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(interruptions)
[THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN i, the Chair]

THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN:  Mr.
Rajnarain, please take your seat.

St THATTA@W ¢ qE | AT FA
THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: You
take your seat or withdraw from the

House. You will withdraw from the
House if you do not take your seat.

SHRI RAJNARAIN: No, never. I
"will not withdraw from the House. Let
the Marshall come. I will never withdraw
from the House.

SEVERAL HON. MEMBERS: Obey
the Chair.

THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Take
your seat. 1 request you to take your seat.

SHRI RAJNARAIN: I request you to
hear me first.

THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: I cannot
hear you any further after what the
Ch'iirman has said.

ot AT i W E e
#7ar g AT oz @ | 1 ot
AT F] AET FL .

THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Please
take your seat or withdraw. From now on
nothing should be taken down of the
proceedings.

{Shri Rajnarain continued to speak)

THE CENTRAL INDUSTRIAL
SECURITY FORCEh BILL, 1966—
contd.

THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Now we
pass on to the next item on the Order
Paper, i.e. further consideration of the
Central Industrial Security Force BIll.
Mr. Rajnarain was speaking yesterday
and he will now continue his speech.
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|t TATEW (IWL g3W)
Ao, # aga & w=w & 9 wE
3T 939 & WIS HEEdl & &aAr
wrgar § & ag ot Frdaw agi o wega
gt & ug fadas wga: won fadas
2 A1 & =rEar § weim w4 oft 7 fe
w3 fadaw agi a7 @ & oAnad
& at oar fadaw @t fF dfewe amr

C AT AE WAA A F4q grer sl

o qnr | e s fagaw e
WL H5 F 7 § F1E 19 Fg F AM
FT FAT1 AE T AL F AAAA FAT
St & fadaw w€w fr gare ofemniee
F1 OI9F W, FATC FEEEGIA H, 77
fer g & fF wiediegwm F weae 9em
F Wl @1 fEew #) s oW
fraawr a8t & st fafewr oiferardes @
SR
SHRIMATI

(Andhra Pradesh):
speaking, Madam?

g
Q

YASHODA REDDY
On what is he

THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN:; On
what are you speaking, Mr, Rajnarain?

it CrwATOa ¢ F w1 w7 g
faga® 9T | AIAF1T HAT ST F1 oS
FT @ § w0 fadgas 1 g2nd, TaET
s 7o fadaw g fsmar ag 8
T _E:f | {Interruptions.) i
ar ¥ #fez zar g fF S = auset

g1

ot siewE qur(fagre) ¢ & AT
Faa faz & | SR FFE & WETAT
2RI |

st T ¢ 7T frEaw & B
q5T & FEfaT A28l & 7O §ET
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[#ft TwATTET)

a7 femalag amm @7 w1 o
TH 7T § 07 F0F weft 2790 AEgA HIAT
=1fed f w7 %1 5y 71 svmfae gaer
&G T | FIE AT FFT 51 TBAT 77,
47 JHT ATZT AT FEw A foma w1
w17 wraadl aqr fear sra, wfqar
qar faar stir i 33 = 6 Pl s &
3T 9T F15 fAom A/ sam 9y
za%! ufqard fear srg—ag @ &7
aeqifae waed &9 &% AT8T TE #T A
A0 A4 AF TAR! 489 # FAT AL
atfed | Dan fagae 7 =g fr ara
AT ST T wma W o fed gaa
F WA gefaa g 91T wwT gar
fagaw @ A% 3w FEd &0 gfEesr
o T, TrraT o FEAT W T GF 76T
1 fa ez &, ot weieq & &, Fviea
=0T F—R1T AfF e WA §
T IH LT & FATL 77 A9 979 HT
fowm & fair sraeq v gzt s1em & fa
ST HET § Fg IARTATEL AT FEA AT

Fuawmfa : fad, faw 0@ @@

ﬂﬁ"‘:&ﬁlYou have to speak on the

Security Force Bill. Otherwise I will
call you te order,

s TrwATIEAW : wEE 2w at
& at T | A AEA AT, UF e {
HITH ETT WA WAl ST AT AT
S
‘oot AR A fAAEEET
AATHHTERTA 7 G T T A7 17

o & et @Y seare F#71 aen
g WA FAY, TAW ATX REAAT 9%,
Fa% A% WA GAT 9T AT IAE AT
TSHT 7 AT € | qF FATL T oware
# gt W & ) § g wgeT wen g
w1 ag fadaw agt 9% AEA § 9 W
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AT WITHE g Hel /T A7 A
| # ar 9 s fF T oawa e
& Y TN FAN] ST T JTH0THATAT
FATEAY & I W AT GO & A T
FIT AT F7, 6T o st av an
F¢, WO f7a17 qF, arEast % 7
FL, T FEE aT% Fa(T 9T AN F7H 7T
fRafamtFm  wATT g A TE |
ST AT, 6 77 20N, F T GURTT gAY
Az g fr g W 5 oo
e s faa @1 21 917 orazg az
dntedr ww s o@r sy & oara
ATHAT &4 Z1 A9 | F 929 & 67 5247
ATEAT 6 37K ATHAT g7 g1 14T AFY
Z |\ yTHET a9 g &0 oA g
ag fag@a war sem fF =z 5w
TEAE arf T )

“If the State is governed by the

principle of reason, misery and po-
verty are subjects of shame.”

S@ ST HEAT |, qEAfF T @ g Ar
HTHAT Z VT | 91§ T & fiF maw
feft T %1 saawar s & 21, afa
& &, a1 7@t w1 qEe q@; @, w7
EE AE @ o

“If the State is not governed by
the principle of reason then riches
and honeur are not the subjects of
shame.”

FAT qIAHT HAT ST TAF1 T0FT 2 |
s 3 ffedt ww e st om
T & 7 H T 3T uEd & aeyifaa
wawl & fraEA F%T I THAT A5
&1 AT & |79 T | AIAAET, OF AR
T FAGLT g 9T W@ W qAwA £,
A AT AT T FET o1 qFAT 2 | 98
AYHTE AT F7 F ? FIGT a8 THTT
HE ATEAY ¥, T HORTH AT AILFATE
Arga € | a1 gorgLATEaT & av &= gfaa
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arar Arean & fo fordr g wram away
ar 721 & | T 3w fae T s A
Z 7 7 %1 Toud & AT qIAET qaET
AT AT ¥ AT FAAT, Al AvEA
# fero | Fter AT 7 w7 w1 a1
a1Z7 ¥ Wag =9 fAgaw ¥ 98 ausr
ST qg 5 § TS AT F, A AYE
Frs faa a7 900 2, 3 famr & 6¥ v
F1 gz gt Al ag fae 36 qv
gV | a5 W=A & ATg § FZAT Al
g fr odT sgaeqT A 3 | Ag ar 3w fam
Y ATH T HATH ATAT ST ATEAT 0,
ST o AT &1, AT B, 3% faurr
% formr 27 &1 39 foaw 57 sfa g, =9
7 & ST ATAT @ET FIA VAT AR BT,
7 AT T AE B AT E R, I ATHA
W oag wEL L

ot W@z ara wte (A frafore )
ek A% #9 F1 i fafae< amea o
ATT § TH AT &1 AT 7 307 | 7T
7z vy § sfoerd 777 & a1 gz F9ET
¥ g HE WA 5% 0 WA 51 faege
ars faat o1 Fwar 2 )

THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Mr.
Rajnarain, you have taken about half
an hour.

ot TraATeras :  fode 8 w7 @
g

Feaamfa : 7z a1 3 &, wreeE
sa T i fge § e w37 =0fEd |

S} TrRATOE < {9 A1 e T faer
F ATE W AT AT

gqewmfa : afi, T, A g
A FF &1, 97 T fae o7 @ 57
2

S THATOADN : 5t Fo THwo o

T X 1960 F UF waArs frav av | TAH
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ATATHIHZ FA320 #1 9fT 7E9 1966
& A9ET & famvw ¥ 3 gwi wwmr %
feama & famar 4r | safgar a7 &
a4 vm & G F g
e ¥ aman fear oY ardand oy
=7 g F1 qfez 747 ) § a7 2tz
% fir g wfear srame i o1 Tt 2 For
=T ¥ agt a7 fadv o st st o,
geat g § | i war G F g

ATAT FIT ATFA L ? STo 7 If2aT 5 A9
Ea|
(J.

Feaanfa : @ #7192 mw AE

gwar wfgr 1 That is a
separate issue. You come tfo
the Bill now.

SHRI RAJNARAIN: No. ‘This is
not a separate issue. wifaa o
@F mar § 1 U ywgr

A FNT RYET AT A AT HAT A
HHEHIET 6 00 B9 § FI7 (BT A w7
78 A1 0% wow IJgad 71 qi9z A9
AE F WM TAT WAZT § qT W
66 B ATAT 94T A(®T F57 9T FIgq
46 Taar #r oaar

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA; (West

Bengal): Madam, we can continue after
lunch.

THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: He is
finishing.

SHRI RAJNARAIN: No, no. I am not
finishing.

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: Let us
continue after lunch.

THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Mr.
Bhupesh Gupta, please be reasonable.

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: We want
lunch adjournment.
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THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Please. in the Opposition want to sit through the
lunch hour or up to 1:30 P.M. I hope this
SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: Please listen to us. same standard will apply Remember it
It looks as if anything that we say makes no because I find you have a majority in this
sense. House and you get away with it whenever
you want but on our matter we do not get.
THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: We will sit till
1.30P. M. THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Order,

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: Not for this Bill, °r4e" Mr- Rajnarain, please continue.

For any other Bill we would have certainly sat but

not for this Bill. We do not agree with this Bill i
being passed so hurriedly. Therefore we do not ot THATCAN ¢ HWITET HTHOH
see any reason why we should forego our lunch. TAHET 21 AT & )

-

(Interruptions) )
gqanmfa 720 07 wE oAy
Madam, I would request you to adjourn the A== a2 =141 ATI=ZT |
House till half past two. i

THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: No; the House ~ A( CIRUZIAW & 7iney #z041 &
will sit till 1.30 P.M. SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: The House will
sit not only through the lunch hour but we
SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: Why, Madam? ghall continue up to 7 o'clock.
Madam Deputy Chairman, whenever you ask us
to sit longer have we not accommodated on the
question of time? You should take into Y TIRATORD : 29 F157 (2735 41
consideration our viewpoint also. : . .
FATEAT | ATTH FIA0 AZF &1 AAAT
THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: I want Mr. :},' AT = TTHT+ = q7 q;fl’ 3’-;' :]’ ;:-‘f[ |
Rajnarain to finish. iy . - .
FOAT S1Eal # 1% W07 T F T
SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: He will finish % (a7 51 2 q742 =98 mas70
after lunch. %7 feaqifedt &7, ot 99 Gar 797 §
THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Let him finish # 47 5 T @41 =91 7 [ 9oy
now. Why are you acting like this? T do not - . foprar s e ( v ;

- " [EG
understand this. - ) r
TN ZATZ | W7 UTT TF 2 F97%7T

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: 1 do not a7 77 Tz & fazar w1 917 fa=ay
understand why you are not adjourning the S i )
House. Iam starving. & a=Fi 1, Al g7 97 sl g2
F %9 5 a0 wlam T eI g @ #
THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Mr. Bhupesh . P N i
o gfawi 71 Gzwras & f37 21 am

Gupta, you don't belong to his party. You will ) =
get your time to speak. Let him finish hi; FAT 94757 HI7 AR T FIAT 5

speech. AT s @A T AAIET |
SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: He can finish after
the lunch. AT, WS WT A FTEE H

THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: No; the House za vt 2 fa vt 57 51 27 2 =

ill sit till' 1.30 P.M. < il
WS FHAT ¥ fam, samraand & fag ser 2z
SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: This is a Very fugus s aryfarar i % i a1 fopar ot

wrong thing. I say whenever we . L =
21 & | zafae & g9 § arE f2ar
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g g7 fae ¥ ary F oA 0 w50
TEAET 7 ATIT W@iF qE OF AR
fedaw 2 1 & a7 4497 ot &7 a2 s
A F ag 7 faw & wfr g £y
AT TEAT 7T # | AT =Tl A7
4 mfes 99 A7 F1 F97 2 For
HAZI FT FIZ, 5947 4T 9T 7377 2
AT STET VAT FIA ATAT FE qEE
T2 97 AAZL F LT § A vy warE
Far g Pafaaa dis oars gavar, Fomafy
givz 208 1 7 g1 af Y 1 & #F q@r
iz 2 % ag & a7 ufawre 2, 22
Fi7 T AT T 7T 2 57 mfim w72
FIHAZU HT F79 A4 39 3 o7 2 2
AE AT FT AT H, ST AT ®1 7 147
STAAT 2\ 3T F1 ZT 99T H1 I3[4T 74T
W7 F K000 AT 75T 3 AT AT 8
w31 (A Zrar ar 221 2 1 1 27 qor
FEA1 E 0F w997 F qvr w51 Ama
agi 7z 7€ 31 % 32 v F Frr
HiaT 9% T § 72 W FaAr wzAr #
HEFT B E TF H, a1 47 qo0g 7 HY
feqigagtg @z favar s Fradr
4 2, fzrea § st weg a7 wrvamar
2, 98 37 A7 197 AfqE 9w sl
FIA RY (40T & ATAT 2 | 74T & 7197
¥ 133 3% fpsanfedt & fao goar
T3 3w 9w %7 ¥ & 9 v
arez s ¥ faqg @7 & 1 & "wE
&0 aowre ¥ fagg w70 amar g
fF 7z 17 fao & zra0 977 #7 g0
F¢ 781 & Wi ag {aaw g 9T w4
F A447 w1 377 w791 2 | 7z fadaw
OF & 67 wear g F afqen § e g
grar & fag sam awfgwe 7 (&0
ararfas & 1

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: Have we
got the quorum?

THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: We
have the guorum.

|

[ 6 JUNE 1967 ] Security Force Bill, 1966 2456

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA:. Let us
coun{ because if they want to sit
through the lunch hour they should
not be sitting in the Central Hall.
They should come and sit here,

THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Mr,
Bhupesh Gupta, we have got the
quorum,

Sy TFATOAY 47 [gagw =TT
VA F qNZT AE AT AT T4 F
aafaq fawm w1 g7 F fao 79 7
a3 F11 fa9a% 2 | g2 Ty uwAr
#i1 feaiaa wvq aran fadas 21 2907
T4 7 qIA4 g TEEF A W TS qAA
# fr g1 weda oxar Frg ave &
fzafas gnir 7 wasmn, o F o9
FT AT 24T E, F4 7 & Fager <a@r
# f& Fqa avFe T FEG T w
T2 A7 F H17 a8 Fewrw A 2w ag
g7 ATTETL FT ZE9ART &7 g £ |

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: Madam,
1 invite your attention that it was the
Congress Members who said we sho-
uld sif through and their contribution
here is only nine whereas we are more
here although we wanted the recess.

THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: What
vou need is only the quorum.

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: I know
that.

THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Al
right; you continue, Mr. Rajnarain.

fY TreATTEW ¢ A7 AT e A
72 I Fro & ama @t oo 91z a0
e wrtar e e 399w 2, 92
FIOH A AZ( AT | TTH AT F7 @475
az @ ugAl i (wafaa v e
fadas & | wradar, ATy gar g e
Ygag” wragfagaw I A aAT 7 )
74 Z9A 97 BT 931 %7 A1 g f9q 4w
7 faedt gfem arai o7 7@ &4 AT
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[t TreTOIEm ]

|
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ZAT % HI¥ AFT HT AT w07 uak

ofteT G My AT AL A FEAg d | 3T ¥ AT 0% W w0 AT

Fam 3 o e 27 79 Prar e
I AYZ F 9= ATA F9AT AT FRar |
T TF 4 A AreT ST SAEIT T
qIF G2 A741 =T £ q 3w wlhy
q 20 A K FAT G AEA S AT R
AAAAT  (F T IHT T FAAT a0y
ATHA &, 72 FAT Ta HIT F1E FAAT
F1 sifear qa =41 3 U
HIE W AF B F Ww wg I T
T (T & wiem 7997 f1 g7 ey
8| WU 5T A7F Fi TiFAT 2 JT AT
qA7 =%z gm0 % 70 04 &

gH

ERTE B i C oA I (e B i O g
ZA7 VIEF QT FTAN AG] 4FE OOFIT
ZAT T U AT, A 404 7 ol &
qMq Fg Fval 3 |

A AT, "iFEHE A% 7
FZ W OBEATETT W GRN F AT
WiragT 4 A T g &1 qfaw
ZET Az FAT 49 ATRAT FO T0ET
FT0 8, A0Aa Az v e 3 S
fZr & aial s fooere 780 s
TEAT £ 0 R WA icE A7 W
gfeer s Tt 5 o Jrf T, s
a7 77 TdEE, zz afan -
fa@r #a % wrew i safas & frogare
FE AHET 2 AT Ale ATe Glo Afe F
e Az gfar ag wlme e
aifqa v 2 B a2 el we
% @i wr = froEmre 79 "4
3T W F7 & w7 9 | gy fan
# W9 § wzar wgar g v sa wir
qfem  afs & v 778 1 ol
qaT FF FF AT TET FORIT ROAH
FT Tl 2 1 7R W AT wigar g fa
g A A w2 d uF gfaw w A
FAT T F A7 TSI & HHATAAI H

I AT A IAF I F AT T8
T

A I A7 AeE FT AAT 94T
FT R 2 4 AVEIT AT T §er
& 97T %1 2w 27 § [ 02 wewyv
zhosr gfry 7 G2t 7 0 i oaw
gul mFA Eoir =gt A% oW
avia7 AT A gaesiie ET A
47 HOFIT T AT FAF § W7 R
faarg T |

UARET 3T AT 0 0F WAl
AT HATHFT ATOAT Fr HT AT q72
FAT § W AT AT F AT HIT TEA
IAT Fal A1, IR A AT W oA
ot diFET AEAT 1 wadET &
®F AW A AZ0 T 9T & A7 T
fer wrft wmwer BIvAs qEAEAT W0 OET
o o i Azeqy Afaw g Im &
WA ST AT T A ATET A,
¥R UF AT 48, AAF 47 ¥4 %
FHIAT Far HIST ST HTHT AT 7R
AR wAT AT § (% wAw A8 B
ot g | 3ar Az faguw A
T TITW, WIT WM W OGSl aEA
A&l # 1 AT 3z uAar @it wear
AU A& & | 7z AAT fmfazl marr-
T & w zfam (a7 =aw,
=F ZfamTi 1 wET 9@ g
T BN AT, W AT, A| 2 A
w1 o A% & fafesd a1 e
z AT va w1 5 g gfaw F
T AT A FIATE SV G AT 2
4 f Az foaas a3 739 |
37 57 2% 2 79 ¥ vy 39 3y
Fare R W oA w7 i 4 am-
TS ATIH ST AT TEA T T e
garasl ar w1 =g fmfad ama
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I &= ¥ #1ar 7 271 fomwq ® gy
AR 3 &, W O gae A A fufey
wAq TA F fagaw F w@ivr, g
waa faggw & wfRg gw omAA
gl w A faaaw &
T7T, qE ACHIC AZT HFIAH FOA T
TR AE UF Z gA9 E | 9
TEAT WA TW /A ARTAEEA H47 AT
2T 97 F13T 9F+T 7 | AT 0T DTV
# @ g gk fadmr £
o7 AT F A wE w7 OAT 9Egm
FI GoFTT {1 A 02 wrEe F fay faa-
are ZET W A g7 IE ga
& 2, A WA qE & | |
$1ET g4 9T F 30 TE E, AT
w1 ww (qagra agr 2 13 zalEn
& @zal wEA g I gewe oo fagas
F AT T | S0 faar F#UET ¥
TEE G ATA W w0 ooy qdf
GAuil

fefgea qra7 ®2 &1 uFz
F7aT 2 4% faags | fosr ave 7 #49
qIFHE T7 g7, 4T F30 q2T F
59 7,0 AIve Jre Hle HIF 54 Fro
A7 Tio Hle &  FATAT (74T,
#  WITE T Al AT § ¥ 59
e WZo Glo Hlo HTF T F a4
¥ AwqwT garn $o fgar wqr & waen
Tg ATHT A4 AW HAT ARAT 2
£ 797 7, v WAAHe 7 0F f19T
ITAT FT F | AT FIT F Aemifay
TTEG qAA FIAT W OqT 040 | 4
97 & Feqifaq gge7 faga ova
wzm % g, (o™ qfam F 53 7=8]
17 AT §, 94 WA 1T 1 WA
¥ AL A FARIAAT A E |

%5 #weRifad #EEEl 7w fE
zaq A1 ug safsw 1 4 freware
FA B HigwTe % var 2, wafEn g

— e
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gqfq{ﬂ‘]‘t{fﬁﬂ%aﬂfﬂ #1 frvare
01 # whawe 3 37|/ F A A
e if'amzmrmgfﬁwﬂ
Ifz & 7% & s o & 1 W T
T&T F1 T AFNGT F AT AW oA
m§|q@'aﬁﬁf{o "To Tro Hre
# 0 2afw # 7% 7% ofew 2 fe
Frla7 s aga 577 7.7 faedy afea
FT (TOFT §7 7 AT I H AT F7
¥ gfaw ¥ 997 ¥ qFAT & 1w
FHIT Ffaa W 15 a7 vy qaT 0
2o AP W owe fmmmaar g
far wme w1 oAy e g A e
A1 & AT 3%T FE gL v A
wAT o1 FFET w7 daAfaw zrew
AT A FT 5 w7 ¥ fag g 24 wwd
zaw! faaver wfe2z 5 wmd & s
ACXACATAT

qrAaTar, A o £ fF wa
mwmquwam
?frq?ﬁﬁwfra’r?mukir‘rﬂﬁ
agdas ¥ faeene gu saw A7 9
il

THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Mr.
Rajnarain, please wind up now.

=) TwATIRY - a1 wfwede
grEar fewe F@r §, 7w g
e § 7| BT AW E, W FE F 7w
ZZ 91T & | T I AlfeAr &1 qFEAT
gt F1E § AT F T AT A A
AIATHT & IT { IT {FAA AT ATH
femr & 0

gaaamEty
Ffar |

i HM  HATH

ST TR : A1 § WTE Zr
Fgar qga § fF dro mreo dio dre
1 WHE FA A ag e fagnw
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[=T )

e aftn wgt o T WA
wifg? | W% TEEr TF A agafa
™ qORTE H qa1 g ifgh | wewe
1 = w fagas w1 A Fev
a1l | 91 AT g = W fadas
F AT A AN, AT A § aga
AgaFamgand T 1 oF v
GATAT |ATEAT E | AT T TS FET
& &z g w7 1 4y Ay ofr ¥ %
o, AY A FET Z 0w fm amTy
T A7 GATAT AEAT 4, THG FAN
& far ot vz wgar afgr ) W &
ol a9 ¥ o Faw AT ¥ 43 7
A folt a1 Sifaw wm & faar
B A WU T A4 @A g | il
29 AT WU FT AR AR GATAT
wEA & T AW W .

goawnfa : W oww awrw
Ffarr o
wft TwATORY ¢ L, WY 3

ffrdl #1 A1 A W AT AW oAq
HEATATY ¥ |OT 97 77 97 7% § "7 wear-
o &7 oy wfiw i T 9T 3
g s 79 @ e & aw &
AT |

gqaamfa : wre Hifed
R R ek o 1151 1 e <
FATT H

THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: You
have spoken for 45 minutes.

SHRI RAJNARAIN: I am not
repeating the points.

THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: That
is all right, The Business Advisory
Committee allowed one day for this.
There must be some limit to this,

will do.
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st TrHATCAY ¢ AT o w7 ATy
g #ifea , ww far fawe gem. . .

THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Ycm
cannot tell the Chair to sit down.

SHRI RAJNARAIN: I request you

THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: There
must be some limit to everything. You
have spoken for about 4* minutes. Iam
requesting you.

SHRI RAJNARAIN; You must allow
me some time. Give me some time.

THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Pleas*
wind up now. I have one more speaker
after you.

ot Ty ¢ g, At # AW
avifAd qEedl ¥ HEAT ATEar § W
# Fae A9T F1 AT FT@AT FEAT 7,
s, ga7 =97 @l | .

geeacfa : & foder w9 7
aa A7 7Ty g q@r 2 |

st wrwmremy & afy
A1 AT A1 ¥ HigeAd wa@ar g fa
%, gfar & = g fr e am.

THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Even
if yvou do not finish, T will pass ou

to the next Member. You  have
spoken encugh.
o Twem@w ;.7 A X

A7 AT AT YAA T AT WIAT T
At awer ok 5 v faa oy fadas
AT FT AAT IAW EO | AT FAGE
§ worgdl a7 Ay ww w7 o A
et ot a7

THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: That
Mr, Sen Gupta.
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St TAATIAW P I 9T AT S
Fdgrar e e o o f e & faem ot
T FTA FT T wfowe 3 A A
afgdi & sz fF F wror w90 & o
A FTE

THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: I am
requesting you, please give a chance
to somebody else, Mr. Sen Gupla.

ot CTAATIIAOY : §AT HTH TE #7-
F1% NIfFT & 39 9%, ATFT & 99 77 q1E
HWET ATAEA A FEAA K FAET
TEFTTE |

THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: I
have called Mr. Sen Gupta.

ot TwATEw o IEfAr § wEAr
e g f5 = faaas 1 v amw
T F it % T\ Gy w9

§ S A FIE WERT OFM ATAT AE
g
THE  DEPUTY CHAIRMAN:

Please do not take down the proceedings.
Mr. Sen Gupta, please begin.

Shri Rajnarain continued to speak.

SHRI D. L. SEN GUPTA. (West Bengal):
Madam Deputy Chairman, I stand to oppose
this Bill. Since I have promised to be very
brief, I shall only try to underline the points
which I consider to be of vital importance for
being considered by the Select Committee
which is going to be appointed.

From paragraph 3 of the Financial
Memorandum it would appear that initially 7
battalions of the Central Industrial Security
Force will be raised. As regards these 7
battalions, *n going through the Bill it appears
that their function is a police function, and it
has been very ably argued by other speakers
of the opposition and 1 fully agree with them
that you
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cannot create a police force by a Central
legislation to work in the States since police
is absolutely and exclusively a State affair.
That is one part of the thing. Here constitu-
tional illegality is involved. I do not like to
dilate on this point.

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN  (SHRI M. P.
BHARGAVA) in the Chair.]

I would like to draw the attention of the
Members of the House as also the Select
Committee to the huge expenditure that this
organisation will have to incur, namely Rs.
155 lakhs of which the recurring expenditure
will be Rs. 118 lakhs, or in other words Rs. 1
crore 18 lakhs. Whether that is necessary .

&1 EATOAn

FI7H 721 £ 734 ¥ |

HTHT, TH 799

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: At lunch-time
quorum is not there. Why are you insisting on
it? We are not opposed to sitting here.

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRI M. P.
BHARGAVA): It is just a matter of seven
minutes more. Let us finish.

s TRATAGT . FI7H FT AT
FEETATTH & | Foaw Faarfaw

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: Better
adjourn. People are hungry. They
are good people. They are going

away for food.

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRI M. P.
BHARGAVA): You continue.

SHRI D. L. SEN GUPTA: If there is no
quorum, even then you are asking me to
speak.

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRI M. P.
BHARGAVA): Let the quorum bell be rung.

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: Again they
will go out.

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRI M: P.
BHARGAVA); You continue, Mr. Sen
Gupta.
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SHRI RAINARAIN: If there is an illegal
order, you should not obey.

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: It is wonderful
even the Deputy Chairman went away.

SHRI D. L. SEN GUPTA: When the hon.
Minister of State piloted this Bill he tried to
make out the matter as very simple and plain.
But our very respected friend, Mr. Akbar Ali
Khan, in his speech has tried to make out a
point, namely, that this Bill is necessary to
avoid sabotage. His point was since there was
sabotage in public Institutions, in Government
institutions, to avoid that this Bill was
necessary. [ am one with Mr. Akbar Ali Khan
that every precaution should be taken for
safeguarding our national property. But that is
not the point here. The point is ivhether this
Bill serves that purpose.

=t TwaTTTae
T

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN: (SHRI M. P.
BHARGAVA): The bell has not stopped
ringing.

AT W FH

SHRI D. L. SEN GUPTA: My point is this
that if a Bill of this nature is passed, that will
increase the number of sabotage instead of
stopping it. The very Bill is a challenge to our
security. It is not the Central Industrial
Security Force Bill but it is a challenge to
industrial security itself. My submission
before this House is this. No sabotage can be
stopped by the security staff. Sabotage can be
stopped by the spontanecous, willing and
intelligent co-operation of the workmen
employed in such institutions. Do not start
with the premise that the workmen there are
not as much patriotic as you are. Leave this
matter to them. Take them into confidence,
and they will be more effective than this
Industrial Security Force itself. I do not
understand what is the scheme of this Bill,
whether this Industrial Security Force will be
posted at every establishment
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i run and owned, by the Government before the
sabotage takes place or after the sabotage
takes place. When? It is impossible to place
this force in every department along with
every machine to stop the sabotage. The» the
lay-out of the machine has got to be changed.
Machines are so placed that, say, four
workers can stand and do the work. Where
the space is for four men, how can the
security staff be put on guard after these
persons near the machine? If they are outside,
if they are in the office, how do you stop a
sabotage in the factory? If they come after the
sabotage, what is the effectiveness of such a
staff? When you have created the security
staff, the workmen may take it as a challenge
to their loyalty though they may not be
unpatriotic.

Having considered this matter both I from the
point of view of our friend, Mr. Akbar Ali Khan
and of the interest of the country, I am strongly
of the opinion that this is an ill-advised Bill.
This Bill will not serve its purpose. Rather it
will be something very dangerous to try upon,
even to take a chance as an experiment. In this
context I would refer to the speech of Mr.
Chavan, th, Home Minister, the other day. He
referred to the Railway Security staff. A similar
Bill is there for them also. But have they been
able to stop any act of sabotage? Then why so
many railway accidents occur? Why do yo«
hear that sabotage is suspected? I want to know
whether there is one single instance to their
credit in which they could detect a sabotage. U
is not possible. The country belongs to the
people. The country does not belong to the few
Ministers or those on the congress side. The
people will guard their own property. The
workers themselves will guard their property.
You have got to start from there. If you start
from there, then only you will find a solution.
Otherwise you will offer no solution.

Mr. Vice-Chairman, I shall draw your
attention to clauses 8 and 18 of this Bill.

Clause 8 says:
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"Subject to  the  provisions  of
article 311 of the Constitution and

to such rules as the Central Gov
ernment may make under this Act,

any superior officer may—
* % k

(ii)) award any one or more of the
following punishments to any member
of the Force who discharges his duty in
a careless or negligent manner, or who
by any act of his own renders himself",
etc.

Now, it is very interesting. The Minister is
very fond of carelessness or negligence. For
acting in a careless and negligent manner, a
person will be punished. He is not being
punished for insubordination, he is not being
punished for fraud, he is not being punished
for any act of indiscipline. 'Careless or
negligent manner' is too subtle and too wide a
term. What he wants here is this. We find
here that a man will be punished more than
once, awarded 'any one or more of the
following punishments'. For an offence, a
man can be given two punishments. It means
double jeopardy. You give two punishments
for one offence. But in clause 18 you will
And something inconsistent with this being
provided. That clause deals with penalties for
neglect of duty, etc. The proviso to clause 18
says:

"Provided that no person shall be
punished twice for the same offence."

Here, you may say, I can give you two
punishments, three punishments; I can punish
you twice. What is the difference between
awarding two punishments and punishing
twice? This is a provision which has got to be
looked into very carefully, and I never, for a
moment, subscribe to the view.

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRI M. P.
BHARGAVA): Mr. Sen Gupta, have you
finished?

SHRI D. L. SEN GUPTA: I will take a
little more time.

871 RS—S5.
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THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRI M. P.
BHARGAVA): The House standi adjourned
till 2.30 p.M.

The House then adjourned for
lunch at thirty minute* past one of
the clock.

Th, House reassembled after lunch at half-
past two of the clock, THE DEPUTY
CHAIRMAN in the Chair.

SHRI D. L. SEN GUPTA: Madam Deputy
Chairman, I am almost completing m,
speech.

I was referring to clauses 8, 12 and 18. In
clause 8 there is a provision for one or more
punishments for offences like negligence or
carelessness in duty, whereas the proviso to
clause 18 says:

"No person shall be punished twice for
the same offence."

In our Constitution also, double jeopardy is
prohibited. I do not know exactly what the
Minister mean; by 'more than one
punishment' which are—

"(a) fine to any amount not exceeding
seven days' pay or deduction in pay scale;

(b) confinement to quarters for a
period not exceeding fourteen days with or
without punishment, drill, exaa guard,
fatigue or other duty;

(c) removal from any office of
distinction or deprivation of any special
emolument."

Now, so far as the functions and authority of
the Force are concerned, they are too large
and you will find them in clauses 10, 11 and
12: Now, power to arrest without warrant is
provided in clause 11 which says:

"(1) Any superior officer or member of
the Force may, without any order from a
Magistrate and without a warrant, arrest".
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(a) any person who has been
concerned in an offence relating to
any industrial undertaking referred
to in clause (b) or clause (c) of
section 10  punishable  with
imprisonment for a term exeeding
six months, or against whom a
reasonable suspicion exists of his
having been so concerned;"

If even on a reasonable suspicion
somebody may be arrested without a
warrant it is too big thing. Madam, I
submit that this power should be given
with caution. This is a reckless way of
giving power, and as I have already
submitted, this will not serve the
purpose; it will encourage the employees
to create sabotage, destruction or loss of
the property which otherwise also can be
guarded.

SHRI TRILOKI SINGH (Uttar
Pradesh): Madam Deputy Chairman, this
Bill, from the name that appears on it,
seems very innocent, the Central
Industrial Security Force Bill. There
have been, since the advent of British
rule in India, Central industrial
undertakings spread throughout the
length and breadth of this country.
Madam, we are not to forget that for at
least 100 years before this Bill is put on
the Statute Book, there have been
railway workshops, ordnance factories
etc. But at no time was it thought
necessary and expedient to create a Force
like the Central Security Force. That
shows  that after independence,
lawlessness has been growing in this
country, and that it has not been possible
for the Governments, both at the States
and at the Central level, to check
growing lawlessness. If I were to draw
your attention to the provisions of clause
19," it would be seen that this Force is
more or less to be created on the lines of
the Police force. Clause 19 lays down:

"The Police (Incitement to Dis-
affection) Act, 1922, shall apply to
members of the Force as it applies to
members of a police force."
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The provision under this clause lays at
rest the controversy whether the Force
that has to be created under the
provisions of this Bill will be something
like the police force which has been in
existence all these year® or not. Let me
point out, with your permission, Madam,
why for the first time, after more than
150 years of British rule in India, it was
only in 1922 that a measure like the
Police (Incitement to Disaffection) Act.
was put on the Statute Book. Hon. Mem-
bers would recall that in the later stages
of the Non-cooperation movement started
by Mahatma Gandhi, the Congress tried
to create disaffection in the army and the
police. Till 1922 it was not an offence to
ask a policeman to go on strike, to ask
him to give up service or to revolt. But
because the Non-cooperation movement
in its later stages called upon the people
to enter into the cantonments and the
police lines and to ask the police and the
military to disobey Government's orders
that this Police (Incitement to
Disaffection) Act was passed. We are
going to apply it in toto to the Force t'o
be created under this Bill.

My objection, Madam, is this that in
view of the Central Government's
admission that it has not been possible
for it to maintain law and order with the
help of the machinery already in
existence, it is going to create another
Force. What for? Not to keep watch and
ward over their property. If it had been
confined only to the functions and duties
of keeping watch and ward over
Government property, I would have had
no objection to it. Not only that. This Bill
applies also to industrial undertakings of
the State Governments. There is a pro-
vision in the Bill that in case any State
Government so wishes, it can seek the
help of this Force. The State Government
is already in possession of a police force.
I wonder if the Central Government
proposes to dispense with the police
force as it exists today. But through the
provisions of this Bill, an effort is made
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that this Force might very well take up
the work of guarding the interests ( ' the
industrial undertakings set-up by the
State Governments.

The whole question is whether it is
necessary or not at the moment to create
a parallel police force. According to the
Government of India, it is necessary. For
a man like me, it is not necessary, it
encroaches upon the rights and privileges
and duties, as laid down in the
Constitution, pertaining to the State
Governments. It would lead to
unnecessary friction between the two
authorities, the State Governments and
the Centre. And 1 do not want that there
should be any occasion in which the
differences between the Centre and the
State Governments take that shape.

You will see, Madam, that the Bill
seeks to empower an officer under
clauses 11 and 12 to arrest a person
without warrant and also make search.
Naturally, Madam, these arrests and these
searches will not be confined within the
fcur corners Or the boundaries of the
industrial undertakings which this Bill
seeks to protect. A man living at
Lucknow, outside the jurisdiction of
officer of the Security Force or outside
his compound, can be arrested by a
Central Industrial Secu-rty Force officer
posted at Agra, or his premises searched.
It will not be left to the local police,
which It is their duty and which duty if
this Bill were not put on the State Book,
would have been performed by them and
which has been performed by them all
these years.

Madam, I went through the Statement
of Objects and Reasons and tried to read
between the lines to find out whether
there has been one single case wherein
the State police had refused or failed to
exercise its duty imposed upon it by the
Constitution and by so many Acts to
afford proper protection to the Central
Government undertakings. Where is the
necessity of it? It may be that in his reply,
the Home Minister's number two might
very well enlighten this august House
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that there have been cases, or at least one
instance, wherein the local police had
failed to provide adequate protection to a
Central Government undertaking. If there
has been no case, then I do not .find any
reason whatsoever for any consideration
being given to the Bill.

I know, Madam, that the Congress
Party here is in power. How long will it
remain in power, [ do not know.

AN HON. MEMBER: Three months.

SHRI TRILOKI  SINGH: Three
aaonths or ten months I am not bothered
about it. But there is one danger that I
see. It has become a common practice
with the lawmakers after independence
that they provide in every Bill brought
before  the  Legislature a provision
for~protection to the persons charged with
carrying out  the provisions of the Bill
for anything done in good faith. The
criminal law is there. It affords ampl,
protection to the officers of the State to
take certain acticns in the discharge of
then-duties. They cannot be hauled
up easily for their actions. Madam, you
must have seen in, your long experience
of public life—you ar, one of the pre-
siding deities of this august House— that
it has become a common practice for
every Bill to contain this clause. What
ahout -fl»fe Criminal Procedure Code?
Why not repeal it? It mean? that in
democracy in India, which is peculiar to
our own conditions, traditions,
environments and  genius or whatever
our friends on the' other side might like
to call it, a. public servant needs greater
protection  in the discharge of his duties
than a public servant, say, in the
United Kingdom or th, United States
of America.

SHRI SYED AHMAD (Madhya
Pradesh): ThafT5r5tection is afforded to
bona fide public servants in all the
countriSs of The world in the discharge
of their duty.

SHRI TRILOKI SINGH: Only by one
law. not in every law that has been
passed there. 1 would like the hon.
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Member to go through the Georgain Acts,
Victoria Acts and oher Acts. Let him point out
one single case except during the times of war.
Madam, I would like to draw the attention of
this House to the atrocities committed by the
Britishers in the days of the Rowlatt Act. and
in 1919 an Indemnity Bill was brought before
the Indian Legislative Council, and that Bill, if
my friends will bear with me for one minute,
was opposed not only by Pt. Madan Mohan
Malaviya, by Vithal-bhai Patel, by Sir Tej
Bahadur Sapru, by Sir Abdur Rahim, but by
each and every non-official Indian who was a
Member of the Indian Legislative Council
those days. And the pictures of those that
adorn the Central Hall are meant to serve as a
beacon light and inspiration to those who have
come after them and to those who have been
called upon to administer the affairs of
thFjrbig country, here as servants of this
august House or as Members of the Lok
SatSha. It is up to us, Madam, to see that the
traditions built by these noble sons of India are
not set at naught by our efforts. Therefore. 1
would like to remind my hon. friends on the
other side that the Indemnity Act put on the
Statute Book by the old British Government in
1919 after the enactment of the Rowlatt Act
had to be repealed. I feel ashamed, Madam, to
be a party to any such provision.

Madam, I am not prepared *o give that
protection to a public servant. The Cr. P. C.
makes ample provision for it. What does this
mean? It means encouragement to a Govern-
ment servant to do what he likes. And we
provide that the aggrieved party will nave no
remedy in a court of law. i had this grievance
against the U.P. Government also when I had
the honour and privilege to serve as a Member
of the U.P. Legislative Assembly. It was not
once, twice or thrice but for a number Of
years that I expressed myself against these
special privileges, and here too I would liks to
draw your attention, and through you, the
attention of this august House, that have a
security force by all
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means, but do not give special protection to
those officers of the Government whom this
Bill is going to empower to arrest without a
warrant and to search without warrant. This is
a danger to democracy, and democracy in
India i in a tottering stage, 1 regret to say. I
am sorry to say that the values for which I
hav, stood all these years, all my life, inside
the Congress and outside it are gradually
disappearing one by one, and I am a mute
witness and , silent spectator of all that. I
would like, through you, Madam, most
humbly to request the hon. Members of this
august House to give their thought to these
great values set by national leaders who came
before us. We are not to give them a go-by. In
our hurry, in our anxiety that We are all
powerful we should not act in an arbitrary
manner.

With these words, Madam, I beg to support
the amendment or the motion moved by he
Minister in charge of this Bili that a reference
to the select Committee be made

SHRI P.
Pradesh):

K. KUMARAN
To bury it.

(Andhra

SHRI TRILOKI SINGH: . . . I would not
be sorry if they bury it. But if they do not
bury it, let them at least strike out some of the
obnoxious provisions to which I have drawn
your attention.

THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Mr. Bhupesh
Gupta.

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: Madam Deputy
Chairman .

DIWAN CHAMAN LALL (Punjab); May I
rise on a point of order before my hon. friend
speaks? The point of order is that we have no
rules regarding making reference to Joint
Select Committee on that particular basis. And
that is the reason why, you will notice, that in
Mr. Chavan's amendment for reference of the
Bill to the Joint Select Committee in
paragraph 3 he said:
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That in other respects, the Rules of
Procedure of this House relating to Select
Committees shall apply with such
variations and modifications as the
Chairman may make;".

Now I do suggest that my hon. friend ought to
hold over this particular Bill until the Rules
Committee has reported to this House
regarding rules referring the Bill to a Joint
Select Committee.

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: I support what
Diwan Chaman Lall has said.

THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: We have
rules for the Joint Committee and 1 think the
Select Committee rules applied to that. So I
do not think there is much in what he says.

DIWAN CHAMAN LALL: Madam, 1 beg
your pardon. The ruling that you have given
Only refers to Select Committees. It does not
apply to Joint Select Committees. There are
no rules referring to Joint Select Committees
and that is the reason why my hon. friend, the
Home Minister, has come forward with an
amendment and the amendment is contained
in paragraph 3—" . . . shall apply with such
variations and modifications ai the Chairman
may make."

THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: 1 think "the
form is in order as made.

SHRI TRTLOKI SINGH: May 1
draw your attention to Rule 93(1) of
the Rules of Procedure printed on

page 26, if you have got the same edi
tion as I have, which read: "... .after
the presentation of the final report of
a Select Committee of the Council, or
a Joint Committee of the House .................. "

THE MINISTER OF STATE. IN THE
MINISTRY OF HOME AFFAIRS (SHRI
VIDYA CHARAN SHUKLA): It means Joint
Committee.

THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: That's it,
yei.
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SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: Yon have not
accepted it? Anyway, , good effort I always
support.

SHRI AKBAR ALI KHAN (Andhra
Pradesh): Shri Bhupesh Gupta is aa
experienced man and I do not think he should
take more than five minutes.

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: Because
I am experienced, I can take five
hours............

THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: He will take
much less than that.

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: I aw very glad
he said that, that I was experienced. Now,
Madam, in the beginning when the Bill was
introduced, we expressed our feelings very
strongly—perhaps some hon. Members
thought that we were being needlessly
obstructive over this matter—because the Bill
came wearing a false maak, namely, it called
itself "Central Industrial Security Force." But
since we have a hypocritical Government, we
have hypocritical title also given t» the Bills.
Therefore, I think the hon. Members who have
not carefully gone through the provisions of
th» Bill, felt that we are unreasonably
constructing the passage of what looks like a
non-controversial, innocent measure. I do not
blame them, because after all, you cannot
belong t» the Congress Party and yet show
anything but ignorance in certain matters. But,
Madam Deputy Chairman, you will now
understand why we oppose it. As the
discussions started, it was very clear that some
knowledgeable Members opposite, sitting ia
the ruling party, also expressed very grave
doubts. Later on, in the course of the
discussions, many points were' made and
ultimately, the Home Minia-ter had to call a
meeting of gome of those who spoke in this
Hous, in order to find out exactly what the Bill
meant and What wer, the contentions of those
whose spoke on the Bill from both sides of the
House. And later on he decided to modify the
Government's stand, namely, that the Bill
should Z* t? a Joint Select Committee. Yet,
last
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week the Government came with a very
set mind that the Bill should be passed in
one single day, without having to counter
much opposition from either side of the
House. These were miscalculations borne
out of an anti-people, anti-democratic
'and bureaucratic attitude towards the
problems facing the nation. I hope we of
the Opposition will now be -understood
even by those people who do not see eye
to eye with us. On the first day, when this
Bill came, we tried to the best of our
ability to uphold a good cause, the cause
of defence of civil liberties, defence of
the Constitution, defence of the States'
autonomy and defence of fundamental
rights.

SHRIMATI LALITHA (RAJGO-i
ALAN) (Madras): I have a submission to
make, Madam our learned friend, Mr.
Bhupesh Gupta, is a Member of the Joint
Select Committee on this Bill and I
would request Mr. Bhupesh Gupta,
through you, that it is better for him to
listen to the opinion of other Members so
that he can present his opinion in the
Joint Select Committee after knowing the
opinions of all Members here. That
would make him more informative.

THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: But Mr.
Bhupesh Gupta likes to listen to his own
opinion.

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: No.

SHRIMATI LALITHA (RAJAGO-
PALAN): I think he should give his time
to some other Member .

SHRI AKBAR ALI KHAN: He is riot
SO generous.

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: I assure
you that if the hon. lady speaks for one
hour on this Bill, I shall sit down. But
are you ready?

THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: You
should not ask her to speak for one hour.

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: But
Madam, have you come across any lady
Member speaking for less than one hour tqg
put forward her point? ]
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THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Then
you are a lady.

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: All right,
then I am , lady. Now a lady has
discovered it. Anyhow, Madam, I may
tell you that I ,m not interested in
listening to my own opinion because I
know my opinion. Why should I have an
extra process? But I want you, since the
matter is being considered, to understand
why we oppose it so much. We have not
accepted the principle of the Bill. That is
why even though I have been named for
the Select Committee, I am speaking. If I
had accepted the principle of the Bill,
probably I would noit have spoken. We
shall fight the Bill in this House; we shall
fight the Bill in the Select Committee; we
shall fight the Bill everywhere, at the
Centre and in the States. We shall fight
the Bill ultimately if it comes here also,
Well, that is very very clear. We reject
the abominable principles of this Bill.
That is why I am speaking. Now [ am
quite conscious of the convention that
generally applies when the Members
accept In principles the Bill, that those
who go to the Select Committee do not
speak here. But here, as in the case of the
Preventive Detention Act, those Members
who have been mentioned for the Select
Committee, have also decided to speak

SHRI AKBAR ALI KHAN: If you do
not accept th, principle, do not join the
Joint Select Committee.

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: Both . . .

SHRI AKBAR ALI KHAN: If you do
not accept the principle, you should
withdraw from it.

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: No.

d THETAN ¢ FE TR ¥
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SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: We shall
chase your Government wherever you
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are. We shall not leave you free. We shall go
to the Heavens, we shall go to Hell with you
till we have it out with you. (Interruption) To
Hell Or Heaven with this Congress, but it
must be attacked and finished everywhere.

Now, Madam Deputy Chairman, the first
point that I wish to make about this Bill is that
it touches on the principles of th2
Constitution. Now, I know that Constitutional
issues are not to be decided by this House.
The Supreme Court is the competent authority
to decide the Constitutionality or otherwise of
a measure of this kind. I concede that point.
But I must invjte your attention to the obiter
dicta of the Supreme Court in certain
judgments. In one of its judgments, the
Supreme Court Bench said that such matters
should be considered by publicmen. Thej' say
that we are not here to consider it but that it is
something for the publicmen to consider.
Now there are occasions and there ar, certain
matters when publicmen, notably the
Members of Parliament and legislatures are
called upon to reflect over certain proposi-
tions before them and see whether it is within
their competence to pass, all the more because
nobody can prevent us at this moment from
undertaking this legislation and passing it.
Even if it is, assuming for a moment, 100 per
cent invalid from the point of view of the
Constitution, you will have the sovereign
right to pass it. I am not questioning this right.
As you know, I stand for the sovereignty of
the Parliament insofar as it conforms to
democratic standards. But precisely because
we have the, shall we say, prerogative or the
privilege of enacting a legislation of this kind,
regardless of whether we are competent or not
it stands to reason that we apply our mind
much more seriously, look into the matter and
see whether we have the competence to enact
such a legislation. Therefore, quite apart from
the question of legal or Constitutional validity
or otherwise of this particular measure, the
very first submission I wish to
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make before the House is that this House will
think seriously if it is competent t, undertake
this legislation in terms of the Constitution. I
have already conceded that you can be rigid
and go ahead with it, but then you have the
moral duty, you have the fundamental duty to
ask yourself honestly whether what you ar,
doing is authorised by the Constitution. Here
we are sovereign; hence we must be more
responsible. Why do I say so? I have the
Constitution before me. How do we legislate?
The scheme of the Constitution lays down the
rule for legislation. Article 246 of the
Constitution says about the legislative powers
or competence of the Parliament. Here it is
said:

"Notwithstanding  anything in clause (2)
and (3), Parliament has exclusive power to
make laws with respect to any of the matters
enumerated in  List I in the Seventh
Schedule (in this Constitution  referred to
as the 'Union List)". Therefore we have
power to legislate on any item or any
Entry inListI. It is beyond dispute.

" (2) Not withstanding anything in
clause (3), Parliament and subject to clause
(1), the Legislature of any State have
power to make laws, etc."—

That is about the State Legislatures—

"(3) Subject to clause (1) and (J),
the Legislature of any State..........c..c........
has exclusive power to make laws." It
relates to how they can pass laws. We are
more concerned with article 246 here. Let us
go to the Schedule. There you will find that in
the Union List there is Entry No. 97. We are
told by the Law Minister that this Bill is
being proposed under Entry 32. What does it
says:
"Property of the Union and the revenue
therefrom".

You have to read this conjunctively, not
disjunctively. That is very very important
because it is not written Property of the
Indian Union or revenue therefrom'. It says:
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[Shri Bhupesh Gupta.]

"Property of th, Union iand the revenue
(herefrom, but as regards property situated
in a State specified in Part A or Part B of
the First Schedule subject to legislation by
the State, save i, so fa, as Parliament by
law otherwise provides."

This is the only article to which they can take
recourse i, order to justify their sponsoring
this measure. Naturally we have to examine
this particular article fro, the constitutional
angle, from the legal angle, from the point of
view of the normal rules of interpretation of
Statutes. First of all you hava to keep in mind
that when they say 'Property of the Union and
revenue therefrom' the Bill has i, mind certain
types of property from which revenue
accrues; otherwise they would have put
disjunctively in this matter, nor does it mean
an, property. For example, there are the
General Post Offices. Now it remains to be
debated as to what exactly the words mean.
The Supreme Court will certainly go into this
question but this, according to me implies in a
narrow sense certain types of property, not
every property or undertaking that comes up
in the public sector either as a Government
company under Section 670 of the Companies
Act or otherwise. This is the first point I
make.

You are enlarging the scope oi Entry 32.
assuming but not admitting that the Entry
applies to this particular move that you have
taken here in sponsoring this measure. It
says:

situated
legisla

"But as regards property
in a State............... subject  to
tion of the State".

Now therefore when the Constitution-makers
provided for this kind of legislation on the
part of the Central Parliament in regard to
certain property, they naturally were not un-
aware that some of the property in regard to
which provision was made, might be situated
in the States of the Indian Union. Therefore
lhey had it laid down 'subject to the
legislation
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by the State'. Therefore when you make a law
of this kind here, when [ judge my
competence for sponsoring a measure of this
kind, I should also at the same time keep in
my view what is the position in the State—the
position actual and the position potential. I
should not only take into account the existing
laws that are inside the State but also the
probable course the State may take in dealing
with such legislative measures. Quite clearly
the Central Government here has not paid any
heed whatsoever to this aspect of the matter.
Then of course there is a saving proviso
which they may use for this purpose—'Save i,
so far as Parliament by law otherwise pro-
vides'. This relates to something which
empowers the Parliament—we have no power
whatsoever—in order to empower us to
undertake a legislation which in terms of the
Constitution we are not competent te
undertake. Assuming for example that you are
applying both, making a legislation here and
at the same time you are empowering the
Parliament to undertake the legislation which
otherwise you are not competent to undertake,
if that is so, then another rule of interpretation
comes in. In any scheme of Constitution or
fundamental law of the land, you cannot
interpret law in such a manner or exercise
your legislative and executive power in such a
manner as ta detract from the fundamental
position or postulated principles of the Consti-
tution. In other words you cannot undertake a
legislation under the Constitution here which
abridges the powers of the State. Yet if this
legislation goes, it means not only by
implication but by overtly you are abridging
the powers of the State which we are not
under the Constitution authorised to to do here
in this House.

Therefore it is very essential that of all
places, in this House of the Council of States,
we must be particularly keen on studying
such matters and be sensitive to what we are
doing
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and we must see again and again 1 whether
having got the authority of a sovereign nature tq
legislate, if we are not over-reaching ourselves
we are acting beyond our competence. If we
take recourse to Entry 32 in the Union List and
then pass this law, the scheme of the law itself
would show, to say the least, that it creates a
concurrent  jurisdiction with the  State
Government in certain matters within the State
concerned. We are in short entering into the
Concurrent List without having the authority to
do so. That is another point.

I come to the Bill. You will see that List II
of the Seventh Schedule is supposed to be the
exclusive list in regard to which the powers
are enjoyed only by the State Governments
and not by the Centre. It is not Concurrent
List. Now 'Public Order' is the first item in
the List. Now it is said in Entry 1 in List [I—
State List;

"Public order (but not including the use
of naval, military or air force or any other
armed forces of the Union in aid of the
civil power)."

That is to say, Public order, in so far as it does
not involve naval, military or air forces,
comes within the exclusive jurisdiction of the
State Governments, of the States of the Indian
Union. The question of Concurrent
jurisdiction does not arise. In fact, it is
precluded by a specific entry in a specific list
under specific provisions of the Constitution.
The question arises whether the scheme
answers the definition of 'Tublic order".
Madam Deputy Chairman, see now; by impli-
cation and even explicitly a number of
provisions of this particular Bill, especially
the deployment and use of the Security Force
with patently police functions in its
possession, involve 'Public order' clearly.
Therefore, 1 say, with whatever the disguise,
whatever the mask, whatever the cover, you
are creating an authority under the law, which
you cannot create, and investing that authority
with power to staal with <miain mat-
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ters, which come not within your
exclusive jurisdiction, not even within your
concurrent  jurisdiction, but come within the
exclusive jurisdiction of the States. Hence it
is repugnant to the scheme and understanding
and, above all, the underlying principles of

the Constitution. Madam Deputy
Chairman, now you can refute that
point. Hon. Members can refute that point
by saying that "Public order" is not
involved.  Well, let them say so although
some of the things would involve "Public

order". Suppose there is a rowdy scene in a
factory, in a public undertaking, within
the premises of that public undertaking,
suppose there s a» apprehension of
destruction of  property, well, this is only one
side of it. There is another side of it and it is
public  disorder. Therefore, Madam
Deputy Chairman, the issue is not what
percentage is public disorder or not. Anything
that relates to  public disorder or "Public
order" nust, subject to certain limitations
under the Constitution, fall within the pro-
vince'  of the State  Governments.
Therefore, the issue is not that one must
judge whether it is 50 per cent "Public order"
or 50 per cent some other thing.  The issue is
whether it is essentially a matter ~ which, in
the normal course of  behaviour of a
State, is considered to be a matter under
"Public order" ,nd is dealt with as such
by the  State police force. That is the
issue here, you see.

SHRI T. CHENGALVAROYAJ*
(Madras): Madam Deputy Chairman, will the
hon. Member know that "Public order"
relates to the maintenance of peace in a
public place? There are ever so many
decisions.

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: Well, "Public
order", I do not accept your definition. I am
talking now purely in terms of the
Constitution. Mind you, I am not dealing now
with the legal thing as such, dealing with
various aspects. I am taking my stand on the
provisions to impress upon the House how
difficult it is for us to swallow the
suggestion that we are
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[Shri K. P. Mallikarjunudu.] competent to
do so. Now therefore, if it is "Public order", if
there is an iota of "Public order" in it, well, in
such a case you are not entitled to undertake
this legislation, and by reading the 21 clauses
of the Bill you will find that a good deal of
matter involving "Public order" is incorpo-
rated in the Bill.

SHRI K. P. MALLIKARJUNUDU
(Andhra Pradesh): There is the rule of pith
and substance. You must look to the
substance of the Bill and not to a particular
provision. Suppose one provision impinges
on "Public order", even then it may be valid
legislation in view of the rule of pith and
substance. Ican quote. .

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: No, I will
come to that.

SHRI AKBAR ALI KHAN: He is a very
experienced lawyer; we are trying to inform
you of the correct positron of law.

SHRI K. P. MALLIKARJUNUDU: I can
quote . . .

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA; We both are
briefless barristers. Let us talk as men of
common clay; let us not try to be very big.
Now, therefore, even if there is one provision
relating to "Public order" I say you are not
competent. Well, some people believe in
illegitimate children. Now an illegitimate
child, whether healthy or unhealthy, big or
small, does not make any difference to the
question of "illegitimate child".

SHRi K. P. MALLIKARJUNUDU: May I
explain my position?

THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Please let
him continue.

SHRI K. P. MALLIKARJUNUDU: May I
explain my point of view in
this matter?

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: 1 am very
much interested; because I am not quarrelling
with you this time. I sincerely wish to argue
with you what I feel here forgetting party
affiliations and other things, but there are
many occasions when we can discuss such
things. Therefore I say that "Public
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order" does come in now. I shall come

to that.

Take List III—Concurrent List, it is in the
Seventh Schedule, What do you find? I am
anticipating the arguments of hon. Members.
Here Entry 1 says:

"Criminal law, including all matters
included in the Indian Penal Code at the
commencement of this Constitution but
excluding offences against laws with respect
to any of the matters specified in List I or List
II and excluding the use of naval, military or
air forces or any other armed forces of the
Union in aid of the civil power." Then Entry 2
says:

"Criminal procedure, including all
matters included in the Code of Criminal
Procedure at the commencement of the
Constitution."

Therefore here, in regard to  this matter,
we along with the States have concurrent

jurisdiction, but note it, "at the
commencement of the Constitution". It is in
regard to  matters which existed at the

time of the enactment of the Constitution, at
the time of the passing of the Constitution. It is
not something which has arisen after the
Constitution was passed, after the
Constitution came into force. Even so, Madam
Deputy Chairman, here is a fundamental
principle of law that, even if in regard to the
Code of Criminal Procedure we have concur-
rent jurisdiction, the State and the Centre,
neither the State nor the Centre is
empowered to legislate in a manner which
contradicts or abridges each other's rights.
That is to say, even if I have the right, as indeed
I have under this provision, to legislate in
matters relating to the Code  of Criminal
Procedure, I am precluded from making such
legislation as would abridge the rights of the
States under List il of the Seventh Schedule to
the Constitution.  This is a very fundamental
principle. You cannot make one set of laws
which negates another set of laws in the sphere
of the Constitution. As far as ordinary laws
are concerned, for every item you can
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circumvent the situation by saying
"Notwithstanding anything contained in
any other law for the time being in force,
this is such and such." You can
circumvent that way as far as ordinary
laws are concerned, but with regard to the
Constitution, you cannot obviate the
constitutional hurdles for the simple
reason that the Constitution lays down
that it has got to be amended with a
particular majority; it has got to be
amended with a majority of the total
membership of the House and by a
majority of not less than two-thirds of the
Members present and voting. Now with
regard to other laws it is not so.
Therefore, Madam Deputy Chairman, are
we entitled to amend the Constitution, or
to detract from it by the back door? Well,
that has also to be considered. I can
understand your amending the
Constitution and then bringing this
measure, but the Constitution remaining
as it is, you cannot propose a measure
which, patently, at least contradicts the
provisions of the Constitution, which in
the name of making certain laws in order
to empower the Centre, takes away the
constitutional powers and authority given
to the States under the Constitution. It is a
subversion of the Constitution. It is a
fraud on the Constitution.

THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Mr.
Bhupesh Gupta, you have taken half an
hour.

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: No, .0, |
have not come to the Bill yet.

THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Mr.
Bhupesh Gupta, there are others also.

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: I have to
speak; I told you.

THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: You
cannot appropriate to yourself all the
time.

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: I have not
appropriated; why are you saying this?

THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: I am
saying this because there are others also.
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SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA; Tell me
who the other speakers are.

THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Why
don't you submit to reason?

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: I do.

THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN.- For the
third reading you may reserve some of
your arguments. But you are placing
most of your arguments on the first day
itself, at the first reading stage itself.

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: I have not;
sirlllce then I have consulted lawyers and
others.

THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: You
cannot go on like this, without any limit
of time. I will give you another ten
minutes.

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: That will
not do. If necessary, [ shall face
expulsion from the House today. Let the
country know that I have gat expelled
from the House, because I was telling
every day that I will take one hour; I as
telling it every day. Madam Deputy
Chairman, you have power, you ca,
order, you can ask Mr. Gujral to move a
motion. | will obey. I can silence myself
having been expelled from the House.
And I shall consider it an honour. Let the
States of India know that I was thus
silenced.

THE MINISTER OF STATE IN THE
DEPARTMENTS OF PARLIA-
MENTARY AFFAIRS AND COM-
MUNICATIONS (SHRI 1. K. GUJRAL):
Madam, ¢n a point of order. I do not like
to come in the way of Mr. Bhupesh
Gupta who is a leading and respected
Member of this House. He is also a
lawyer because he is quoting law, though
h. says he is a briefless barrister. The
point is this. As you know, a regular
programme of discussion waa drawn up
on the recommendation of the Business
Advisory Committee. The Chair also put
it to the vote of the House and the House
unanimously approved of it. By now w,
have
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[Shri I. K. GujraL] taken some eight hours.
If one Member chooses to decide for himself
that he will speak for one hour or two hours,
is it for the Member to decide how much time
he will require for his speech? If we allow
that kind of thing then I think it will not be
possible to stick to any programme or to any
time schedule evolved and any such
programme evolved in the House or in the
Business Advisory Committee will become
useless.

(Interruptions)

THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Let him
finish.

SHRI I. K. GUJRAL.: I do not like to come
in the way of Mr. Gupta.

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: You have
come.

SHRI I. K. GUJRAL.: I say I do not like to
come in the way of Mr. Gupta, but with the
utmost humility I may submit to Mr. Gupta
that he will he kind enough to see that we do
no', break the procedure or set up any
precedent here which it would be difficult for
us to abide by. In that case it would become
impossible to conduct the work according to
any programme. It was fo, the hon. Member
to object when the matter was before the
Business Advisory Committee. When it was
brought here then also he did not object.

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: I did.

SHRI I. K. GUJRAL: Every time it was
discussed he did nothing of that kind and
therefore this is a programme which has been
agreed 10. We have already accepted it and I
suggest humbly that Mr. Gupta may be
requested kindly to abide by the decision of
the Hous, and finish his speech by the time
that is given.

THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: [ am
appealing to Mr. Gupta to finish his speech
early because we must finish the business
today. The business
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was discussed not only in the Business
Advisory Committee but it was announced
here also. It was agreed that we shall take one
day, but eve* so the Chairmau in his
discretion extended the time. {.Interruptions).
Please listen to me. We have taken three days
over this. W, have to finish the business.
(Interruptions). Please let e direct the
business.

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: I request Mr.
Gujral to move a resolution suspending me.
I want it.

SHRI RAJNARAIN": On a point of

THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Mr.
Rajnarain, you have nothing to say now. I am
making an appeal to all Members. I want
every hon. Member to help the House to
conduct the business in the time allotted.

SHRI RAJNARAIN: On a point of order .

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: We had to take
all this time because Mr. Chavan brought in
his motion about the Select Committee. I am
notto .

(Interruptions)

THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Order,
order. I have to conduct the business of the
House. If Mr. Chavan made certain changes
according to your suggestion .

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: Not on my
suggestion.

THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: . . . or on his
own volition, then it was' for the hon.
Member to point out to the House that he will
need more time. No such thing was done.

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: I did it.

THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Please listen
to me.

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: I told the
Chairman. Every time I got the chance I
cleared the point. When Mr. Chavan brought
in the Bill and later when he moved bin
amendment, o»
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every occasion I objected. You cannot say
that I did not object at all. I did object.

SHRI RAJNARAIN: On a point of
order. #omy § e wx @y

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: My point is
that we want reasonable discussion I do not
think that reasonable discussion has taken
place. I have many constitutional and legal
points to make ove, this matte, which affects
the autonomy of eight of our States, indeed of
all the States of India, over a matter in which
the Chief Ministers are affected, over a matter
in which such powers are sough* to be
exercised from here as would practically set
aside the States. Obviously on such a matter I
am not going to listen to the dictates of the
Congress Party.

THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: You have
spoken for a long time On this Bill an® I
think the Chair also must be given the
discretion to direct the debate. Otherwise
why do you have the Chair in this House if
you can go on talking for any length of time?

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: All the time I
am being opposed.

THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: I will direct
the debate.

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: Madam, if I
think you a?e unreasonable I have the right to
make a submission.

THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Whether
reasonable or not you may take five more
minutes. Tharf; is th, last [ have to say.

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: I will not go.
You may get rid of me. Call the Marshal. No,
no. I will not sit down. I would rather be
suspended. I will not go. I shall not sit down.
I h™e my right to be heard here on my State
of West Bengal. You have been treating us
like this. What do you think w, are?
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THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Wh»t do
you think you are? You »re hon. Members of
Parliament.

SHRI RAJNARAIN: On » point of order.

THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: What is
your point of order?

dY TTHATOA © WY ATRE WIE
wT¥7 o7 § f ot w9 avgw W@ wW
e w1 faweie &7 a9q § | fawdw
TSATEIr WA ¥ & W, 97 qg wIwAT
grar a1 4% Ju7 § wg faur f& wi
STTEAT A1E BT 777 & {IA TR FIAT
gy A K THWTIE WA qrEAT
# | Ia% arg 3F At 4w e &
i agr wg faar ar e x@ famr A1
aa # agt AT afgy, seF A
ia g fafret & a0, fecd B
fufeee & T Y, TN A T TRy
¥ 7 o #19 faggw oY g9 @0 9
oA e A T
g g fm GWr aw W @ W
It was never decided in the Business
Advisory Committee. wfr Y ¥ A0
ARl FAT |

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: W« have not.
That is what I say. Let it go to the Business
Advisory Committee again. Let it gt> there
again. Wc have not decided.

s TrHRATOAOW C TH | "EA A

oaer  Wewr A4l FAT |riEd |
I walked out of the Business Ad-

visory Committee. # gy fagae q2uTy-
T FHE § ATTHTIZ F7 F T AT |

SHRI M. GOVINDA REDDY (Mysore):
Madam, the Business Advisory Committee
fixed the time- for this. Bill.

(Interruptions)
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THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Order,
order.

SHRI M. GOVINDA REDDY: The
proposals of the Business Advisory
Committee were put to the House and then
also there was no objection raised and the
House accepted the programme.

SHRI RAJNARAIN: I objected.

SHRI M. GOVINDA REDDY: When the
House has accepted the proposals of the
Business Advisory Committee, no hon.
Member can go against it.

(Interruptions)

THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN; Order,
order.

SHRI M. GOVINDA REDDY: I say no
Member can go against it. The Chair has the
discretion to extend the time given by the
Business Advisory Committee. Therefore no
Member is in order when he asks for
something which is against the decision of th,
Business Advisory Committee. That is one
thing.

Madam, I humbly submit that in this House
time and again—it is an every day
occurrence—that threats are uttered to the
Chair. This is a thing which this House should
not tolerate. If this happens then I think law-
abiding people or Members of this House who
observe decency and decorum and who follow
the rules of procedure will find it difficult to
sit in this House, especially when there are
disorderly scenes and defiance of the Chair,
even insult of the Chair. These have been seen
almost everyday. If this sort of a thing is
allowed, Madam, then Parliament and this
Rajya Sabha will become a mockery. I may
humbly submit to th 2 Chair that the Chair
should be firm and no defiance of the Chair
should be allowed. If a Member thinks it fit to
shout to the Chair or if he insults the Chair in.
any way, then the Chair should expel that
Member.
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SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: Why do you
allow him to say all this? I have never
insulted the Chair.

SHRI M. GOVINDA REDDY: This sort
of a thing we cannot, tolerate.

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: We cannot
tolerate this.

SHRI M. GOVINDA REDDY: I think
some of us will have to leave the House.

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: Some of us
will not leave the Hou3e. We shall be
expelled.

SHRI I. K. GUJRAL: The hon. Member
Shri  Rajnarain  hqs  questioned the
proceedings oi this House in the past.

SHRI RAJNARAIN: Not of the House, but
of the Business Advisory Committee.

THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Please sit
down. Why should you not let him finish?

Y TTRATCAY © YU TAHT ATEE
ATE WIS 97 At F1 Far 3 | afan
& v fode o g, W e
F1 F & O gAH A EF 2 1 e
AT 9 WE g § a1 w0 W 2,
W gH @ g E A g m E f
&z Fmay |

THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: He is rising
on apoint of information.

ot It qAE T (I N ) -
B9 Ha9 W AL UF TREr QX ANy 9T
T wETT FA TR WL NS IEER 4T
q W, 37 o 959 & frawt & fawg
# | gfy 9z w0 g7 F fraw o faum
& W W Ag 6, F L gEe 5T
F1 3T A F, gHUT @3 F, WL gA
RIGT @ A T §EA ® FEaAE A
ot wwdr | X R fraew W g
o oy fawY wr ore s
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SHRI I. K. GUJRAL: Madam, on %e
29th May you were presiding and I am
quoting from the proceedings of the
House. You had said:

"I have to inform Members that the
Business Advisory Committee at its
meeting held today has recommended
allocation of time for Government and
other business as follows N

You went on to give the details and item
(6) there reads:

"The Central Industrial Security
Force Bill, 1966 1 day."

Having said that, Madam, Mr. Rajnarain
is not on record at all of having objected
to it; Mr. Bhupesh Gupta is also not on
record of having objected to it. This was
also reproduced in the Parliamentary
Bulletin Part II of Monday the 29th May
in almost the same language. The House
having adopted it, it be-comes the
property of the House and the
programme is laid down by 'he House
itself. Now one hon. Member has chosen
not to abide by this and the Chair has
been kind enough to extend the time and
instead of one day we are n°w touching
eight !o nine hours and we have been . . .
(Interruptions) I am in possession of the
floor.

THE 'DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Order, °
order. Be reasonable. It is not a question of|
binding the House or not binding the
House. It is a question of allotment of time
and even if there was more time to be
allotted the Chair has the discretion. The
Chair had given two more days and we
must finish it today and I shall set a time
limit for each speech tnd if you cannot
abide by the Chair's ruling I shall see that it
does not go in the proceedings. There must
be some kind of method evolved to run
"the parliamentary system. We cannot run
amuck; we just cannot run amuck. We are
all hon. parliamentarians and if the Chair is
placed in
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this position the Chair must do ita duty. I
have been Ilenient in allowing Mr.
Rajnarain to speak for over 45 minutes. |
have been very lenient in calling upon
Mr. Bhupesh Gupta to speak but let me
remind the House that leniency does not
mean that the Chair cannot direct. The
Chair will direct and Mr. Bhupesh Gupta
will continue his speech.

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: Madam,
can I make a submission on what you
have said? We have not questioned your
right of direction; so why raise this
thing? If w, think that that direction
should be modified can't we tell you
that? This is all that we have done. Your
right of direction is not challenged.

THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: You
may take ten minutes and finish,

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: No,
Madam.

THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Please,
Mr. Bhupesh Gupta. Then I will pass on
to the next man.

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: I know
that we are not heard here. Every day w,
were our lungs out here and get our
nerves racked by the Congress Party
here. I know they are in a majority here
but I hope when we are in a majority this
practice would not be followed. I trust
our people in the States will not emulate
this.

SHRI M. GOVINDA REDDY: You
must thank your stars that the Congress
Party is so indulgent.

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: Madam, he
was quite right to read it out but..

THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Do 0,
want to speak on the Bill or not?

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: That point
must be settled first; the mis-
understanding must be removed.

THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: This
cannot go on; we have to abide by the
rules of procedure.
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SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: I am not
going against the rules of procedure. All
I am saying is this. Mr. Gujral said
something and I want to set the records
straight by telling you the correct
position. I am not violating the rules.
Can't I do that even? All I say is, when
you read out the decision (f the Business
Advisory Committee we generally don't
object but you will understand that .ven
you and others, whatever may be the
reasons, have extended the time. The
Government also felt that the matter
needed more time. Therefore if the
decision of the Business Advisory
Committee has been changed and
modified—not only we had been party to
it but the other side also had been party
to it—can't we .

THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Please
come back to the business.

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: But what
do you *ay to that?

THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Please
come back to the Bill or else I call the
next Member.

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: I say that
all of us modified it. (Interruptions)
Anyway, I do not wish to say very much
since you have given the direction. I
know our voice is not heard here. I would
tell my colleagues in the Opposition:
When you go to the Business Advisory
Commit lee be watchful.

SHRI RAJNARAIN: I was watchful.

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: Madam
Deputy Chairman, I ;m coming. We shall
tackle the Business Advisory
Committee; we shall deal with all the
Committees of which we are Members. I
have understood how to behave in the
Business Advisory Committee. Now, I
will conform to your direction.

Well, I wanted to say very many things
but I do not wish to do so, because . . .
(Interruptions) I know they will not even
expel me; what can I do?

[RAJYA SABHA ]
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SHRI RAJNARAIN: The Chair Is
very reasonable to you; go ahead. The
Chair will give you at least half an hour.

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: If the
Chair does that I will be killed by
kindness. Madam Deputy Chairman, I
had many constitutional and legal points
to make but unfortunately 1 have not
been allowed to make them because of
your direction and the world should
know that 1 had a big case to make here
but in deference to the direction of the
Chair I could not do so. I do not know
why the Chair gave this direction. Of
course, you are the best judge of your
actions but it comes to this that I have
been precluded from stating the case of
the Slates of the Indian Union and of the
working people. Having said this, may I
just sweepingly touch on one or two
points?

SHRI RAJNARAIN: Within half an
hour you finish.

THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Mr.
Rajnarain, you are not in the Chair, you
cannot give directions.

SHRI RAJNARAIN: I said that the
Chair is very reasonable. You have been
very reasonable to Mr. Bhupesh Gupta
and to us.

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: Madam,
you look at the clock; I 6hall keep to
your direction but the trouble is, anyway,
the upshot will not be good. I shall only
refer to one or two things.

First of all there is the question of
constitutional competence. I say we are
not really competent to undertake this
legislation and hon. Members should
consider this point. I wanted to give
arguments about this to friends here but

THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: I have
to inform the House that the Prime
Minister will make a statement on West
Asia at 5 o'clock this evening.

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: Very good;
let her make that. I hope you.
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have not fixed any time limit for the
Prime Minister.
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Now, Madam Deputy Chairman, that was
about the constitutional competence aspect.
(Interruptions) Now, do not disturb me
because you must make it possible for me for
putting in as much as I can within the confines
of the Chair's direction. 1 am now virtually in
detention.

THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Mr.
Bhupesh Gupta, your comments are uncalled
for.

SHRI RAJNARAIN: It is very necessary.

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: I said they
should not disturb me so that I can put in as
much as possible. I am not reflecting on you;
I am telling them that they should not disturb
me. [ believe I am myself uncalled for. Some
day I am bound to be told that I a,, uncalled
for.

Now, this Bill violates the autonomy of

the  States. This is the second  point.
The first one was the constitutional
point. That is eviden in the Bill

itself. Now I understand from the States'
Ministers, from the various  sourees not
officially stated yet in public that not a single
Chief  Minister of the non-Congress States
was consulted. Before last year some State
Ministers ~ were consulted and Mr.
Chavan  himself told me that Mr. P. C. Sen,
the West Bengal Chief Minister, was
against this Bill. He had held that this Bill
would impinge on the autonomy of the States
and now it is admitted by them that
several Congress Governments in the States
also do not like this measure on the  ground
that it impinges on the autonomy of the
States and I think today we can certainly say it
with greater force and greater validity.
Now, all the non-Congress Governments
should have been consulted and certainly
we can take exception to the fact that none of
the eight non-Congress Governments was
consulted in this matter, think we can rectify
this now that 871 RS—6.
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they have agreed to refer this to the
Select Committee so that they can be

brought in as witnesses before the
Select Committee. My next point re-
to the question as to which under
takings thi? Bill applies. This Bill
relates also to  State = Government
undertakings. As you will see, it
states here: 'a Government company
as denned in section 61? of the Com
panies Act, 1956." If you refer to sec

tion 617 of th© Companies Act you
will find that any company which has

been set up by a State Government
where it has got 51 per cent of the
shares would be included as a Govern
ment company and hence within the
jurisdiction of the Bill. Now another
point arises here. How is it that they
are making arrangements for certain
State  Government undertakings

without even a reference to the States and even
against the opinion of the States? Don't you
think this will create complications and giv,
rise to friction? That is to say, without any
consultation  with the West Bengal
Government we are today passing a legislation
that takes within its s“°Pe certain undertakings
of the West Bengal Government provided they
Have 51 per cent equity capital or share. Not
only that. Any undertaking can be called a
Government undertaking if two State Govern-
ments have share in it, one 51 per cent and the
other some other per cent. This is another
aspect of the matter.

Then, I say that not only public
undertakings but certain other undertakings
are also covered. Even private undertakings
but certain other undertakings are also
covered. Even private undertakings can be
included in this Bill, i.e., the police force can
operate with regard to certain private
undertakings also. I would invite the attention
of hon. Members to clause 10 of the Bill and I
shall very hurriedly read it:-

"(b) to protect and safeguard the
industrial undertakings owned by the
Central Government together with such
other installations as are
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[Shri Bhupesh Gupta.] specified by that
Government or any-other Officer
empowered by the Government in that
behalf, to be vital for the carrying on of
work in those undertakings, situate
within the local limits of his
jurisdiction;"

I suppose that certain officers in the
Durgapur steel plant can say that certain
other undertakings which may be in the
private sector are necessary and vital for
carrying on the work Of the Durgapur
plant so the special powers of the State
Government will be available to that
undertaking also. Therefore, the clause is
much larger than the text of the Bill
would suggest. I would ask you to
consider it.

The next point is with regard to any
office under this Bill the Industrial
Security Force can carry out search
without warrant, arrest without warrant.
As you know, under the Criminal
Procedure Code a cognizable offence is
one which attracts punishment for three
years and more. Here an offence which
may attract punishment for six months or
even less would be treated, for all
practical purposes, as a cognizable
offence. In thi; case any member of the
Industrial Security Force can carry out
search and arrest without warrant
disregarding the magistrate altogether.
That, again, is an enlargement of the
Criminal Procedure Code through the
backdoor and investing this extraordinary
power to the members of the Security
Force. I must say Mr. Cha-van, when it
was pointed out to him, said, "It is a
seriou thing and it will b, considered".
Therefore, I ;m very fair to him. H, saw
this point. Here again you will find about
the arrest the person can arrest and so on
without warrant.

Now, he said that it is the watch and
ward and this force will be on the same
footing. This is not at all true for the
simple reason that the watch and ward
has got the same rights as private
citizens. I can start legal proceedings
against them, as I can start against any
private citizen. The Industrial Force will
be protected
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here by certain provisions of the law.
They will enjoy certain immunities which
available to the police force. Therefore,
they are not on a par with the private
citizens or with the watch and ward. They
enjoy certain extraordinary and special
police powers in this respect. If is not an
accident that in such matters the sections
which apply to the police force alsy apply
to these Force, here. You will find in
clause 20 that the Payment of Wages Act,
the Industrial Disputes Act, the Factories
Act and similar other Acts will not apply
to this Force. Therefore, in the industrial
empire or set-up we are creating a Force
which will not be governed by the normal
labour relations Or the employer-
employee relations, but will be governed
by the discipline and code of conduct that
govern the police. Essentially you are not
only creating a police force, but actually
you are operating in the States' territory.

I do not wish to say very much. I could
have said much. Therefore, you will see
that you are creating really a parallel
police force on the States. It is bound to
give rise to political complications and
legal complications. 1 would have
understood even legal complications, but
it would create serious friction and to put
it mildly certain irritations and all that.
Why should Mr. Annadurai, why should
Kerala, why should U.P. hav, a whole
Central Industrial Security Force, and 1
call it police force, spread over, because
there are certain industrial undertakings?
If this is carried to its logic, it means that
in the States of the Indian Union there
will run a parallel police force and it
would cost here Rs. 1.55 crores. After
three years it would be Rs. 4 crores and so
on. This is absurd. That should b,
avoided. If the State Government could
protect all your Central Government's life
and property, certainly they could be re-
lied upon to protect public undertakings
also. What has happened to the country
that the State Governments could not be
trusted for this? What is the reason for the
lack of confidence
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in the State Governments? I it just because
non-Congress Governments have come into
existence?

HON. MEMBERS: No, no.

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: You should not
exhibit such lack of confidence in the State
Governments. That militates agai«st~1ne
federal structure. I should, in all seriousness,
lik. to say that this is the worst type of
"gherao" Mr. Chavan is guilty of. This is
"gherao" of the State, "gherao" of the
working-class, "gherao" of the Constitution.
Mr. Chavan is guilty of the biggest political
and constitutional "gherao" in the country
today, thanks to this measure. If anybody Is
really indulging in any grandiose scheme of
"gherao" of the Constitution, of the States, of
the economy of the working people, it is Mr.
Chavan.

Finally one point and I sit down. The Bill is
patently  anti-working-class. The whole
scheme has been conceived because of the
failure of the industrial and labour policy of
the Government, because of the failure of the
economic policies of the Government,
because of the great discontent. They do not
wish to meet this discontent by reasonable
polices and by a modification of their policies.
Hence they are creating a force of terror and
intimidation against the working people,
which would be, according to the provisions
here, at the back and call of any industrialist
of the country. Today our working people is
faced with an Army, with a State force, apart
from the police force, which would conti-
nually threaten it and it would be available to
the private capitalist even to suppress ony
struggle, agitation and so on. Therefore, let us
be clear about it. It has been conceived In
malice against the working class. It is a
'measure which permeates with a spirit of
hostility against the working-class. At the
same time, it breathes the spirit of the
monopolists who In the United States of
America and certain other countries maintain
private armies. They at least maintain private
armies, but here we are at the
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expense of the public exchequer producing a
State police force to be at the disposal of the
employer class, the capitalist class, to be used
against the working people. This will spoil the
industrial relations in the country, but w, want
to develop better industrial relations in the
country.

Finally, as far as the loss of property is
concerned, let us not talk about it. Our
working people are excellent people. Our
working people are second to none in their
patriotism. They love the creations of their
labour. They love it lik, a mother who loves
her children. But here they proceed in such
matters with the distrust of workers, from a
posture of hostility against them. If property jg
being wasted in the public sector under-
takings, it is because of the mismanagement.
The other day the Pande Committee Report
came out. It shows that due to
mismanagement in Durga-pur by the
management, Rs. 16 crores have been lost. We
have information at our disposal to show how
they indulge in blackmarketing the goods of
the public sector undertakings, how corruption
takes place, how materials are removed. I have
apprised the Minister about Bhilai and other
places in Madhya Pradesh where it was shown
that some top engineers were stealing away
the properties of public sector undertakings
and selling them in the black market.
Therefore, I regret to say that whe, measures
ar, needed in order to stop corruption in high
places, mismanagement in industry indulged
in by the bureaucratic misfits all along, here
we are considering a measure which is hostile
in spirit against the working people and
against the States' autonomy.

I only hope the working people of the
country, the Central Government's and other
employees will rise: against this measure in
their trade unions and elsewhere. I do hope
every Chief Minister in the country, whether
he be a non-Congress Chief Minister or a
Congress Chief Minister, every State
Government, whether it be a Congress
Government or non-
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[Shri Bhupesh Gupta. ] Congress
Government, would be jealous of the rights,
very limited indeed under the Constitution,
given to the State. The State autonomy has got
to be defended the working class interest has
got to be defended. I hope thai the parallel
police force which is now sought to be
projected in the State in order to undermine
the autonomy of the State, to intimidate the
working people, to surround the non-Congress
Ministries, will be resisted by the combined
strength and unity of all those who stand for
common decency in public life. We wish well
of the  constitutional  processes  in
parliamentary democracy. We oppose this
Bill; we oppose this Bill with all the hate we
can command against it; we oppose this Bill
with the hatred of the working class; we
oppose this Bill as a pernicious blot on the
legislature; we oppose this Bill as a child and
progeny of a bankrupt, anti-working class,
anti-democratic Government. We do hope the
public opinion in the country will be roused to
reject it.

Only one word more. I would ask him to
read the editorial of the Amrita Bazar Patrika.
Only with your kind permission I would like
to read that and then sit down because I have
stated enough. Only with this I will end my
speech. I end with this observation of a paper
which is certainly not Leftist. It is the leader
of the Amrita Bazar Patrika of June 3rd—"1lI-
conceived". This is what it says:

"On the following day the Government
sprang yet another surprise on Parliament by
introduc-. ing the Central Industrial Security
Force Bill which, it may be remembered, was
the former Home Minister Nanda's pet-child.
Mr. Nanda's move to create a Central security
force for the better protection of certain
industrial undertakings was not welcomed,
nay it was strongly opposed, by many States
even though they were Congress-governed.
For the move was a clear re-
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flection on the capacity of the State
Governments to protect properly industrial
undertakings located in their areas. In the
changed political set-up the Bill, when
passed into law, may even poisen Centre-
State relations.

But did not political prudence and
normal courtesy demand consultation by
the authors of the Bill with the State
Governments?

The Union Government is virtually
seeking through this measure to create a
"parallel police force"." Thank you.

SHRI VIDYA CHARAN SHUKLA:
Madam Deputy Chairman, I am very thankful
to the hon. Members who have taken part in
this debate. Most of the difficulties of
Members relate to two main points. One
comes under the general heading of
constitutional and legal matters about which
many Members have expressed their opinion
from both sides of the House. The Law
Minister also had the occasion to intervene in
this debate in the earlier stage where he tried
to set many of those doubts at rest. Madam,
because of this, I do not want to go in detail
into these constitutional or legal matters, and
secondly also because this Bill is being
referred to the Joint Select Committee where
hon. Members belonging to both sides of the
House will have an opportunity of going
threadbare into the provisions of this Bill and
remove whatever constitutional or legal
lacunae it may have. I do not say that this Bill
has any constitutional or legal lacunae, but if
this Bill has any such thing, it could be
removed at the Select Committee stage.

The other difficulty that the Members have
had and which they have pointed out is
regarding the questioa of encroachment on the
rights of the States by this Bill. Madam. I will
say a few things briefly about this point.
First of all reading through
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the Bill it would be apparent that the Bill is
solely designed to streamline the watch and
ward organisations in the various public sector
undertakings. By experience we have found
that haphazardly recruited, ill-trained and ill-
equipped watch and ward staff cannot look
after the public property, cannot look after the
public sector installations. It is absolutely
essential that we have a well regulated, well
trained, well disciplined and well equipped
force to look after installations into which
thousands of crores of rupees of this country
have gone. It is not a question of taking over
the functions of the State police. As the hon.
Members might recall, the local State police
hag not been guarding the installations or the
local State police has not been doing the watch
and ward duty in the various public *sector
undertakings. The local police has been doing
the normal law and order activities and they
have been maintaining public order, and even
after this Bill is passed and an Industrial
Security Force is created the State police will
continue to do the same work which they have
been doing so far. I want to emphasise this
point again and again that this force is not
going to take away even a small part of the
work of the local police force. The local police
force in the various public undertakings,
whatever they have been doing so far, will
continue to do that. Therefore, their
responsibility and sphere of activity will not be
restricted by this force.

5t TEARAT : 7 T2 BY @
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SHRI VIDYA CHARAN SHUKLA: I have
already said and again I say that thig force is
mainly meant for watch and ward duty, to
protect the installations, to protect the stores
of the public sector undertakings, within the
premises of the industrial undertakings.
(Interruption) T am very sorry that most of the
Members who spoke with such vehemence
about this have not apr>r«>Hated tb-o«e
provisions
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in the Bill. That is why I am going into this
matter in a little detail. Again [ want to assure
the hon. Members, particularly of the
opposition, that this force is not going to take
over any law and order duty. This force is not
going to take over any of the duties which the
State police is doing at present. Organising
the watch and ward a little better and
amalgamating the Fire Fighting Services in
the various public undertakings into the
Security Force—these are the two main aims
of this Bill.

There are a few doubtful points which the
Members have raised on the basis of the
Constitution, on the basis of this law and that
law. As I have already stated, all these points
can be considered very properly. We have
already considered them in an in-foimal
gathering of various Members who took part in
this debate. That is why after consulting
them  we thought that it would not be proper
to go through this Bill without reference
to a Joint Select Committee because hon.
Members belonging to both Houses raised
certain doubts, and this proves that the
Government is not interested in rushing
through this measure. = We do not want to
rush this Bill through this House and that
House and 'make it a law. As a matter of fact
this Bill has nothing to do with  politics
whatsoever. It has nothing to do with
gheraos . It has nothing to do with labour
disputes or labour trouble. It is not meant
to suppress any legitimate labour activities. 1|
would recall that this Bill— the hon.
Members must note this— that this Bill was
introduced in this august House before the
general elections, much before the question
of gheraos arose in this country. If this matter
was related to gheraos, if we were concerned
about gheraos and to fight that we have
brought this in, then hon. Members with
justification can say that we want to fight those
things with the aid of this Bill. I will
again remind the Members that this Bill was
introduced in this House much before all
those  contingencies arose in this country.
This will go to
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[Shri Vidya unaran anuKia.j prove that this
is a common law Bill which is only lestricted
to the aims and objects as we have stated in
the Bill. So, I hope that the Members will
agree with me that this Bill has no politics,
this Bill does not seek to restrict the rights of
the State Governments in any manner. | can
assure the House that if it does restrict the
functions of the police force or of the State
Government, at the Select Committee stage
we can consider it and if there is any
objectionable feature, we can even consider to
remove it. I can assure the House and the
country that the intention of the Central
Government is not to restrict the rights of the
State Governments in any manner. As far as
this measure is concerned, we are only
interested in effectively protecting the public
property in to which thousands of crores of
public money has gone. That is our sole aim
in bringing this Bill before this House and I
would say that to this laudable aim there
should be no objection and no controversy as
far as this House is concerned.

Madam, I have covered most of the points
as far as the question of the encroachment
upon the rights of the States is concerned.
There is one small point about the labour
activities. Some Members were concerned that
this Force might be used to suppress the
legitimate labour activities, I can assure the
House that this Force is not meant for
suppressing any legitimate labour activities
anywhere and this will not b, used for that
purpose, except for the purpose which I have
already stated here. It is rather unfortunate that
some Members have doubted the very bona
fides of this Bill and have imported or tried to
import politics into it. I would again
emphasise that this Bill has no political
considerations, this Bill does not seek to
restrict the rights of the State Governments; it
is a pure and simple watch and ward Bill. We
want to create an effective watch and ward
service for the public undertakings. If there
are any objectionable features, we will be
prepared to consider them
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and see that they are all put in a manner
which will not affect the susceptibilities of
the State Governments or take away any right
which legally and constitutionally belongs to
the State Governments.

Madam, with these words, I would
commend the amendment which the hon.
Home Minister moved to refer this Bill to a
Joint Select Committee of this House and the
other House and I hope that this House will
accept that amendment of the hon. Home
Minister.

THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: The
question is:

"That the Bill to provide for the
constitution and regulation of a Force
called the Central Industrial Security Force
for the better protection and security of
certain  industrial  undertakings  be
circulated for eliciting opinion thereon by
the 31st December, 1967."

The motion was negatived.

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: Madam, I
move:

"That in the notice of amendment dated
the 5th June, 1967, in the motion for
reference of the Bill to a Joint Committee
of the Houses, for the words "the first day
of the next session', the words and figures
'the first day of the last session in 1971' b,
substituted".

THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: The
question is:

"That in the notice of amendment dated
the 5th June, 1967, in the motion for
reference of the Bill to a Joint Committee
of the Houses, for th, words "the first day
of the next session' the words and figures
'the first day of the last session in 1971" be
substituted."

The motion was negatived.

THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: The
question is:

"That the Bill to provide for the
constitution and regulation of «



2511 Passports

Force called the Central Industrial Security
Force for the better protection and security
of certain industrial undertakings be
referred i0 a Joint Committee of the Houses
consisting of 45 members; 15 members
from this House, namely:—

Shrimati Violet Alva,

Shri K. S. Ramaswamy,

Shri M. P. Bhargava,

Shri M. Govinda Reddy,

Shri Nand Kishore Bhatt,

Shri Akbar Ali Khan,

Shri B. K. P. Sinha,

Shri M. M. Dharia,

Shri Krishan Kant,

Shri Bhupesh Gupta,

. Shri K. Sundaram,

. Shri Rajnarain,

. Shri Banka Behary Das,

Shri D. Thengari and

15. Shri A. P. Chatterjee
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and 30 members from the Lok
Sabha;

That in order to constitute a meeting of
the Joint Committee the quorum shall be
one-third of the total number of members
of the Joint Committee;

That in other respects, the Rules of
Procedure of this House relating to select
committees shall apply with such
variations and modifications as the
Chairman may make;

That the Committee shall make a report
to this House by the first day of the next
session; and

That this House recommends to
the Lok Sabha that the Lok Sabha
do  join in the said Joint
Committee and communicate
this House the names of members to be
appointed by the Lok Sabha to the Joint
Committee." The motion was adopted.

The amendment moved by  Shri
Balachandra Menon was barred.
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Bill, 1967
THE PASSPORTS BILL,
THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: The next

item on the Order Paper—the Passports Bill,
1967. Shri Surendra Pal Singh.
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