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bers will be kept in view and I assure the 
House that the matter is under the 
constant review of the Government. 
Whenever there is any difficulty faced 
by the people, the Government is taking 
full note of it and is seeing that the 
people do not face any difficulty. 

As to the remark by the other hon. 
Member that this Act could have 
been extended earlier to these two 
districts, I have already explained 
as to why it could not be extended 
earlier. Now  that   the   Nagaland 
Government has made a request for its 
extension, naturally the Central 
Government has also agreed to it and has 
extended it to these two districts. 

I have nothing    more to say,  Sir. 

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRI 
AKBAR ALI KHAN):    The question 
is: 

"That the  Bill be passed." The motino 

was adopted. 

THE  UNLAWFUL  ACTIVITIES 
(PREVENTION)  BILL, 1967 

THE    VICE-CHAIRMAN SHRI 
AKBAR ALl KHAN): We now go to the 
other item, Mr. Chavan, the Home 
Minister. 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA (West 
Bengal): Mr. VLce-Chairman, I have a 
submission to make. 

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRI 
AKBAR ALI KHAN): Let him move. 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: I presume 
that you have called him according to the 
List of Business, that is to say, he has 
been called upon to move the Unlawful 
Activities (Prevention)  Bill. 

SHRI V. M. CHORDIA (Madhya 
Pradesh):      It  is  already  unlawful. 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA:   Now, I 
have a submission to you, Mr. Vice-
Chairman. You will consider in your 
wisdom whether it is right for Mr. 
Chavan, at this stage, in the 
circumstances prevailing in the country, 
having regard to various matters, both 
legal and constitutional, that he should 
move this Bill in this Council  of  States. 

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRI 
AKBAR ALI KHAN): Mr. Bhupesh 
Gupta, certainly you have every right to 
speak, But let the motion be moved first. 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: I am 
objecting to his moving the motion I 
have always .   .   . 

THE MINISTER OF STATE IN THE 
MINISTRY OF HOME AFFAIRS (SHRI 
VIDYA CHARAN SHUKLA): Sir, I 
have a point of order to make. There is no 
business before the House. One item of 
business has just finished. Before you 
could call the hon. Home Minister to 
introduce another item of business, in this 
vacuum no submission can be made. 
After the hon. Home Minister has moved 
his motion, after that Mr. Bhupesh Gupta 
or any other Member can make his 
submission. A motion must be before the 
House before they can say anything. 
Before the motion has been moved, no 
submissions can be made. 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: Mr. Vice-
Chairman, it seems the hon. Minister 
does not have much respect for your 
intelligence and your experience; 
otherwise, he would not have said that 
because you called Mr. Chavan according 
to the List of Business to mention 
something. You naturally signified your 
approval to what I said because you 
never said "No". 

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRI 
AKBAR ALI KHAN): No, no. I drew 
your attention that it would be better if 
the Home Minister moved the Bill. 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: No, Mr. 
Vice-Chairman. This concerns a    new 
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point.  I say this is a very commonplace 
thing. The Home Minister moves 
a Bill and then we make speeches. 
But here.   .   . 

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRI 
AKBAR ALI KHAN): According to 
which  Rule? 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: At any 
point a Member can rise and make his 
submission to the Chair. You have plenty 
of discretionary power. 

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRI 
AKBAR ALI KHAN): I have heard your 
submission. 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: I have not 
given the reason. 

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRI 
AKBAR ALI KHAN): I do not want 
reasons at this stage. 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: Please 
understand, Mr. Vice-Chairman, unless I 
come out with the reason at this stage.... 

SHRI M. RUTHNASWAMY (Mad-
ras): Mr. Vice-Chairman, on a point of 
order. You have called upon the Home 
Minister to move, and Mr. Bhupesh 
Gupta is coming between you and the 
Home Minister, preventing him from 
moving. He is making the Home Minister 
disobey the Chair. 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: No. Mr. 
Vice-Chairman  .   .   . 

THE      VICE-CHAIRMAN      (SHRI 
AKBAR ALI KHAN): I am standing. 

When I am standing you must      sit 
down. My point is that as Prof. Ruth-

naswamy has drawn my attention,     I 
have asked the Home     Minister    to 

move the motion.     (Interruption   by Shri 
Bhupesh Gupta.)   Listen to me. You are a 

senior Member. You   must respect the 
Chair.       (Shri Bhupesh Gupta stood up.) 
You sit down. You have no right to stand 

when I    am standing.   I will give you the 
fullest opportunity to speak. Even your 

preliminary objection I will hear. 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: Without 
prejudice to what we may have to say on 
the merits of the Bill. That may be quite 
separate. 

THE MINISTER OF HOME AF-
FAIRS (SHRI Y. B. CHAVAN): Sir. I 
beg to move: 

"That this House concurs in the 
recommendations of the Lok Sabha .   
.  . 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: On a point 
of order.... 

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRI 
AKBAR ALI KHAN): What is your 
point of order?  He has not moved. 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: He has 
said:— 

"I beg to move: 
That this House concurs in the 

recommendations of the Lok 
Sabha..." 

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRI 
AKBAR ALI KHAN): Is there any point 
of order in that? 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: Yes, 
Kindly hear me. Why are you in a hurry? 
Mr. Vice-Chairman, the position is this. 

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRI 
AKBAR ALI KHAN): Come to the 
point of order.   No position. 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: Every 
point of order is a position. 

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRI 
AKBAR ALI KHAN): Point of order? 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: Point of 
order is to be explained, and when a third 
person takes a little more time, then you 
will agree.   .   . 

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRI 
AKBAR ALI KHAN): Make your point 
of order. 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: My point 
of order is this that he should not 
move it at this stage. I will tell you 
why. Under our Constitution, you re 
fer to___  
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THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRI 

AKBAR ALI KHAN): There is no point 
of order. 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: It is a point 
of order. We function under the 
Constitution. 

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRI 
AKBAR ALI KHAN): This is no point 
of order. 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: My point 
is that is a substantial objection regarding 
the Bill itself. 

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRI 
AKBAR ALI KHAN): That I ruled out. 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: You have 
not heard me. 

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRI 
AKBAR ALI KHAN): I have heard you. 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: You have 
ruled out something which you have not 
heard. It is like condemning a man 
without giving him a chance to explain. It 
is a question of the competence of 
Parliament. 

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRI 
AKBAR ALI KHAN): That is no point 
of order. Of course, you can question the 
competence... 

 SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: Mr. Vice-
Chairman, we function according to the 
Constitution. Do not we? I want to point 
out to you that Constitutional propriety 

and Constitutional convention demands 
that the Home Minister defer in this 
present case the consideration of this Bill 
till certain other obligations have been 
met as enjoined by the Constitution. 

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRI 
AKBAR ALI KHAN): You have made 
your point. 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: These are 
conclusions. Please refer to article 19 of 
the Constitution  and the Seventh 

Schedule. This is a legislation which 
can be covered under Entry 1 of the 
Seventh Schedule ___  

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRI 
AKBAR ALI KHAN): This is a Con-
current subject, I concede .   .   . 

SHRI VIDYA CHARAN SHUKLA: 
Sir, it is very unfair. The motion is not 
before the House so far. Why are you 
allowing him   .   .   . 
(Some Hon. Members stood in their seats 

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRI 
AKBAR ALI KHAN): All of you please 
sit down. I am on my feet. Mr. Bhupesh 
Gupta, you have raised the point about 
the Constitution and the Concurrent 
element in it. As I told you, I will give 
you the fullest opportunity to speak on it 
after the motion is before the House. 
Now, regarding this point of order—
(Interruption by Shri Bhupesh Gupta) 
please listen t0 me—I ruled that this is no  
point of   order. 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: Mr. Vice-
Chairman, it is a strange thing. I have not 
explained the point of order... 

[THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN in the Chair J 

You have not survived. Madam Deputy 
Chairman, he has not survived. I hope I 
will survive. When you were not present 
in the House, the Home Minister moved a 
particular Bill which has been passed by 
the other House. I got up to make a 
submission that the competence of 
Parliament is in question. The Home 
Minister has not fulfilled certain 
Constitutional obligation in bringing 
forward this Bill in this manner in this 
House. Now, the point that I want to 
make in this connection is that, as I said, 
it is in the Concurrent List. The practice is 
that no legislation on this measure can be 
brought forward before the House without 
the consent.   .   . 

SHRI VTDYA CHARAN   SHUKLAr 
I rise on a point of order. 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: You c*n- 

I 
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SHRI V1DYA CiiAdAN SHUKLA: 

Madam. I ixse on a point of order. 
THE DJtfui*Y CHAIRMAN: I will g.ve 

you l£ minutes. Exactly at 4 u'clo-i please 
finish. 

SHi-U BHUPESH GUPTA: The first poiat 
is that—I will carry out your order—here is a 
matter that relates to the Concurrent List. 
Under the Constitution the question of 
competence of the Central Government to 
legislate in this matter arises. For a subject in 
the Concurrent List, Seventh Schedule of the 
Constitution, the normal practice is that the 
State Government should be consulted in a 
matter like this. In the present case he has not 
consulted the State Government. 

My second point is that article 19 of the 
Constitution guarantees certain fundamental 
rights. He is trying to introduce a legislation 
under the cover of certain things which are a 
blot on the Constitution, Part III. Under 
article 19 of the Constitution it is 
objectionable because now currently 
Parliament is discussing whether we can 
change the fundamental    rights. 

4 P.M. 

Therefore, in this situation, without consulting 
the non-Congress Governments in the States, 
he has brought forward a measure on the 
Concurrent List which is a fraud on the 
Constitution and which certainly goes against 
the conventions and federal principles which 
we are supposed to uphold. The second point 
is that he is trying to circumvent the 
fundamental rights chapter of the 
Constitution... (Interruption) 

THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: That will 
do. 

SHRIMATI C. AMMANNA RAJA 
(Andhra   Pradesh):   Madam,    .    .    . 

(Interruption) SHRI BHUPESH      GUPTA:      
You don't get up now. How do you    get up?  
Just because you are a lady.... (Interruption) 
THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Please take 
your seat, Mr.  Gupta. 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: Therefore, I say 
that in view of these two things, he cannot ask 
us to consider this, Madam. We are the 
Council of States, the guardians of the rights 
and authorities of the States. The Home 
Minister is flouting the rights and authorities 
of the States. Therefore, this is a very serious 
matter... (Interruption) The Council of States 
is being made a mockery. The purpose for 
which the Council of States was created is 
being defeated by the Home Minister by 
methods of bringing in a legislation which 
contradicts the States' autonomy on the one 
hand and the fundamental rights on the other. 
And I do not know, what the lady is talking   
about.  (Interruption) 
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THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: The 
Minister in charge, Mr.  Chavan. 

SHRI Y. B. CHAVAN: Madam, Deputy 
Chairman, Sir, I beg to move: 

"That this House concurs in the 
recommendation of the Lok Sabha that the 
Rajya Sabha do join in the Joint Committee 
of the Houses on the Bill to provide for the 
more effective prevention of certain un-
lawful activities of individuals and 
associations and for matters connected 
therewith and resolves that the following 
members of the Rajya Sabha be nominated 
to serve on the said  Joint   Committee: 

1. Shri Abid Ali 
2. Shri Surjit Singh Atwal 
3. Shri Sundar Singh Bhandari 
4. Shri Babubhai M.  Chinai 
5. Shri Chandra Shekhar 
6. Shri Surendra Mohan Ghose 
7. Shri Dayaldas Kurre 
8. Shri  Balachandra  Menon 
9. Shri R. T. Parthasarathy 

 

10. Shrimati C.   Ammanna Raja 
11. Shri M. Ruthnaswamy 
12. Shri Niranjan Singh 
13. Shri A. M. Tariq." 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: Madam,, on a 
point of order. I submit, Madam,, that the list 
be circulated because we have to reflect over 
the names. Certain outrageous names are 
there, it seems. We have to reflect upon them. 
We have to give amendments.    .   . 

SHRI R. T. PATHASARATHY: What do 
you mean by that word?    .   .    . 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: Outrageous, 
whatever it is. Go and consult the  dictionary    
.   .   . 

 

THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: I rule it out.   
There is no point of order. 
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SHRI R. T. PARTHASARATHY: Who is 

an outrageous man? . . . (Interruption) 
SHRI AWADHESHWAR PRASAD 

SINHA (Bihar): Madam, I rise on a point of 
order. When an hon. Member says about a 
list, which involves Members of this House, 
that it is an outrageous list, it is a reflection on 
the Members of the House and I beg of that 
Member to withdraw that word. If he does 
not, it should be expunged. 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: There are 
certain outrageous names. "Outrageous" 
means outrageous politically . . .  
(Interruption) 

SHRI R. T. PARTHASARATHY: How 
does he say it? 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: I say because  I  
believe  it.  (Interruption) 

SHRI R, T. PARTHASARATHY: How 
do you say that? 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: Well, I say it. . . 
(Interruption) Don't shout. So, Madam 
Deputy Chairman, I submit that the list be 
circulated. It ia outrageous to me. I feel I am 
outraged. Therefore, it is outrageous. I have 
been outraged, not you. You are incapable of 
being outraged. . . (Interruption). 

THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Order, order. 
I do not want this excitement on either side. 
The Minister has given a list of names and no 
Member's name here should be outrageous to 
any other Member   .   .   . 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: I feel outraged. 
What can you do? 

THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: No name  is  
outrageous.     (Interruption) 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: For example, if 
I say "it is advantageous to me", what does it 
mean? It means that 1 draw advantage out of 
it. Here I fjel outraged by the names. There-
fore, the list is outrageous. Some names are 
outrageous. Shall I name them?    .    .   . 

(Interruption) 

THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Please be 
brief   .    .   . 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: Get the names 
circulated. 

THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Now the 
Minister in charge. 

SHRI Y. B. CHAVAN: Madam Deputy 
Chairman, I have read out the names. He can 
take it from the record.  Or may I read them 
again? 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: Don't read the 
first one. It is horrer to me.   .   . 

SHRI Y. B. CHAVAN: That name is Abid 
Ali. 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: All right. You 
can understand my subjective feelings. 

SHRI Y. B. CHAVAN: Madam Deputy 
Chairman, this is a Bill which we consider to 
be very important and vital in the national 
interest. Before I touch seme of the points 
which hon. Member   .   .   . 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: Who told you it 
is of vital national interest? Which nation?    .   
.   . 

SHRI Y. B. CHAVAN: Oh, your nation, 
you mean the other nation outside India? 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: The nine non-
Congress States from where you have been 
ousted   .   .   . 

SHRI Y. B. CHAVAN: I am talking about 
dear India   .   .   . 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: Have the 
majority of the States told you this? Nation 
does not live in the kitchen garden. 

SHRI Y. B. CHAVAN: I should like to say 
with respect that the hon. Member, Mr. 
Bhupesh Gupta, either does not understand 
the Constitution, or he misreads it I do not 
know. What can I do about it? I will explain , 
. . 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: On a point of 
personal explanation. He has accused me of 
ignorance—"either I do not understand the 
Constitution" which means that he has 
accused me of ignorance and being an 
illiterate man, or "I am -misreading it", which 
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[Shri Bhupesh Gupta.] 
means he accuses me of malice. In either 
case, I am liable to give personal  
explanation. 

THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Please take 
your seat. 

SHRI Y. B. CHAVAN: Madam, first of all, he 
has misread it in the sense that he says that I 
am receiving the authority for moving this    
Bill from the Concurrent List, which is a very 
wrong thing.  That is why I said that either he 
cannot understand or he is misreading. What  
can I  do about it? I will first of all give you 
the history of why it was felt necessary to have 
this.  Secondly, I will briefly indicate the 
outlines of this Bill.  I think it is an accepted 
fact that the  centrifugal forces in this country 
are trying    to assert  themselves   over   the  
last  few years. It was not only the view of this 
Government  or it  was  not the  view of the 
Party to which I belong. It was a recognition 
given by the country as a whole. In 196l  
Pandit    Jawaharlal Nehru, as the Prime 
Minister of this country, convened a National 
Integration Conference to which  representa-
tives of political parties were invited, not only 
the  political leaders      were invited but also 
some important leaders of public thought, 
some academicians, seme university men, etc. 
were also invited to that Conference. That 
Conference accepted one thing that it is 
necessary to think and think   very deeply and 
think very seriously how to m»"t the 
challenges of the disintegrating  force=   which   
are  tryina     to soread and which are +rving to 
assert themsplvog in this country.    As a result 
of th° deliberations of that Conference     two 
Committees    were    appointed.  One 
Committee was snnoos-ed     to   po     into  the     
problem      of communalism.     The  
Committee     on Regionalism ws nresided  
over bv  a very eminent Indian,  a jurist.     
Shri C.     P. Ramaswamy  Avyar.     As the 
Chief Minister of another State I had the 
privilege of serving on that Committee.  That 
Committee     sent round the   country   and   
met   and   discussed 

the problem of regionalism and the divisible 
forces that were spreading at that time in the 
country and they made a recommendation to the 
Government that the time had come when we 
should amend article 19 of the Constitution 
restricting the fundamental rights of associations, 
speech etc. to maintain the sovereignty and 
integrity of India 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: Where is the 
report? 

SHRI Y. B. CHAVAN: As a result of this 
recommendation—I am sorry Shri Gupta is 
suffering frcm short ' memory—in 1963 article 
19 of the Constitution was amended and this 
proposition was accepted—"if it is necessary to 
restrict these Fundamental Rights under article 
19 to maintain the sovereignty and integrity of 
the country". It was accepted and passed by both 
the Houses. 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: Secession 
question. 

SHRI Y. B. CHAVAN: This Bill proceeds 
from that point further. The States have given 
this authority. Where it is a question of 
sovereignty of this country and the integrity of 
this country, it is only this Parliament which is 
authorised to pass a legislation. No part of a 
country can pass a legislation for the 
maintenance of sovereignty and integrity of 
this country. It is the prerogative of this 
Parliament to pass this law. So the basic 
proposals which were the basis of the 
amendment of the Constitution, which 
amended article 19 of the Constitution.    .   . 

SHRI  BHUPESH   GUPTA:   Deliberately 
he  's misleading the House. d?iterruptto?is) 

SHRI Y. B. CHAVAN: This particular 
piece of legislation proposes to do exactly 
what was permitted by the amendment of that 
article of the Constitution . 

SHRI  BHUPESH GUPTA:  No. 
SHRI Y. B. CHAVAN: Yes. He can go on 

saying 'no' and I say 'yes*. 
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SHRI AKBAR ALI KHAN (Andhra 

Pradesh): He has come after 10 days. 

SHRI  BHUPESH     GUPTA:      You 
have a majority   .   . 

SHRI Y. B. CHAVAN: If I have a 
•majority, I cannot help it. 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: I    know that. 

SHRI Y. B. CHAVAN: I just mentioned 
the genesis of this Bill. 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: It is perversion 
. 

SHRI Y. B. CHAVAN: Can anybody with 
his hand on his conscience, say that this 
House is convinced that there are no 
centrifugal forces which pose a threat to the 
national sovereignty and integrity? Then this 
Bill is not necessary at all. I am prepared to 
accept the proposition but can anybody say 
with his hand on his conscience, if he has a 
national conscience of course, provided he has 
got that conscience, say that? So what is the 
scheme of the Bill? The scheme is this, if I 
can read from the Bill—I hope he has read 
this Bill—... 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: Have you read 
it? I thought Mr. L. P. Singh drafted it. 

SHRI Y. B. CHAVAN: I have studied it 
very carefully and I am prepared to explain to 
him wherever he has any genuine doubts but 
how can I help people who have not got 
doubts, who are convinced that nothing should 
be allowed to be done to protect the national 
integrity? How can I help them? 
(Interruptions) Of coarse the second clause is 
the most important clause which defines the 
most important term of this Bill, particularly 
the unlawful activity. It is not merely an 
expression of thought, it is not a mere 
expression of an academic view that it is 
trying to penalise, it is not even a mere . . . 
(Interruptions) If you see the definition—it is 
a very carefully drafted Bill—it says: 
1047 RSD—7. 

'(f) "unlawful activity" in relation to an 
individual or association means any action 
taken by such individual or association 
(whether by committing an act or by words, 
either spoken or written, or by signs or by 
visible representation or otherwise)—' 

Some action is necessary to attract the 
operation of this Act. It further says: 

"(i) which is intended, or supports any 
claim, to bring about on any ground 
whatsoever the cession of a part of the 
territory of India or the secession of a part 
of the territory of India from the Union or 
which incites any individual or group of 
individuals to bring about such  cession  or 
secession; 

(ii) which disclaims or questions the 
sovereignty of India in respect of any part 
of the territory of India;. 

(iii) which disrupts or is intended to 
disrupt the integrity of India." 

May I ask what is objectionable in. 
this? ; 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: What did you 
do in Berubari? 

SHRI Y. B. CHAVAN: Does this 
Parliament or does any hon. Member want 
that any individual or group of individuals 
who want to disrupt the integrity of India, 
who want the seces. sion of certain territories 
from India to go unchallenged or to go 
unpunished? If he wants it, then he can 
oppose this Bill. 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: Indian integrity 
is not so brittle as you think. 

SHRI Y. B. CHAVAN: Of course not.  I 
am glad that you realise   it. 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: But I have an 
idea that so long as you are there it is very 
difficult. 

SHRI Y. B. CHAVAN): Try to remove us. 
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SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: We are trying 

our best. Even Rajmata is trying. 

SHRI Y. B. CHAVAN: I am not here as a 
concession from you. You are certainly 
entitled to throw me out. I will not have any 
quarrel with you at all. If you, by democratic 
methods, can do that, I will come and 
congratulate you but you have no decency of 
accepting things as they are. Accept me as I 
a'm. I am a part of the Government which is 
put in power by the people of India. 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: I do accept you 
as the Home Minister. 

SHRI Y. B. CHAVAN: Thank you very 
much. 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: But this is the 
type of Home Minister we should  not have. 

SHRI Y. B. CHAVAN: The point is, what 
we are trying to penalise is this activity which 
is, really speaking, a basic challenge to the 
very concept of this nation. I am convinced 
that there are forces—we have reason to 
believe—which are working in their own 
way, which will ultimately pose a threat to the 
integrity of this country and the sovereignty 
of this country. There are some people in 
some parts of the country, who are not merely 
organising, who are not merely expressing a 
view but they are making an organised effort 
to see that a certain part of the country 
secedes from India. 

SHRI D. L. SEN GUPTA (West Bengal): 
Why do you not name them? 

SHRI Y. B. CHAVAN: Why do you not 
have some patience? For example, a group of 
people in the Mizo District are organising 
these things. Have you any objection to that? 
Do you want to support them in the Mizo 
district? They wanted me to name something 
and now they do not say anything. 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: For that you do 
not need drastic changes in the Constitution 
of India. 

SHRI Y. B. CHAVAN: I tell you as a 
democrat that I would hate to bring such a 
Bill and even after having this Bill passed, I 
wish that this Act remains a dead letter. We 
should have it. Certainly when difficulties 
come in the life of the nation, we cannot start 
searching for instruments and medicines to 
deal with them. 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: Mr. Gul-zarilal 
Nanda has shown you the way to use the 
Defence of India Rules and this has landed 
you into this position. You  are  following  
that practice. 

SHRI Y. B. CHAVAN: Therefore, we 
have to take care. It should not be left to the 
sweet will of the executive to decide 
something finally. Naturally the executive has 
to take the initiative in deciding a matter, in 
initiating things. Therefore, we have provided 
in the very next clause that: 

"If the Central Government is of opinion 
that any Association is, or has become, an 
unlawful association, it may, by 
notification in the Official Gazette, declare 
such association to be unlawful." 

And further it is also provided that it has to be 
confirmed by the Tribunal . 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: But what is this 
Tribunal? It is your creation. 

THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Why can't 
you allow him to continue, Mr. Gupta? 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: He i» arguing 
in a very wrong way. 

SHRI Y. B. CHAVAN: If only Mr. 
Bhupesh Gupta were eligible I would have 
appointed him as a High Court Judge.   But 
unfortunately  he  is  not. 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: You will 
appoint me as High Court Judge? 

SHRI Y. B. CHAVAN: There is here the 
provision for a Tribunal. 
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SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: But the 

Tribunal will be appointed by the Home 
Minister. 

SHRI Y. B. CHAVAN: You wanted to 
understand the scheme of things. First 
understand and then criticise. 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: I have studied 
it again and again. 

SHRI Y. B. CHAVAN: I am sorry then that 
you have done it from the wrong point of 
view, with a closed mind. The Bill provides 
that there will be a Tribunal whose Chairman 
will be a person who is or has been a Judge of 
a High Court. Now, it is my intention and I 
have mentioned it in the other House also, to 
propose an amendment to this and I will 
certainly move that amendment in the Select 
Committee, that the Chairman of this Tribunal 
should Ise a siting Judge of a High Court. 
Now, have you got no faith in the judiciary? If 
a sitting Judge is there then   .   .   . 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: It is not a 
question of having ,a High Court Judge. In the 
whole scheme of this Bill the judicial 
processes open to a Judge, for example, the 
process of examination and cross-
examination, of verification of documents, 
none of these things would be available to the 
Tribunal. It will get your order or declaration 
and then on that basis it will have to decide. 

SHRI Y. B. CHAVAN: Now you are in a 
constructive mood. I am glad my hon. friend 
is in a constructive mood. I can assure him 
that all such suggestions will certainly be 
examined by the Select Committee. Be con-
structive. I have an open mind, not a closed 
mind like the hon. Member. 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: Is it not a 
personal reflection? 

SHRI Y. B. CHAVAN: The point is this. A 
certain notification is issued which goes 
before the Tribunal. The Tribunal either 
confirms it or rejects it. If it rejects it, then the 
matter ends there.  If it confirms it, then for 

two years the notification stands confirmed. 
Then there is the provision which 
automatically gives power to the Central 
Government to extend that provision for a 
period of one year. After this period of three 
years it is my intention to move an 
amendment that Government will have to go 
back to the Tribunal to get confirmation of 
that notification. 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: Since he has so 
many intentions, would it not be better to 
defer this measure and let us have an idea of 
the amendments he intends to make? 

THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: You may  
give your suggestions. 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: Let him defer 
it. 

SHRI Y. B. CHAVAN: The suggestion of 
the hon. Member is that we should defer this 
matter. But then we have to deal with a 
situation that faces us. Our country has the 
rule of law and if we function in a rule of law 
then naturally we will have the powers under 
a law when a national emergency has to be 
dealt with, when there is danger to national in-
tegrity and there is a challenge to our 
sovereignty. At such a time he wants to defer 
the thing till that trouble is on us. The troubles 
are even now there. We are to face them. It is 
not something imaginary that we are talking 
of. The difficulties are there even today. He 
wanted some specific example and I have 
given him an example. Therefore this Bill 
from that point of view is very necessary. If 
there are any suggestions hon. Members can 
make their suggestions during this discussion 
and they will certainly be examined. They can 
be made during the discussion in the Select 
Committee also. I was very keen on getting 
th's Bill passed straightway. But then 
recognising the feeling in the other House and 
also the feeling in this House I felt that such a 
Bill should certainly be examined by hon. 
Members in a Select Committee and exa-
mined from all points of view. There- 
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lore, I accepted the suggestion to have it 
examined by a Select Committee and I do 
hope this hon. House will also  accept this 
motion. 

The question was proposed. 

SHRI BHUFESH GUPTA: Madam Deputy 
Chairman, it was not my intention to speak,  
but   .   .   . 

AN HON. MEMBER: How mucn time do 
we have for this Bill, Madam? 

THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: The time 
allotted for this Bill is 2 hours. So Mr. Gupta 
will take fifteen minutes. 

SHRI    BHUPESH     GUPTA:     Ten 
minutes will not do, Madam.    In the other 
House, I read it, they had one day or even 
more for this Bill. Therefore in this House, you 
will consider it.    Anyhow, first of all I would 
like to say that Mr. Chavan is our Home 
Minister here  and    am accepting    it because 
I cannot reject him.   That is the position.    He  
has  made    a  very provocative  speech  and  
as  usual  his words are mild but actually what 
he said in dangerous. The entire approach as 
far as his speech is concerned    is one of a 
very low type of demagogy. I say a very low 
type of demagogy because he has brought in 
questions of national integrity and other   
things. But these problems were there when 
the Constitution was being framed by the     
members     of the     Constituent Assembly    
some    years     ago.    Even then these 
problems were there.    At that time    nobody    
thought    that    a measure of this type would 
be needed for our country.    The fundamental 
rights certainly gave certain rights of 
association, expression    and so on. They are 
there in article  19 of    our Constitution. Now 
he is trying to make out from what is 
happening in Mizo areas  that  this  is    
necessary.    Well, the Naga problem arose 
much earlier. For  several years  it    has been 
with us. For over a decade we have lived with 
the Naga problem. At that time nobody 
thought some ten years back ttnt in order to 
deal with the Naga 

problem—and they certainly had slogans 
which were not very good, they were indeed 
had—we never thought that we should have a 
legislation of this kind. If they had, they 
should have brought forward such a measure 
some ten years ago. At that time nobody 
thought that in order to meet the Naga 
situation we should pass a legislation which 
runs counter not only to the spirit but, if I may 
say so, to the very letter of our Constitution as 
well. This is my second point. 

My third    point    is this.    He says that  
Parliament  is  there  to  legislate on  this  
subject.    Well,  I  agree  that the sovereignty 
of Parliament is there. But you   are in fact 
undermining the very  sovereignty  of  
Parliament    and playing with the Constitution 
whenever it is convenient for the ruling party 
to do so. Now the Parliament is there  to  look  
after  the Constitution. Parliament need not 
pass a measure of this kind simply because the 
other side has a majority.    And what kind of a 
majority do they have? Suppose this had    
come    as    *    Constitution amendment Bill, 
would they be in   a position to pass it?   Do 
they have the requisite  majority    to pass    
such    a Constitution amendment Bill in    this 
House?    They would not.    They  get 
defeated  even   in  snap   votes.    They can 
never get it passed as an amendment of the     
Constitution    for    the simple reason that they 
do not have the    requisite    majority.      
Therefore they  have  this  contrivance  here    
of passing a kind of seemingly ordinary 
legislation  which,   in  fact strikes    at the very 
foundation of the Constitution of our  country  
and  certainly  at the fundamental      
principles,        be-cause here      they    do      
not      require    a two-thirds  majority of those  
in    the House for passing a measure of   this 
type.    All that they need is a simple majority.     
Therefore, they  have devised this method    
and brought it in this form.   Actually the 
whole scheme of this Bill is a conspiracy 
which is directed against the very basic princi-
ple on which the rule of law is estab- 
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lished or founded and on which even our 
Constitution    with all    its    limitations 
happens to be founded. Therefore. Madam   
Deputy Chairman, why this kind of jugglery 
which they are indulging in?   Who are they to 
speak for the  nation?  After  all you know 
very well that ours is a country which has in 
own constitutional set-up where there are 
seventeen regular States in the   Indian      
Union.     Out     of    these •seventeen States in 
nine you do not have any power at all.    
Parties other than the Congress are in power in 
those States.    Do I  understand that    those 
States have  agreed    to a proposition of this  
kind?  Am  I to take it    that they  are  any the 
less  interested    in the integrity of the country 
than the Central  Government  or  anybody  for 
that 'matter in this House?    Therefore here is 
an attempt on the part of the Congress   
Government   to   circumvent certain      
Constitutional      obligations, namely,  the  
need     for    consultation with the States.    
They want to do it on their own because they 
know they won't get their support.    When 
they are falling nobody knows.    They are 
counting the days.   Well, the days are not very 
far I hope.    Therefore they have taken up    
this legislation. Normally,      Madam    Deputy    
Chairman, even if Parliament has jurisdiction 
to pass such things under the    Concurrent 
List, the custom is, the practice is, the usage is, 
the convention is that the State Governments 
are consulted over such matters.    It is not 
written in our Constitution in so many words 
hut over    so many    years    we have 
developed certain healthy conventions that 
when a law of this kind, which will be applied 
by the State Governments under the 
jurisdiction of    the States and which although 
passed by the    Centre    directly    concerns    
the States very much, the States are consulted.    
But here the  States  are not consulted  simply 
because they know that the majority of the 
States    will be  against this  measure    and    
their claim to speak in the name    of   the 
nation would be thoroughly exploded. 

SHRI B. K. P. SINHA (Bihar): May 1 put  
one query?    I would like    to 

know which are the nine or ten States which 
are being ruled by the amalgam of parties 
which desire that secession should be 
preached? If there is one let us be 
enlightened. 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: Well, if you do 
not know which States are ruled by parties 
other than the Congress, I sympathise with 
you because of your colossal ignorance in 
this matter. You are a totalitarian I am told 
and therefore you are under no evil influence 
I suppose. 

Now, we have got a Federal Government. 

SHRI B. K. P. SINHA: No; it is not; it is a 
Union. 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA; It is not a rigid 
unitary Government. You can say, like many 
other things, it is a cross between a unitary 
Government and a federal Government. Even 
in such a situation it is necessary to consult the 
States. In the United States when the racial 
riots took place you know how a special 
problem arose with regard to Federal army 
being sent to the areas of trouble and how they 
were scrupulous about the federal ideas and 
the federal principle even when the situation 
eminently demanded intervention on the part 
of the Federal Government. Now, they have 
not done it. But here' Mr. Chavan is a law unto 
himself. Even he is not the author of this. It 
was done when Mr. Gulzarilal Nanda, that 
celebrated Home Minister, was in office and it 
was done at the instance of certain officials. 
We know very well. Then it was thrown into 
cold storage. Now Mr. Chavan comes and he 
has swallowed everything. He is eminently 
fitted into the Home Ministry; he accepts 
everything. I do not know; I thought when he 
came from Maharashtra he was a fighter and 
with the same independent spirit and with the 
same independent ideas he would be looking 
at things but no. Now I find that he is a 
prisoner in the hands of the officials. 
Everybody knows that.   In Delhi Mr. Chavan 
the 
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great fighter of Maharashtra has become a 
miserable prisoner in the hands of Mr. L. P. 
Singh and other Secretaries of his Ministry 
because he thinks he cannot do without them 
and the Secretary knows certain weakness of 
his. Now, Madam Deputy Chairman, this Bill, 
as I said, was put in the cold storage. At the 
election time they kept it a secret; they did not 
bother about that. After the elections, even 
though they have got such a trouncing and 
beating in the elections, they are bringing this. 
Before they are out they want to get this thing 
passed. I think this is not fair. You should take 
the electoral mandate a little seriously. The 
Opposition parties may have differences 
among themselves but we have certain com-
mon opposition also and this is one measure 
which we all oppose. The entire Opposition 
who between them represent 60 per cent and 
more of the electorate and who represent at 
the Government level in the States a greater 
number—9 out of the 17 States in India are 
with us—signify our opposition in a collective 
and strident voice against this measure; yet 
the Home Mnister of India has the impudence 
and arrogance to say that he will have his own 
way. Are you functioning in a spirit of 
democracy? No; you are functioning in an 
authoritarian spirit simply because somehow 
or other you cling on to your majority here. 
We know how you are holding on to it. 
Therefore I say this is extremely unfair, unfair 
to the nation, unfair to the Constitution, unfair 
to the spirit which should guide parliamentary 
democracy and unfair certainly to the 
Opposition in the extreme.   That is what I 
say. 

Now he said, 'Oh, this is nothing; the 
Central Government is the sole authority.' 
The people who sit in the South Block or the 
North Block— I do not know in which Block 
these people sit—are the authority. This sort 
of facade will not do. The Central 
Government will decide and declare some  
people  or some    associa- 

tion illegal and that is law. And it. will go to 
the tribunal which under the existing scheme 
of the Bill will, have no power except to look 
at the papers placed before it by the Central 
Government and then pronounce judgment. 
We know the best of the Judges with the best 
of intentions cannot gi\e a proper and 
objective^ verdict when a one-sided version is 
before him. The aggrieved party or those who 
are likely to be attracted by the measure will 
not be in a position to make representations, or 
contest the evidence given by the other party 
which wants to declare a party or an 
association illegal or prosecuts people under 
this measure. Therefore this is very wrong. 
This is an authoritarian measure. You will say, 
don't: the people want integrity of our country? 
Everybody wants integrity of our country. The 
integrity of the-country is being preserved 
despite the Congress. The integrity of the 
country is being cherished by the* nation as a 
whole because the people love their country. 
Rely on that instead of" trying to point a pistol 
at them and tell them at pistol point, 'You 
accept' what I say or else' be shot'. This is not 
the way of democracy. This is not the way of 
parliamentary life. If. is a slur on the nation; to 
say that the people are creating such a situation 
that the integrity of our country is threatened is 
to defame our country before the world and 
that is the impression you are creating today. If 
some people somewhere say something, it 
does not mean that you should pass an overall 
drastic legislation of this kind altering the 
letter and spirit of the Constitution, going-
beyond the limits of the rule of law, arrogating 
to yourself certain functions not envisaged by 
parliamentary institutions. Therefore I say this 
is-entirely wrong. 

You see Chapter II of the Bill about 
declaration of an association as unlawful and 
what is said in clause 3 here. I need not now go 
into all those details because all this will be* 
discussed when it goes to the Select 
Committee.   We are  opposed  to  Select 
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Bill and our participation in the Select 
Committee is to oppose it in principle as well 
as in its specific provisions.    It says here: 

"If the Central Government is of opinion 
that any association is, or has become, an 
unlawful association, it may by notification 
in the Official Gazette, declare such asso-
ciation to be unlawful. Every such 
notification shall specify the grounds on 
which it is issued and such other particulars 
as the   .   .   . 

And so on it goes. It is all procedural. Here it 
is • a subjective test and the test is whether the 
Central Government is satisfied or not. Who 
are you to be entrusted with this 
responsiblility? Who are you to sit in 
judgment upon the nation? Because you are a 
party which has been rejected in the majority 
of the States. You have certainly got a 
majority responsibility? Who are you to sit 
here, a body of men calling themselves 
Council of Ministers lacking in moral and 
political authority, do they want to take upon 
themselves this task of judging whether 
somebody else to their view should be declar-
ed legal or illegal? This is asking for too 
much. Even in British Parliament such powers 
are not given. There are many other countries 
in the world and many things are happening 
there but nobody comes there off and on with 
legislations of this feind. We know in England 
there was a movement some time when the 
people even talked of separation of Wales 
from the rest of England but nobody there 
thought of a measure of this kind. These are 
political questions to be politically met and 
politically solved. We think we are strong 
enough. Despite our differences our public 
opinion is assertive, vigilant, constructive and 
forceful enough to prevent any kind of action 
which would lead to the disintegration of this 
great country. For that we need not have this 
kind of petty mean-minded horrible 
legislation which is an insult to our great 
nation, which is a blot on our Constitution 
an*1 which only shows the arrogance, lack 

of imagination and utter bankruptcy of those 
who propose such a measure. Therefore, I say 
it is entirely vwong, Mr. Chavan, well, 
perhaps would never understand. The Home 
Minister understands his mistakes only after 
he is overthrown. That is my experience. You 
see Mr. Gulzarilal Nanda. He is forming all 
kinds of associations inviting all kinds of 
people. All of you are being invited. The great 
Gulzarilal Nanda, the mighty figure, stood 
here day after day, shouting, haranguing, 
lecturing and he threatened all kinds of things. 
Today he has been thrown into oblivion 
seeking some limelight by forming 
association, by doing some little things here 
and by making a little speech there, I am not 
saying that Mr. Chavan is going to meet the 
same fate. His is playing for high stakes. 
Everybody knows it, but why a measure of 
this kind I should like to know from him. 
Therefore I say that it is an objectionable 
measure in every way. 

'riow, there is the Tribunal. I know the 
Congress Party men. They will support their 
Minister, although they may be thinking of 
defections. That is a different matter. But here 
on the floor of this House, so long as Ihey do 
not defect, they at least pre-lend that they are 
loyal, forgetting that at night. Again, you read 
the provision relating to the Tribunal. It is a 
facade, it is a face-lift presented in a 
particular manner. The provision does not 
invest itself with any principles of judicial 
examination of the proposition before it. It is 
conceived as a kind of rubber stamp to hood-
wink the masses. Of course the Judges will be 
embarrassed. Therefore, that is a very wrong 
thing. Madam Deputy Chairman, any kind of 
act can be declared as harmful to the 
territorial integrity of the country and all that. 
You will find that the definition is very wide. 
It is not as if somebody is acting. Symbols 
and very many other things are provided here, 
which may make one laugh. Therefore, the 
entire scheme of things 
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is preposterous.   The more one thinks, the 
more one feels shocked, shocked not 
because the Congress is   passing this 
measure, because the Congress is 
habituated to this kind of thing, but 
shocked because we are behaving as if  our  
Constitution  does  not  protect our 
integrity, as    if it is    absolutely useless 
unless certain legislations are there in 
order to bolster it up.   It is an   entirely  
wrong   approach.    I  say 'that this 
measure is going to be utilis-ed for 
persecution, for    intimidation, for 
harassment of the Opposition and other 
people with whom the Congress cannot  
agree.    We  know  how    they treated    
the DMK.   Even    after the .DMK had  
given  up    its  secessionist slogan, the 
Congress did not treat the DMK properly.   
In fact, this measure was conceived at that 
time in the context of the DMK, but the 
DMK   has changed.   They   have   given   
it   up. They have ousted the Congress. 
The DMK, which was sought to be curbed 
by this    measure    earlier,    is    today 
ruling Madras and your Kamaraj and 
others have been ousted from Madras. 
Does it not offer you any lesson that whom 
you suspected in the past    as having acted 
against   the    territorial integrity or other 
things in the country, in them the people    
are placing more and   more   confidence   
because you hide corrupt things. 

THE DEPUTY  CHAIRMAN:    That 
will do. 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: Finally, 
^before I sit down, I wish "you had given 
me a little more time. All I can say is we 
condemn this measure, we condemn it 
with all our strength. We know that this 
measure would not be passed by the 
people of India nor would it be passed by 
all the State Legislatures, the majority of 
them at least, if you had referred it to 
them. The Congress Party, using their 
majority here would get it passed, a 
measure which they in their heart of 
hearts know is anti-democratic, anti-
people, malicious, and in its scheme and 
posture highly aggressive against 

democracy. That is why I oppose it f 
must tell you frankly, Mr. Chavan, since 
he has been in the Home Ministry, is 
passing measure after measure which 
does not respect democracy. It shows 
greater respect for democracy in their 
very falsification. He has come forward 
with two measures, which have been 
passed, in the face of the entire 
Opposition of the country, representing 
the over-whelming majority of the 
people. This is most objectionable. I 
wanted to raise many legal points, 
constitutional and other points. I do 
maintain that this measure has got to be 
resisted. 

As far as the Joint Select Committee 
Members are concerned, see how they 
have selected them. I have some 
suggestions regarding the names. Now, 
the first name is lilr. Abid Ali. What a 
democrat? You see~ in order to improve 
the Bill they have chosen Mr. Abid Ali as 
the first man. It is something like passing 
a judicial legislation or a code or rule of 
law by a Committee consisting, shall we 
say, of Goebbels or Goering. I atn not 
saying that he is capable of that, but the 
name itself shows that they do not think 
of others here. They do not believe in 
men like Mr. Sapru and others. You have 
put Mr. Abid Ali as the first name. I do 
not know why his name has been put   .   
.   . 

SHRI M. N. KAUL (Nominated): It is 
alphabetical. 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: Alpha-
betical. There are other people. For 
example, you have the name of Mr. 
Awadheshwar Prasad Sinha coming 
under 'A'. It is not 'A'. It is something 
more than that. Well, other names have 
been given. We shall see what we can, 
but I think the names also should be 
considered in regard to the Joint Select 
Committee, if you want to improve the 
measure from a democratic angle. It is 
impossible to improve it, but then people 
like Mr. Abid Ali should not be there. 
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I again say that Mr. Chavan is riding a 
high    horse.    Mr.    Chavan,    I think, 
wants to make it known to the country 
that he is a very strong man and, 
therefore, he    is presenting one measure 
of this    kind after another, because the 
weakneed people in   the Congress Party 
are thirsting for what they call a    strong    
man    forgetting democracy.    Strength  
and democracy must    go    together.    
Mr. Chavan    is strong for autocracy, for 
bureaucracy, for oppression, for flouting 
the will of the  people  for  disrespecting  
and insulting the Opposition.    The 
country does  not want  such  Ministers, 
when the  country has made a parting    of 
the  way  from  the  Congress  regime. 
That has already come about.   I think Mr. 
Chavan is entirely wrong.   He is taking  
the  country's  political  system and 
constitutional principles to    ruin for the 
sake of bolstering up bureaucracy maybe 
his    personal ego     and certainly the 
tottering, rotten    Congress  regime     
which  lacks  in    moral strength, which    
lacks     in    courage, which lacks in faith 
in the people and which lacks in all that is 
decent and human in our society. Thank 
you. 
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HALF-AN-HOUR DISCUSSION ON 
POINTS ARISING OUT OF ANSWER 
TO STARRED QUESTION NO. 261 RE 
MONEY COLLECTED BY THE 
CEMENT INDUSTRY 
THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN:    Half-an-

hour discussion.    Mr. Mathur. 

SHRI HARISH CHANDRA 
MATHUR       (Rajasthan): Madam 
Deputy Chairman, the discussion which 
arises out of this question had a deep bearing 
on two major issues in public life with which 
we all feel deeply concerned. 

[THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (Shri Akbar Ali Khan) 
in the Chair] 

Mr. Vice-Chairman, "it has to be viewed in 
a certain background and what we are 
considering today is how, firstly, political life 
at the top is to function, whether we can keep 
corruption away from those who are in 
political authority at the highest level, 

and, secondly, the role which the private 
sector has to play, the corrupting influence 
which the Private sector has in the present 
circumstances and how it comes into play, 
what is the position, role and responsibilities 
which we are going to assign to the private 
sector. 

We have accepted a mixed economy—and 
advisedly so—in the circumstances in which 
we live. And in this mixed economy if- the 
private sector is to play a dignified role, is to 
occupy a place of honour, is to be respected 
and is to continue, then it will have to behave 
and it will have to give an account of itself. 
Let us examine this particular issue which 
throws a fund of light on our political life and 
on the functioning of the private sector. 

j When cement decontrol was first ordered, Mr. 
Vice-Chairman, we raised serious objections 
in both the Houses because we visualised 
certain difficulties. My fundamental objection 
was that you are giving a rise of Rs. 13 per 
tonne to the cement manufacturer; of course, 
50 per cent of which was to go to the public 
undertakings was to be at a particular 
concessional rate. But the poor man, the 
agriculturist and the citizen was to pay Rs. 13 
per tonne more to the cement manufacturers. 
What for? So that the cement industry might 
have additional Rs. 25 .crores amassed during 
the next Five Year Plan. And to this might be   
added   another   Rs.   70   crores   to 

1 Rs. 80 crores to be advanced by some of our 
financing institutions—again, public money—
so that the industry might expand. Now, if this 
is the nature of the socialistic pattern which 
we could put forward, I do not know how 
anybody sitting on this side will be able to 
defend it. You collect Rs. 25 crores from the 
poor consumer, put it into the pockets of those 
industrialists, you give them additionally Rs. 
70 crores to Rs. 80 crores from your financing 
institutior s; they enlarge it and it becomes 
their personal property. That is how we had 
visualised.    But  still  we  swallowed 


