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THE OATHS BILL, 1967 

THE DEPUTY MINISTER IN THE 
MINISTRY OF LAW (SHRI MOHAMMAD 
YUNUS SALEEM) : Sir, I beg to move for 
leave to introduce a Bill to consolidate and 
amend tbe law relating to judicial oaths and 
for certain other purposes. 

The question was put and the motion was 
adopted. 

SHRI MOHAMMAD YUNUS SAI^ EEM 
: Sir, I introduce the Bill. 

I. RESOLUTION RE THE PROCLA-
MATION BY THE PRESIDENT OF 

INDIA IN RELATION TO HARYANA 

II. MOTION RE DISMISSAL OF THE 
UNITED FRONT MINISTRY IN WEST 

BENGAL—contd. 

MR. CHAIRMAN : My request to the 
Members is that they should take ten minutes 
each so that there may be an opportunity for 
many Members to speak. The reply will be at 
4.45 P.M. Mr. Ramaswamy. 

TTHE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN in the Chair.] 

SHRI V. V. RAMASWAMY (Madras) : 
Madam Deputy Chairman, I am thankful for 
being given the opportunity to make a few 
observations on the motions before this 
House. Considering the various remarks made 
in the course of the discussion, I find that the 
Constitution has been the victim of 
circumstances. The cause for the victimisation 
of the Constitution is the actions taken by the 
Governors of Haryana and West Bengal. We 
were told that the Ministries of the respective 
States continued in their power during the 
pleasure of the Governor, but from the actions 
taken by the Governors we only find that the 
pleasure of the Governor has resulted in the 
pleasure of the opposition. 

To begin with I would like to submit before 
this House that the position in my State of 
Madras is quite comfortable. The Governor of 
the Madras State is all praise for the 
administration carried on by the Chief 
Minister. Shri Annadurai, and the Chief 
Minister-in his turn is very happy over the 
excellent co-operation he receives at the hands 
of the present Governor. Such is the close 
amity that exists between the Governor and 
the Ministry that even the Governor is allowed 
to make extempore speeches in opening or 
inaugurating official functions. It is the 
practice that a Governor or any other 
functionary will be allowed only to make 
written speeches prepared or approved by the 
Ministry, but in Madras the Governor's 
relationship with the Ministry is such that 
even in inaugurating the most important func-
tion of the annual meeting of the Collectors 
the Governor addressed the conference for 45 
minutes without any written speech. From 
that, my impression is that provided the 
Ministry and the Governor cooperate with 
each other and help each other, the 
administration will be carried on smoothly. I 
also remember that on many occasions 
Governors of other States have been requested 
by the respective Ministries to use their good 
offices with the Government at the Centre to 
get more allocation of funds or get sanction of 
various projects or even in the matter of 
allocation of food. Yesterday's papers said that 
the Food Minister of Kerala saw the Prime 
Minister of India and requested for more 
allocation of food to Kerala. According to the 
report of the newspapers, Shrimati Indira 
Gandhi had a telephonic talk with the Chief 
Minister of Madras who, in turn, agreed to 
allot three thousand tonnes of food to Kerala. 
Such is the relationship between the Centre 
and Madras. And I hope one wishes that if the 
intentions are good and if the respective 
people are really interested in the smooth 
administration of the country, the Centre-State 
relations will improve. 

Coming to the details of the Motion, 
various speakers have remarked about the 
powers of the Governors. I am not a 
constitutional pundit; I do not want 
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to go into that aspect. But the remark of the 
hon. Shri Chengalvarayan was that even if the 
President takes it as his pleasure to remove 
somebody at the Centre, he can do so. If such 
a thing is conceded, as a democracy we will 
not survive at all in this country. 

In the case of Haryana the position of the 
Governor has been pitiable. As soon as the 
elections were over, the Congress Party 
obtained an absolute majority and formed a 
Government. But later on, within a short time, 
that is during the election of the speaker, 
some Congressmen themselves defected and 
an alternative non-Congress Ministry was 
formed. The Congress Party could not forget 
or forgive. 

Sir, in commending his Motion for 
acceptance, the Minister of State, Mr. V. C. 
Shukla, said that the State of Haryana has 
been saved from the enemies of democracy. 
Madam, for the successful working of 
democracy, an effective opposition is 
necessary. Here in the State of Haryana we 
see that the Congress Party was not at all 
prepared to give time for the Government to 
work for the good of the country. So, the 
Governor of Haryana had no other option 
because for the past two months he had been 
witnessing a see-saw of defections and 
retracing of steps. Therefore, he had no other 
course but to recommend to the President 
mid-term poll, to dissolve the Assembly and 
to appeal to the masters of the country to elect 
a fresh Ministry. 

In the case of West Bengal, I think the 
Governor acted a little hastily. He could have 
waited for some time more. What was the real 
thing that prompted him to take such a hasty 
action ? We must trace the history of the Con-
gress in that State a little. The Congress 
Executive there, under the head of Mr. Atulya 
Ghosh, was suspended and an ad hoc 
Committee was appointed by the Congress 
Working Committee. By that time they 
thought that Mr. AJoy Mukherjee would 
reconstitute his Cabinet and that they would 
join Mr. AJoy Mukherjee soon after. The Exe-
cutive was restored but Mr. AJoy Mukherjee   
declined   to   oblige   these 

people. These people could not forget that. 
They had been waiting and wanting to win 
over Dr. P. C. Ghosh. Nothing would have 
been lost if they had waited for some time 
more. If some more time till 18th December 
was given, Dr. P. C. Ghosh would have 
retraced his steps and joined the BKD. 
Therefore they did not like that idea and they 
thought of toppling it. It is an unfortunate 
thing that the Governor of West Bengal 
should have dismissed the Ministry. He could 
have waited. It is only indecent haste, as once 
the Father of the Nation said. 

In the matter of Punjab, the Chief Minister 
himself resigned but he was allowed to 
continue for some time more. He also wanted 
one day more. But before he returned to his 
capital from Delhi, another Ministry had 
already been sworn in. I do not know why 
there is so much of hurry. These are due to 
the manipulations and wirepulling of the 
Congress Party because they cannot reconcile 
themselves to the position of an Opposition or 
allow a coalition to have any established 
Ministry to run the administration. 

DR. ANUP SINGH (Punjab) : Madam 
Deputy Chairman, I think we have been 
treated to some of the most illuminating and 
persuasive speeches so far as the 
constitutional aspect of the problem is 
concerned. I was particularly impressed by 
two speeches, by one Mr. Triloki Singh and 
another by Mr. Mookerjee. After listening to 
them very carefully, I felt that it would be 
rather hazardous on my part—not an expert 
on constitutional affairs—to probe into this 
problem. I think, if you accept the premise of 
each one of them, you inevitably reach the 
conclusion that they reached. I am therefore 
very much inclined to look at this problem 
from the larger perspective, constitutional, 
political and moral. 

When we look at this problem from this 
angle, we find that it is not the change of the 
Ministry here or the change of the Chief 
Minister there which should be a matter of 
deep concern to us, it is the general political 
climate in the country which, I think, 
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[Dr. Anup Singh.] 
is far more disturbing and alarming. I can 
only make very broad generalisations due to 
the time limitation without being able to 
substantiate anyone of the things. 

We find that the relationship between the 
State and the Centre has become very much 
strained. We also find that since the emergence 
of the non-Congress Governments here and 
there, the number of parties has grown and 
coalitions have come into existence; 
unfortunately, many of them have nothing in 
common except their allergy to the Congress. 
And unless you have a stable, workable 
programme of minimum consent, democracy 
or parliamentary form of Government, as we 
know, cannot function. We are also witnessing 
the very unsavoury spectacle of crossing the 
floor. Mr. Triloki Singh said the other day that 
there is nothing wrong in it. that many eminent 
statesmen and politicians both in India and 
elsewhere have done the same thing. I think he 
was doing them an injustice because I can 
readily concede the right of anyone to change 
his political views, to change his religion, if he 
wants to. or change his opinion. But that is a 
matter of some inner compulsion, some 
change of heart, due to many circumstances. 
But what we are finding today is different; as 
somebody pointed out, it is easier to become a 
Minister in Haryana than become a naib 
tahsildar. So. to compare the defectors of 
yesterday with some of the people now, is not 
good. I do not have any person particularly in 
mind. But changing parties, changing affilia-
tions between Rohtak and Chandigarh, the two 
seats, during the day, that is something which 
is not very healthy so far as our parliamentary 
system is concerned. 

Madam Deputy Chairman, I have a 
suggestion which I want to submit for the 
consideration of this House and that is that we 
seriously reconsider, re-examine whether or 
not it is desirable—it might have been 
desirable then—or appropriate or not now to 
reconsider the very basis of the parliamentary 
form of Government that we have  adopted,    
particularly so    far as 

the States are concerned. What I have in mind 
is that with a slight change of the relevant 
articles in the Constitution it can be done. If 
you have a duly elected Governor in the 
States he will not be considered a tool or a 
stooge of the Centre, a duly elected Governor 
as it happens in many places—I have America 
in mind. He chooses his own Cabinet. They 
become Ministers each one in charge of a 
different portfolio, not responsible to the 
legislature, but pre-occupied with the work of 
the administration. The result will be that it 
will not in any way impair the sovereignty of  
the legislature. 

SHBI BHUPESH GUPTA (West Bengal) : 
Of course, it will. 

DR. ANUP SINGH : It is a debatable point. 
I am just throwing up a suggestion. The 
Legislature has to sanction the grants. They 
have to pass every Bill. I have seen the system 
working in America. With all its faults, it does 
warrant some re-thinking and re-examination 
of the proposition. I would suggest that 
eminent Parliamentarians like Mr. Bhupesh 
Gupta, some Members from the Congress, 
from this House and the other House, should 
get together and at least consider the 
proposition. I am not dogmatic about it. I am 
just throwing up a suggestion for the House to 
consider. The Centre can remain as it is. I 
personally feel that this pattern was accepted 
very largely because the Constituent 
Assembly was dominated by those lawyers 
whose predilections, whose training and 
whose intellectual approach and atmosphere 
were those of an Englishman. The English 
system is eminent. But unfortunately in a 
country like ours where the electorate is 
illiterate, where the politicians have devalued 
some of their moral principles, I think the 
Presidential form of Government—I am using 
the word in a broad sense—will be a good 
thing today. 

As far as the specific Resolution is 
concerned. Madam Deputy Chairman, I 
would only say that to my knowledge at least 
this is the first time that all the four daily 
newspapers of Delhi— and it is really a 
phenomenon because 



1299 Proclamation by President [27 NOV. 1967] in relation to Haryana 1300 

 
they are not noted for supporting the Central 
Government or the Congress Government—
have spoken about Haryana, though the 
phraseology differed that there was no other 
course except this. I think it is a very 
damaging indictment of the Haryana 
Government. (Interruption by Shri Jagat 
Narain) I have my own opinion, Lalaji. 

SHRI JAGAT NARAIN (Haryana) : What 
about Punjab ? 

DR. ANUP SINGH : When Punjab comes I 
will make my submission. But today we are 
concerned with Haryana and Bengal. 

So far as Bengal is concerned. Madam 
Deputy Chairman, I think that there can be an 
honest difference of opinion as to whether the 
course that was adopted by the Governor was 
a Constitutional and proper one. I think the 
situation there could have been handled 
differently. ( Time bell rin-gs.) Just one or two 
minutes more. But with due respect to the 
critics of the Government policy, with respect 
to Bengal I feel that to provoke people— 
perhaps I will irritate Mr. Bhupesh Gupta 
though he is not the author of it—to incite the 
people, to exhort the people to open violence 
is far more serious than whether Mr. Ghosh or 
Mr. Mukherjee   continues. 

Madam Deputy Chairman, I just want to 
draw the attention of this House—I am not in 
the habit of relying on papers to indict any 
party or group—to a report in today's Hindus-
tan Times that Mr. Konar, the former Bengal 
Revenue Minister is openly saying "Burn the 
buses", "Damage property", "Do anything". I 
am just translating him rather literally. 
(Interruption by Shri Bhupesh Gupta) I never 
get up to interrupt anyone. 

SHRI    BHUPESH     GUPTA :      You 
know Hindustan Times. 

DR. ANUP SINGH : I read all the papers. 

THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN : Please wind 
up. 

DR. ANUP SINGH : Just one minute. 
Madam Deputy Chairman, he went on to say 
that all the M.L.A.'s should be forced to come 
back and some of those who defected should 
be skinned alive. These are the words. 

Then Mr. Roy Chowdhury said that this is a 
call for civil war. Madam Deputy Chairman, 
all that I am saying is that I am personally not 
in the slightest worried who becomes the 
Chief Minister in any State. I do not think that 
the Congress has all the monopoly, all the 
wisdom, all the right to continue ruling. I 
would like to see the Opposition parties, with 
a solid progressive programme to compete 
with the Congress and even replace it if 
necessary. I will be very happy. But what we 
are seeing today is not what is aimed at. I 
think when we talk about democracy we 
should be clearly on record, "Do we want 
changes through constitutional, peaceful 
means, through pursua-sion, or do we want 
them through bloodshed and in the streets ?". 

And, finally, Madam Deputy Chairman, I 
would say that anyone of us, who does not 
allow the peaceful exchange of views in this 
House is also directly or indirectly, by 
implication, murdering democracy. We can 
set an example here which will permeate 
throughout the country. 
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"Efforts were made almost continuously to 
topple the Ministry in cooperation with Shri 
Devi Lal who wanted to form a Ministry 
under his leadership." 
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THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN :   Please 
wind up. 

SHRI JAGAT    NARAIN :   All right, 
thank you. 
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SHRI NIREN GHOSH : Birla's paper is a 
guide for you. 

 

SHRI NIREN GHOSH (West Bengal) He 
never said it. 

SHRI NIREN GHOSH : You know that our 
Party has never given that poster.    You are 
welcome to do that. 

SHRI S. K. D. PALIWAL : I am saying 
what I have today read in the Hindustan 
Times. I never speak without my book. 
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SHRI K. DAMODARAN (Kerala) : I do not 
want to say much about the illegal and 
unconstitutional activities of the poor 
Governor of West Bengal for his utter 
disregard of the provisions of.the Constitution 
and the expert legal opinion in the country. 
After all he is a puppet of a small group of 
people sitting in New Delhi and pulling the 
wires. One does not know whether to condemn 
them or to pity them. Anybody can see that the 
gaddi they sit on is shaking from the bottom. 
In fact the Central Government to-day is 
weaker and more unstable than the 
Governments they have overthrown in Bengal 
and Haryana. In fact it is so. A meagre 
majority is there but they are shaking in the 
bottom. The weaker they become the more 
amenable they are to the pressures of the 
foreign and Indian monopolists and the 
Princes and the jotedars in the country.    We 
saw 

how meekly they surrendered to the murder oi 
Indians in Hanoi by the Americans. They were 
not in a position even to protest or to demand an 
apology from the American Government. We 
see every day how they surrender, how meekly 
they submit to the various demands of the 
monopolists and the more they succumb to the 
pressures of the^ monopolists, the weaker they 
become. It is not a secret that the foreign and 
Indian monopolists and the Princes and jotedars 
in India have been openly expressing their 
displeasure of the leftist Governments formed in 
the country from the very beginning. They are 
naturally afraid that even the limited powers 
under the Constitution could be used against 
their vested interests. It is they who have 
decided the matter behind the scenes. Mrs. 
Indira Gandhi and Mr. Chavan have only 
fulfilled their wishes What is painful, if not 
surprising, is the somersaults of Dharias, Aroras 
and Chandra Shekhars within the fold of the 
Congress. They were most vociferous in 
attacking the monopolists, in demanding the 
nationalisation of banks, etc., etc. Am I to 
believe that they are very naive that they are un-
able to see the dirty hands of the same 
monopolists and the same enemies of 
nationalisation of banks, behind the dastardly 
attacks on democracy? I do not want to analyse 
their motives. If they are sincere, they will have 
to see that the upholding of anti-monopolist 
policies does not fit in with their support of the 
butchery of democracy. Do not have any doubt 
about it, that the attack on democracy in one 
State ol the country is only the beginning. It is 
the beginning of the end of the whole 
parliamentary system of Government in India 
and with it will go the illusions nurtured by 
Dharias, Chandra Shekhars and Aroras. I admit 
that the Governor had reasons to doubt whether 
the Mukerjee Government Government had 
majority in the Assembly. I too had my own 
doubts but how to judge whether the Mukerjee 
still enjoyed a majority in the Assembly or not. 
It is not decided by counting of heads of the 
deserters in the dining room of the Governor. It 
| is to be decided by the Assembly and 

THE DEPUTY    CHAIRMAN :   Your 
time is up. 
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[Shri K. Damodaran.] no opportunity was 
given ior that.    I do not blame the Governor 
for advising the Chief Minister to convene the 
Assembly  for   a  trial of  strength.    It was 
good that he did it and the Chief Minister 
readily agreed to the proposal because the    
Chief    Minister    himself wanted   a   trial   of   
strength   in   the Assembly.    He convened the 
Assembly for December 18th and still the 
Ministry was dismissed. Why was the Ministry 
dismissed?  If the    Chief Minister had refused 
to  convene the Assembly on   18th  December,    
we    could    have understood it but after his    
convening the  Assembly  on   18th  December,  
the Ministry was dismissed. Will the Cons-
titution    cease    to    function      if    the 
Assembly is convened on 18th December 
instead of on 29th November ? The reason is 
clear.    It was expressed by Mr. Dharia himself 
in his speech. You are afraid that some of the 
defectors would return to the United Front by 
that  time.    That  is  what  Mr.  Dharia said 
openly.    These reports had come in the press  
also.    After all they are defectors and deserters 
and one cannot understand their    minds.      A 
defector who goes to the other side to-day can 
come to this    side the   next day.    So you    
wanted   to    prevent    the United Front  from 
getting  a majority  in  the Assembly.    That 
was the real reason and    you    wanted    to      
convene    the Assembly under    the    shadow  
of the army after unleasing a reign of terror or 
letting loose violence on the streets and    
making      brutal      assaults      on Assembly 
Members  and    ex-Ministers. You wanted   
thus to    forcibly prevent the United Front 
from getting a majority and function as a 
Government in Bengal.    That    was    the    
real reason behind it.   You wanted to achieve 
this nefarious aim by    violence    and dirty 
tricks,  but    how long do    you  expect the 
deserters'    raj to    continue ?    Mr. Dharia 
said that the U. F. has lost the support    of    
the    people    there.    The people  of  Bengal  
have  already   given the first reply to this 
charge and you can   see  how    powerful  this  
so-called new Ministry is from the very first 
day the oath   took   place.     There was no 
leader there   and   there   was not the Speaker  
there.   The  President   of  the 

All-India Grain Dealers' Association who was 
arrested for black-marketing by the U. F. 
Government was there. Another person who 
was charged for defalcation of money by the 
Congress Government itself was present. Thus 
the new Government was formed with the 
support of swindlers and blackmarketeers. 
How long do you think that this Government 
can continue. If you think that you can do 
anything as long as you have a majority, a 
slender majority, in Parliament, I am afraid 
you are mistaken. If you cannot tolerate 
democracy, democracy will not tolerate you. I 
do not want to say anything  more. 

THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN : I have ten 
names from the Congress Benches and seven 
from the Opposition. I would like to know 
from the House whether we can cut down the 
recess by  half-an-hour. 

HON. MEMBERS : Yes. 
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THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN : You can 
continue after the recess. I take it that the 
House has agreed to curtail the lunch time by 
half an hour. 

The House stands adjourned till 2 P.M. 

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

The House reassembled after 
lunch at two of the clock, THE VICE-
CHAIRMAN, (SHRI M. P. BHARGAVA)  
in  the  Chair. 

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRI M. P. 
BHARGAVA) :   Yes, Mr. Mitra. 
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THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRl M. P. 
BHARGAVA) : You cannot see him. A 
Cabinet Minister is sitting. Here he is. 

SHRI BANKA BEHARY DAS : But the 
Home Minister or the Minister of State in the 
Home Ministry is not there. 

THE         VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRI 
M. P.    BHARGAVA) :     That is    not 
necessary.     Mr.   Mitra,   it   is time   to 
finish. 

 

SHRI  BANKA  BEHARY  DAS :  But is 
he going to reply ?    He won't reply. 
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SHRI R. T. PARTHASARATHY (Madras) 

: Mr. Vice-Chairman, I consider it my sacred 
duty to support the stand taken by the Home 
Minister in formulating the Resolution before 
this House with reference to Haryana and an 
equally sacred duty to oppose the Resolution 
of the hon. Mr. Bhupesh Gupta. I say sacred 
duty, and I use the term advisedly because if 
we are to protect democracy in India we shall 
have to give a death blow to the left 
Communist Party and all their ideals. Hence I 
consider it as much sacred as it was for us to 
follow the footsteps of Mahatma Gandhi in 
attaining swara.i for India ; it is equally 
important and sacred that we should try our 
best to root out, what I would call, Maoism 
and Marxism from every nook and corner of 
India if we are to succeed in building up 
democracy on progressive   lines. 

SHRI SUNDAR SINGH BHANDARI; 
Including the Congress. 

SHRI R. T. PARTHASARATHY : Hence I 
would support the action of the Governor of 
West Bengal in dismissing the Ministry. He 
had no other course open but to dismiss the 
Ministry dominated by the Communists in 
order to pave the way for a democratic setup 
to function in Bengal. His stand was a correct 
one and I use the word 'correct' with all its 
many-sided meanings because I find no better 
expres- 

sion to appreciate his stand than to use the 
term 'correct'. Constitutionally his stand has 
been correct, as was so very ably put forward 
by the hon. Member of the Swatantra Party, 
Prof. Ruthnaswamy and Mr. Debabrata 
Mookerjee. I would like to add one more 
word. It is only by the manner in which the 
non-Congress Governments or the Congress 
Governments are made to respect the 
Constitution in its letter and spirit that we can 
safeguard the Constitution. What the United 
Front Government of West Bengal has done in 
these seven or eight months, or maybe nine 
months, is a matter which should receive the 
close attention of every Member of this 
House. I say with great vigour and with great 
calmness that if we have to build a State where 
law and order should prevail, it is very vital 
that we shall have to root out lawlessness and 
disorder which had been rampant in Bengal 
and which were not only created but even 
engineered by the Ministers of West Bengal. 
We have read the speeches in the various 
papers of the Deputy Chief Minister of West 
Bengal. He had displayed and exhibited not 
only utter contempt for the Constitution of 
India but he has done something more than 
that by inciting the people to violate the 
fundamentals of our Constitution. Now, I 
would like to make a reference to the speech 
of my hon. friend. Mr. Bhupesh Gupta. He 
attacked the Government and described this as 
a murder of democracy. He threw a challenge 
to the Government and asked them to come to 
Bengal and he said that the people of Calcutta 
will decide the issue in the streets of Calcutta. 
Is that the way of showing respect to law and 
order ? Is that the way to function in a demo-
cracy ? If the Communist Party of India—may 
be the Right or the Left— were to be the 
guardians of the Constitution of India, what 
would be the state in which the people of India 
would be placed, the people who have given 
unto themselves this democratic Constitution 
and all this freedom ? If these people 
themselves, through their propaganda, through 
the mischief of the Left Communist Party of 
India, are going to violate the    essentials of 
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the Constitution, they have no right to exist 
anywhere, not only in India, but also 
anywhere else. I would throw a •challenge to 
the Left Communist Party. What is it that they 
have been doing all these years.. • They have 
been tools and agents of the Chinese 
Communist Party and they want freedom in 
this country to enjoy and to control the people 
of India. I would name them and I wonder 
whether they, the Left Communists, are 
Indian Chinese or Chinese Indians. I say the 
Left Communist people are India's enemies 
No. 1 and we have no place for them either in 
India or anywhere else in the world. I should 
warn the Prime Minister and the Home 
Minister that they should have banned the 
Left Communist Party of India long ago. It is 
not too late. They can ban them now and that 
is the only way by which democracy can be 
saved, freedom can be saved, social order can 
be saved and the progress of our country can 
be saved. 

SHRI BALACHANDRA MENON 
(Kerala) : Have you read the resolution ?    
Please tell me that. 

SHRI R. T. PARTHASARATHY : I am 
not going to answer every point of yours and I 
am not bound to do it. I will have my own 
view... 

SHRI NIREN GHOSH : You are briefed by 
the USIS. 

{Interruptions.) 

SHRI R. T. PARTHASARATHY : I do not 
want to yield. You have been taking a pride in 
interrupting every speech of every Congress 
Member. So. I propose to ignore you. 

(Interruption) 

Mr. Vice-Chairman, dealing with Haryana, 
I would like to add that the sorry spectacle of 
Haryana has resulted in a mockery of our 
democracy. Whether it be the Congress or 
whether it be the members of the United 
Front, they were all infected with what can be 
described as Ministership malaria. It was a 
fact that the Governor not only found 
members crossing the floor, he found 
practically thirty-seven times 

members crossing from one side to the other, 
from one Party to the other, and this resulted 
in the gross instability of administration, a 
natural deterioration in the administration of 
the State. Sor he had no other way but to have 
acted in the manner in which he had acted and 
which is before this House. I am surprised 
how some of the Members on the other side 
say that the action of the Governor of Haryana 
has not been democratic. He has acted 
perfectly within his constitutional rights, rights 
which have been given to him by the 
Constitution. I am not convinced by any 
arguments from the other side and I do not see 
how the Governor of Haryana has trespassed 
his constitutional limits. I would only add that 
if this sorry spectacle is repeated in the various 
other States our democracy not only would be 
at a standstill, but I do not know whether it is 
going to help all of us, including the 
Opposition. It is high time we cried a halt, 
whether it be from the Congress side or 
whether it be from the Opposition side, to put 
an end to it once and for all. The action of the 
legislators in Haryana and also in Punjab to 
an" extent has resulted in what I would call 
cheating of the electorate. If I get a mandate as 
a Congressman, I am bound to serve the 
Legislature as a Congressman. If I disagree 
with the Congress ideology and programme 
and I approve of the ideology and programme 
of Opposition Parties, it is my primary duty, 
to. resign my membership of the Legislature 
and go back to the electorate from whom I got 
the mandate, and then stand as a United Front 
candidate and get directly elected. 
(Interruption.) Because this idea was not kept, 
there was no other way and it was done in an 
imperfect manner by which the entire law and 
order situation deteriorated. The entire 
administration has suffered. So, the request of 
the Governor for issuing a Presidential 
Proclamation in Haryana is very just and 
timely. I would like to emphasise that if we are 
to uphold democracy in this country, it is not 
by this method ot crossing the floor. It is not 
by the method of violence either directly or by 
incitement, as the outgoing Ministry of West 
Bengal has done. Let me sound a note of 
warning to all 
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[Shri R. T. Parthasarathy.] 
those who believe in arson, to all those who 
believe in violence, to all those who believe in 
arson, to all those homes that their end is near, 
their political end is near. People are not with 
them. You may with your own communist 
money, you may with your own hidden 
resources, you may in your own planned way 
create chaos and confusion out of which you 
are going to build your own State. But we, the 
people of India, who believe in democracy, 
shall never allow you to do it. I throw a 
challenge to the Left Communist Party of 
India. We will rest content only when the Left 
Communist Party of India is legally and 
constitutionally outlawed and our enemy No. 1 
is driven out of India with their ideals and 
ideologies once and for ever. 

Thank you. 

SHRI    A.   P.   CHATTERJEE   (West 
Bengal) : Quotation from CIA. 
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SHRI BANKA BEHARY DAS : Mr. Vice-
Chairman, I stand here to oppose the 
resolution of the Minister and to support the 
resolution of Mr. Bhupesh Gupta. Before I go 
into the political .aspect of the entire affair, I 
am to ; again reiterate my old stand that I had 
taken on the 20th of this month when I decried 
this action of the West Ben-•gal Governor. It 
is highly unconstitutional and not only that, I 
can remind my friends of the opposite side 
what Mr. Chagla, who was the Leader of the 
House and was an eminent Chief Justice of 
this country, has said in the Supreme Court 
Bar that the action of the West Bengal 
Governor in dismissing the Cabinet there was 
unconstitutional. 

SHRI AKBAR ALI KHAN (Andhra 
Pradesh) : Can those be disclosed here? 

SHRI BANKA BEHARY DAS : It "was 
published in papers and was served by news 
agencies. So, it is not a question of disclosure. 
It may be uncomfortable and inconvenient but 
the stand is there. Not only he belongs to the 
Congress Party but I am quoting him because 
he was an eminent jurist of this country. So I 
will not go into that affair much because the 
political aspects have been discussed and I 
will not discuss that. 

In history we read that there are palace 
revolutions. That was replaced by palace 
intrigue. I am astonished to say that in this 
affair of West Bengal and Haryana it was Raj 
Bhavan intrigue. It was nothing beyond that, 
and I want to prove that here also. If you see 
the notification of the Governor of West 
Bengal, you will find that he has dismissed 
the Ministry under article 164 (1). He has 
utilised the power of appoint and just like a 
Government officer he has dismissed that 
Government because he thought that as a 
Government official whomsoever he appoints 
he can dismiss also. 

Sir, the way the new Ministry was brought 
into existence in West Benga) is absolutely 
nauseating. The secreative manner in which 
Mr. P. C. Ghosh was made to come and swear 
in, in the name of the Constitution is also nau-
seating because we know and have learnt from 
the press also that even before the letter of 
dismissal was delivered to Mr. AJoy 
Mukherjee, who was the Chief Minister of the 
State, Mr. P. C. Ghosh was called to the Raj 
Bhavan and was given the oath. No less a 
person than the Chief Minister of Bihar, Mr. 
Mahamaya Prasad Sinha, has told in a public 
meeting in Patna that when he was with the 
Chief Minister of West Bengal the letter of 
dismissal came and by that time the swearing 
in ceremony was being held in the Raj 
Bhavan. Is it not an intrigue ? If you are so 
clear in your mind that the Governor was 
competent enough to dismiss the Ministry, 
could you not do it in a clean way ? And who 
were present there? How could Mr. Humayun 
Kabir and Mr. P. C. Sen be present there at the 
swearing in ceremony ? Is it not a fact that the 
Governor of that State conspired with the 
Congress Chief, Mr. P. C. Sen and Mr. 
Humayun Kabir, who is the leader of the 
defectionists, to have this oath-taking 
ceremony before the formal letter of dismissal 
was handed over to the Chief Minister? And 
how correct was Mr. AJoy Mukherjee ? The 
moment he got the letter, he came out of his 
room, went to his chauffeur and said : "Mr. P. 
C. Ghosh might be wanting the car ; you go 
and report to Mr. P. C. Ghosh". This is the 
way the Chief 
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[Shri Banka Behary Das.] Minister 
behaved and the way the swearing in 
ceremony, this drama, was being enacted at 
Raj Bhavan. More astonishing is that the 
Speaker of the Assembly was not invited. Is 
it very proper on your part to Behave in this 
way ? 

How differently you have behaved in 
Punjab ? In Punjab when the Chief Minister 
tendered his resignation, you did not call 
immediately anybody else to take the oath 
and become the Chief Minister of the State. 
You waited there. The Governor even talked 
to- the Chief Minister who tendered his 
resignation and waited for two days. What 
was the difference between Punjab and West 
Bengal ? Could you not wait for one or two 
days and ask Mr. P. C. Ghosh, if he 
commanded the majority, to come and 
become the Chief Minister of the State ? 
What is the reason and what was the 
conspiracy and what was the intrigue in the 
Raj Bhavan ? I concede this right of intrigue 
to Mr. Kamaraj, the President of the Con-
gress. I concede that right to even the 
President of the Bengal Congress Com-
mittee. He had the right to intrigue and see 
that the Ministry of Mr. AJoy Mukherjee 
went. But the Governor of that State has not 
got that right. The moment the Home 
Minister or the Cabinet of this country 
utilised the Governor to make him a tool in 
their hands, the entire institution of 
Governorship was defamed and was 
degraded before the people of this country. 

In this connection I want to refer to the 
case of Haryana and Punjab. In that report 
of the Governor of Haryana he has said 
because there was floor-crossing, despite 
the majority that the Chief Minister enjoyed 
at that moment, he did not like that it should 
continue ; that is why he dismissed him. 
What was happening in the State of Punjab 
also ? Even in Punjab about 34 to 35 
persons defected during this period and 
some of them defected thrice, and one even 
four times. The Governor of Haryana has 
said that one of them in his state defected 
four times. So what is the standard here 
about Haryana and Punjab ? In the case of 
Haryana when the   Chief   Minister   was   
enjoying a 

majority at that time, whatever might be the 
defections, you wanted to see a stable 
Government; that is why the entire floor-
crossing was decried and you dismissed the 
Government. In the case of Punjab where the 
same number of persons defected and defected 
thrice or four times also, you saw that because 
there was a chance that Congress could rule 
that State,-you did not dismiss that 
Government. You allowed the Assembly to 
live and bargained with different persons to see 
who could become the Chief Minister of 
Punjab. Are you going to justify that action of 
the Punjab Governor ? That is why we are 
saying here that even if you are doing a wrong 
and unconstitutional thing, you are not doing it 
in a proper manner. Haryana and Punjab have 
clearly shown that in Haryana you are dealing 
with the question of defection in a different 
way because the Chief Minister at that moment 
was enjoying a majority in the House, and you 
are behaving in a different way in Punjab 
because in spite of the defections there was a 
chance of your coming back to power. 
Secondly, take the case of defections. Here I 
am going to compare Bengal, Haryana and 
Punjab. You are decrying these defections. But 
what are you doing indirectly,   and    is  it    
not  Mr.  P.  C. 
Ghosh the leader of defections ? ls he not the 
king of defections there ? And you come and 
say you are supporting Mr. P. C. Ghosh who is 
the king of defectors in that State. That is also 
the case in Punjab. There also all those 
persons who have defected from political 
parties, you are making them Ministers, you 
are supporting them to become the Chief 
Minister of the State. I want to say here : can 
you justify this action of the Governor? Of 
course I am not going to say that the Governor 
has said it, but I am going to say : can you 
justify here as Congressmen with your hands 
on your heart and say that you are adopting the 
same standard in West Bengal or in Punjab or 
in Haryana ? You may have all political 
reasons as you are advancing, but can you 
make the Governor of a State to be 
instrumental in your hand to deal with political 
situations in an unconstitutional     manner ?        
I      can 
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understand your dealing with a political 
situation in a political manner. I will be very 
happy if the President of the West Bengal 
Congress goes out in the streets, mobilise 
public opinion against the United Front 
Ministry. That is a situation in which political 
matters are dealt with in a political way. But 
you have no right to defame the Constitution 
of this country, murder the Constitution of this 
country and justify your actions on political 
grounds. The majority of the people who have 
spoken about West Bengal, Punjab and 
Haryana have said that it is more political than 
constitutional. So, here I want to say that not 
only have you been constitutionally wrong, 
but politically also you have been wrong 
because wherever politics suits you, you want 
to utilise the office of the Governor to 
subserve the interests of the Congress Party. 
The matter does not end here because we 
know what is going to happen in Bihar. If the 
Ministry there falls because they have no 
majority, I do not think they should stick to 
power. But you are ruling here. I may remind 
you, if some other party comes to power at the 
Centre, will you allow political considerations 
for the purposes of utilising the institution of 
the Governor to dethrone any government 
which is in power there? Can you justify  it? 

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRI M. P. 
BHARGAVA) : May I remind you about time 
also ? 

SHRI BANKA BEHARY DAS : Yes. Can 
you constitutionally justify it? That is why I 
want to say this. I also decry floor-crossing. 
Even if there were defections you cannot take 
advantage of that only to see that the Con-
gress comes to power by the back door. Even 
the Congress people have no courage to come 
to power through the front door. The West 
Bengal Congress could have offered, we are 
having an absolute majority and we are going 
to wield power.   I would have been happy. 

What happened in Punjab ? What is the 
manner, what is . the. way in which you are 
dealing with the political problems there ? 
That is why I say that there were palace 
intrigues in 

those days, with the court full of pulls, of 
intrigues and of psychophants. In India, in 
these days of flux, you are also resorting to 
these methods of intrigue in the Raj Bhavans 
and you are making the Governors the kings of 
these intrigues. It is most dangerous \ to this 
country if you deal with these things in this 
manner and not deal with political matters in a 
political manner. 

He quoted Mr. Kundoor our West Bengal 
Minister. It is known. I have also said so many 
times that we are not happy at all that has been 
happening in the United Front Government. 
But it is an internal matter. You go to the 
people and appeal to them, here is something 
wrong that is being perpetrated. We should 
correct it and we have tried our best, even if 
we are a small party in West Bengal. But what 
are you doing here ? You cannot corrupt the 
Constitution by these unconstitutional 
methods. I have no time, I am not going to say 
much here. But here I want to warn the Home 
Minister that the conventions that you are go-
ing to establish are absolutely morally wrong 
and constitutionally wrong. I would have been 
happy if you had allowed the Assembly to 
meet on December 18 in West Bengal. And if 
the West Bengal Cabinet had fallen there, then 
Mr. AJoy Mukerjee would not have stuck to 
power to continue for a single day more. If he 
had no right, we would have been there to say 
that a Government which does not enjoy the 
support of the Assembly has no right to 
continue even for one day. But here by your 
unconstitutional actions, by your politically 
foolish actions also, you have allowed to same 
forces to grow whom you are criticising. I will 
say here you are playing to the politics of the 
left Communists. You are vociferously against 
them. If you car deal with them politically, go 
to the people out in the street and show that 
you are superior and mobilise their strength, 
then these actions would have any meaning to 
you. Lastly, I want to say here that Mr. 
Chavan who happens to be the Home Minister 
of the country tried to take cover under the fact  
that the  Governor has  done 
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[Shri Banka Behary Das.] this in his 
discretion. But everybody here and throughout 
the world knows that it is not the Governor of 
West Bengal or Haryana or Punjab who is the 
party. They may be parties to the intrigue but 
they are not the leaders of the intrigue. If the 
leaders of the intrigue are anywhere, they are 
in the Cabinet. He is the Home Minister, it is 
the Cabinet of the Congress Government itself. 
And they have tried to defame the Governors 
of different States and by that, they have 
decried the institution of Governors. As a re-
sult, Governors who are supposed to be the 
custodians of the Constitution, will fail, in 
future, to become the custodians of the 
Constitution. That is why I blame this Cabinet 
which is responsible for all these 
unconstitutional actions taking place in this 
country. I will take this opportunity to say also 
from the way the Governors are being 
appointed and utilised, it is high time that the 
posts of Governors be abolished or Governors 
should be made from elected persons in this 
country. Otherwise, this Congress, as long as it 
is in power—it will not be in power for a long 
time . . . (Interruptions). I am not prepared to 
give them any time. But because of their own 
actions, they are digging their own grave; they 
are not helping themselves in this matter 
because from the way they have dealt with the 
entire Constitution and the democratic 
institutions of this country, they are going to 
kill the Constitution and murder democracy, 
and the ultimate result will be that those very 
people whom they are decrying, will be helped 
by them and they will be having an unholy 
alliance with such forces in this country, wit-
tingly or unwittingly. 
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SHBI M. GOVINDA REDDy (Mysore) : 
Madam Deputy Chairman, while considering 
the two Resolutions that are before the House 
the questions that arise are : (1) whether the 
Governor has the authority to consider thnt 
under certain circumstances the Government 
of a State cannot be carried on   and whether   
such a state of 
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conditions did exist in Haryana; (2) whether 
the Governor can dismiss a Guvernment ; (3) 
whether the Governor is the proper authority 
to decide whether in a State Legislature the 
Ministry does command a majority or not; 
and (4) whether a Governor can cjmpel the 
Chief Minister to convene the Legislature at 
his wish. These are the points. These 
questions have been dealt with by some 
eminent Members. I would like to give my 
views also on tnis question. 

Madam, when the State of Haryana came 
into existence we all hoped that the 
aspirations of the people of Haryana would be 
fulfilled and that the Government that had 
come into existence there would certainly 
work to the good of the people. But 
unfortunately the electorate of Haryana was 
betrayed in a very sad manner, I should say, 
to use the simplest word. I need not go into 
details of what has happened there, but any 
reasonable person can see that a Member who 
crosses the floor today from one party to the 
other becomes a Minister. A Parliamentary 
Secretary leaves a party, crosses the floor and 
comes back again; he is made a Minister. A 
Member from another party crossing the floor 
is made a Minister the same day. Under such 
a situation no reasonable person can say that 
the Chief Minister is acting with a sense of 
responsibility. 

Triloki Singhji and others for whom 1 have 
great esteem have said that crossing of the 
floor is not a new pneno^nenon when my 
party is also guilty of such an offence. There 
have been crossings of the floor... 

SHRI LOKANATH MISRA (Orissa): But 
your party has set an example There are Shri 
Asoka Mehta, Shri Pattom Thanu Pillai. 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA i A party of 
kidnappers. 

SHRI M. GOVINDA REDDY : ... in my 
party. But in the examples pointed out by 
Shri Triloki Singhji the crossings of the floor 
did not occur in ord..r to gain a job, in order 
to gain 

a post.   Members did not cross floor to 
become   Ministers. 

SHRI BKUPESH GUPTA : Yes they 
crossed the floor to be in the Planning 
Commission. 

SHRI ML GOVINDA REDDY : No, they 
did not cross the floor for personal ends. 
There is nothing wrong in defections 
nrovided the Member is honestly convinced 
that the party to which he belongs does not 
conform to his views. 

(Interruptions.) SHRI G. 
MURAHARI : I challenge you. You form a 
Congress Ministry in Bengal and Punjab and 
see what happens to Dr. P. C. Ghosh and Mr. 
Gill See whether they support you or not. 

SHRI M. GOVINDA REDDY : I do not 
yield, Madam. I do not have much time. 
There have been crossings and these 
crossings have resulted in their immediately 
becoming Ministers or in their gaining their 
personal ends. If that were the case, then, of 
course, the Governor would not have taken 
that thing very seriously. But here offices 
were being bartered and horse-trading was 
going on from day to day. And out of 30 
Members of his party, 23 become Ministers. 
Nobody would say that such a state of affairs 
is conducive to the carrying on of the Gov-
ernment in a legitimate manner and to the 
good of the country. Therefore, the Governor 
was right in recommending President's rule 
there. After all the electorate which has been 
awfully betrayed, will show in the mid-term 
elections who exactly has the strength. 

The second question is whether the 
Governor has the right of dismissal. Certainly 
he has. The Constitution has charged him 
with certain responsibilities of administration 
and he is the authority who is responsible for 
the carrying on of the administration accord-
ing to the Constitution. When that cannot, be 
carried on according to the Constitution, the 
Governor has the right to dismiss... 

SHRI  BHUPESH  GUPTA :   No. 

SHRI M. GOVINDA REDDY : Sup-
posing, for a moment, we concede that 
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[Shri M. Govinda Reddy] the Governor has 
no right to dismiss the Government. Then 
what is the purpose of his serving there ? The 
Chief Minister is sufficient. Why should there 
be the Governor ? The Governor is enjoyed 
with certain responsibilities and in the 
discharge of which, the dismissal of a 
Ministry is one of the functions he can do... 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA : You are 
admirably qualifying for appointment as a 
Governor. 

SHRI M. GOVINDA REDDY : Supposing 
there is a Chief Minister who does not carry 
on according to the Constitutional provisions 
and supposing he does not have a majority and 
the legislature is not in session, then what 
would become of the country ? What would be 
the fate of those people where the Chief 
Minister is not carrying on the administration 
according to the provisions of the Constitution 
and where he does not convene the legislature 
? In those circumstances, the Governor, being 
the man on the spot studies the circumstances 
and conditions and, therefore, it is within his 
discretionary powers to dismiss a Ministry... 
(Interruption). I have no time. Otherwise, I 
can argue with you, Mr. Bhupesh Gupta, for 
any length of time... (interruptions). 

With regard to West Bengal, our hon. 
friends say that the Governor was wrong in 
dismissing the Ministry and in asking the 
Chief Minister to convene the legislature at an 
earlier date. Now, what was the position there 
? As many friends have pointed out, the Chief 
Minister was not happy with his colleagues 
and his colleagues were going out of their way 
to do things which are not even mention-able 
here—to invite a foreign power. Now, 
imagine an hon. Member of this House who is 
sworn to the Constitution, appeals to the 
Soviet Union to condemn Mrs. Indira 
Gandhi's Government. Is it not disgraceful ? If 
such a situation should prevail, then what is 
the Governor there to do ? The only thing that 
the Governor there can do is to take the matter 
into his own hands.    If, as the hon. Members 
con- 

tend, Mr. AJoy Mukherjee had a majority well, 
he could have convened the legislature. What 
prevented him to test, the strength by 
convening the legislature ? That obviously 
shows, and also the statements of the senior 
colleagues who were working with him show, 
that he had no majority. People had left him 
and senior party members had deserled him. 
Now some action has been taken to convene 
the Assembly on the 29th of this month. Well, 
it will prove whether the Governor was right in 
doing what he did. We should concede to the 
Governor, being the man on the spot, the right 
to use his judgment and come to conclusions. 
In this case, he has properly judged the 
situation and, therefore, although two views 
are possible on the powers of the Governor as 
to whether he can compel the Chief Minister to 
convene the Assembly or not, the conditions 
prevailing there certainly warranted the action 
that he took. 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA : To quote the 
Prime Minister, you are in a labyrinth of 
bunkum. 

SHRI A. P. CHATTERJEE : Madam 
Deputy Chairman, I have listened to the 
speeches from the Congress benches on this 
very vital and important matter of the 
promulgation of the Governor's rule in Bengal. 
I will call it only 'Governor's rule' because a 
minority Ministry has been placed in power in 
the State of West Bengal under the fiat of the 
Governor. It is not yet known whether that 
Ministry will carry the majority or not on the 
29th. It may or may not. But that is not the 
question here. The question that is clear before 
us is this, that on the 21st of November, 1967, 
a 17-member coterie and their leader were 
called by the Governor in violation of all 
Constitutional proprieties and asked to form 
the Ministry. At that very moment, it was not 
known also whether they would command a 
majority in the State Legislature or not. That 
cannot be decided unless the State legislature 
is convened and sits. But then that outrage on 
the Constitution has been done and, as I was 
submitting before you, Madam Deputy 
Chairman, all these pretensions 
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to democracy which are so avidly preached to 
us from the Congress benches, seem to us to 
be very hollow. The hollowness of those 
pretensions will be more apparent if we 
remember also the shedding of blood in the 
streets of Calcutta. While Rome was burning, 
Nero was fiddling. While they were singing 
tunes and songs to the praise of the so-called 
Congress democracy, we were finding that 
young boys were being shot down, and were 
being killed in the streets of Calcutta. And do 
you know what it is for ? For the pleasure of 
the Governor, because that is the only pleasure 
which seems to be immanent in the entire 
country, in the Union of India, from Haryana 
to Punjab and from Punjab to West Bengal. 
And for the pleasure of the Governor, so many 
young persons have to shed their blood and 
these young boys are to be killed in the streets 
of Calcutta. I cannot see a greater travesty of 
democracy than what is now going on in the 
State of West Bengal and in other parts of the 
Union of India. And it is being said that this is 
being done Constitutionally according to 
Constitutional conventions and propriety. 
Madam Deputy Chairman, when the framers 
of the Constitution said that India would have 
a Cabinet system of Government, they 
certainly meant that all the conventions of the 
Cabinet system of Government would also be 
followed in India, because the Cabinet system 
of Government is not found in the Shastras of 
India. The Cabinet system of Government has 
been borrowed by us, imported by us, from 
England, the mother of the Cabinet system of 
Government, the mother of this kind of 
parliamentary system. Now, when you borrow 
a system from a particular country, you 
borrow it in toto. You borrow it in all its 
nuances, with all its shades and with all its 
conventions. It does not lie in the mouth of the 
undemocratic democrats of the Congress Party 
to say that we borrowed the autocracy of 
England and that we did not borrow 
democracy from England. Madam Deputy 
Chairman, the Constitution is a tender and 
delicate instrument and it was meant to be 
used delicately by the framers of the 
constitution  when the  constitu- 

tion was framed. But now we find that the 
persons who are trying to commit an outrage 
on the Constitution do not understand the 
principles of the Constitution and the purposes 
behind the Constitution, and they are now 
tearing the Constitution to shreds. It has been 
said by various Members from the Congress 
benches that lawlessness is is prevailing in the 
streets of Calcutta. Madam Deputy Chairman, 
I do not agree that lawlessness is being 
committed by the people in Calcutta. Law-
lessness is being perpetrated against the 
people by the police and the military standing 
by and by the Governor, that man who wants 
to wreak destruction on the homes of every 
Bengali youth for his pleasure. That is the 
position in the streets of West Bengal. If you 
have brought democracy to the streets of 
Calcutta, then democracy would be fought for 
in the streets of Calcutta. I can assure you of 
that. But then do not blame us if we are 
fighting for democracy in the streets of 
Calcutta because it is you who have brought it 
down to the streets of Calcutta to be fought for 
and to be striven for by the people of Bengal. 
And that fighting for democracy and striving 
for democracy in the streets of Calcutta will 
bear fruit because blood is not shed in vain. 
Whatever may be said by the Congress 
Members, the blood is the blood of the 
citizens of India and that blood is being shed 
because the persons who are shedding that 
blood hold dear to their hearts the concept of 
democracy, a concept which states that there 
will be no dictator—to dictate to an elected 
representative Ministry of a State as to what 
they shall do and what they shall not do. 
Madam Deputy Chairman, you have seen the 
order of the Governor of West Bengal. It is to 
be seen how ludicrous that order is. The order 
purports to be under article 164(1) of the 
Constitution and that article says that the 
Ministers individually shall hold office during 
the pleasure of the Governor. Does it refe--to 
the Council of Ministers ? In the same article 
it is stated that the Council of Ministers shall 
be collectively responsible to the Legislature. 
These blockheads who demand and insist that  
the   responsibility    of  an  elected 

6—65 R. S./67 



1349 Dismissal of U.F. [RAJYA SABHA]       Ministry in West Bengal 1350 

[Shri A. P.  Chatterjee.] 

Ministry a representative Ministry must be to 
the Legislature as well as tu the (tovernor, I 
call then constitutional blockheads because 
these constitutional blockheads do not 
understand that there cannot be any dual 
responsibility on the part of the elected repre-
sentatives, elected by the people. The elected 
representative of the people and the popular 
Ministry formed by the elected representatives 
must De responsible only to the Legislature 
and not to anybody else. The word 'pleasure' 
has been expatiated on. Some metaphysical 
meaning has been added to the word 'pleasure'. 
But actually that word 'pleasure' is merely a 
technical expression for signifying the wishes 
of the head of the executive in regard to purely 
procedural matters. Madam Deputy Chairman, 
I must say that this is also a term which has 
been borrowed from the English Constitution. 
What the word 'pleasure' in the English Con-
stitution means has been deflred in May's 
Parliamentary Practice. It means that 
signification of the King's pleasure is the form 
employed for communicating to Parliament 
the King's wishes with regard to certain 
matters which are mostly of a formal and 
regularly occurring nature and connected with 
the procedure of Parliament. That is what is 
meant by the word 'pleasure'. The Constitution 
wanted to give some dignified names to the 
executive head and because of the solicitude 
for the dignity of the head of the executive it 
was said that if he does something, it would be 
said that he would be pleased to do that thing. 
Madam, if you, for example, ask a particular 
person who commits indiscretion "Will you be 
pleased to go out of this Chamber" ? Then 
does it depend upon the pleasure of that parti-
cular person to go out or not to go out ? 
Therefore, there is no difference. That is 
merely a form of expression wher it is said 
that the Governor will be pleased to do 
something. Actually the Governor will have to 
do it and he has to do it, if the Ministry 
advises him as such. Madam, 'pleasure' is a 
technical term by which the wishes of the  
Governor are  signified in  relation 

to puiely procedural matters of Parliament. 
Madam Deputy Chairman, that is what has 
also been stated by the jurists in India. 
Yesterday night I heard the broadcast of Mr. 
Setalvad. Of course, Mr. Setalvad was in his 
broadcast going back upon what he said in his 
famous Telang lectures. 

SHRI G. MURAHARI : That is why he 
was allowed to brodcast. Will you ask Mr. 
Sapru to broadcast ? 

SHRI A. P. CHATTERJEE : He said that as 
far as 'pleasure' is concerned, as far as these 
things are concerned, they are nothing but a 
constitutional convention for clothing the 
Governor with certain executive power and 
that executive power is merely the power to 
do what the Government or the Ministry asks 
him to do. Mr. Setalvad has quoted the 
Supreme Court view. The Supreme Court in a 
famous case has stated that the Governor or 
the Rajpramukh occupies the position of the 
head of the executive in the State but it is 
virtually the Council of Ministers in each 
State that carries on the executive 
Government. That is the Supreme Court 
judgment too and Mr. Setalvad also agreed 
with that view. But then yesterday night Mr. 
Setalvad said quite another thing. Madam 
Deputy Chairman might I say that we on the 
Opposition benches have every right to appeal 
from Philip Drunk to Philip Sober ? Therefore 
we appeal from Mr. Setalvad's broadcast to 
Mr. Setalvad's Telang lectures where he said 
that the Governor has no discretion except 
what is specifically laid down in the 
Constitution. That is the position in the law 
and that is the position in the Constitution. 

Madam Deputy Chairman, as I was 
submitting to you, the constitutional niceties 
are not meant to be respected by autocrats and 
by bureaucrats. That bureaucrat is there in the 
State of West Bengal and he is carrying out 
the wishes and desires of the autocrats at 
Delhi. But one thing I must tell the autocrats 
of Delhi which they will do well to bear in 
mind, and that is this : The way in which they 
are committing outrages on the Constitution, if 
they proceed further in that way, that will 
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ruin democracy in the entire Union of India. 
They are invoking military rule, the rule of the 
Fascists here in this country by committing 
these outrages on the Constitution, by giving 
these powers to the Governor which powers 
the Governor does not possess, bj arguing 
with all vehemence that the Governor can 
dismiss a Ministry which has been elected by 
the elected representatives of the Legislature. 

Madam Deputy Chairman, it has been 
stated that this Ministry has been responsible 
for lawlessness in the State of West Bengal. I 
will say that the boot is rather on the other leg. 
What happened at the Congress meeting on 
the Maidan on 20th November, the other day 
only two or three days before the Ministry 
was dismissed unconstitutionally by the 
Governor ? At that meeting held by the 
Congress on 20th November Mr. P. C. Sen 
declared solemnly that unless the Assembly is 
convened by the 23rd November, unless the 
Governor's dictate is obeyed by Mr. AJoy 
Mukerjee's Ministry, they will start a mass 
movement in the State. Wno threatened 
lawlessness ? It is they who threatened 
lawlessness and they are thriving because they 
threatened lawlessness. That is the position in 
the State of West Bengal. Madam Deputy 
Chairman, what was the reason that on the 
22nd night the merciless shootings and the 
cruel beatings of the police happened ? On 
that day in the afternoon a meeting had been 
called by the United Front on the Maidan. 
Throughout the day there was no trouble at 
all. There was complete peace in the State. 
But then the Governor, the autocrat Governor 
would not allow democracy to function. 
Therefore when the people converged on the 
Maidan in order to give expression to their 
feelings, instead of allowing them to do that, 
they began to beat up the persons who went 
and converged on the Maidan. They wanted to 
have their say in that meeting. That is how the 
trouble began. The trouble began not because 
of hartal which was called by the United 
Front; the trouble began because the voice of 
democracy was suppressed brutally by 

the police in the State of West Bengal. 
Actually in that State only the Governor rules 
and the police rules with military as a 
standby. This octogenarian, this dotard 
Prafulla Ghosh who is carrying on the 
Ministry there is a pawn in the hands of the 
Governor. Of course, the Governor as well as 
Shri P. C. Ghosh are puppets only, but the 
strings aro being held by the autocrats here.    
(.Time Bell rings.)    Thank you. 

THE MINISTER OF HOME AFFAIRS 
(SHRI Y. B. CHAVAN) : Madam... 

SHRI NIREN GHOSH : Madam Deptity 
Chairman, the blood of West Bengal is in his 
hands, in the hands of the Cabinet Minister. 

SHRI Y. B. CHAVAN : Madam, I am 
intervening in this debate . . . 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA : You are 
intervening ? 

SHRI Y. B. CHAVAN :  Yes. 

SHRI  BHUPESH     GUPTA :     It  is 
another Central invention. 

SHRI Y. B. CHAVAN : But I am not 
dismissing anybody. 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA : Only the 
Governor dismisses. 

SHRI Y. B. CHAVAN : I want to examine 
some of the points that were raised during the 
course of the debate. I have heard some 
important speeches but I am sorry that I have 
not had the privilege of listening to all the 
speeches but I have points of the speeches 
made on the floor of the House in the course 
of the debate. I think there are two aspects of 
the problem both in Haryana and in Bengal. 
One is the constitutional aspect and the other 
is the political aspect. It is very useful to go 
into the constitutional aspect first because 
many differing views have been expressed 
here. Naturally, where the interpretation of the 
law and particularly where the interpretation 
of fundamental law like the Constitution 
comes, there are bound 
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[Shri Y. B. Chavan.] to be different views 
in this matter but they are views ultimately.    I 
will try to present  the  view  as  we  see  it,  as 
a   Government. 

SHRl BHUPESH GUPTA. : The whole lot 
of you ? 

SHRI Y. B. CHAVAN : Yes. the whole lot 
of us. I am not speaking as an individual but I 
am speaking as one representative of the 
Government. This question of the role of the 
Governor has been discussed many times and 
I have had on occasions to give my view point 
about it or our view about it, on many 
occasions. The most important articles in this 
connection are articles 163 and 164. What is 
the role of the Governor? The role of the 
Governor is essentially the role of the Head of 
the State. No one has any doubts about that 
but at the same time he also represents the 
President in one important matter because 
when he is sworn in, he is sworn in under the 
Constitution to see that the Constitution is 
properly worked. His oath is to the 
Constitution and there, in that capacity as the 
representative of the President, he has to see 
constantly that the State is governed according 
to the Constitution. The other matter is, he is 
the Head of the State wherein he has to act on 
the advice of the Chief Minister. Even in that 
matter, under the Constitution, by the 
Constitution, under certain articles he has 
been given certain discretion. That is again a 
very special case in the case of the Governor. 
In the other capacity, he has been given 
certain discretionary powers. This is my 
understanding of the Constitution as I see it. I 
heard some speeches and they say and some 
of them also quoted . . . 

SHRI A. D. MANI (Madhya Pradesh) : 
May I ask the Home Minister whether he 
accepts the interpretation of the Constitution 
by Mr. Basu, which is considered to be the 
last word on the Constitution ? He says that 
the Governor has no discretionary power 
excepting what is contained in the Sixth and 
the Seventh Schedule. 

SHRI Y. B. CHAVAN : I am exactly 
coming to that point because when he 
functions  as    the    Head    of  a  State, 

excepting those articles which are mentioned 
there under which he has the discretion, 
certainly he has to go by the advice of the 
Chief Minister. I had myself quoted that last 
time when we were discussing the Madhya 
Pradesn problem in this House. I have con-
ceded that point but that is when ne is 
functioning as the Head of the State but as I 
said, under article 163—particularly under 
article 164—when reaily speaking, he 
functions there as the representative of the 
President... (I?i-terruptions.) when I used the 
word representative of the President, it means 
that he has to see that the Constitution is 
properly worked. I will take an instance. 
(Interruptions.) Let it be some sort of an 
understanding between us. I would like to 
meet the points you make. I do not undertake 
to convince Mr, Gupta . . . 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA : Neither do I. 

SHRI Y. B. CHAVAN : That is beyond me. 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA : That is beyond 
me also. 

SHRI Y. B. CHAVAN ! May I ask one 
question. If we accept the position that the 
Governor has discretionary powers only those 
which are mentioned by Mr. Basu or Mr. 
Seervai under those three articles only, then a 
very peculiar situation arises. Suppose when a 
Governor has to appoint a Chief Minister in 
his pleasure, is he supposed to take the advice 
of the previous Chief Minister? 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA : Shall I say   
something ? 

SHRI Y. B. CHAVAN : No, I air asking a 
very patent question. Tne'.ef ore the 
Constitution contemplates It because there are 
certain inherent situations in which the 
Governor has the discretion, and naturally this 
discretion is not any individual whim. This 
discretion is also subject to certain 
constitutional provisions. This is not an 
individual whim. When I say discretion, it is 
not just an individual desire or wish of the 
Governor. There he has to see article 164 
which says : 
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"The Chief Minister shall be appointed 
by the Governor and the other Ministers 
shall be appointed by the Governor on the 
advice of the Chief Minister and the 
Minister shall hold office during the 
pleasure of the Governor : 

Provided etc..." 

Article 164(2) says : 

"The Council of Ministers shall be 
collectively responsible to the Legislative 
Assembly of the State". 

The word 'pleasure' which was tried to be 
interpreted by reference to May's book by Shri 
Chatterjee is quite all right regarding 
procedure. That point I would take a little 
later. When he uses the word 'pleasure' the 
other parties in England do not wait to be 
dismissed ; when they suspect that they have 
lost the majority, they themselves offer to 
resign. 

SHRI    BHUPESH    GUPTA :   Not at 
all. 

SHRI Y. B. CHAVAN : They do not wait. 
They say 'no'. It is such a delicate matter. This 
collective responsibility to the Legislature is 
the soul of parliamentary   democracy. 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA : Under no 
circumstances the Crown is to tell. 

AN HON. MEMBER: What about Punjab ? 

SHRI Y. B. CHAVAN : I am coming to 
Punjab. This article is a very important one 
that the Council of Ministers shall be 
collectively responsible tn the Legislative 
Assembly of the State. This provision is the 
soul of parliamentary Government. 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA : The soul has 
been killed. 

SHRI Y. B. CHAVAN : No. Immediately it 
is the responsibility of both the Governor and 
the Chief Minister to see. . . 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA : No. Where ? 

SHRI Y. B. CHAVAN : Of course yes. It is 
their responsibility. The moment the Chief 
Minister suspects that he has lost the majority, 
it is the duty of the Chief Minister to submit 
his resignation, and if the Chief Minister does 
not do that, it is then the duty of the Governor 
to see that first the Chief Minister calls the 
Legislative Assembly and tries his strength 
and proves that he is the majority leader and if 
he does not do that he naturally advises the 
Chief Minister to call the Legislative 
Assembly and try his strength and prove that 
he is the majority leader and if he does not 
prove that he is the majority leader, naturally 
he has nothing else to do but to g«t himself 
dismissed. 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA : That is not 
permitted under the British Constitution. 

SHRI Y. B. CHAVAN : We are discussing 
the Indian Constitution which is a written 
Constitution. So the basic question that really 
arises is that the power and pleasure is, really 
speaking, not an individual pleasure. The 
question of pleasure of the Governor is con-
nected with the collective responsibility to the 
State Assembly. (Interruptions.) I have not 
interruped him. You have the right to reply.    
You can reply. 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA : Occasionally 
after every five minutes you yield for one 
minute. It is a compromise I suggest. 

SHRI Y. B. CHAVAN : I cannot do that. It 
is a very pleasant thing, a conversation with 
Shri Bhupesh Gupta. But I do not propose to 
do it now. It is a different matter. 

The whole case is based on this one thing; 
if we do not understand this fundamental 
principle of the working of the Constitution, it 
is no good if one has read tons of books and 
speeches... 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA : I have read 
books on constitutional law by Ivor Jennings 
and others and have understood the 
constitutional law as propounded by them.   
Now I am in too 
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[Shri Bhupesh Gupta.] 
advanced a stage to be taught constitutional 
law by our Home Minister, Mr. Chavan. What 
pleasure can I have to learn it Irom him ? 

SHRI Y. B. CHAVAN : Now I do not want 
to get myself involved in this lest I should 
lose the link of the point I am making. In this 
whole controversy of Bengal, it is absolutely 
difficult to get at the major question because 
some people made very hackneyed arguments 
that the Central Government is interested in 
toppling the non-Congress Governments.   Far 
from it.    (Interruptions.) 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA : For this public 
utterance you should get some award from our 
Sangeet Natak Akada-mi. 

SHRI NIREN GHOSH : Mahatma Gandhi 
will shiver in his place. 

SHRI Y. B. CHAVAN : If we can see, even 
in regard to the former West Bengal 
Government itself, Madam, there were 
occasions when we had opportunities here to 
discuss and criticise what was happening in 
Bengal. I had myself an occasion, while in 
Calcutta, to express my views about certain 
unconstitutional things that were happening in 
Calcutta. Worse still, this House was very 
much concerned when things were happening 
in Naxal-bari. 

SHRI NIREN GHOSH : What is not to 
your liking is always unconstitutional. 

SHRI Y. B. CHAVAN : For what was 
happening in the industrial field and in other 
fields, if at all, really speaking, the 
Government had any wrong intentions about 
any non-Congress Government, action could 
have been taken at that very time by the 
Government. 

SHRI NIREN GHOSH : You simply dared 
not take action then. 

SHRI Y. B. CHAVAN : Now you know ; it 
is not a question of our taking action; the 
Governor is there to take action. What have 
you done to it ?    What is the idea of blaming 
the 

Central Government ? (Interruptions.) Even 
today there are many non-Congress 
Governments. We always wish them well, 
and whatever was possible was done for 
them. (Interrwptions.) Extensive co-
operation was given to those Governments. 
But, Madam, it is not the Governor who is 
responsible for this position ; it is not the 
Central Government that is responsible ; it is 
they who are responsible for this position. 
Now it is very wonderful logic. When they 
got a majority by joining many parties 
together including Dr. P. C. Ghosh when he 
was a Minister there, they thought that they 
were very powerful and could be in a 
majority for all time to come. Now, Sir, they 
had not that majority, and it was because of 
their internal contradictions, and that is the 
main point I would like to place before the 
House. You can criticise the Congress. You 
have every right to criticise the Congress. So 
I have every right to criticise you also now. 
You think that the Congress is bad. Then 
why are you trying to imitate the Congress 
now ? You say that the Congress had 
deteriorated. Granting that, the Congress 
took at least twenty years to deteriorate, but 
then you took only six months to get dete-
riorated. (Interruptions.) 

SHRI G. MURAHARI : I am giving you 
the challenge. Let you have re-elections in 
Bengal and the people will show you whom 
they want to be in power. 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA : Take away 
your army and keep the army in the barracks 
and see, Mr. Chavan, what happens to the 
country. 

SHRI Y. B. CHAVAN : Even when I touch 
on a very correct point, there also they are 
angry about it. (Interrup-, tions.) I am not 
holding any brief for  either the Bengal 
Congress or the Punjab Congress or any 
particular Congress. We are discussing here a 
certain constitutional and political situation 
and the Governors role in it. I am not holding 
any brief for any particular group or party in 
Punjab or Haryana or Bengal. That is not my 
present task.   I will perform that task 
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when it comes to me. That is a different 
matter. Now you are angry because you have 
lost the majority. (Interruptions.) Therefore, 
instead of trying to find fault with others it is 
very necessary for you to And out why it has 
happened so. 

Some other hon. Members tried to compare 
the situations in Bengal, in Haryana and in 
Punjab. It is absolutely wrong to compare the 
things. Punjab is Punjab and Bengal is Bengal 
(Interruptions) and Haryana stands on its own 
; it is a class by itself. So what happened in 
the three places are three different situations, 
completely different political situations, and it 
is no use trying to apply some sort of a 
uniform political standard in all the three 
States. What happened in Bengal was that the 
United Front Government lost the majority . . 
. 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA : No. 

SHRI Y. B. CHAVAN : Then why did they 
not call a meeting of the Legislature ? 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA : The majority, 
if lost, is to be lost on the floor of the House. 

SHRI Y. B. CHAVAN : In Punjab. Madam, 
I must, really speaking, appreciate the 
behaviour of the Punjab Chief Minister, Mr. 
Gurnam Singh. Immediately he suspected that 
he had lost the majority, he resigned. 
(Interruptions.) In Haryana the situation was 
completely different; there was the question 
of constant defections. Even the first 
Government of Haryana was also toppled by 
defections, but we did not take a very strong 
view at that time. That Congress Government 
was toppled by defections and the Congress 
Chief Minister of the time did not hesitate to 
resign.    (Interruptions.) 

In Haryana what was happening was that 
for anyone who, really speaking, claimed to 
have a majority, that majority was so thin and 
uncertain and invisible that the Chief 
Ministers themselves never felt certain 
whether to depend on them or not. Even on 
the 18th  of November the  Chief  Minister 

of Haryana made a statement to the Press—it 
appeared in the 'Patriot'—in which he said 
that things had become so uncertain that he 
could not depend on anybody. That was a 
statement by the Chief Minister of Haryana 
himself. So, Madam, the Punjab situation, the 
Haryana situation and the Bengal situation 
stand on their own, and the Governors, 
naturally, had to take action as things 
developed there. 

Then somebody, perhaps Mr. Murahari, 
said that the Congress is so fond of  power... 

SHRI G. MURAHARI :   Exactly. 

SHRI Y. B. CHAVAN : .. that they just 
want to be in power everywhere. Well, 
Madam, in Punjab and Bengal they refused to 
be in power. There also he was blaming them, 
asking why they supported others to come to 
power and why they were afraid to come to 
power. And here they have said. "All right, 
we are prepared to... (interruptions.) The main 
point was that, really speaking, the Congress 
certainly has allowed itself, in these areas, to 
see that the other people succeed in their 
work, and they are prepared to support the 
right people. We wanted to support Mr. AJoy 
Mukerjee also if he wanted to have our 
support. But he changes his mind, and the 
Congress Party today is supporting one of 
your own colleagues, Dr. P. C. Ghosh. Why 
are vou afraid of it ?    Why are you angry ? 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA : You have 
stolen  him.    You  have  abducted  him. 

SHRI Y. B. CHAVAN : No, we have not 
abducted him.   I was rather... 

(Interruptions.^ 

THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN : Please do 
not interrupt. 

SHRI Y. B. CHAVAN : I was told that the 
hon. Member, Shri Banka Behary Das, said 
certain things I was rather shocked that he 
should speak in that way I can understand that 
sort of a speech from others. 

SHRl BHUPESH GUPTA : Now, you don't 
try to cultivate others. I know whom you 
want to cultivate. 



1361 Dismissal of U. F. [RAJYA SABHA] Ministry in West Bengal 1362 

SHRI Y. B. CHAVAN : No, I am not 
cultivating anybody because I know there is 
no use cultivating anyone. But what is the 
idea of saying, if you have strength, why not 
come to the street'! This shows that really 
speaking those people have not yet 
understood the spirit of parliamentary 
democracy. Democracy and the politics of the 
street are different things. The politics of de-
mocracy means the politics of the ballot box 
and the politics of the legislature. It is not the 
politics of the street. Those who talk of the 
politics of the street believe in neither the 
ballot box nor in parliamentary democracy. 
The politics of the street is the very ant-thesis 
of parliamentary   democracy. 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA : But what the 
people who.    .    .    . (Interruptions.) 

THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN : Order, 
order. Mr. Gupta, Mr. Ghosh, please sit 
down. I must appeal to you. You should not 
interrupt in this way. You ask for 
clarifications later on. Please do not interrupt 
him. 

SHRI CHANDRA SHEKHAR (Uttar 
Pradesh) : There can be interruptions in 
Parliament, but then there should be some   
control. 

THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: You please 
sit down now. I have asked them not to 
interrupt. If clarifications are required they 
can be had later on. 

SHRI NIREN GHOSH : This is a veritable 
Pandora's box. 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA : Interruptions 
form the salt of parliamentary politics. 

THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN : But you 
don't jump up like Jack in a box. 

SHRI Y. B. CHAVAN : Interruptions are 
good if they are intelligent. If they are not, 
what—can I do ? My main thesis in this 
matter is that constitutionally the Governor 
has certain duties and these duties are those 
which Dr. Ambedkar while discussing these 
particular provisions of the Constitution in 
the Constituent Assembly explained. They 
were quoted by Shri Mathur also 

in this honourable House and even Shri 
Chandra Shekhar referred to them while 
replying to Shri Bhupesh Gupta. The 
Governor has very few functions, but he 
certainly has two duties. One uf these two 
duties if to appoint the Chief Minister and the 
other duty is that when he is not responsible 
collectively to the Legislature, to dismiss him 
also. 

(Interruptions.) 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA : He has no 
such power. 

SHRI Y. B. CHAVAN : Absolutely he has 
that power. If we accept this basic principle 
and this interpretation of the Constitution, 
then we will have to examine and judge the 
action of the Governor of West Bengal on the 
basis of this principle. 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA : Can you 
dismiss the Prime Minister in the same way 
? 

SHRI A. P. CHATTERJEE : What is the 
position when the... 

THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN : Mr. 
Chatterjee, please sit down. 

SHRI Y. B. CHAVAN : I am not trying to 
answer these interruptions. 

(Interruptions.) 

THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN : Order, 
order.   Let him finish. 

SHRl Y. B. CHAVAN : We should see 
how things developed in Bengal. At a certain 
stage the Governor of West Bengal realised 
that the Party that was thought to be the 
majority party was no longer the majority 
party. Therefore, he discussed the matter 
with the Chief Minister. 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA :  Why ? 

SHRI Y. B. CHAVAN :  He discussedthe 
matter with him and later he wroteto him 
requesting him to call a sessionof the 
Legislature as soon as possible 
...(Interruptions.) 
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THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN : Order, 
order.   Please sit down. 

SHRI Y. B. CHAVAN : And the Chief 
Minister decided on a date more than six 
weeks later. And the reason that was given by 
him was that they wanted to intensify the 
programme of procurement which was 
important. After that the Governor wrote to 
him again and wanted the session to be called 
within a reasonable time and a certain 
reasonable time was also suggested, namely, 
the 23rd of November. Now, Madam, was it 
not the duty of the Chief Minister, even 
supposing he was angry about what the 
Governor had done, to have called a session 
of the Legislature ? These people here instead 
of giving lectures here, why could they not 
advise the Chief Minister to call the session 
to decide the matter'.' 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA : Why should 
he do it ? 

SHRI Y. B. CHAVAN : Because that was 
the obvious thing. Whatever may happen on 
the 29th, the Legislature will prove. The 
Legislature wili prove... 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA : What was 
wrong  in  what he  did ? 

SHRI Y. B. CHAVAN : The Legislature 
will prove what is wrong and what is right. 
Suppose it is proved that the present Chief 
Minister has no majority, he will be thrown 
out. We are not worried about that. 

AN HON. MEMBER : Twentyninth is the  
day after tomorrow. 

SHRl Y. B. CHAVAN : So you should 
help the Bengal Assembly to meet peacefully 
and decide the matter. If you do that it will 
show that you are interested in democracy. 
That is what you should do to show that we 
can believe in your bona fides. Let us know 
exactly whether the Chief Minister has the 
majority or not. If he is thrown out and if he 
refuses to be thrown out, then the same 
Governor will have the same powers to 
dismiss him also. I have no doubt about that. 
Really speaking, what is happening in 

West Bengal is what—they have lost in 
politics they want to gain by interpreting the 
Constitution wrongly. 

SHRI A. P. CHATTERJEE : On a point of 
order, Madam. 

THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN : Please sit 
down, Mr. Chatterjee. 

SHRI A. P. CHATTERJEE : Madam, I am 
rising on a point of order. Here we are 
discussing the motion of Mr. Bhupesh Gupta 
that the dismissal of the Ministry in West 
Bengal and the action of the Governor, are 
unconstitutional and invalid. And now the 
Home Minister in his reply while dealing 
with the constitutional point, will he be in 
order when he says that if such and such a 
thing happens we shall again dismiss the 
Ministry ? Is it right on  his part to  say that ? 

SHRI Y. B. CHAVAN : I have not said 
that I will do this or that. I said that the 
Governor can dismiss the Chief Minister if 
the Legislature proves that he has not got the 
majority. I have not said that I will do any 
thing. Why should I ? Who are we ? Let us 
be quite clear about this matter. In all these 
matters the Governors have acted on their 
own and I would like io repeat with all the 
emphasis at my command that in these 
matters at no time did the Government give 
any instructions to the Governors. The Gov-
ernors have acted on their own. 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA : You gave the 
orders, of course. 

THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN : Please sit 
down, Mr. Gupta. 

SHRI Y. B. CHAVAN : I have no doubt in 
my mind that the Governors' actions were 
completely constitutional and completely 
consistent with the conventions and the spirit 
of the Constitution. 

What is happening afterwards ? As for the 
loss of life, we are all sorry for it. If any 
young man or old man gets injuries or is 
killed in this connections, we are sorry for it. 
But the moral responsibility for all these 
things will be on those people who are 
preaching and participating in... 
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SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA : The res-
ponsibility lies on you. 

SHRI Y. B. CHAVAN : It wiH be on those 
who advocate the politics ol the street, those 
who are talking of the politics of the street. 
Even before any action was taken these 
people were stating that there will be very 
serious violence and that thousands will be 
killed. In this very House one hon. Member 
said that some twenty thousand people will be 
killed. Those who are talking in terms of 
violance, those who are talking in terms of the 
politics of the street, they are the people who 
are responsible for the killing of innocent 
people. They will have to carry that 
responsibility. 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA : We never 
said it. 

SHRI Y. B. CHAVAN : You may not have 
said it 

SHRl BHUPESH GUPTA : Nobody said it. 

SHRI Y. B. CHAVAN : It was said that if 
the Union Home Ministry did this or that—to 
topple the—Government there then some 
15,000 or 20,000 people would be killed. 

(Interruptions.) 

SHRI C. D. PANDE (Uttar Pradesh): It 
was printed in some papers. 

SHRI Y. B. CHAVAN : There were certain 
public leaders of West Bengal, who said it I 
do not think Mr. Bhupesh Gupta said it. They 
said that if this thing happened we will do this 
or that. This creating of this atmosphere of 
violence is bad and the sin of shedding blood, 
I must say, is not on our hands but on those 
who think in terms of the politics of the street, 
who talk in *erms of violence and ultimately 
they will have to carry the moral 
responsibility 

for shedding the blood of the 4 P.M.    
innocent.    As far as Bengal is 

concerned I do not want to go into 
the other aspects of the politics there because 
certainly it is not a very good thing in Indian 
politics— what is happening today, these 
defections.    This    crossing    of    floor   
being 

claimed as a parliamentary privilege of 
Members, etc. is quite all right, tneore-tically 
it is quite all right but on the whole it is not a 
good thing. But when defections from 
Congress took place they were jubilant. Today 
I cannot say I am very glad about any person 
who leaves his party. (Interruptions.) I have 
nothing to say one way or the other ; it is for 
them to say why they are defecting. But what 
I say is these defections is certainly a serious 
matter and all parties should sit together and 
find a solution for it. I cannot say that one 
single party should find a way out but all 
parties... 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA : Are you ready 
for a provision in the Constitution for recall ?   
Let the people decide. 

SHRl Y. B. CHAVAN : Let us sit together 
and discuss. I am ready for a discussion about 
it. Our Party would certainly be willing to sit 
with all other political parties and discuss 
about this matter. 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA : Not defection; 
I am talking of recall. Whenever the electorate 
like to recall a particular Member, they should 
be given the inherent right to recall him. Are 
you ready for it ? 

SHRI Y. B. CHAVAN : What I am saying 
is that we are ready to discuss this general 
political question of defections, what should 
be the legal, political, moral remedy for it. I 
am prepared to discuss it. Neither mere moral, 
nor mere political nor mere constitutional 
solutions are—going to help : all of them will 
have to operate to get at some solution for 
this. 

About Haryana, it is a very sad case 
because I really do not know with whom to be 
angry about matters relating to Haryana. It is 
a sad thing that in a party of 40 there were 
nearly 26 people who defected.. . 

SHRI AKBAR ALI KHAN : Thirty ; 
because Jan Sangh was not co-operating it 
was really thirty. 

SHRI Y. B. CHAVAN : ... Out of 23 
some—defected four times, some three times 
and some one time. 
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SHRI M. GOVINDA REDDY : And one 
defected Ave times. (Interruptions.) 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA : You send 
defeated people as Ambassadors all over the 
world and you are preaching morality. 

SHRI Y. B. CHAVAN : I am talking about 
the defections. I am not talking about the 
defeated people. I am talking about the 
elected people who have defected. The point 
therefore is that in Haryana there was a 
complete gap between the Government and 
the will of the people. 

SHRl KESAVAN (THAZHAVA) (Kerala) 
: Do you mean to say that the Members who 
crossed the floor in Haryana are persons 
having no character ? 

SHRI Y. B. CHAVAN : I do not know 
what he is asking. 

THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN : Is it true 
that those people who crossed the floor in 
Haryana have no character : that is what—he 
is asking. 

AN HON. MEMBER : They have a 
character of their own. (Interruptions.) 

SHRI Y. B. CHAVAN : How can I say 
they have no character ? As an hon. Member 
says here they have a character of their own. I 
do not want to discuss any individuals. 
Sometimes the political situation is created in 
such a way that the people are influenced that 
way. Therefore I think the Governor very 
rightly considered—this and I think the 
Report of the Governor is an objective essay 
on the political situation. 

SHRl BHUPESH GUPTA : Not objective : 
it is a subjective essay. 

SHRI A. P. CHATTERJEE : It is a school 
boy's essay. 

SHRI Y. B. CHAVAN : That is your 
subjective  reaction. 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA : You read it 
word by word.    (Interruptions.) 

SHRI Y. B. CHAVAN : It was certainly 
objective because he has not spared    any   
political   party.    He has 

criticised the United Front people; he has 
criticised the Congress also. Therefore this is 
a warning not only to the people of Haryana 
but this is a warning to all believers in 
democracy in India. 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA : I know Mr. B. 
N. Chakravarthy. (Interruptions.) 

SHRI Y. B. CHAVAN : Therefore we will 
have to learn something from what happened 
in the last week. In a week's time three 
Governments toppled, it is not a very happy 
thing for anybody. To those who are 
interested in the stability of democracy in this 
country, it is certainly a matter of worry and 
anxiety and therefore we will have to learn 
something from the pages of history. Even 
though this may be very recent history, all of 
us have to learn something from the pages of 
history. Those who take the oath under the 
Constitution and become the highest 
executive officers of the Constitution, the 
Chief Ministers, they must keep always in 
their mind that they are there because they 
have got a majority in the legislature. Once a 
suspicion arises that they are losing that 
majority in the House it is their holy duty—
not only constitutional duty but it is their 
moral duty—to come forward and say, 'Well, 
resign'. This is the objective lesson which we 
should learn from the pages or history that it 
is absolutely wrong to play with the loyalty of 
the people who are elected on the support of 
the platform or tickets of any particular 
political party. 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA : Give us back 
Pattom Thanu Pillai. You return Mr. Chandra 
Shekhar ; you return Mr. Rajendra Pratap 
Sinha. We want to get them back here. 

THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN : Mr. 
Bhupesh Gupta, let him proceed. 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA : Madam, he is 
in possession of stolen property. They are 
sitting there ; I want them back  here. 
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SHRI Y. B. CHAVAN : You cannot say the 
same thing about Mr. Chandra Shekhar or Mr. 
Asoka Mehta and other people, because 
change of group is something different. 
Defection is something else. These are two 
different propositions; and defections, particu-
larly for holding power. Immediately one 
defects from a party he becomes a Minister. I 
must say it is not a very good thing. Basically 
we have to take up this position. 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA : What did Mr. 
Gurupada Swamy become ? 

SHRI M. S. GURUPADA SWAMY 
(Mysore) : I was never a defector ; let me tell 
you. It was merger ; not defection. 

(Interruptions.) 

SHRI Y. B. CHAVAN : And Mr. Frafulla 
Ghosh has not become a member of the 
Congress, nor Mr. Gill has become a member 
of the Congress. They have their own parties 
and those parties are supported by the 
Congress. That is the difference between the 
two. These are therefore two different pro-
positions. Personally we are all really 
speaking, sad about what is happening but at 
the same time we have to take into account the 
situation that is there. What is required really 
speaking is self-criticism. If they want to 
criticise us, I would make an appeal to them 
that they should criticise themselves 
thoroughly in these matters and see what is 
wrong with our politics. With great hopes the 
non-Congress Governments were welcomed 
but what is happening to them ? It is not 
merely enough to criticise a political party 
which was in power for twenty years. Really 
speaking what was the way in which the 
United Fronts were formed? Heterogeneous 
elements were brought together without any 
ideological commitment to the programmes. I 
would like to ask them : can they, really 
speaking, with their hands on their hearts say 
that they have done any progressive work ? 
(Interruptions.) These are important questions 
I am asking. They are not partisan questions.   
These are questions which both 

the non-Congress Governments and the 
Congress Governments will have to answer at 
the bar of History. 

SHRI SUNDAR SINGH BHANDARI: 
They did agree to a programme. 

SHRI Y. B. CHAVAN : It is no use merely 
saying there was a programme. We have also 
a programme and that is what we say.   But 
you... 

SHRI SUNDAR SINGH BHANDARI: 
You have a programme of toppling the 
Governments.   (Interruptions.) 

SHRI Y. B. CHAVAN : The main 
criticism, at least the criticism of Mr. Bhupesh 
Gupta was this : "Your programme is all right; 
your approach is all right but what we criticise 
is... 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA : I never say 
your programme is all right. Some of the 
things you do may be right, but your 
programme is building capitalism and 
monopoly capital. How can it be all right? 

SHRI Y. B. CHAVAN : You have changed 
your thesis now ? 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA : I am very loyal 
to my thesis at least. 

SHRI Y. B. CHAVAN : So what I say is 
this. If at all we have to discuss any 
fundamental questions, let us not make the 
Governors scapegoats. Let us not make some 
Ministers here or Ministers there scapegoats. 
Really speaking a basic challenge is before us 
as democrats. The challenge is before you as 
democrats. Why don't you accept the 
challenge and seek what the reasons are for 
these happenings ? Don't hold the Governors 
responsible for it. 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA : Take them out.   
Let them be removed. 

SHRI Y. B. CHAVAN : How can n, be ? 
The Governors will be there. The Governors 
will have to be there. May I ask this question 
? Why did in October AJoy Babu come out 
and say that he wanted to resign ? 
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SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA : You bluffed 
him ; you misled him ; you deceived him. 

SHRI Y. B. CHAVAN : The person who 
made such a serious statement... 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA : You must 
know that AJoy Babu is heading the United 
Front struggle today. 

SHRI Y. B. CHAVAN : It is a wonderful 
argument the hon. Member is advancing here 
that AJoy Babu was deceived. 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA : We know it. 
(Interruptions.) 

SHRI Y. B. CHAVAN : Can he be easily 
deceived by anybody... 

SHRI HARISH CHANDRA MATHUR : 
Let Mr. AJoy Mukherjee say it.   Even today 
he made the statement. 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA : We know it for 
a fact. 

SHRI HARISH CHANDRA MATHUR 
(Rajasthan) : Mr. Bhupesh Gupta do not lose 
your honour, even if you have lost votes. You 
can at least keep your honour. 

SHRI Y. B. CHAVAN : What I say is the 
criticism or game of finding scapegoats for 
their own deficiencies and poltical 
weaknesses is not going to help anybody and, 
therefore, I must say that I oppose the motion 
moved by Mr. Bhupesh Gupta with all the 
emphasis at my command. 

The other Resolution about Haryana, which 
is before you, is a statutory one moved by my 
colleague and I would command it for the 
acceptance of the House. 

SHRl BHUPESH GUPTA : May I ask a 
question ? 

THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN : Very brief, 
one minute. 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA : It is only a 
constitutional question, not a political 
question. Mr. Chavan, will you kindly listen ? 
I would invite your attention to article 60, at 
page 34 of the edition of the Constitution with 
me. I would also invite your attention to 
article 159. 

The first article deals with the Oath by the 
President and the second article with the Oath 
by the Governor. They are identical. Now, is it 
your contention that the President can dissolve 
the Union Council of Ministers ? If it ig not 
so, how under an identical article, having 
taken an identical oath, word for word, except 
for the words of Governor and President the 
Governor can do so ? Now, you cannot play 
on both sides of the net. These two articles are 
exactly the same, in pursuance of the same 
scheme of the Constitution, placing Parliament 
supreme in its sphere and the State 
Legislatures supreme in their own sphere, 
making them the executive heads in either 
case. He is not above Parliament, that is to say, 
he has to go by Parliament or the Legislature 
or by the advice of the Council of Ministers in 
either case. This is the position. 

SHRI Y. B. CHAVAN : I do not want to 
give opinion on constitutional and 
hypothetical questions. 

SHRI CHANDRA SHEKHAR: Madam, 
Mr. Bhupesh Gupta has mentioned my name 
and I want to set the record straight. I did not 
defect from the PSP. This I want to make 
clear because this has been repeated many 
times. In April, 1964 I had serious differences 
with the PSP on the policy of anti-
Congressism. I said that this anti-Congress 
phobia in the country would result in what it 
is resulting today and for that in June, 1964 
the PSP suspended me from the Party. I 
remained an Independent Member of this 
House up to December, 1964 and I joined the 
Congress Party in January, 1965. 
(Interruption.) I want to make the position 
clear. I knew all these things. Of course, I 
knew that this philosophy of anti-Congressism 
will land you in the lap of Jan Sangh and 
Swatantra Party, in the camp of reactionaries 
and vested interests where you are finding 
yourself today. I realised that position much 
earlier and so I give this explanation in order 
to make the record clear. 

(Shri A. P. Chatterjee stood up) 

THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN : No more.    
Mr. Shukla.    Be brief. 
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THE    DEPUTY    CHAIRMAN :    Mr. 
Chitta Basu.   Please be very brief, 

SHRI CHITTA BASU (West Bengal): 
Madam Deputy Chairman, when I rise, I rise 
with a heavy heart because for the last few 
days our people are being fired upon, a 
barbarous attack is being launched against 
youth, workers and people of the State of 
West Bengal which I have got the proud 
privilege to represent here. There is no deny-
ing the fact that democracy has been raped; 
there is no denying the fact that there has been 
deliberate outrage of our democracy and 
Constitution, the heritage which we have got. 
At this momentous period, let me warn this 
august House of the Indian people that by 
these actions of the Governors, by these 
actions of the party in power at the Centre, 
they are 6imply inviting dark days. In those 
dark davs I think many of us will not be here 
to enjoy 

the fruits of democracy, enjoy tha fruits for 
which we have been labouring for so many 
days. 

In this great debate, many questions have 
been raised particularly with regard to the 
constitutional and tha political aspects of the 
problem ai West Bengal. When 1 refer to the 
constitutional aspect of the problem, I do 
reiterate again, as I did in the past, that the 
Constitution has been taKen advantage of to 
suit the purpose, to suit the whims, of the 
party in Dower at the Centre and the office of 
Governor has been most deliberately used as 
an instrument to achieve and fulfil their 
political ambitions. That has been proved and 
can be proved from many instances whim I 
may cite but I refrain from doing so. I simply 
want to reply to certain charges against tne 
United Front Government of West Bengal. 
Some of the hon. Members sitting opposite—
particularly Mr. Chandra Shekhar, who is a 
redoubtable socialist, I think, on the Congress 
Benches—were referring to the law and order 
question in West Bengal. If you permit me, 
Madam, :o quote an extract. 

THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN : Mr. Basu, 
you have very little time, another five minutes 
only. I must accommodate others too. Others 
have taken only ten minutes. 

SHRl CHITTA BASU : Let me speak. The 
Amrita Bazar Patrika ia not the organ of any 
of the United Front parties, it is the organ, the 
newspaper, run by one of the ex-Ministers of 
the Congress. In that paper, it was said— 

"Looking at the socio-political scene in 
this State (West Bengal), the danger is that 
the whole of this State has become a 
powder keg; any smallest spark may cause 
a violent outburst". 

I have to disappoint you; this does not refer 
to the situEition as is prevailing today in West 
Bengal. This refers to September 10. 19(i6'. 
That was tha position in West Bengal one year 
ago. And what did the Congress regime do 
then? They called for trained battalions 
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ni the reserve police. They killed so many 
people of our country and put thousands of 
men behind prison bars because the people 
wanted food. And then that question of law 
and order •was not there. Then Mr. Chandra 
Shekhar and others were not as vocal as we 
find them today. So. all these things are 
bunkum. 

Again, how was this Government brought 
down ? I simply give the opinion of Mr. 
Sussex, a Britisher, Deputy President of the 
Indian Engineering Association. He said in a 
public statement— 

"I would like the State Government to 
know...". 

The State Government means the 
Government of West Bengal. 

"... that our association is interested in 
strengthening the hands of these groups 
inside the Government who are interested 
in preserving law and order". 

This is one of the Britishers who said tbat 
he knows that he has got certain men in the 
Cabinet who are interested 5n strengthening 
their hands. Whose hands ? The hands of the 
British capitalists ? Whose hands ? Those 
hands Irom whom our Government had taken 
over the management of the tramways. 

SHRI AKBAR ALI KHAN : Are you 
<sure it is without pressure ? 

SHRI CHITTA BASU : Pressure irom   
which side ? 

SHRI AKBAR ALI KHAN : You can 
understand. 

SHRI CHITTA BASU : Therefore, it is quite 
clear that it is because of the vested interests, it 
Is because of the interests of the monopolists, it 
is hecause of the interests of the foreign 
capitalists who have been perpetuating 
exploitation for ages together that this 
Government... (Interruptions.) Stop please. 
What have you got to say ? It is because of these 
vested interests that these things have been done 
There-.   fare, it is no good repeating things. The 

Home Minister said that the responsibility lies 
there. The people of West Bengal demand a 
certain amount cf justice from the 
Government of India. 

Controversies have been raised as to the 
discretionary power of the Governor. We 
wanted that the matter should not be settled in 
the streets but that it should be settled in the 
Supreme Court. You have not accepted that 
thing. Why did you not accept that proposal 
of the Government of West Bengal, of the 
people of West Bengal, that the controversy 
regarding your innovation of the discretionary 
power of the Governor should be tested not m 
the streets but in the Chamber of the Supreme 
Court ? 

Therefore, what lies with us ? If we are to 
see that the Government which we have 
elected should survive, it is the inalienable 
right of the people to defend that Government 
and to see that this Governor, Shri Dharma 
Vira, is recalled and the illegal order of 
dismissal of the Ministry is revoked forthwith 
and the status quo is restored. 

With these words, Madarn, I assert that it 
will be doing wrong to the people of West 
Bengal if this type of wanton attack is 
launched upon the people. The people shall 
not tolerate it.   That is all I can say.   Thank 
you. 

THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN : Mr. Kaul.    
Very, very brief, please. 

SHRI M. N. KAUL (Nominated) : Madam 
Deputy Chairman, the Governor of Haryana 
in his report has pointed out that the ruling 
party had a strength of 40 out of which 10 Jan 
Sangh Members had decided not tc accept 
office as Ministers. Therefore, out of 30 
Members, who were available for being 
appointed as Ministers, 22 were appointed 
Ministers.   He says : — 

"The Government has also sought to 
maintain itself precariously in power by 
creating too many Ministers which is an 
abuse of its constitutional powers". 
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SHR BANKA BEHARY DAS : Mr. Kaul, 
you are right. But would you kindly tell us 
that in Haryana and Punjab, just after the 
formation of thfse as separate States, in a 
House of 60 how many of them were 
Ministers? 

SHRI M. N. KAUL : Madam, here I recall 
my speech which I made in this House on the 
7th May, 1966 wherein I   said : — 

"... The general impression that one 
gathers is that there has never been a 
scientific and rational examination of the 
whole matter. ... That is to say, there should 
be a scientific examination of the whole 
matter as to how the work of the 
Government should be divided up between 
the various departments and Ministries. 
And the report should be discussed in 
Parliament. I feel that there .•hould be no 
changes in the short run. When once we 
have reorganised the Ministries in a certain 
way, that reorganisation should suffice at 
least for a period of five years, which can 
be conterminous with the life of the Lok 
Sabha". 

The real trouble is that our Constitution 
prescribes no limit in regard to the number of 
Ministers that a Chief Minister can appoint. I 
think the time has now come to have statutory 
control over the appointment of the number of 
Ministers that a Chief Minister car. appoint. 

1 have looked up the practice in other 
Parliaments in the U. K. while the older 
departments owe their creation and present 
internal organisation largely to the direct 
exercise of the discretionary authority of the 
Crown, the Constitution of the more modern 
departments, the powers and duties of theii 
heads, etc. are usually regulatsd by diiect 
parliamentary enactments. Under the 
Ministers of the Crow a (Tiansfer of 
Functions) Act, 1946, a redistribution of 
functions as between the Ministers can be 
effected by an Order in Council, but a new 
Ministry, inter alia, cannot be created under 
such an   Order   nor   a   dissolved   Ministry 

recreated. Such Orders, are, however, subject 
to affirmative resolution from, each House of 
Parliament under Section 3 of the Act referred 
to above. 

A change of Government in the U.K. does 
not necessarily affect the number or general 
functi:ms of Government departments, 
although a radical change in policy may be 
accompanied by organisational  change. 

What has really happened is that the British 
Government in their own time put in an elastic 
provision and placed no limit on the number 
of Executive Councillors or, la'.er, Ministers 
that could be appointed. We took over this 
provision from the Government of India Act 
1935 without looking into Constitutional 
practices in other countries. I think this; is a 
highly important matter and I suggest that it 
should be examined by the Administrative 
Reforms Commission as to the practice and 
conventions obtaining in other countries, 
namely, whether a statutory limit on the 
number of Ministers in the Cabinet, both at the 
Centre and in the States, should, be placed. 
That would be one of the important solutions 
to the problem of floor crossing. 

I have no time to go into the position in 
other countries but I find that even in the 
United States there is substantial control over 
the creation of new departments. 

The second point that I wish to refer to is 
that the Governor of Haryana, while windin? 
up his report, says : — 

"Fresh elections may be arranged, as 
soon as possible, after the administration 
bas been toned up by a brief spell of the 
Presidential Rule". 

This is good so :far as it goes, but that in 
itself will provide no solution unless the 
matter is; dealt with at the political level. The 
Governor hopes that mid-term elections may 
provide a solution to ihe problem. Now, if 
there are no political conventions, if the 
parties do not get together ar.d if this problem 
of floor crossings is not dealt with effectively 
by agreement amongst parties, I fear that the 
same position will agiin revive after the 
general elec- 
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tions.   Therefore, the matter has to be , dealt  
with  effectively on  the political level. 

The third point that I wish to deal with is 
the practice which has recently developed 
namely, the laying of the Governor's report on 
the Table of the House. I will state the 
position since 1954. In the early cases it was 
nol the practice to lay the Governor's report on 
the Table on the ground that there was no such 
provision in the Constitution. The Governor's 
report was a confidential document for the 
benefit of the President who had to give a 
judgment of his own. Later, under 
parliamentary pressure it was decided that a 
summary of the Governor's report may be laid 
on the Table of the House. 1 find that since 
1966 there were two short reports which were 
laid on the Table of the House. But this time 
an exhaustive report has oeen laid on the 
Table. I personally feel that this departure 
from the well-established practice of laying a 
summary of the report is not a satisfactory 
one. My reason for saying so is this. 

I have listened to the debate and I found 
that from the Governor's report passages and 
sentences were taken out, sometimes out of 
context. Sometimes the references were quite 
fair and legitimate and the Governor's report 
was criticised. When Pandit Pant as Home 
Minister dealt with this matter he told me that 
when he said that he will lay 3 summary of the 
report he did no', mean that he will summarise 
the report. What he meant was that he would 
go through the report and omit such sentences 
as could be taken out of context and used by a 
Member. I think the practice hitherto 
prevailing was a sound one because the 
Governor who makes a confidential report 
should not be subjected to criticism in this 
House. He is making the report to the Presi-
dent in confidence. Now the result will be that 
the Governor would be making two kinds of 
report, one to be laid on the Table 
and__another a confidential one that may not 
be divulged. That is bound to   happen in    
course of time. 

THE MINISTER OF STATE IN THE 
MINISTRY OF HOME AFFAIRS (SHRl 
VIDYA CHARAN SHUKLA) : Madam 
Deputy Chairman, the circumstances under 
which the Governor of Haryana had to take 
action under article 356 are well known to 
merit any repetition in the Horse. Hon. 
Members have focussed their attention mainly 
on tne question whether the extreme action of 
the Governor was really necessary in the 
circumstances or not. There can be different 
political views, different political theories and 
political interests. But one thing is certain that 
before the Governor took this step, various 
leaders of the various political parties of 
Haryana had demanded this kind of action of 
the Governor. I have got here the press 
cuttings Of course, the hon. Members 
themselves know that such statements were 
made by the Chairman of the S.S.P.. Haryana, 
the Chairman of the Jana Sangh, Haryana, and 
other political parties including some of the 
Ministers who were members in Ihe former 
Government of Haryana. 

Madam, the main thing to determine is how 
should anybody arrive at the conclusion 
whether there has been a breakdown of 
constitutional arrangements in a particular 
State or not. The Governor, because of the 
reasons he gave in his report, came to this 
conclusion that in those circumstances proper 
functioning of the constitutional machinery 
was not possible. Now in what rnnnner this 
break down in the constitutional machinery or 
otherwise could be judged is not properly 
defined anywhere. 

But there could be three points after 
examining which we could probably CTne to 
a safe judgment whether the Constitutional 
arrangement is functioning properly or not. 
One is that if any directions are issued under 
Article 365 of the Constitution and the State 
Government does not comply with those 
directions of the Union Government, then that 
should be regarded as a Constitutional failure 
on the part of the State Government. Then 
there is another circumstance in which such a 
conclusion can  be  arrived at  and that  is,  
when 
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[Shri Vidya Charan Shukla] there is a 
break-down of law and order in the State. 
There can be a thi.d circumstance in which 
such a judgment could be made and that is, 
when no political party has the strength or 
the majority in the legislature to form a 
Government. There can be several ways in 
wniUi this can be brought about. Sometimes 
the party whiah enjoys the majority may 
refuse to fora. a Government and the other 
parties may not be able to form a 
Government; and the Governor may be 
forced tc ask fcr Presidential rule and the 
dissolution of the Assembly. But in the State 
oi Haryana, we all know that there were sc 
many defections by so many MLAs at so 
many times that is almost became 
impossible to determine... 

 
SHRI VIDYA    CHARAN SHUKLA : 

Well,   when  the  defections  take  oisce in the    
inter-session period,    then ihe question of 
changing   the Government does net arifc 
normally.   Here most of defections have 
taken place lately during the inter-session 
period, when the legislature was   not in   
session.    These defections were not the same 
as h.-;ve taken   place    ir.    West    Bengal or  
ir Punjab where a whole party has gone from 
one coalition to another coalition. But  lure    
these    were    defections  by individual 
people ;    people were being taken from party 
and made Ministers and then the Ministers 
again defecting and      joining    another      
party    and one man crossing the floor Ave to 
six times   in   some  instances.      The  main 
thing that the    Governor    has brought out is 
that he was not sure that any-party could 
command such a safe and stable majority    as 
to    run  a regular Constitutional Government 
in Haryana. This is the main point that the 
Governor has made in his report to the Presi-
dent.   Madam I do not think that only any 
hon. Member can seriously dispute that where 
^he conduct of legislators ii seriously 
distorting    the verdict of the electorate by 
their frequent defections, the   functioning   of   
any   Government becomes  a mattei   of 
speculation.    No serious-minded    political    
leader    can 

claim that such a situation is conducive to 
good governance and that when MLAs, for 
whatever consideration, ga from ont; party to 
another overnight and several times in a week, 
any stable Government in Haryana was 
possible or that Constitutional arrangements 
could be carried cut m a satisfactory manner 
by any Governmeat. And when the verdict of 
the electorate is so completely distorted by 
such unprincip^d defections, the only answer 
to my mind as a democrat and to any 
democrat, would be that such legislators must 
be sent back to the people to get a fresh verdict 
from them and this is exactly what has been 
done' in Haryana. 

SHRI BIIUPESH GUPTA : Why didn't you 
do it in Punjab ? 

SHRl ViDYA CHARAN SHUKLA : I 
have already explained, Madarn, that 
this is not Ihe same kind of defections. 
Here it is a whole party defecting end 
changing coalitions. It is not a question 
of indivichm' people going over and 
becoming Ministers and then the Minis 
ters defecting again. There was no 
such instance here. I personally feel— 
I may be \vron£—that there'is no com 
parison between the defections that 
were laki-g place in Haryana and the 
other defections that we have seen in 
Madhya Pradesh or in Punjab or in 
West Bengal ..........  

SHRI BANKA BEHARY DAS: There 
were 34 or 35 defections in HaryaniJ. in 
Punjab also there were 34 or 35 defections. In 
Punjab also one person crossed the floor four 
times and many crossed the floor three times. 
So the position is exactly the same. 

SHRI VIDYA CHARAN SHUKLA : I am 
talking of the defection which has changed the 
Ministry in Punjab. This has nothing to do 
with the earlier defections which were very 
much minor in nature as compared to what we 
have seen in Hfryana. It is also a question of 
degree. If it happens in a lesser degree, then 
probably it could be overlooked as it would 
not seriously hamper the Constitutional 
working. Madam, I was saying that in order 
that the verdict of the people as was 
represented by the legislature of the State is 
pro- 
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perly maintained and is properly reflected in 
the governance of the State, it was necessary 
that the people had another chance to judge 
which of those legislators who were 
throwing all canons of political conduct to 
the winds could be safely trusted to represent 
their will, and precisely because of this we 
have also agreed with the Governor's view 
that in the circumstances obtaining in 
Haryana, it would be impossible to run a 
proper Government according to the 
provisions of the Constitution unless the 
people had another chance to elect proper 
representatives who would, according to our 
hope, behave ir a much more responsible 
manner than the Members of the preceding  
Assembly. 

Madam, I do not have to go into the other 
questions which hon. Members have raised 
regarding the defections in general, as to what 
are the principles under which the Governor 
decides which defection is of such a nature as 
to be legitimate and which is not. But I will 
say one thing ir; conclusion and that is about 
the question of legislation regarding 
defections. We are seriously thinking about 
this matter as to how this problem can be 
tackled in the country. The Election 
Commission is also seized of the matter and I 
hope by mutual consultations and the process 
of thinking, we shall be able to arrive at :i 
conclusion so that we could devise some sort 
of a method by which such political 
defections can be checked and our democracy 
can be run properly. I would appeal to the 
House that looking to the various points and 
the various factors thpt have been brought out 
in the debate, they should approve of the 
President's Proclamation that has been issued 
in relation to Haryana. Thank you. 

THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN : Mr. 
Bhupesh Gupta. 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA : Madam 
Deputy Chairman, now the difficulty in 
replying to this debate on my motion 

is that those who have supported the action of 
the Governor or of the Central Government 
through the Governor, really, in West Bengal, 
have not made out the case    that the    
Governor has powers to dismiss the Council of 
Ministers.   Now let me deal with the argu-
ments that   have   been    given.    Some hon.    
Members    opposite    frankly said that there 
could be two opinions on this-question.   And 
that is why perhaps, in order to disabuse such 
hon. Members of that doubt, the Chief Minister 
of West Bengal—former Chief Minister you 
may call him   now—Mr.   AJoy   Mukherjee 
wanted the matter to be settled by the Supreme 
Court.      He did    not seek to arrogate to 
himself the right of interpreting the 
Constitution.   He wanted it to be done by the 
highest court in the land under the provisions 
of the Constitution which   empower  the 
President to make such a reference.   There 
were others like Miss    Shanta    Vasisht and 
Mr.   Sapru,   who    should     know   law 
better, I believe, than Mr. C. D. Pande or my 
friend,   Mr.   Shukla.—who said that the 
Governors have no such power at all.    And   I 
am   grateful   to them because they have 
displayed courage in getting up here and telling 
the truth for the sake of truth and for the sake 
of future.   There   are   others in the Congress 
Party who have exnressed similar views 
elsewhere, but because of the fear of the whip, 
they are not in a position, or for any other 
reason, to state frankly what they would   have   
normally liked to say.   But Mr. Chavan tried to 
make out a   case on   Constitutional grounds. 
But before he had ended his Constitutional 
argument, you will have noted. Madam Deputy   
Chairman,    he landed himself    in    political    
inanities.    Now I    could    collect   from   the    
speeches made in favour of Shri Dharam Vira's 
action two   major    arguments.    Somebody 
said that the Governor : in accordance with his 
oath of office,    is under obligation to do 
certain things and one of these things is the 
dismissal of the Ministry in the circumstances 
in which he did it.   That was said.   Now you 
see the oath of office taken by the President 
under article 60 of the Constitution.  It is 
mutatis mutandis the same as the oath of office 
taken by the Governor under   article 159.     
Both refer to the defence   of     the   
Constitution.     Shri 
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Jawaharlal Nehru, when the matter was 
debated, had made one thing very clear with 
regard to the statement of the late Dr. 
Rajendra   Prasad   before the Law Seminar.   
He made it clear as to what power the 
President has got.    It was very clearly stated 
by   the late Prime Minister Jawaharlal Nehru 
in this very House.   He said that the 
President had the   same   power   that   the   
Crown   in England had, that is to say, the 
President has to act on the advice of the 
Council of   Ministers   in    all circumstances 
; he has no other power.    And we welcomed 
that statement.   I wanted to make it explicit 
by an amending Bill but Jawaharlal Nehru 
and others made it absolutely clear that there 
could be no question of the President having 
got any more power than the British Crown 
enjoyed. At that time you will remember that 
all of us fully acclaimed that position and we 
stand by it.   Over the last 15 or 16 years we 
have been here it has never occurred to 
anybody that the Governor could exercise the 
power which he does not possess    and 
which has been exercised in the case of West 
Bengal, namely,    the   dismissal of the 
Ministry there.     Now this is   the first time 
that the dismissal of that Ministry by the 
Governor has taken place. What is the oath of 
office there ? It is exactly the same as for the 
President.   The only difference is that one 
says "I, the President of India..." and another 
says "I, the Governor of such and such 
State..." 

     That is all. Now you cannot evidently have 
two standards by empowering one to 
dissolve the Ministry & not empowering 
another to do the same thing. I could have 
understood if the Central Government had 
taken the position that the President can 
dissolve the Ministry and having taken that 
position, they could have come and told us 
that the Governor also could do so. There 
would have at least been some logic and 
consistency in that approach. But here 
nothing of the kind we find except double 
standard. I very carefully read the note 
prepared by the Home Ministry. There also 
the Home Minister says the President does 
not have any such power. 

Then another article has been referred to 
about the pleasure of the Governor. I think it 
is article 164. It has been contended that since 
the Council of Ministers holds office during 
the pleasure of the Governor, the Governor 
has got the right or the Governor is entitled to 
dismiss the Council of Ministers. Well, let us 
now come to the Centre. Under article 75(2) 
of the Constitution exactly the same words 
occur. It says : 

"The Ministers shall hold office during 
the pleasure of the President". 

In article 164 it has been said that the 
Ministers shall   hold   office during the 
pleasure of    the    Governor.    It  is  an 
identical provision.    Now do I understand that 
the President has one type of pleasures    and 
the   Governors have another type of    pleasures 
?    Or is it that our Constitution-makers could 
not define what 'pleasure' means ?    Therefore 
the conception is the same in either case.   If 
you say that in the case of the Union 
Government the Ministers   hold office during 
the pleasure of the President, that does not mean 
that the Council of Ministers can be dismissed 
and if it cannot be dismissed or if the President   
cannot   dismiss   the   Council of Ministers 
here, it stands to reason that the Council    of    
Ministers    cannot be dismissed also in the 
States.   Therefore the argument about the so-
called pleasure of   the   Governor does   not 
hold water at all for the simple reason that it 
does   not   permit the   Governor to dissolve the 
Ministry.   Now let us see how this   concept    
of    'pleasure' came about.    It    came not    
from any other constitutional    system ;  it  
really  came from the British constitutional 
system, from the British parliamentary system. 
If you refer to    the French and other systems, 
you will not come across any such   expression.     
Therefore   even on that score    you  will    find 
that as  in England this is never to be interpreted 
as having given   certain   power which enables 
the Crown to dismiss  a Cabinet. Why should 
we suddenly write into the Constitution  
something    which    is  not written ?   If for 
example Dr. Ambedkar and others who were 
framing the Constitution had meant 'pleasure' as 
something else or for that matter the Gov- 
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ernor should be given certain power or the 
President should be given certain power, 
they would have used the requisite language 
in order to provide for it in the Constitution. 
Therefore they took it as an established 
convention and left it at that. Therefore, 
Madam Deputy Chairman, this argument 
does not stand at all. Here again article 164 
under which the Governor is supposed to 
have acted does nowhere say that he has the 
power to dismiss a Council of Ministers. It 
has been stretched to include this power. Do 
I understand that those gentlemen, eminent 
gentlemen who formulated the Constitution 
did not have this much wisdom and foresight 
as to provide for this kind of thing ? They 
did not provide for it. Are we then—the 
executive or the Governor for that matter or 
the Council of Ministers —to write into the 
Constitution something which had not been 
spelt out by the Constitution-makers? It is 
not contained in the express provision of the 
Constitution. That is quite clear. It is not. 
Therefore, if there is any doubt or if there is 
any interpretation required, who should do it 
? Assuming there is some doubt, well, 
Parliament can amend the Constitution to 
remove that doubt or the Supreme Court can 
interpret what exactly it means. But nothing 
of the kind is done. Parliament was ignored 
and of course the Supreme Court was also 
bypassed. Therefore I say that with regard to 
these two things the argument of the 
Government does not stand at all. 

Madam Deputy Chairman, then another 
argument was advanced. These are the two 
major arguments given. Here we are not 
concerned with Naxal-bari and gheraos. We 
are concerned with the Governor's order. 
The Governor has dissolved the Council of 
Ministers not because of Naxalbaris. not 
because of any other thing. Here we are 
concerned with the words of the order which 
has been issued from Raj Bhavan in 
Calcutta. Therefore. Sir, other discussions 
are irrelevant. We are not concerned here as 
if we are discussing the President's Rule. 

We are concerned with the act of the 
Governor in the dissolution of the Ministry 
under article 164.   Let us con-  ' 

fine ourselves to this and you wiH find that it 
is not permitted. Much has been said about 
defection. Here I would ask the Minister to 
consider this. The argument advanced by Mr. 
Chavan is that some people had left and 
therefore, he has assumed that Mr. AJoy 
Mukherjee had lost the majority and therefore 
the Governor thought that since he was not 
calling the Assembly on the date on which the 
Governor wanted, the Ministry should be 
dissolved. There is no such parallel anywhere 
in the parliamentary system, certainly not in 
England. Now take this question legally and 
constitutionally of the so-called defection and 
some people writing to the Governor. First of 
all I say that it is double standard. When we 
brought 93 people to Rashtrapati Bhavan from 
Rajasthan, Dr. Radhakrishnan said : 'Here Mr. 
Chavan, the majority are standing'. But nothing 
was done. The majority leader was not invited 
by the Governor. The proof was given not in 
the correspondence with the Governor. The 
proof was given of the existence of the 
majority by a physical presentation of the 
majority of the Members of the Rajasthan 
Assembly before the President of India and the 
President of India told the Home Minister 
present —and I was also present there—'Here 
are 93 gentlemen'. We asked: 'Do you doubt 
anybody here? Are you suspecting 
impersonation and so on?' Nothing of the kind. 
Therefore that was not done. Then 
immediately Mr. Chavan should have advised 
the Governor or the Governor having noted the 
fact that a proof had been given in no other 
place than in Rashtrapati Bhavan and before 
the President, he should have immediately 
invited the Leader of the Opposition to form a 
Ministry. That was not done, it was double-
standard. There I say that you cannot blow hot 
and cold, in one case you do one thing and in 
another case you do another thing and repeat 
the kind of arguments that you have done here. 
Where is it to be settled? Suppose you have a 
majority in the Lok Sabha. Suppose on a no-
confidence motion you are defeated because 
some Members are absent from the Congress 
side, would it be open to the President to say: 
'No the Government should not resign because 
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there are others who could not come'. Would 
it be permissible for the President to count 
those Members who were absent from the 
Congress side when the Congress got defeated 
in order to make out a case that the 
Government should not resign? Therefore, it 
stands to reason that the test should be on the 
floor of the Assembly. It should not be a test 
outside in an extraneous manner. When I say 
the Council of Ministers enjoys the confidence 
of the House, the confidence is a collective 
concept. Here the Constitution provides for 
the confidence of the House not of a number 
of Members—that is stated—and the 
confidence of the House can be ascertained 
and tested only in the House when in 
operation. 

SHRI AKBAR ALI KHAN : But if nobody 
summons the legislature? 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA : I am coming to 
that. Let us be clear. It is not of some people 
writing. The only valid proposition here is that 
the Council of Ministers must be, under the 
Constitution, responsible to the legislature, not 
the Members in the football ground or the 
cinema houses or in the night clubs or in the 
kitchen cabinet or in Mr. Chavan's room or in 
Raj Bhavan. No. They are responsible to the 
body of men called the legislators constituting 
themselves as the Legislature and functioning 
in that capacity, not as something else on the 
floor of the House. It was not done. What is 
the guarantee that they had changed their 
mind ? Therefore the British Parliament never 
thought of it. Whenever it was done— unless 
a Minister resigned and he can resign at any 
time and that is not the point—they used to 
test it on the floor of the House. Suppose 
somebody writes a letter, some fifty 
Congressmen threatening) : 'We have 
defected' would it be open, on the basis of the 
receipt of such a letter from some Members of 
the ruling party here, for the President to 
summarily tell the Prime Minister to call 
immediately a session of Parliament ? The 
President of India has no such right. The 
President of    India    cannot give such 

direction. He is to act on the advice of the 
Council of Ministers. It is neither the duty of 
the Council of Ministers to listen or to receive 
such instructions nor is it the duty of the 
Governor to give Such advice. Privately they 
can talk about anything, we are concerned 
with the Constitution. Therefore the legislature 
has been bypassed. It is ar. extraneous method, 
extra-parliamentary method and yet, in the 
name of parliamentary democracy, it has been 
perpetrated. Mr. Akbar Ali Khan says : 'Why 
was it not done ? First of all, Mr. Dharma Vira 
had no reason to give such direction to the 
Chief Minister. It is for the Chief Minister to 
say when the Assembly should be called. Time 
and again in this House when we felt that an 
early session of the Parliament should be 
called we had approached the President. I have 
myself done it and President Radhakrishnan 
used to tell me : 'Go to the Council of Minis-
ters, to the Prime Minister and the Home 
Minister. It is for them to tell me when I 
should summon the Parliament'. Identical 
provision is there in the Constitution. It is 
none of the functions of the Governor to give 
this kind of direction to a Council of 
Ministers, much less try to browbeat the 
Council of Ministers. That again is contrary to 
parliamentary principles and practice and the 
express provisions of our Constitution. This is 
a very material point that I wish to make that 
the Governor acted in this manner. Here also 
we have our views on it but I will come to that 
later but here the constitutional position should 
be settled. Here we had quarrelled over many 
things in this House—this side and that side. 
Never we had quarrelled before over the 
question of Governor's power in regard to such 
matters. How is it today that such a quarrel has 
developed ? We had a code over these issues 
all these fifteen years despite all our bitterness 
and quarrels over many issues. Why suddenly 
it has erupted into a major controversy ? I can 
only say that you have placed certain other 
extraneous, party or class interests above the 
interests of democracy, parliamentary 
principles and so on. Therefore I say that it is 
wrong. The opinion of the jurists should be 
accepted. One 
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thing Mr. Chavan did not reply to and we 
raised it.    Who alerted the army? Do not say 
that the army has not been called out.   The 
newspaper report has come and the statement 
has been made that Gen. Manekshaw is going 
to Lal Bazar, the headquarters of the police, 
and seeing things for himself.    Before Mr. 
Ghosh was sworn in, the army was in the street 
or had been alerted.   Who called it ? It is not 
the Central Government.   The Central 
Government has no function  or  authority    to  
do  so  in  a matter like   this    nor the    
Council oi Ministers, which   was    headed at 
that time by Mr. AJoy Mukerjee.   Who did it ?    
If the Governor had done it on the advice of the 
Centre, he acted unconstitutionally even in this 
matter. He cannot act in this manner.    Under 
no circumstances the Constitution provides for 
this, to be done by the Governor. The Governor 
was therefore acting in pursuance of a 
conspiracy.   The Governor was ignoring the 
Constitution.   He was pre-arranging things.    
How is it— that  is  another  constitutional  
point— that the   Ministry has   been dissolved. 
We are not going into the point whether it is 
legal or illegal.    We know that it is not legal. 
After the dissolution which procedure should 
we follow? Now you have  dissolved    the    
Ministry.   Whom should you invite? The next 
party You invited the Congress Party, but it   
did not like to form the Ministry. Then why did 
you not invite the other parties also, or again  
Mr. AJoy  Mukerjee?   In  Punjab after the 
resignation of the Gurnam Singh Ministry, Mr. 
Gurnam Singh was invited again to explore the 
possibility after    having    invited Mr.    
Laehhman Singh Gill or whoever he is.    All 
the same Mr.    Gurnam Singh was invited. 
Therefore, it was not done here.   Well, the   
Congress   Party was   invited as a matter of 
make-believe,  and  then, immediately   
thereafter,   an   independent was invited and 
upto that time, that independent, Dr. P. C. 
Ghosh had no party at all. His party   had    not 
yet    been formed.   We   had   known    that 
some people had left some party, or left some 
block.  That  does  not  mean,  either to the   
knowledge   of   the   Governor,   and certainly 
not to the knowledge of the Legislature, that a 
party had come into 

existence. In fact, on the night of the 21st there 
did not exist any party of which Dr. P. C. Ghosh 
was the leader, either in point of fact or in law. 
The Assembly had not yet met for a trial of 
strength. If it happens all of a sudden some 
independents do not constitute a party. The 
Speaker in the other House has said that he 
would not recognise an independent party 
simply    because the independents   clubbed    
together for   a purpose.    And  how  Dr.  P.   C.   
Ghosh could suddenly become the leader of a 
non-existent   party, we   cannot understand.    It   
was   pre-arranged, again a conspiracy.    It was   
pre-arranged that an individual, who had been 
got over or, for that matter, had been abducted, 
should be  invited    Perhaps  somebody 
wishpered this into the Governor's ears. Who 
did it ?   The Governor is supposed to invite 
people not as he likes, but on the basis of certain 
set norms and conventions.   But how   the    
Governor took  a liking for Dr. Prafulla Ghosh, 
that has    to be    explained.    Well, he quietly 
took a    liking   for him.    Is it because he was a 
defector that he took a liking for Dr. Prafulla 
Ghosh ?   Well, if that is so, this individual, he 
was not the leader of a party.    Therefore, -no-
body on behalf of the party could have made  
the  representation  to  him.    He certainly had   
not explored   the other parties in the Legislature 
or,  for that matter, the United Bloc, in the 
Legislature, again to try the formation of a 
Government.   Therefore, again this was also a 
part of the conspiracy.   Now it is  a    strange 
thing    in  parliamentary democracy.   Now   
here, at   8-20—note this—at 8.20  at    night, in 
a    room in Grand   Hotel,    Mr.    AJoy   
Mukherjee, received a sealed letter stating that 
he had been dismissed.    First of all, it is so bad 
that the letter is sent suddenly in  this  manner  
to  him   stating,   "You are dismissed".   I think 
you treat even your domestic servants in a better 
way. Now he was not even given the treatment 
which a domestic servant gets in a private 
house.    Anyhow it had been settled that way.   
Now almost simultaneously the swearing-in 
ceremony was taking place—the timing is very 
very important.   Did the Governor apply his 
mind, in terms of the Constitution or according 
to the convention, as to whom 



 

 [Shri Bhupesh Gupta] he should invite 
for the swearing-in ceremony ? The Speaker 
was not invited to be present because the 
Governor apparently thought, "Well, 
something might go wrong". The Congress 
leaders were invited. Mr. Humayun Kabir 
was invited. Why not me ? I am an old 
Member of Parliament 

AN   HON.   MEMBER :    Were   you 
there? 

SHRl   BHUPESH     GUPTA :      Mr. 
Humayun    Kabir    was    around.    The 
Congress leaders were around and al] these 
people were around, not the others who are 
normally present on such   an occasion. 
Therefore, parties to the conspiracy were 
present at the swearing-in ceremony, again 
another case of conspiracy.   Also two 
blackmarketeers were there, and    others    
were there.    Now see what a degradation of 
political life you have   made    in this    entire 
deal. Therefore,  Madam    Deputy Chairman, 
from beginning to end it has been un-
constitutional, it    has    been politically 
preposterous, and has been monstrosity of a 
type which can be thought of only in an 
authoritarian regime but not in a 
parliamentary set-up. 

Now I would ask hon.  Members to consider 
another  point.    Are you  not now  creating a  
Crown  Party just  as George III used to have a 
Crown Party in  Britain  in  the    old  days ?    
There the monarchs used to   have   a Crown 
Party to manipulate.    And today you have 
created a precedent that the Gov- I ernors^ can    
manipulate    small groups and other things and 
then interfere in an arena where they should not 
come in. Now we are going back to the days of 
George    III, who    had his    Crown Party,    
just    to    manipulate    in    this manner.    But 
unfortunately   Charles I lost his head, and we 
do not   have a Cromwell now.    Still    you can 
understand    why   Cromwell     appeared   in 
history.   When you have set in motion this 
thing,  when you  have    the mentality of 
Charles I and others, you have also Cromwells.   
But here we are trying to  settle  it in  a  
democratic way. 

Therefore, in this whole thing, I think you are 
creating a dangerous situation. Today you may 
feel that you are very happy about it.    Mr. 
Chavan says he is sorry, but he always smiles, 
and I cannot understand a man who goes on 
smiling in the Smasan Ghat,  or Rajghat, when 
they go there, or they go there  to  cremate    
somebody.      He  is literally happy and he 
expressed himself that he is happy.      You may 
be happy today, but tomorrow you will see that 
you have opened the highways to 
authoritarianism, and, with the advent of  
authoritarianism,  made room   to   a military 
regime.   One point.    Why the Governor was in 
such a haste ?   I ask hon.  Members.    I know 
that you will not support me even if your 
conscience dictates  that  you  should  support  
me. You asked why the Assembly was not called 
for the 29th of this month.    Is it your    
contention that the    heavens would have come 
down if the Assembly had met a little later, on 
the 18th of December ?    Was the law   and   
order situation such that it had to be done here 
and now ?    Not at all; this was not the case 
because, even according to the    statement    of    
businessmen    and others, even according to Mr. 
Chavan's public  statement,  the law    and  order 
situation in West Bengal, according to them, had 
improved.    So the question did not    arise at    
all.    It    was  done because of this reason.   I 
give you this information and I have it on 
authority. But you may   question my   authority. 
When Mr. Humayun Kabir and others, when 
they thought that some defectors were 
rethinking—and    people    do    rethinking ; 
even our    Congressmen may rethink—that they   
were rethinking of going back to the fold  of the  
United Front at that time when Mr. Mahamaya 
Prasad Sinha was in Calcutta and was 
persuading them not to defect and commit an  
act of treachery, when things were moving on 
those lines, just at that moment, Madam Deputy 
Chairman, Mr. Humayun Kabir rushed to Mr. 
Dharma Vira and told him, "Now or never. You 
get in touch with Delhi at once today because,   
otherwise,    we  may  not  get what we want".    
It was done in this manner. 
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THE DEPUTY CHARMAN : Please 
now wind up. It is more than half an hour. 
You must have some sense of proportion. 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA : I am winding 
up. We cannot even talk on this subject. 
What is this sense of proportion you refer to 
? Is this not sense of proportion and are 
these not valid arguments ? 

THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN : I am 
appealing to you. You have said what you 
wanted to say, when you moved the 
Motion. Now there has been a full debate. 
You may now only reply to the points made 
by the Minister in his reply to the Motion. 
You cannot cover the whole ground again. 
Please have five minutes more and finish. 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA : As I said, I 
was not giving other arguments. Many 
political arguments could be given but I did 
not give them deliberately because I thought 
that more the constitutional points should be 
met. Madam, we know why we have been    
punished and we know why we have been 
shabbily treated in this manner.   We know 
why   we have been punished in Bengal. We 
know why we were treated in this manner. 
The only crime that we did was that we 
defeated the Congress. We set up a left-
oriented   Government,   a   Government 
oriented to the service of the working people. 
We started taking action against the  
profiteers    and    black-marketeers and 
started putting them in detention —not 
Atulya Ghosh, not that type of people, but 
the others—in order to ensure food to the 
people. We did    not allow the police to be 
used against the workers on orders given 
through telephone calls of the employers. We 
were increasing the dearness allowance and 
other things and restoring and giving 
permanent rights to government employees 
and doing similar other things. 

Madam Deputy Chairman, I know for a 
fact that the British and the Americans 
conspired to put pressure on the 
Government. The monopolists' aides came 
and advised them. I may tell you that the 
monopolists came here. The monopolists 
went to the Governor 

and they said, "Finish this Government". They 
said it because West. Bengal is the seat of their 
financial capital where their exploitation takes 
place. Madam Deputy Chairman, therefore 
they said this kind of a government cannot be 
allowed to continue there. That is the reason 
why the Governor was in such a hurry. 
Nothing would have been lost. You would not 
have lost more than what you have lost already 
in the last few days if you had put off the 
meeting of the Assembly till the 18th 
December. 

THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAIN : Order, 
order.   That will do. 

SHRl BHUPESH GUPTA : But since   .   .   
. 

THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN : Order, 
order. Hon. Members can see that in his own 
words, Mr. Bhupesh Gupta wanted only two 
or three minutes to finish. 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA : I am just 
finishing. 

THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN : Please 
finish now. 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA : Therefore I say I 
call them "mini butchers". You know mini    
skirts in    England.    Now here these are our 
"mini butchers". Mr. Chavan  and others I    
call them mini butchers.    Now they have 
started this thing.    But Madam Deputy 
Chairman, before I sit down I want to strike a 
note of warning.   You are playing with fire 
now.   You have started unconstitutional,   
illegal   methods,   for   keeping yourself and 
your friends in power, for keeping traitors in 
power and in other places.    You    denounced 
defections in Haryana and in West Bengal, but 
you enthrone defection and an illegitimate 
Chief Minister.   Well, these illegitimate 
offsprings of your behaviour, we know where 
they will lead to.   I say that a note of warning 
has been sounded and I hope the people will 
take note of it. I do not know what is going to 
follow. But I do hope that the people will give 
the final reply.   In this House we cannot 
abundantly give a fitting reply to the crime that 
has been committed. The reply has to be given 
in the fields and factories,      in    the     streets,      
in    the Assembly    and   outside.    
Everywhere, 
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where the traitors and these butchers live, 
they should be surrounded on all sides by the 
fighting men and women of Bengal, and of 
all India in order that the traitors, the 
butchers of parliamentary democracy, these 
traitors, these oppressors of the people, these 
violators of our Constitution, those people 
who are bent on ruining the country, are not 
allowed to be in power. 

THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN : Order, 
order.   That will do. 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA : And joining 
my voice with that of... in Spain, I say ... 
They shall not pass. 

THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN : That will 
do. I shall first put the Resolution on the 
Proclamation . . . 

SHRI NIREN GHOSH : The Leader of 
the House should accept the motion of Mr. 
Bhupesh Gupta. 

THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN : I am 
putting the Resolution to vote now. 

SHRI NIREN GHOSH : Is he accepting 
the motion of Mr. Gupta ? That is what I 
want to know. 

THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN : You will 
know it. First I put the Proclamation on 
Haryana to vote. 

SHRI NIREN GHOSH : Madam, before 
you put that to vote, we want to know 
whether he will accept the motion of Mr. 
Bhupesh Gupta. That is what we want to 
know. 

THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN : Please 
take your seat. 

SHRI NIREN GHOSH : I want to know 
that. 

THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN : Please 
take your seat. 

SHRI NIREN GHOSH : Before you 
put this to vote, Madam, we want to 
know whether he is accepting the 
motion of Mr. Gupta. ' 

THE DEPUTY CHARMAN : I think the 
parliamentary practice is well known. The 
Resolution will be put to vote and then the 
motion will be put to the vote in the same 
order in which they were moved. 

SHRl NIREN GHOSH : Whether they 
accept the motion or not, that is what we 
want to know. 

THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN : No, I shall 
first put the Resolution to vote. 

SHRI NIREN GHOSH : Then we cannot 
be a party to this butchering of the 
Constitution. We can never be a party to this. 
We walk out protesting against this 
Government's action and to show our protest 
against their unconstitutional and illegal 
action and against this butchery of our 
Constitution we walk   out. 

(At this stage, some hon. Members left the 
House.) 

 

(At this stage, some hon. Members left the 
House.) 

THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Now I shall 
put the Resolution regarding Haryana to 
vote. 

The question is : 

"That this House approves the 
Proclamation issued by the President of 
India on the 21st November, 1967, under 
article 356 of the Constitution, in relation 
to the State of Haryana." 

The motion was adopted. 
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THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN : Now I shall 
put the motion of Shri Gupta to vote.   The 
question is : 

"That this House condemns the 
unconstitutional action by the Governor of 
West Bengal in dismissing the United Front 
Government in that State and illegally 
installing a Government headed by Dr. P. 
C. Ghosh, and thus brutally trampling 
under foot the system of parliamentary 
democracy." 

The motion was negatived. 

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

The House then adjourned at 
thirty-six minutes past five of the 
clock till eleven of the clock on 
Tuesday, the 28t.h November, 1967. 
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