 
instead of giving them B class he wanted 
to give them A class. And then people say 
that though they were given A class, they 
were not treated properly. 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: That  is 
to say, the Magistrate had   to correct 
what the police had    done. That is 
how you train your policemen. 

SHRI Y. B. CHAVAN : His office 
does not mean policemen. You know 
these things, Mr. Gupta. Why do you 
feign ignorance in these matters? 

 
I only state the facts as I know them. 

THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN : He is 
putting his case before the House. 

SHRI   BHUPESH   GUPTA:   They 
supply him facts and he believes them. 
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SHRI Y. B. CHAVAN : Next day, all 

these persons, the Ministers, the M.L.A.s 
and some other persons also, were 
brought to the court. My report is that the 
case began at 2.45 that day and the case 
went on. They recorded their statements. 
Some statements were recorded and all of 
them pleaded guilty before the court. 
That is my report. And then suddenly at 5 
past ten, the Minister decided that it was 
no time for the court to continue its work 
and    .    .    . 

AN HON. MEMBER: You mean ten 
past five. 

SHRI Y. B. CHAVAN : Yes, I am 
sorry it was ten past five. 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: That is the 
confusion with which you speak. 
Everything is topsyturvy. 

THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: It is 
now ten past six 

SHRI Y. B. CHAVAN : It was ten past 
five and they decided "This is no time. It 
is five o'clock and the court should sit 
only up to five o'clock and we go out." 
So they invited themselves outside, to the 
verandah. I really don't understand. The 
hon. Member Shri Triloki Singh said that 
the court should have allowed them to go 
because they were going to jail. It was 
not a question of allowing them to to go 
to jail or outside. 

SHRI    TRILOKI      SINGH:      The 
Minister is wrongly informed by his 
Deputy or his colleague. I did not say 
that. 

SHRI Y. B. CHAVAN : All right. If 
you had not said and I have said it, then I 
am sorry. 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: That is 
why we wanted to see those notes, to 
verify if they were correctly taken down. 
SHRI Y. B. CHAVAN: But the point 
made by the hon. Member was that they 
should have been allowed to go-SHRI 
TRILOKI SINGH: That is correct. 

SHRI Y. B. CHAVAN: He said that 
these persons should have been allowed to 
go. Now, it is a very interesting position. 
When a court is functioning as a court 
instead of the court deciding whether it 
should function or not, the accused 
persons there who are being tried say that 
the courts should not function any longer 
only because they happen to be Ministers. 
If they ought to be given this concession 
then this is the end of the judiciary, this is 
the end of law and this will be the end of 
this country. 

(Interruptions.) 

 
SHRI Y. B. CHAVAN: They have their 

own ideas of law and rules also. I have 
looked into the High Court's instructions 
for the conduct of the work of the courts 
and the only thing that the High Court rule 
says is that after 4.30 no new case be 
taken for hearing. That is the only point 
that is there. Otherwise it is the discretion 
of the court to sit reasonably even after 
five o'clock. Of course it does not mean 
that they will sit the whole night. This is 
the second Act. The court certainly 
ordered them to be brought before the 
court and I think it was the duty of the 
court to do that. If the court had not acted 
in this way the court would have failed in 
its duty. Then they tried them, convicted 
and sentenced them. 

 
SHRI Y. B. CHAVAN : This is a matter 

on which I cannot give an opinion. I have 
said to my hon. friend, Mr. Rajnarain, that 
he can go to the appellate court and get 
this point decided. I cannot decide this 
matter about the proceedings in the court. 
Whether the proceedings are legal or 
illegal I cannot judge. 

 
SHRI Y. B. CHAVAN : It is a matter of 

basic common sense not to use our 
commonsense about judicial proceedings. 
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SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: Therefore 
the hon. Home Minister is on record that 
the court did not use com-monsense at 
all. 

SHRI Y. B. CHAVAN : No, no. 
SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: You are on 

record. 
SHRI Y. B. CHAVAN : I am not on 

record. This is your knowledge of record. 
SHRI    BHUPESH    GUPTA:    You 

said it. 
SHRI Y. B. CHAVAN : I did not say 

it. 
SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: What did 

you say then ? 
SHRI Y. B. CHAVAN : I think the 

machines that you have are not working 
properly. 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA : You said 
that it is commonsense that common-
sense is not used in courts. 

{Interruptions.) 

SHRI Y. B. CHAVAN: Now, Madam, 
the third Act begins after the conviction, 
sentence, etc.; it is the third episode. 
Rightly or wrongly they were angry and 
they decided to sit either on the pavement 
or on the street there. There was some 
sort of argument with the officers. 
Whatever it was I am not expressing my 
view on what happened at that stage. 
About ten past seven or so the hon. Mr. 
Raj-narain came to me in my room in the 
Parliament House and he said that these 
Ministers were sitting there, they did not 
want to leave that place and that an ugly 
situation was likely to develop there. And 
he asked me, "What do you do about it 
?". 

SHRI AWADHESHWAR PRASAD 
SINHA : Where were they sitting? 

SHRI Y. B. CHAVAN : Just in front 
of the court on the street. 

He also said that a crowd was col-
lecting there. I was much concerned 
about it and I asked Mr. Rajnarain : 
"Why don't you go and request them to 
leave that place ?   He said : if' cfl spw 

"Certainly I would have liked to come 
but I am rather busy." I was sitting in a 
meeting. A meeting of the Sub-
Committee of the Cabinet was going on. 

SHRI AWADHESHWAR   PRASAD 
SINHA: Were they released at that time? 

SHRI    Y.    B.    CHAVAN:    Please 
listen.   They were released. 

He said: "They won't listen to me. 
Either you come or give me something in 
writing to them." I said certainly I would 
write a letter. He wrote a letter and I 
signed it requesting these Ministers : 
"Please go to your homes. Either you 
come and see me or I will come and see 
you wherever you are." Next morning I 
went to Mr. Rajnarain's house. They 
invited me very kindly; they welcomed 
me very kindly. We had some discussion 
in the sense that I wanted to know exactly 
what happened etc. 1 had one doubt in my 
mind and that I wanted to get cleared 
from them. 1 said : "Was it some sort of 
misunderstanding on the part of the police 
when they arrested you ? Did you really 
intended to break the law or did they 
presume you would break the law ? Was 
there any misunderstanding about it ?" I 
must say that they honourably said no, 
there was no misunderstanding on the part 
of the police. Then they told me the whole 
story about what happened. I am not 
expressing my view about the story 
because I have had the report from the 
officers about the other side. I have heard 
the Ministers also. So I asked the higher 
officers of the Delhi Administration to 
give me further facts about the matter so 
that after I get the facts I will try to 
convince myself about what exactly 
happened. Here from some Members, 
there was a demand for a judicial enquiry 
into this matter. Judicial enquiry into what 
part of the matter ? Because one set of 
facts leads on to the second set of facts 
and the second set leads on to the third 
and in all these sets of facts there are 
judicial proceedings. Do I ask a judicial 
enquiry to be started into the judicial 
proceedings itself ? It is rather a difficult 
thing. I can only say that the whole thing 
was a very unfortunate episode and it 
started from the decision of the Ministers 
about breaking the law.    However good 
the cause may be 
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I think we must accept certain principles 
that as long as we have taken the oath of 
office—may be U.P. Government, may 
be Bengal Government, may be Central 
Government or any other Government,—
the Ministers of the Government should 
not deliberately, consciously break laws. 
If the Ministers break laws however 
justified they may be on their own 
philosophy—I have no quarrel with their 
philosophy— it will lead to such 
unfortunate developments and I would 
request Mr. Raj-narain, the leader of that 
party, not to mislead his party. 

 
SHRI Y. B. CHAVAN : You are a 

leader of that party and you should not 
mislead the party because it is one of the 
important parties of the country and what 
happens tomorrow to democracy in this 
country and to the Constitution of this 
country depends upon the basic attitude 
of the parties concerned in the country. 
Madam, I welcome this debate because 

 

SHRI Y. B. CHAVAN: Madam, I 
have done. I have reported the facts as I 
know them. I have nothing more to add. I 
would leave it to the House to come to its 
own judgment about this. 

THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN : Mr. 
Niren Ghosh, do you want to speak? 

SHRI TRILOKI SINGH: Madam, 
may I know how long we are going to 
sit? 

THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: We 
have to go on. I am in the hands of the 
House when we have got motions like 
this. This must be finished today. Mr. 
Rajnarain will reply. 

SHRI NIREN GHOSH: Madam, 
Deputy Chairman, I have .    .    . 

SOME HON. MEMBERS: What is 
this ? He is not Mr. Rajnarain. 

THE    DEPUTY    CHAIRMAN:    I 
thought he was not   going   to   speak. 
Mr. Ghosh, you have only five minutes. 

SHRI NIREN GHOSH: I carefully 
listened to the Home Minister's speech. It 
is the speech not of a Minister but of a 
bureaucrat. That is what struck me and 
that is rather embarrassing. Taking the 
whole thing into consideration the fact is 
that Home Minister, Mr. Chavan, himself 
took a revengeful and vindictive attitude 
in this. Because of the U.P. Ministers 
coming to Delhi and breaking section 144 
he took a vindictive attitude. He said if 
the law is broken by anybody he should 
be arrested. He might be arrested but he 
should know that Gandhiji made a march 
from Dundee. 

AN HON. MEMBER: Don't compare 
them with Gandhiji. 

SHRI NIREN GHOSH : Of course it 
was for a different purpose for which 
they came. That is another thing. I am the 
last person to want one language as the 
official link language for all the people. 
Of course that is quite another thing; that 
is not the point at issue here. The point at 
issue is how they were treated. Even the 
British Government, if the law is broken, 
certainly did not do anything of this kind 
but here Mr. Chavan took a vindictive 
attitude, a revengeful attitude. He could 
have tackled the situation in another way, 
by talking to them. It was known to him 
beforehand. He could have done that. So, 
that is the point which I want to 
underline.    That   is    the least 
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[Shri Niren Ghosh.] 
Which Mr. Chavan or Mr. Chandra 
Shekhar or anybody else who talks about 
democracy could have done. We have 
information at our disposal that the 
bureaucrats are disobeying the State 
Governments. We have got instances in 
various State Governments and without 
being condemned by the Central 
Government they are being inspired by 
the Central Government and for them to 
talk about law and order and democracy, 
it is the last thing that they should do. 

Now, I would come to another ques-
tion. As regards their behaviour, I know 
what the judicial practice is. An undertrial 
prisoner is not bound to appear before a 
Magistrate. He can remain in the lock-up. 
He can say that he will not appear and 
that has happened. I myself, in one such 
case, said that I will not go there, that I 
will not be in the dock. They ultimately 
allowed me to remain in the lock-up. The 
court's lock-up is there and the 
proceedings went on. That is not com-
pulsory. So, they could have finished 
their proceedings even when the Minister 
was standing there. Just in that way they 
cannot forcibly make them appear before 
any petty, arrogant officer, taking the law 
into their own hands. That is precisely the 
end of democracy. Mr. Chavan has failed 
in that and that is the thing that we should 
take note of .      .    . 

THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN : That 
will do. 

SHRI NIREN GHOSH : . . . that all the 
Opposition, without exception, is treated 
in this way by the officials and bureaucrats 
who are encouraged to disobey law, 
disobey the State Governments and 
disobey anything else. They enter into a 
conspiracy also with them. At the same 
time, all the petty officials are encouraged 
in their arrogance. That is the situation in 
which we are. 

THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: That 
will do. 

SHRI NIREN GHOSH :  So, it was 
a bit amusing trying to get aplomb from 
Mr. Chavan. So, the least that can be said 
is that it is a sordid thing. It is an 
inhuman thing. It is an insulting thing. It 
is a think insulting to democratic 
behaviour, decency, decorum, law and 
order and everything else. That is what 
the Home Minister did. 

THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN : Mr. 
Rajnarain. (Interruptions). He has a right 
to reply. Mr. Rajnarain, five minutes. 

(Imrrpuiom.) 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: Hon. 
Members are welcome to leave the 
House, if they like. 

SHRI ABID ALI : We will sit and hear 
Mr. Rajnarain. 

SHRI    BHUPESH    GUPTA:   And 
most of all, Mr. Abid Ali. 

SHRI ABID ALI : But you should 
keep quiet. That will be helpful. 
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SHRI AWADHESHWAR PRASAD 
SINHA : Madam, I rise on a point of 
order. Something happened in the other 
House. Someone threw something. The 
House sentenced him. He is trying to 
justify his action. It is contempt of Lok 
Sabha.



4749       Re Alleged use offorce [RAJ VA SABHA]        against U. P. Ministry 4750 
 

 

THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: In any 
case that is not the subject this evening. 
Reply to your motion. Please do it now. 

THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN : I am 
requesting you to be very brief now. You 
have moved the motion. The reply should 
not be as rambling as that. If you want to 
reply to what the Home Minister has said, 
those points you can answer. 
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THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN : Now 

there are two amendments before    the 
House. The first amendment is .    .    . 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA : On a point 
of order. You gave 1^ hours to this 
motion. You have given already two 
hours. Very good of you. I do not think 
we should proceed any further. 

THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Please 
take your seat. I have to follow the pro-
cedure laid down. There is one amend-
ment in the name of Mr. Bhupesh Gupta. 
The other is in the name of Mr. M. P. 
Shukla and some others. 

SHRI M. P. SHUKLA : I am pressing 
the amendment. 

SHRI    BHUPESH    GUPTA :    The 
amendment is a very strange    amend-
ment. 

THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: I have 
read this amendment.' 

SHRI    BHUPESH    GUPTA :    The 
House should not say this kind of thing. 

THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN : Shall I 
put your amendment first? 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA : No, no. 
They say the House if of opinion. This is 
not an operative amendment. This is an 
expression of opinion, an obiter dictum. 

THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN : I shall 
take Mr. Bhupesh Gupta's amendment 
first. Are you pressing it? 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA : It depends 
upon the other thing. 

THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Mr. 
Bhupesh Gupta's amendment. The ques-
tion is : 

2. "That at the end of the Motion, the 
following be added, namely :— 

'and having considered the same, 
this House deplores the action of the 
police and other authorities and 
recommends that all officers guilty of 
maltreating the Ministers be removed 
from service forthwith, and further 
that the Home Minister tenders 
unconditional apology to the House.'" 

The motion was negatived. 

THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN : Now I 
take the second amendment in the name 
of Mr. Shukla. 

 
[At this stage the hon. Member left the 

House.] 

THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN :  The 
question is   : 

1. "That at the ned of the    Motion, the 
following be added, namely :— 

'and having considered the same, 
this House is of opinion that all 
Ministers should pay due regard to 
law and that in no case should any 
Minister defy the law.' " 

The motion was adopted. 

THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN : I shall 
now put the motion as amended. The 
question is : 
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[Deputy Chairman.] 

"That the use of force by police 
against Shri Prabhu Narain Singh, 
Minister of Labour and Industries and 
Shri Ram Swarup Verma, Minister of 
Finance, of the State of  

 Pra-
desh and some others, in the premises 
of the Magistrate's Court in New Delhi 
on the 13th December, 1967, and the 
incidents relating thereto, be taken into 
consideration, and having considered 
the same, this House is of opinion that 
all Ministers should pay due regard to 
law and that in 

no case should any Minister defy the 
law." 

The motion was adopted. 

THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN : The 
House stands adjourned till 11 A.M. 
tomorrow. 

The House then adjourned at 
thirty-nine minutes past six of 
the clock till eleven of the clock 
on Wednesday, the 20th 
December, 1967. 
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