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SHRI BANKA BEHARY DAS: So he 
has to reply, and he was standing up to 
reply. 

MR. CHAIRMAN: He will probably 
do it. Why do you presuppose that he will 
not? 

SHRI SURENDRA PAL SINGH: This 
question whether the Nagaland affair 
should be dealt with by the Ministry of 
External Affairs or the Ministry of Home 
Affairs has been raised before, a number 
of times, and the Government have 
clarified their stand  on those occasions. 
Anyway the position at the present 
moment is that this matter is being 
considered by the Cabinet, and as soon as 
the Cabinet comes to a decision, it will be 
known to the House. Meanwhile, 
naturally, the old arrangement is being 
carried on. 

MR.  CHAIRMAN: The question is: 
"That the BUI be passed." 

The motion was adopted. 

MOTION       RE       PROCLAMATION 
ISSUED UNDER ARTICLE 356     OF 
THE CONSTITUTION IN RELATION 

TO THE STATE OF RAJASTHAN 
MR. CHAIRMAN: Now we have -the 

Motion regarding the Proclamation issued 
under article 356 of the Constitution in 
relation to the State of Rajasthan. I have a 
fairly long list and the time is limited. I 
would like Mr. Chordia, who would place 
this before us, to take twenty minutes, 
and the other Members fifteen minutes 
each, and the House will adjourn today at 
One for the usual lunch break. Yes, Mr. 
Chordia. 
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SHRI B. K. P. SINHA (Bihar): Mr. 
Chairman, I rather felt sad at the speech of the 
hon. Mover. He has every; right to criticise 
the judgment of the Governor of Rajasthan. 
He has every right to criticise his actions but 
he crossed those limits and strayed into fields 
which are expressly prohibited by the 
Constitution. He launched a personal attack 
on the Governor. He challenged his integrity. 

SHRI M. RUTHNASWAMY (Madras):   
Not personal; political. 

SHRI B. K. P. SINHA: He threw doubt on 
his bona fides, 

SHRI P. N. SAPRU (Uttar Pradesh) :  Is he 
an astrologer or not? 
[THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN in the Chair] 

I have known Mr. Sampurnanand for more 
than 30 years now and I can assure this House 
that there are fjeiw rjonourable men like him 
$n this country. He may be guilty of an error 
of judgment. 

SHRI V. M. CHORDIA:    You    are 
criticising him.      Don't say anything tbout hia 
being guilty. 

SHRI B. K. P. SINHA: But nobody can 
with justification challenge his bona fides or 
integrity. Madam, in my opinion there is no 
point in discussing the issue that we are dis-
cussing today. It is no use having a post 
mortem of the Presidential Proclamation. That 
the Government are not seeking the positive 
affirmation of the two Houses of Parliament is 
clear indication of the mind of the Govern-
ment. 1 am sure that before long this 
Proclamation shall be lifted within the period 
of two months. In the circumstances I do not 
propose to go into the rights and wrongs of the 
Presidential Proclamation. But certain 
observations of a general nature are called for 
because of the gravity of the problem with 
which We are faced today. I heartily endorse 
the suggestion of the hon. Mover that the Gov-
ernment of India with the concurrence of 
Parliament and in consultation with eminent 
constitutionalists, jurists and public men, 
should frame Instrument of Instructions for the 
guidance of Governors in such situations. The 
political pattern that has emerged In this 
country after the elections is radically different 
from the political pattern to which we have 
been used during the last 16 or 17 years. In 
many States the coalitions of non-Congress 
parties are in the saddle; the Government is 
being run by the coalitions of non-Congress 
parties. In many States no party is in an 
absolute  majority. 

SHRI MULKA GOVINDA REDDY 
(Mysore):   Madras is there. 

SHRI B. K. P. SINHA: I said 'in mnay 
States'. That means I exclude Madras and 
Kerala. I did not want to name the States. In 
many States no party is in an absolute 
majority. In such a situation Instrument of Ins-
tructions should be framed to provide 
guidelines for the actions of the Governors 
and those instructions, I again repeat, should 
be framed in consultation with eminent public 
men and jurists and should receive the appro- 
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val of both Houses of Parliament, because 
in the absence of such Instrument of 
Instructions even the most honest action, 
even the most correct judgment, of 
Governors, when political emotions are 
roused, is liable to suspicion and 
challenge. But in framing the Instrument 
of Instructions we shall have to keep one 
thing in mind, the basic character of our 
Constitution. Our Constitution-makers 
framed a democratic parliamentary system 
both at the Centre and in the States. The 
emphasis of the Constitution is on 
democratic parliamentary functioning both 
at the Centre and in the States. Democratic 
parliamentary functioning is the rule as 
contemplated by the Constitution and the 
Presidential Proclamation is an exception. 
That is why the provisions tof article 356 
find a place in a Chapter headed 
'Emergency Provisions'. Theyl are 
provisions of an extraordinary nature. 
Madam, I have said that democratic 
functioning is the rule contemplated b^ the 
Constitution. Articles 356 and 357 and 
some other articles in that Chapter 
themselves indicate very clearly that the 
Constitution-makers did not look upon 
with favour the imposition of President's 
rule which is a non-democratic form of 
Government because the Constitution 
makes it clear that unless within two 
months that Proclamation receives an 
affirmative vote of each House of 
Parliament, singly) and individually, that 
Proclamation will lapse. Moreover other 
safeguards in the interests of democratic 
(parliamentary sysjtem are also provided 
in that Chapter. No affirmative vote of 
Parliament can give life to the 
Proclamation for a period of more than six 
months. After six months if a non-
Parliamentary', system is to continue In 
the State the sanction of the highest 
parliamen-tarv body in' the country has 
again to be obtained. And even if this con-
currence or affirmative vote of the Jiighest 
parliamentary institution In the country is 
obtained the Presidential Proc'amation 
cannot continue for -more than three 
years. All these pro--vielong clearly 
indicate that the Cons- 

titution-makers contemplated thai, 
democratic parliamentary institution* 
should be functioning in the State*. 
Madam, the provisions also indicate that 
when Parliament is in session the 
Government must come up at tht earliest 
opportunity to seek the affirmative vote of 
the two Houses. Why is it that a provision 
is made that within two months no 
affirmative vote is obtained the 
Presidential Proclamation wil 1 lapse? 
This provision really1, was forged as a 
shield for th« democratic legislatures in 
the State*. It is unfortunate that that shield 
is sometimes being sought to be used M a 
sword. If Parliament is not in session—
and the Constitution makes it very clear 
that Parliament can be im recess 
continously for six months— the position 
is this. This exercise of Presidential power 
is such an unusual exercise of power that 
the Constitutes, ordains that even if 
Parliament is not in session, Parliament 
has to be convened to give affirmation to 
the Presidential Proclamation. This 
provision of two months was incorporated 
real ly to assure the people of the State 
concerned that without the concurrence of 
the highest body in this country, 
Presidential Proclamation cannot continue 
for more than tw» months. This clearly 
indicates thnt the Constitution did not 
contemplate that even if Parliament is in 
session, for two months the affirmative 
rota of Parliament can be deferred and the 
Presidential Proclamation allowed to 
lapse. As I have said at a* earlier stage), 
in an earlier speech, that may be showing 
deference to th* letter of the Constitution, 
but it is really going against its spirit. 
Therefore, in such situations, when Parlia-
ment is in session, at the earliest 
opportunity an attempt should be made to 
seek its affirmative vote. A* affirmative 
vote does not mean necessarily that the 
Proclamation shall continue for six 
months. TOT the President can any day] 
without reference to Parliament lift that 
Proclamation. Therefore, even if it is an 
affirmation vote, even within ten days or 
flfte*» days or one month, the 
Proclamation can be lifted.   Therefor*, 
cars should 
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6e taken in future to see that at the •arliest 
moment the Proclamation is affirmed by 
Parliament. 

I feel that  it  is  not  obligatory on Ube 
President to accept the advice of the Governor.   
Now, two things    are awing confused.   The 
Governor's  discretion, it is said, is binding.    
But the Governor's  discretion     operates  
onlyi when the Governor has to decide who 
sammands   the     majority      and  who should 
be called to form the Govern-.nraent.  If the 
Governor cannot decide it, he has to submit a 
report to the President.   The report    is    usual 
y a suarration of facts.    It also incorporates 
certain conclusions based on those facts.   
While   the   narration   of  facts, m the nature 
of things, is of a binding character, because    
the President H»as no  independent  source  of 
information  so far as that matter is  concerned,   
the     conclusions     are  never tending.   We 
know of so many reports '(that are submitted 
by high bodies and it is not obligatory on the 
executive  vr the bodyi which takes the final 
decision to accept their recommendations. 
They are free to accept some or free to reject 
some.    So, while it is open to 'the .Governor    
to    indicate  to  the ^President the 
circumstances in which he thinks      that     the   
constitutional machinery cannot operate in a 
State, lliie final     judgment,     the  discretion, 
whether President's  Rule should     be 
proclaimed on  the  basis  of facts  recorded   in   
the   Governor's   report,   is; that    of    the    
President.    Therefore, •while it is within the 
Governor's discretion to indicate, to affirm or 
accept iit in a routine manner, in my opinion. 
would not be correct.   As a matter of fact, the 
Governor made two recommendations,     viz.,     
Proclamation     of Tfresident's   Rule     and   
dissolution   of the Assembly.      One 
recommendation was  accented,     while  the 
other was not.      That  fairly  indicates   that  
the recommendations    of    the    Governor, 
which   are  said   to  be   comoelling  on the 
ground that the discretion of the Governor is    
final, are not    binding. The  language     of 
article 356     itself makes it clear. The 
language is "when the    President    is    
satisfied    on    the 

report of a Governor or otherwise."' It is not 
only that the report must be considered. The 
President has to consider other factors also. 
Therefore, I feel that the primary thing in the 
Proclamation of the President is the discretion 
of the President and this discretion cannot be 
fettered by any judgment of the Governor. The 
President has to exercise his own independent 
judgment in such a situation. I feel that in such 
situations, when an Assembly after election 
comes newly into existence, we may with 
profit derive some lessons from that practice 
that obtains in some other democratic 
countries. In many democratic countries the 
leader of the majority party is not, as a matter 
of routine, called to form the Government. The 
leader of the biggest party or the majority 
party, the party which is in absolute majority 
in the People's Chamber or the representative 
Chamber is simply asked by the Head of the 
State to try to form a government. But then 
before he enters on his duties of office, he has 
to obtain a vote of confidence from the 
representative Chamber. This is the practice 
which obtains in Greece. This is the practice 
which obtains in Germany and in many other 
countries of the world. Therefore, in such a 
situation I feel that some such practice or some 
such convention should be developed. Maybe 
that the practice that we have been following 
in the last twenty years or more does not 
warrant this line of action. I have tried to study 
the Constitution and I do not find that the 
Constitution prohibits or prevents any endea-
vour of this kind. The Constitution does not 
rule out an endeavour of this nature. 
Moreover, in a situation like Rajasthan it was 
ooen to the Governor to convene the 
Assembly, to designate some person as th° 
acting Speaker. He shou'o. have asked him to 
take their oath. The-eafter. the Assembly could 
proceed to elect the Sneaker and th° election of 
the Speaker itself would provide a test, as to 
whether the Congress or th» SqmvuHa Dal 
commanded a maioritv in the House.    Some  
people   take  the  view 
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that unless a Government is functioning, the 
Speaker cannot be elected. I have given some 
attention to the relevant provisions of the 
Constitution. I have given some attention to 
the relevant rules of Parliament of India and 
of some State Assemblies, but unfortunately/ I 
could not get the rules of the Rajasthan 
Assembly. But there is nothing in the 
Constitution or in the rules of Parliament or 
other Assemblies which warrants the view 
that unless a Government is functioning, the 
Speaker's election cannot be held. Therefore, 
in a situation ike that of Rajasthan, in future, 
the test can be the election of the Speaker. 

SHRI M. RUTHNASWAMY: I hope you 
will not have Governors like this in future. 

SHRI B. K. P. SINHA: These are the few 
observations that I have to make. I have really 
confined myself to observations of a general 
nature, because as I said in the beginning it is 
no use having a post mortem, nor any use at 
this stage, in spite of the provisions in the 
Constitution, casting personal aspersions on 
the Governor. Let me rpeat it again. I have 
known Shri Sampurnanand for the last 30 or 
35 ytears and I have come across few men of 
his integrity, his honesty and his character, 
and if there has been a mistake in this case, it 
is a mere error of judgment. There is nothing, 
in my opinion, •mala fide about it. 

SHRI BANKA BEHARY DAS (Orissa): 
Then you indirectly admit That it is an error 
of judgment. 

THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Mr. 
Dahyabhai Patel, do you want to speak? 

SHRI DAHYABHAI V. PATEL (Gujarat): 
But Secretary to'd me that we are adjourning; 
I can speak afterwards. 

THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: We adjourn 
till 2.30 P.M. Mr. Dahyabhai Patel will speak. 

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

The House reassembled after lunch at half-
past two of the clock, THE VICE-CHAIRMAN 
(SHRI AKBAR AU KHAN), in the Chair. 

SHRI DAHYABHAI V. PATEL: Mr. Vice-
Chairman, Sir, this morning we heard a very) 
well-reasoned and we 1 prepared case giving 
all the relevant dates and sequence of evt by 
our friend, Mr. Vimalkumar Mar. -nalalji 
Chordia, explaining the background of what 
has happened in Rajasthan. This House has 
discussed the Rajasthan affair before also. So, 
I do not propose to repeat the ground that has 
already been covered. The Congress Party is 
already on the defence over this, which is 
evident from the speech of the hon. Mr. B. K. 
P. Sinha who followed Mr. Chordia. But the 
lawyer in him could not deny arguments and 
the case made out by Mr. Chordia; the 
Congressman in him was hard put to defend 
their doings there. 

But, Sir, coming events cast their shadows 
before. Yesterday we have heard of the 
toppling of the Congress Ministry in UP. How 
ong are the other States going to last? Their 
turn follows very soon. It may be Andhra, it 
may be Mysore. What does all this indicate? It 
indicates that the Congress Party is badly 
advised, there is no guidance, and every day 
they are losing the support, the popular 
support, which is the basis of their holding the 
authority. Today it c»« well be said that the 
Congress Party-has no moral authority to 
remain in government. 

SHRI MULKA GOVINDA REDDY: Even 
at the Centre. 

SHRI DAHYABHAI V. PATEL: I mean, 
even at the Centre. In more than half the 
number of States, there are already or are      
about    to      be      non-Congrew 
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Ministries, and this within a few weeks after 
the General Elections. If the Congress Party 
had accepted the advice tendered by all the 
Opposition parties and had vacated office 
even three months before the elections, 
whatever official pressure, use of official 
positions and machinery' that was used during 
the elections, would not have been used, and 
even the little majority that exists 'oday would 
not have existed. Why does this happen? Why 
has that great institution, the Congress, come 
into bad days? It is because, Sir, the Congress 
is badly advised, and they have been, (rightly 
or wrongly, keeping in office, in position, 
ministries like the Sukha-dia Ministry. 

May I recall to you, Sir? The members of 
the Opposition in Rajasthan submitted a 
memorandum to the President giving some 42 
charges, documented charges, of corruption, 
of which that Ministry/ was guilty. Is the 
imposition of the President's rule to prevent 
an inquiry into those charges? But the tide of 
events cannot be resisted by anyone. What has 
happened in O.-issa today will happen 
everywhere. The Orissa Ministry has ordered 
an investigation into the charges against the 
Congress Minister, Mr. Biju Patnaik, who was 
charged repeatedly and who was, unfortunate-
ly, defended by the late Prime Minister Mr. 
Jawaharlal Nehru. The case of Rajasthan is 
also on the same basis. Repeatedly 
memoranda have been submitted; charges 
have been made in public, in the Assembly; 
printed documents have been published about 
it. Yet, the Congress Government has been 
shutting its eyes. And now, when a non-
Congress Ministry was ready and was able to 
take office, the President was wrongly 
advised to impose President's rule. I was one 
of those Members of Parliament from this 
House along with the members of the 
Rajasthan Assembly to call on the President 
to point out the situation that had been 
developing in. Rajasthan and request him to 
restore popular government and allow the 
elected  legislature to take its  proper 

course and play1 its part in the democratic 
government of this country. Unfortunately, 
the advice tendered by the Congress Party, by 
the Congress Ministers, to the President has 
been incorrect and wrong. For this perhaps 
one would be justified in criti-sing the 
President's action. But we know that the 
President functions as the constitutional head 
and therefore the blame for this incorrect 
advice must be fairly and squarely put on the 
Government 

The Congress Cabinet, the Cabinet of 
Shrimati Indira Gandhi, had been badly 
advised, whether it is by members of the 
Cabinet or members of the party in asking the 
President to take the action that they have 
asked him to, they have put democracy at 
nought, instead of aljlowing (democracy to 
function normally which should normally be 
the function of the President of India. The 
President of India is the defender of the 
Constitution; if the Constitution cannot 
function anywhere the President should try to 
intervene and make the Constitution function. 
The constitutional procedure of our 
democracy must be brought to bear must 
function. The President's rule is a sort of 
emergency power which has to be used only 
in an emergency and for a short duration. 
Prolongation of the President's rule 
unnecessarily, is setting at nought the normal 
democratic procedure laid down in the 
Constitution. And the Government of 
Shrimati Indira Gandhi and perhaps the Home 
Minister, Shri Chavan, are guilty of tendering 
this wrong advice, because they want to keep 
the power in their hands.    And how do they 
do it? 

Sir, I do not know whether we have yet 
been supplied with the full list of Ministers of 
this Cabinet. But I understand that there is 
nobody from this fortunate—or shall I call 
unfortunate—State of Rajasthan, who has yet 
been included in the new Cabinet that has 
been announced. Even though this House 
enjoys a larger share—if I may say so, an un- 

 



1963 Proclamation  in [RAJYASABHA]    relation to  Rajasthan   1964 
[Shri Dahyabhai V. Patel] 

duly Targe share—than has been the normal 
practice to enjoy the high office in the 
Cabinet, unfortunately that unfortunate State 
of Rajasthan appears to 'be completely 
neglected. Sir, what is the reason? Is it 
because the people of Rajasthan voted out of 
office the corrupt Sukhadia Ministry and Shri 
Mohan Lai Sukhadia is afraid that if a popular 
Government is formed there, perhaps one of 
the first things that the popular Government 
would do, as they have done in Orissa is to 
institute an inquiry into the charges of 
corruption that have been level'ed openly, 
pufelick/ repeatedly against the Sukhadia 
Government? Therefore, I call the imposition 
of the President's Rule an atrocity on the 
Constitution. It is an undemocratic act for 
which this Government will have to repent. 

Sir, as I said, the days of the Congress  
Party are numbered.   The end is coming.   
The end of the Congress rule   in  Uttar   
Pradesh   came   sooner than  expected   
and,  sooner  than  expected,   a  few more 
States  also  will fall.   With   the  felling  of   
the   Congress   Government  in  Uttar  
Pradesh and  Bihar, the two largest States  
in the North, and with popular Govern-
ments  of     non-Congress     parties  in 
several other States,  in the majority of the 
States the Congress Party has lost     the  
moral   authority  to  sit,  in office    at    the    
Centre.   The correct course for them,     
according    to the Constitution,  according 
to  democratic practice, would be  to come  
and  tell the President that the people are 
not with them and, therefore, they resign 
from the Centre.    If a oopular Government  
cannot     be  formed,   let   us have another 
election.   That is trolng to be the oirture 
whether the Home Minister  sitting   
opnosite   likes   it   or not.   The  neople      
have   given   their verdict.   After all,    the 
maioritv that exists  in  the     present Lok  
Sabha  is very slender and with these two 
big States  croing out, what  is their posi-
tion?   T    wouH,    thprefo-e,    reouest the    
Prime    Minister    and    Members 

of      her      Cabinet       to       consider 
whether what they are doing is rig 

Sir, one act leads to another.  Every action   
has   a   reaction.    What    they have done in 
Rajasthan, repercussions of it will be felt all 
over India and howsoever strong force you may 
try to use to suppress democracy in India, 
democracy will survive, thanks to teachings  of 
Gandhiji and his  bl< ings and the 
Constitutional provision Even with all the 
misuse of power by the Congress Party, popular 
Gov. ment  will   be   restored  in  Rajasthan 
whether this      Congress Government likes it 
or not. 

It does not matter whether it is a Congress 
Government or a non-Congress Government, 
the      Constitution must be    upheld.      The 
Constitution provides for an emergency.   That 
d not  mean  prolongation of the President's 
rule longer than is necessary If there was 
unrest, if there was dis turbance  in  Rajasthan,  
it  has    been quelled long ago.   The city of 
Jaipu is quiet.    The people are crying for 
popular ru'e.   It is an atrocity on Constitution 
to deny them their normal right.    Members of 
the Legisla ture have not only declared, not 
only signed, they have come in person to the 
President.    Every    one  of  'hem was    
produced before  the President They came and 
stood before the President and  told him  that  
they were in a position to form Government.   
If 92 Members of the Rajasthan Legislature, 
elected Members, came and declared that they 
are a party and they want to form a 
Government, it is   an atrocity on  the  
Constitution  to  deny them their right. 

Sir, the repercussions of this will be far and 
wide and I would, tliere-fore. appeal to the 
Prime Minister— unfortunately she is not 
here—and the Home Minister, who is also in-
volved and, J understand, wants to wield a lot 
of influence, wants *o control India as 
perhaps he and his friends are controlling 
Maharasthra, to head; this is not the right way.   
If 



 

they have popular backing in Maha rashtra, 
they are welcome to have the Government of 
that type. Of course, I have my criticisms to 
some of their ways. I do not like their Shiv 
Sena. I do not like coercion, certainly not 
open or hidden that they used. That does not 
go well with democracy, it does not go well 
with the freedom that we want to establish in 
this country. I hope the Home Minister will 
reconsider the situation and will advise the 
Prime Minister and the President to revoke 
the Proclamation as early as possible and 
restore popular Government in Rajasthan. 

SHRI M. GOVINDA REDDY (Mysore): 
Mr. Vice-Chairman, Sir, the demand for the 
revocation of President's rule in Rajasthan 
could have waited for some more days. It has 
been made clear by all concerned that with 
the establishment of normalcy in the State of 
Rajasthan, the Ordinance would expire. Nor-
malcy has now come to rule in Rajasthan and, 
therefore, in due course this would have come 
to an end. The demand could have been kept 
in abeyance for a few days more when the\ 
President's rule would have naturally lapsed. 

Sir, during the course of the speeches of 
hon'ble Members on the Opposition much 
advice has been given to the Congress. 
Maybe, the Congress is well-advised or ill 
advised. But certainly the Congress does not 
seek advice from these quarters. 

Sir, concern has been expressed as to the 
end of the Congress. 

SHRI DAHYABHAi V. PATEL: Last 
days of the Congress. 

SHRI M. GOVINDA REDDY: Hon. 
Members, who have expressed concern over 
the fate of the Congress, could have as well 
spared their efforts at expressing their 
concern because they have to exercise all 
their ability 

and intelligence in maintaining the strength of 
their parties in the States in which they have 
some share of Government. Today it is true 
that in six or seven States Congress is not in 
power. But how can my friends on the other 
side be sure that these Governments which I 
call 'cocktail Governments', meaning 
Governments with a mixture of political 
complexion, will last? I think they would very 
well be concerned in giving a thought to 
maintaining their position in the governments 
concerned, instead of expressing concern over 
the sad fate of the Congress; the Congress can 
well take care of itse'f. 

Sir, much has been said against the Governor, 
the Home Minister and the President. I think it 
stands to common sense that when the 
Congress has tolerated non-Congress Govern-
ments in six States, the Governors in those six 
States would not be influenced by the Centre. 
If the Governor could be influenced by the 
Centre in Rajasthan, well the Centre could 
have easily influenced other States too. But 
how is it that the Opposition did not charge the 
Congress with influencing the Governors in 
those States? At least in two or three States the 
difference between the two major groups is 
not very much. They could, through their 
Governors, influence those States too if they 
wanted to influence the Governors. The 
'Governors could nave made their choice in 
favour of the Congress but the Centre has not 
done so. So it stands to reason that when the 
Governors in other States have exercised their 
diligence and their impartial judgement over 
the issues, why should anybody presume that 
the Rajasthan Governor has not done so? So 
how can any one believe when it Is said that 
the Governor in Rajasthan was partial in com-
ing to a decision? After all the issue is simple. 
Much emotion and passion have come to bear 
on this very simple issue. The questioh was 
there were two major groups and one group 
claimed a membership of 92. The difference 
was one or two votes. 

 

1965 Proclamation  in [ 3  APR.   1967 ]     relation to  Rajasthan    1966 



1967        Proclamation  in [ RAJYA  SABHA]    relation to Rajasthan    1968 
SHRI DAHYABHAI V. PATEL: Where is 

the question of difference? They were 
physical'y brought before the President. 

SHRI M. GOVINDA REDDY: The 
Governor has alleged in what manner they 
were won over and there was one case where 
one member at least was won over at gun-
point. That has not been challenged so far. 

SHRI DAHYABHAI V: PATEL: Do you 
mean to say that he was brought before the 
President at gunpoint? This is the way you 
are doing   .   .   . 

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRI AKBAR 
ALI KHAN): Mr. Patel, you had your say. 

SHRI V. M. CHORDIA: The stories will 
be related. There are such cases where a 
member was kept in the house    .    .    . 

(Interruptions) 

SHRI M GOViNDA REDDY: Hon. 
Members are parliamentarians. The Governor is 
a constitutional authority. We are open to 
reason and please be open to reason. He is a 
statutory authority. He has not stated any 
falsehood. Either we believe him, however he 
may have exercised his power—that he 
exercises his power legitimately or we do not 
give any regard for the office of Governorship 
as such. You raise the slogan that you observe 
the Constitution. Naturally we should presume 
that the officers under the Constitution are 
exercising their powers constitutionally and 
judicially. Now there has been no charge made 
by hon. Members of the Opposition, who are 
shouting to-day, that the Governors in the other 
States have exercised thair powers with 
partisanship. There is no charge. If the other 
Governors could exercise their powers 
impartially, judicially and objectively, where is 
the reason for supposing that the Governor in 
one State has not exer-   ; 

cised his powers reasonably, rationally ) 
judicia.ly, impartially or fairly and that he is 
being amenable to influence. Whether the 
Governor is right or wrong is a different 
matter but when the Governor, after 
considering the circumstances, comes to a 
decision, we have to give, in all fairness, to the 
Governor the right of exercising that discretion 
and we have to presume that he has exercised 
the discretion within his power. That has been 
done. The issue was simple. The Governor had 
to choose between one of the groups and the 
difference was only one Or two votes. Now I 
can understand if the difference was 6 or 10 or 
15 votes. Then it would be easy for a 
Governor to make a choice, as they, the other 
Governors, have made in 6 or 7 other States. 
They have made the decision and the 
Governors have made their decisions because 
the circumstances were clear, the facts were 
clear before them, the numbers were clear and 
the majority was clear. Here it is a case where 
the difference is one. Now anybody who can 
bring to bear objective reasoning can see that 
it is a difficult choice to make whether really 
that one belongs to one group or the other. Of 
course, here the Governor has come to a 
decision and whether right or wrong, he has 
come to a decision and being the man on the 
spot, as a person who knows the place, who 
knows the Members and as one who has been 
there, we should give due credit to him that in 
full knowledge of the situation he has 
exercised his discretion in a rightful manner. 
How are we justified in attacking the Gover-
nor as such? Maybe, as Mr. Patel says, it is 
difficult for the Congress to form a 
Government there. I quite see that even if the 
Congress forms a Government, it might be 
difficult for it to maintain itself in power in the 
face of an Opposition which has engendered 
so many things and which has even brought 
violence to bear on the situation. It may be 
difficult to maintain. I do not say that if the 
Congress formed a Government there, it 
would be in power     during    this 
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period.    I do not say that, but it    is also true 
that      the Opposition,  who have claimed to 
have 92 people and who paraded them before 
the President, would also not remain in power 
if they formed the Government.    So also my 
friends cannot assure it.  The position was this.   
The Governor was in a difficult position to 
choose     who rea'ly     commanded     the    
majority. Under those circumstances, a perfect-
ly    democratic      process   was     open. The 
Assembly was to have been convened shortly 
and if, as the Members now claim and as one of 
the parties has claimed, there were 92 people 
on their side,    they could    have    easily, on 
the very first day of the meeting at the 
Assembly, voted down the Government in 
power if the      Congress had formed the 
Government there. 

SHRI      DAHYABHAI    V. PATEL: 
They were not given the opportunity. 

SHRI M. GOVINDA REDDY: 11 what 
they say is correct, that ihey had 92, they had 
the opportunity to prove before the eyes of the 
world. "Here we are and the Governor did not 
believe us and here we are 92 people. Let the 
Government go out.' They could have done 
that. 

SHRI V. M. CHORDIA: They have done 
that in Jaipur. 

SHRI M. GOVINDA REDDY: This is very 
significant. Why did not they •wait? 

SHRI V. M. CHORDIA: Mr. Kaul said 
that they should not have done this or that. 

(Interruptions) 

SHRI M. GOVINDA REDDY; Mr. 
Chordia had his say, I did not interrupt him. 

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRI AKBAR  
ALI  KHAN):   Order,  order. 

SHRI V. M. CHORDIA: He cannot go on 
saying things which are not resMrrect. 

I SHRI M. GOVINDA REDDY: I am only 
throwing a challenge to your argument and 
saying that if you had a majority as you say, 
that you made the President to believe, it was 
open to you. The Assembly was being 
convened, the date was announced and why 
did you not wait? 

SHRI V. M. CHORDIA: Why should we 
wait? 

{Interruptions) 

SHRI M. GOVINDA REDDY: My 
contention is that you were not sure of your 
majority and therefore you took recourse to 
subterfuge, to the crfurse of violence and to 
see that by sheer physical force you cou'd 
jom-pel the  authorities   .   .   . 

(Interruptions) 

SHRI DAHYABHAI V. PATEL: It was 
Mr. Sukhadia   .   .    . 

SHRI M. GOVINDA REDDY: It is 
obvious for anybody    .    .   . 

(Interruptions) 

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRI AKBAR 
ALI KHAN):  Order,  order. 

SHRI M. GOVINDA REDDY: My 
contention is that they did not have a majority 
on that day; otherwise you would have 
waited for the Assembly   .    .    . 

(Interruptions) 
THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRI AKBAR 

ALI KHAN): You may not agree with him. 
Even then you should allow him. Let him say 
what he wants. 

SHRI M. GOVINDA REDDY: To say that 
you had majority and by force, by riot or by 
violance trying to make the authorities to 
believe that you had majority is a thing which 
does not do credit to the Opposition. 

SHRI DAHYABHAI V. PATEL: What an 
advocate? 
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SHRI M. GOVINDA REDDY: After aH 

nobody has said that the President's ru'e will 
last for ever and the Government have said 
that they will even not wait for Parliament to 
confirm the rule and that the President's rule 
will be lifted. If the Government were 
interested in seeing that the majority there is 
suppressed, they had other ways to do it. 
They would not have done this. So, Sir, all 
this is mere sound; a'l this is a make-believe 
thing, and, if, as hon. Members claim today, 
they have really a majority, well, I know it 
will be seen after the lapse of the Presidential 
rule; when the Legis'ative Assembly is con-
vened, it will be very clear as to who has the 
majority. I therefore think, Sir, that this 
demand is out of place. 
3 P.M. 
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SHRI BANKA BEHARY DAS: Vice-

Chairman, Sir, while demanding immediate 
withdrawal of President's rule in Rajasthan I 
am constrained to say that by imposing 
President's rule in Rajasthan the Congress 
Government has committed political 
aggression on the rights of the peoples' 
representatives of Rajasthan and also on the 
democratic and constitutional rights 0I the 
people of the State. If I may be allowed to use 
the strong words that Dr. Ambedkar said in 
the Cons-tituent Assembly when discussion 
was taking place aboiit this article, he said 
this must not be an invasion which is wanton 
and arbitrary. While 

discussing article 278 0f    the    I) 
Constitution    which    corresponds    to this 
very article which is being re red to here 
now, he said: 

"The proper thing we   oughi expect of 
course is that such articles will never be 
called into operation and they would    
remain    a     d letter.   If at all they are    
brought into operation, I hope the Presi 
who is endowed with these powe will take 
proper precautions before actually 
suspending the administration of the 
province.   I    hope first thing he will do 
would be to issue a mere warning to a pr" 
that   things   are  not  happening   iti the 
way in which they are intended t0 happen 
in this Constitution." 

Sir, I want to refer, before going the other 
aspects of    the    Rajasthan affair, to these 
memorable words Dr. Ambedkar whose 
statue has been unveiled yesterday only in the 
cincts of this Parliament.   Sir, w his statue 
was    being    unveiled were reminded of the 
great word Dr. Ambedkar who is one of the 
Chiel architects of the Constitution and are 
today discussing a matter which i serious and 
which is tantamount an invasion of the 
people's rights in Eajasthan State.   Sir, here I 
want to refer you to the constitutional provi 
son just to point out that the President of 
India is not bound to   accept   the opinion of 
the Governor.   If I may be permitted   to      
quote    the    relevant article, article 356 says: 

"If the President, on receipt of a report 
from the Governor of a State or otherwise, 
is satisfied that a situation has arisen in 
which the government of the State, cannot 
t>e carried on in accordance with the 
provisions of the Constitution..." 

It has been explicitly stated here that the 
President is not bound to act according to the 
report of the Governor because he can rely 
upon the report: of the Governor Or on 
something ei3^ also which comes to his 
notice from some other quarter and it would 
have- 
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been proper on the part of the President 
before he accepted the advk-e 01 the 
Government or the Home Ministry to go into 
the details of the case before he issued the 
Proclamation. 

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRI AKBAR 
AL.I KHAN): That is why he did not accept 
the recommendation in roto. 

SHRI BANKA BEHARY DAS: He may 
not have but the very fact that he imposed 
President's rule means that he accepted that 
the State cannot be administered in a proper 
way. Just to quote Mr. Basu who is one of the 
experts on this, he said this about the 
imposition of President's rule: 

"As to the political propriety of the use 
of this power however it may be said that 
the very wosds, 'in which the Government 
of the State cannot be carried on in 
accordance with the provisions of the 
Constitution' indicate that article 356 is not 
intended to supersede the other provisions 
of the Constitution relating to the State, that 
is, the principles of responsible government 
laid down in articles 163 and 164 but 
intended to prevent a deadlock when the 
normal provisions of the Constitution 
relating to the government of the State 
cannot practically be applied in that State. 
As has been already said, it is a provision 
which is to be applied in the last resort in 
order to prevent chaos and disorder." 

Sir, I want to know, when the President 
considered this report of the Governor, when 
he accepted the advice of the Home Ministry 
whether he was satisfied that a situation has 
developed in Rajasthan which is tantamount 
to chaos and disorder. Whatever might have 
been the report of the Governor, I am also 
very £orry to say that the words that have been 
used by the Governor in his confidential 
letter, a portion of which has been laid before 
this   House,    dated    12th 

March are    regrettable.     When   Mr. Sukhadia 
informed the Governor that he was not in a 
position to form the Ministry  then the  
Governor  did  not call the other party to form 
the Ministry—I  mean  the   United  Front—and 
he has given the reason why he has not called it.   
He says, 'I cannot conscientiously call upon the 
other party led by Maharawal Laxman Singh  to 
form  the  Government.'      Here     the question 
of conscience comes.    Instead of taking into 
consideration the situ-:   ation in Rajasthan and 
the fact whether somebody else could have  
been available who could have formed the 
Government,  he  went into'the question of 
conscience.   And what was his conscience"'    
His conscience was that the other persons who   
should    have been called to form the 
Government are not law-abiding citizens; they 
are violating section 144 and they want to create 
chaos in the State.   It is none of the business of 
the    Governor    to consider these aspects. 

We know that the Governor wanted Mr.   
Sukhadia  to  form  the   Ministry. Whatever 
might have been the emotional words that have 
been used in this House, it was a    fact    that    
the Governor  was  prompted  by  partisan 
considerations to invite Mr. Sukhadia to  form  
the Ministry.      And    when Mr. Sukhadia 
failed to form the Ministry it was proper on the 
Part of the Governor to call on the other party, 
the United Front, to form the Ministry. If the 
United Front also had refused to form a 
Ministry then it would have been proper on the 
part of the Governor to recommend imposition 
of President's  rule in the State. In this 
connection the parallel of Andhra has been 
cited.   I may say here that the Congress Party 
quotes only such parallels that suit them.      
They have not auoted here what happened in 
Kerala nor have they quoted what happened in   
Orissa.      Always  they   have  pursued  
double  standards.      Last    time when the 
Presidential Proclamation in respect of Kerala 
was being discussed, we had said that the 
Congress Party 
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was not going to rule this country for all time 
to come and that it was a multi-party rule that 
was going to come about in the country. We 
know-India is a huge country. We have 17 
legislatures besides the Union legislature 
here. Nobody will say that one single party—
whether it be the Congress or any other 
party—would be ruling this country in all the 
States and at the Centre always. So last time 
when the Kerala Proclamation •was being 
discussed we suggested that a convention 
should be developed in co-operation with 
other parties in this regard so that the 
Congress Party or any other party which rules 
the States or at the Centre will not be blamed 
-if it were to impose President's rule in any 
State but this advice has fallen on deaf ears. 
And from the speeches •that we are hearing 
here now. I am afraid that the Congress 
people have not still learnt what is going to be  
written in the history of the country. 

The writing on the wall is very •clear. In 
U.P. the Congress Ministry was there with a 
claimed majority but after that what has 
happened? We know very well what is going 
to happen in other States after that has 
happened in U.P. We know that in Andhra 
and Assam the Ministry has been expanded 
only yesterday and the dissidents have been 
taken into the Ministry. They have been taken 
into the Ministry so as to avert a crisis that the 
Chief Ministers of these States were appre-
hending. So I want to say that the writing on 
the wall is very clear; you are not going to 
rule next time even if you are allowed to rule 
here for five years. Unless all the parties sit 
together, unless the Congress wants to 
develop a very healthy convention in this 
country and allow discretion to be used by the 
Governors in whichever manner they want, 
there will be chaos and disorder in the country 
in •spite of the fact that President's rule will 
be imposed. 

In this regard, Mr. Vice-Chairman, I want 
to say something about the appointment of 
Governors. When trie Congress Party was 
ruling everywhere it had been the convention 
that the Prime Minister consulted the Chief 
Minister of the State concerned before 
appointing a Governor for thai State. I want to 
know from the Home Minister whether in 
appointing Governors to the States he will 
iollow the same procedure that was being 
followed when the Congress Chief Ministers 
were there in the various States or whether 
they will go on like this that in Mysore where 
there i^ Congress rule they will consult the 
Chief Minister but in Madras where there is 
Mr. Annadurai they may not consult him but 
just impose a Governor on that State. This 
sort of appointment of Governors cannot go 
on for a long time. The Congress Party should 
think of developing a healthy convention in 
this matter and consider how the Governors 
should be appointed. Personally I am of the 
opinion, and my party is also of the opinion, 
that the post of Governors should he 
abolished or like the zones, three or four 
States may be combined to have one 
Governor and further the appointment of 
Governors should be subject to ratification by 
Parliament. Whether this method is followed 
or whether some other method is to be 
followed1 in the matter of appointment of 
Governors, it is for the Congress Party im-
mediately to sit with the other Opposition 
parties and decide whether the post of 
Governors will be there and if it will be there 
how the appointment should be done. I also 
want to know from the Minister whether in 
the matter of appointment of Governors to the 
States—some appointments have already 
been made and some will be made in future—
they are going to consult the Chief Ministers 
of the non-Congress Governments or not. 

In this connection the question of the 
President also comes in. Here I want to plead 
again when the writing on the wall is very 
clear, even in this 
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election unless they pursue a policy of 
unanimity and consensus, I do not know 
what is going to happen to the election of 
the President. We know what happened 
about certain officebearers of the other 
House. I am not going to refer to it, 
because that will not be proper. But I 
want to say now that the majority of the 
Congress is being slashed down 
everywhere by the verdict of the people, 
it is now proper for them to think how all 
these non-controversial posts, whether of 
the Governors or of the President and the 
Vice-President, should be filled. If they 
do not do it, I am sorry it will be very 
late and instead of preventing chaos and 
disorder, they will be welcoming such a 
situation that we are having in Rajasthan 
now. In this connection I want to refer to 
another peculiar aspect of the whole 
Rajasthan affair. I think the Governor has 
perhaps now understood what was his 
mistake. He perhaps wants the 
President's rule to be revoked, but he 
does not know the way out of it. In this 
connection I will refer you to the Press 
conference of Dr. Sampur-nanand, a 
report of which has been published in 
'The Statesman' of yesterday.   It says: 

"From our Special Correspondent in 
Jaipur Office. Dr_ Sampurna-nand told 
reporters at Raj Bhavan yesterday that 
the situation in the State was fast 
improving and he hoped that his 
assessment was correct. Nobody has 
sought my advice. I do not know 
whether I should voluntarily give 
advice." 

Now, he is in such a state of affairs. You 
can see from this report how the 
Governor has now realised that he 
committed a great mistake. Now, he is in 
a quandary. He wants to know whether 
he should volunteer or the Home 
Ministry will require a report from him. 
According to the general convention, the 
Governor every fortnight gives a 
confidential report to the Government of 
India. 
308 RS—6. 

FTHE     VICE-CHAIRMAN      (SHRI     M. 
RUTHNASWAMY) in the Chair] 

I do not know, after the imposition of 
President's rule, how many reports he has 
submitted to the Government of India, 
but here he does not want to say anything 
about the real state of affairs that is 
obtaining in the State. From this it is 
clearly seen that there is no necessity of 
continuing President's rule in the State 
nor any necessity to wait for two months 
for the revocation of President's rule in 
the State. Here I want to say that the 
imposition of President's rule in 
Rajasthan has been arbitrary and wanton. 
Even now considering the present 
situation there—it is absolutely calm and 
quiet—the constitutional machinery can 
be brought into being. I plead that when 
the Minister replies he should announce 
here in the House that President's rule is 
going to be revoked immediately in the 
State of Rajasthan and the right of the 
people will be immediately   restored   
there. 

SHRI K DAMODARAN (Kerala): Mr. 
Vice-chairman, I want to express my 
disapproval of the injustice done to the 
people of Rajasthan. The suspension of 
the Rajasthan Assembly and the 
imposition of President's rule was an 
undemocratic and illegal act on the part 
of the Governor. The situation, as it 
developed in Rajasthan after the election, 
did not warrant any such action. Much 
has been said here about the personality 
and the virtues of Shri Sampurnanand. 
His personal integrity, his erudition, his 
philosophical approach, these virtues are 
not in question here. The issue under 
discussion is whether his political action 
or his political recommendation was 
correct or not, whether his judgment was 
correct or not and not his philosophical 
approach or any such thing. You may 
agree with his philosophical views or you 
may disagree. Personally I do not see eye 
to eye with his philosophical views. He 
has written a book called "Indian Social-
ism".      In that book he    says    that 
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Indian socialism must be based on Vedanta. 
The hon. Member on the other side, with a 
beautiful voice, also praised his Vedanta, but 
what is Mr. Sampurnanand's Vedanta? He 
says in his book that according to socialism 
based on Indian Vedanta, the rich, propertied 
classes must be allowed to own property, 
own the means pf production and exploit the 
poor. I have heard of another man. He too 
was erudite. He too had personal integrity. 
He too believed in socialism and he too 
believed in Vedanta. His name is Swami 
Vivekananda. Now, according to the Vedanta 
of Swami Vivekananda, the rich people have 
no right to exploit the poor. Swami 
Vivekananda said: not the capitalist class, but 
the poor people should govern the country. 
That was his Vedanta. Where is Mr. 
Sampurnanand's Vedanta and where is 
Swami Maharajas' Vedanta. 

SHRI SHEEL BHADRA YAJEE (Bihar): 
You are advocating the Maharajas'  Vedanta. 

SHRI K. DAMODARAN: You stand for 
the Maharajas' Vedanta. You may agree or 
disagree. That is another point. The question 
here is whether this gentleman was correct. 
Mr. Sinha in the morning said that the 
Governor might have been guilty of 
committing an error of judgment. Even the 
Minister stated the other day that the 
Governor's judgment about the majority or 
minority in the Rajasthan Assembly might be 
right or might not have been right. That 
means the Minister himself was not sure that 
the Governor's action was right and he could 
not defend it. He said that the Opposition 
members in the Rajasthan Assembly should 
have waited for the Assembly to be convened 
in order to prove that they had a majority. 
This is a verv strange argument. The United 
Front of Opiposition parties clearly informed 
the Governor that they were *n a position to 
form a government.     The 

Governor should have immediately called the 
leader of the Opposition parties, tut instead he 
invir.ej Shri SuKhadia and asked him to form 
a government. What can pojr Mr. Sukhadia 
do? It is not enough that one has a desire to 
become a Cluel Minister. One should also 
command the majority in the House. Mr. 
Sukhadia had no majority in the House. So, 
he declined the offer. He said he could not 
form the Government. At least at that moment 
the Governor should have called the 
Opposition leaders and asked them to form 
government. He did not do it, because his 
mind was made up. He had even earlier 
decided what he should do. Then, he 
recommended President's rule for Rajasthan. 
In this the Governor was acting not only in 
haste and illegally but without, any regard f°r 
democratic traditions. He should have 
allowed the United Front to form the 
Government and allowed the democratic 
process to take its own shape. He did not do it. 
He should not have recommended suspension 
of the Assembly and the imposition of 
President's rule. He should no*, have asked 
the Centre to do it. The Centre, instead of 
advising him to change his views, 
immediately accepted it. Perhaps they 
themselves might have asked him to write 
such a report, such a recommendation. There 
have been previous instances like that, the 
Centre asking the Governor to write such and 
such report. In our history such instances have 
taken place. Anyway, his judgment was 
immediately accepted and the Centre also be-
came a party to imoosing an undemocratic 
and unwanted rule on an unwilling neoole. 
After the imposition of President's rule, as 
was stated here, the United Opposition in 
Rajasthan had nroduced ample proof of their 
maiority before the President by bodily 
nresentino 93 MLAs before him. The 
Government mieht sav that it was verv 
difficult to recognise ^11 these 93 M.LAs. In 
that case they should surelv have convened 
the Assembly and allowed the Opposition to 
prove 
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their strength in the Assembly;   They 
did not do that also. 

Some Members on the other side have 
stated that when normal times j return, 
everything will be all right. You by your 
actions create a very ab- | normal situation 
and then say, after creating that abnormal 
situation, let a normal situation return. 
How can a normal situation come about 
unless you h:lo to bring it about? But that 
was not done. 

Another strange argument I heard Shri 
M. Govinda Reddy putting forward is 
that the Opposition Members have not 
made any charge on the Governors in 
other States. What does it mean? Does it 
mean that whatever D-. Sampurnanand, 
the Governor nf Rajasthan, has d^ne is 
correct? How is it proved? Perhaps as is 
susnected bv minv people this mav be a 
feeler that if the Governor is allowed to 
have his own way as far as Rajasthan is 
concerned, you may try it on other 
States. That is ihJ fear. Rajasthan is a 
test. If democracy in Rajasthan is 
allowed to ba murdered, then democracy 
can be murdered in other States also. 1 
do not know. That is not an argument 
anyway. If the Governors of six States 
have not been attacked and no charges 
have been brought against them, that 
itself is a proof which you can consider. 
If the Oppositijn's business is to bring 
charges against Governors, they can 
bring charges on other Governors also. 
That was not done. Why was this 
particular Governor singled out? That 
itself means that something "was wrong. 

Another argument is advanced that the 
Opposition parties have no common 
ideology, have different views and 
different ideologies. The hon. Member 
there also said that. They ask how long 
the United Front Government will last. 
That is not the concern of anybody. It 
may last one day or five years or one 
hundred years. That is not the question at 
all. The   question   is  whether   
democratic 

procedure should be allowed to function 
or not, democracy should be allowed to 
function or not. The question is whether 
the leaders of parties which command a 
majority within an Assembly should be 
invited to form a Government or, as was 
done in Rajasthan, whether a leader of a 
party which did not command a majority 
in the Assembly should be asked to form 
a Government on the plea that he had the 
biggest party as far as the Assembly 
members. That was not enough that a 
man leads the biggest party in an 
Assembly. It is necessary that that 
particular man must have the command 
of the majority of the Assembly 
members. That was not there. That is the 
only question here. Tho Centre has done 
a great mistake. The President has also 
committed an error. He should not have 
accepted the Governor's report at all. He 
should have totally rejected it. He had the 
right to reject it, and the Centre also 
became a party to the Governor's action. 
So much ill-will and dissatisfaction have 
already been created. Now there is no use 
of speaking much about that but, as was 
demanded bv so many Members here, 
the President's rule should be imme-
diately, without any further delav, re-
voke^ and the Assembly of Rajasthan 
should be allowed to function, and the 
normal democratic process should be 
allowed to have its own normal course. 

Thank you. 

SHRI DALPAT SINGH (Rajasthan): 
Mr. Vice-Chairman, I do not agree with 
the hon Members on the opposite side. 
The charges they have put against the 
Rajasthan Government, the Governor 
and the Congress Party are baseless. 
TJnfortunatelv in the general elections 
there had been no clear majority of any 
particular party. Though the Congress 
Party had the largest number of votes 
and had the largest number of M.L.A.s., 
all the other political parties combined 
together  cnnnot make    that    number. 
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perfectly right in inviting the Congress to 
form a Government because there was no 
other party or parties which can claim so 
many M.L.As. It was in all fairness and 
impartiality that he took this decision. 
Nobody under similar circumstances could 
have acted otherwise. It became a very 
delicate and difficult situation when each side 
was claiming majority, and what majority? 
Majority by one number only. While the 
Governor was assessing the strength of 
parties, independent members were changing 
sides from one to the other. So under these 
circumstances it was all the more difficult to 
find out the actual strength. Therefore, under 
these difficult circumstances it was the duty 0f 
the Governor to use his discretion and he used 
it in the best and impartial way. 

Sir, every political party which believes in 
democracy should adopt democratic method 
under similar circumstances. At such times 
demonstrations and slogans do not create a 
healthy atmosphere. But I regret to say that 
the Opposition parties resort to 
demonstrations and slogans which lead them 
nowhere. Whether they are in a majority or 
not cannot be settled by demonstrations and 
'logans in the bazaars and streets. It is only on 
the floor of the Assembly that they can prove 
their majority. When the conditions were not 
peaceful and the situation in the State was not 
normal, there was no other way than to 
proclaim President's rule. It was not possible 
to call the Assembly because there was great 
tension in the city of Jaipur. There should be 
no cause of complaint against the Central 
Government when under such circumstances 
without dissolving the Assembly President's 
rule is promulgated till the situation returns to 
normal. The Congress is not hankering after 
power. Neither the Government nor the party 
wants this state of   affairs  to  continue   in  
Rajasthan; 

they want the situation    to    become 
normal. 

In conclusion, I should like to submit that I 
do not see the utility or justification of such a 
resolution. We have been assured at the 
highest level that the Central Government is 
as keen as anybody can be to see that res-
ponsible Government in Rajasthan is given as 
soon as the situation is normal. The 
resolution is therefore futile and uncalled for 
and should be rejected. 

Thank you. 

SHRI A. P. CHATTERJEE (West Bengal): In 
fact, Mr. Vice-Chairman, this is a matter in 
which the attention of the House has been 
diverted so to say and profitably diverted on 
several occasions. Really the whole thing is 
understandable according to the principles of 
democracy. Why should actually the Central 
Government, I should say the President under 
article 356 of the Constitution have used his 
powers to promulgate this order under article 
356 superseding the Assembly and assuming 
to himself all the executive powers of the 
State of Rajasthan? Now, there was a rumour 
at that time—and I 4' P.M. think the rumour 
was well-founded—that really this was one of 
the sticks of the Congress Government; this 
was the stick of Proclamation that they issued 
in Rajasthan, and by that stick they wanted to 
cow down and threaten th? intending rebels 
among the Congressmen in Uttar Pradesh. 
They wanted Uttar Pradesh for themselves 
because Uttar Pradesh was such an important 
State for them and naturally, the Congress 
Government, the ruling Congress Party, could 
not afford to lose their Uttar Pradesh from 
their midst. That is why in Rajasthan also 
they would not have a government formed by 
the non-Congress Opposition. By stopping 
the non-Congress Opposition, by preventing 
it from forming the government there, they 
wanted to have an influence, so to say, 
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exercised upon the intending rebel 
Congressmen of Uttar Pradesh, as I said, 
and in that way, they tried to keep it in 
their fold. But you know that that was not 
to be. The wheels of time have come full 
circle, and we have seen that the most 
prized State in the Congress fold, 
namely, the State of Uttar Pradesh, that 
has also fallen away from its fold. And 
now we And there a non-Congress 
Ministry in the saddle and the dear UP—
I mean dear to the Congress, that 
beloved State—is now no longer under 
Congress rule. 

I might cite a statement which ap-
peared in some journal some time ago 
which quoted a particular gentleman who 
said that if one travelled from Amritsar 
to Howrah by train, one would not have 
to pass through any Congress Ministry 
State in these days. Well, he will have to 
pass only through those States which had 
shaken off the misrule of the Congress 
Government, a misrule which had ridden 
them, like a terrible incubus, for the last 
20 years. Therefore we are now in this 
situation where we find State after State 
going away from the Congress fold, 
State after State taking upon itself the 
rule and the government of the non-
Congress Opposition—rather, non-
Congress parties which were so long in 
the Opposition. Therefore there is no 
reason at all at the present moment why 
Rajasthan should still be suffering under 
this Proclamation issued under Article 
356 of the Constitution by the President. 

Mr. Vice-Chairman, really the time 
has come for the Congress people at the 
Centre to see the folly of their actions, 
the actions which they have taken so far, 
if they want to retrieve the damage that 
they have already done if they want 
really to reconstruct their image—I am 
quite sure that they will not be able to 
reconstruct it, their image has so long 
been an image of destruction of 
democracy, an image of misrule, an 
image of corruption, an image of one-
party dictatorship.   I am 

sure that they will not be able to take off 
that image from the minds of the people. 
Of that I am quite sure. But even if the 
Congress people do want to think of 
doing something to retrieve the damage 
which they have done to themselves, 
then the least thing for the wise men 
among them is to prescribe that the 
Congress Government at the Centre must 
immediately revoke the Proclamation 
which they have issued under article 356 
of the Constitution in relation to 
Rajasthan. 

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

Mr. Vice-Chairman, you know that 
this is a motion which we have moved in 
this House and in this motion we have 
asked that the Proclamation which has 
been issued under that provision of the 
Constitution should be revoked. And I 
am quite sure that this House, though it 
is packed with Congress supporters—
this House has a majority of Congress 
Members on the other side—will now 
see its way to supporting this motion and 
they will be with us in demanding the 
revocation of the President's rule in 
Rajasthan, because in that way only lies 
a way out of the blind alley which they 
have found themselves in, into which 
they have put themselves and from 
which there cannot otherwise be any 
escape for them. 

Sir, it is definite and quite clear that as 
far as the question of the morality and 
the legality of the President'e rule in 
Rajasthan is concerned, there cannot be 
two opinions on this. Morally it is 
reprehensible, legally it is unsustainable. 
Morally it is reprehensible because of 
this reason that when the people of 
Rajasthan by their own votes decided 
that they would not have the Congress 
rule there, then it was really appropriate 
for the Congress Ministry there—I mean 
the Ministry headed by Mr. Sukhadia—
to have advised the Gover nor    to    
invite    the    non-Congress 
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Opposition to form the Ministry. That was the 
proper, appropriate and morally correct advice 
that should have been given to the Governor 
by the caretaker Ministry which was led by 
Mr. Sukhadia. But Mr. Sukhadia did not do it. 
Though he said on 12th March that he was not 
in a position to form any Ministry, does it 
stand to reason that he should have advised 
the Governor to report to the President that 
there be President's rule under article 356 of 
the Constitution? Now, in this way, Mr. 
Sukhadia not only dug his own grave, but dug 
the grave of the entire Congress organisation 
in Raj as than. I, in the Opposition, am 
certainly not an apologist for the Congress, 
but one thing I cannot help observing. It is this 
that these Congress people in Rajasthan, have 
they gone mad? Have thsy gone politically 
berserk? Have they gone amuck? If they had 
not politically gone amuck, then they should 
not have tendered this advice to the Governor 
to report in this fashion to the President. And 
the President, well, to our surprise again, 
should not have accepted this Report of the 
Governor and should not have acted as he has 
done by issuing the Proclamation saying that 
state of things as provided for under article 
356 of the Constitution  existed  in  Rajasthan. 

Mr. Vice-Chairman, I know that people 
will say, what we have done is according to 
the Constitution. But really have they done it 
according to the Constitution? The 
Constitution says that if the President is 
satisfied on the Governor's Report that the 
Government of a State cannot be carried On 
in the ordinary way, then only can he issue a 
proclamation under article 356 of the 
Constitution and he can assume to himself the 
executive powers. But can it be said that the 
government of the State could not have been 
carried on in the fashion laid down in the 
Constitution. You know thqt as early as the 
27th February, 1967 the non-Congress 
Opposi- 

tion came out with this declaration that they 
had 92 members behind their back and they 
said that with these 92 members, being in an 
absolute majority in the State Assembly, they 
could form the Ministry. Dr. Sampurnanand, 
the Governor, dallied with the Congress Party 
there; had dalliance for some days with the 
Congress Party. What emerged out of tnis 
unworthy courtship in which ne indulged with 
the Congress Party there? That courtship, 
well, led to a complete tragedy both in the life 
of the Governor and in the life of Mr. 
Sukhadia, and we have now a talsof forlorn 
love and still more forlorn Governorship 
there, a tale of absolute tragedy, a tale of 
absolute hopelessness and a tale of   absolute   
failure. 

When on the 12th March Mr. Sukhadia said 
that he would not be in a position to form the 
Ministry, Dr. Sampurnanand—well, if he Had 
anything in him of wisdom which is to be 
expected of the Governor of a State—should 
havj invited the Opposition. Of course, I must 
say in passing that perhaps Governorship is a 
kind of limbo into which you throw all the 
descript and non-descript politicians, those 
politicians who do not have any legs to stand 
up in the world of politics, whom you throw 
into the rubbish of Governorship or into the 
rubbish of other sinecure posts. Anyway, that 
is my own particular feeling about 
Governorship. Now if this Governor, Dr. 
Sampurnanand, really had any wisdom left in 
him, then on 12th March 1967, when Mr. 
Sukhadia said that he was not in a position to 
form the Ministry, should have called 
immediately the non-Congress Opposition to 
form ths Ministry. But instead of doinn that he 
writes a report, (Time bell rings). Mr. Vice-
Chairman, I will take five minutes more. 

THE      VICE-CHAIRMAN      (SHRI 
AKBAR ALI KHAN): No please. 

SHRI A. P. CHATTERJEE; No, no. 
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THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRI AKBAR 

AL1 KHAN): You started at one minute to 
Four. Now it is sixteen minutes. You have 
taken one minute more. I wil be very happy if 
you finisn in a minute. There are many other 
speakers, 

SHRI A. P. CHATTERJEE: Have I   taken  
sixteen  minutes,   Sir? 

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRI AKBAR 
ALI KHAN): Yes, y0u started at one minute 
to Four. 

SHRI A. P. CHATTERJEE: Minutes are 
running too fast. Mr. Vice-Chairman, as I was 
going to tell you that when Mr. Sukhadia was 
not in a position to form the Ministry, the 
Governor wrote down a report. This report 
said that the constitutional Government could 
not be carried on in the ordinary way. Sir, I 
correct myself and say that that is not even the 
report. Dr. Sampurnanar.d, in his report to the 
President, does not say that the Government 
of the State cannot be carried on in the way 
laid down in the Constitution. He gives 
expression to all kinds of shibboleths. He 
gives expression to all sorts of wild and 
reckless statements saying that these persons 
will not obey the law, that these persons are 
not wedded to law. These things, Mr. Vice-
Chairman, are not relevant in the: context of a 
report which has to be made to the President 
under article 356 of the Constitution. 

Again, Mr. Vice-Chairman, the President 
can act only when he is satisfied that the 
Government cannot be carried on in the 
ordinary way. But you know, Sir, that 92 
Members lined up before the President. They 
had a roll call amongst themselves, and in 
that roll call they proved explicitly before the 
President that they were there solidly behind 
the Leader of the Samyukta Dal of the 
Rajasthan Assembly, Maharawal Laxman 
Singh. They told the President that they were 
unbreakable and, therefore, there was no 
question of thinking or imagining that a non-
Congress Ministry could not be formed there 
in Rajasthan.   Sir, there is no question 

of thinking that the Government of the State 
could not be carried on along the lines that 
have been chalked and have been laid down 
in the Constitution. If that is so, Mr. Vice-
Chairman, there is no reason at all why 
actually the President should hve thought that 
the Government could not be carried on in 
the constitutional way because if I may read 
article 356 of the Constitution, it says: 

"If the President on receipt of a report 
from the Governor of a State or otherwise, 
is satisfied that .   .   .". 
THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRI AKBAR 

ALI KHAN): No, no. Mr. Chatterjee. 
SHRI A. P. CHATTERJEE: I am only 

reading the article. 
THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRI AKBAR 

ALI KHAN): That is true. But that has been 
read many a time in this House. 

SHRI A. P. CHATTERJEE: It does not 
matter. Sometimes repitition is good. 

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRI AKBAR 
ALI KHAN): You said "One Minute". I gave 
you one minute. 

SHRI A P. CHATTERJEE: Sometimes 
good words require repetition in order that 
they should go in the impervious minds of 
those who say many things which are silly. 
The article says like this: — 

"If he President on receipt of a report 
from the Governor of a State or otherwise, 
is satisfied that a situatian has arisen in 
which the government of the State cannot 
be carried on in accordance with the 
provisions of the Constitution . . ." 

then only the President can make a 
Proclamation under article 356. Mr. Vice-
Chairman, there is no reason for thinking that 
the Government of the State could not be 
carried on in the fashion laid down in the 
Constitution. There were 92 Members who 
attend- 
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so, a roll call by the President. It was 
clearly proved that they were there before 
the President. ' Therefore, the President 
also was satisfied and he should not have 
accepted the report of the Governor and  
issued  this  Proclamation. 

Mr. Vice-Chairman, I conclude with 
this sentence that the only way to retrieve 
the damage which ;ia3 already been done 
is by standing by the principles of 
democracy, namely, that this 
Proclamation should immediately be 
revoked and demoratic principles should 
be restored to their rightful position. 
Thank you, Mr. Vice-Chairman. 

SHRI P. N. SAPRU: Mr. Vice- 
Chairman, I feel that I cannot record 
my vote on this Motion without ex 
plaining my position and it is icr this 
purpose that I sought jtour permission 
to say a few words. Let me make it 
quite clear that" I am not going into 
the question whether the Governor's 
Report was seriously conceived or not. 
Those questions do not interest me. 
Let me also make it clear that I am 
not going to comment on the fact 
whether the 92 persons who were 
present at the President's House 
should or should not have been 
counted by the President. My 
objection is of a more funda 
mental character. And that ob 
jection is that there should be 
no President's rule in a quasi-federal 
Constitution such as ours. I have 
looked into the Constitution of Canada 
which is about the most unitary, 
which is more unitary than many 
other       Constitutions. I have 
looked into the constitution of Australia. 
I have looWed, into the Constitution of 
the United States of America and of the 
Swiss Confederation and West Germany. 
[ find no such provision as this in any of 
these Constitutions A State Government 
cannot be suspended by the President on 
the report of his agent, and Governors in 
these countries are not the agents of the 
President or the Governor-General, as 
the case may be. Therefore, I want a 
truly federal or auasi-federal      
Constitution     t0      be 

evolved in this country. I am, therefore, 
opposed to the very principle of the 
President's Rule. 

You will ask me: What will happen if 
there is no party co carry on the 
Government? May T answer by putting a 
counter-question? What will happen if 
there is no party ;,j cany ••n the Union 
Government? Ara you going to entrust 
that power to the President? The accepted 
principle in democratic countries is that a 
Republic or the King's Government must 
be carried on. Well, it is for the political 
parties to bear this principle in mind. It is 
for the Governors to bear this principle in 
mind and I think it if- on account of a 
failure on our part to bear this principle 
in mind that many difficult situations 
arise. For these reasons, Mr. Vice-
Chairman, I have decided to abstain from 
voting on this Molion. I cannot 
conscientiously support the motion as it 
is and I cannot support the Government 
as it is. 

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN VSHRI 
AKBAR ALI KHAN): What is the 
alternative,  Dr.   Sapru? 

SHRI P. N. SAPRU: I nave explained 
the alternative. Let me argue this way. 
Supposing there is no party with a 
majority at the Cer-uv. What are you 
going to do? is the President to assume 
all powers to himself? 

SHRI M. RUTHNASWAMV: Have 
another election. 

SHRI P. N. SAPRU: The principle that 
must be remembered is that the King's 
Government mast be carried on. I will 
give you some concrete instances from 
the British constitutional history. In 1892 
the Liberals had no majority of their own 
but the Irish Nationalists were supporting 
them. Therefore they carried on the 
Government. In 1924 the Labour Party 
was the second largest Party in the House 
and the Liberals incn cated their general 
support or discriminating support for the 
Labour Party. The Labour Party 
continued in office for 9 months and it    
would 
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nave gone on for the full term had it not been 
for the timidity of Mr. Ram-^ay MacDonald. 
In 1929 a similar situation arose. The Labour 
Party was the largest single Party. The 
Liberals indicated support for the Labour 
Party. It was in office for about 2| years and it 
could have gone on for another 2 years had it 
not been for the great depression, the timidity 
of Mr. Ramsay MacDonald and the treachery 
of Mr Thomas and the foolhardiness of Mr. 
Philip Snow-den. That is the principle which 
we should follow in this country if we are to 
work a democratic Constitution. This is a 
provision which is to be found in colonial 
Constitutions. This is a provision which we 
borrowed from the old Government of India 
Act and there was perhaps some justification 
at tne time when we borrowed it for this 
provision. We had part B States at that time. 
We have no part B States now. We have only 
Part. A States now. Therefore I would say, 
with all respect that there should be no place 
for a provision like this in a Constitution 
based on federal principles. 

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRI AKBAR 
ALI KHAN): Do I presume that although a 
party may not be in majority but still it should 
continue in   the   Government? 

SHRI P.  N.   SAPRU:  Yes, it can. 
THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRI AKBAR 

ALI KHAN): That would be   against   the   
spirit   of  democracy. 

SHRI P. N. SAPRU: The spirit of the 
Constitution should be there among all the 
parties and I find there is lack of spirit to 
work the Constitution even in the ruling party 
and therefore... 

SHRI A. P. CHATTERJEE: If that is your 
stand, then why do you find it   difficult   to   
support  this   motion? 

SHRI P. N SAPRU: I am a Member of the 
Congress Parliamentary Party and I am 
therefore going to abstain from voting. 

SHRI A. P. CHATTERJEE: Has the 
Congress Party issued any whip   .   .   . 

SHRI P.N. SAPRU: I am not going to take 
orders from my friend. I know what the 
correct procedure in these matters is. In 
Parliament I am not going to be deflected 
from the stand that I havetaJren and I say that 
I will not vote for the motion (Interruptions) 
You should appreciate the fact that I am for 
promoting this principle. I should have 
thought that you would give me some credit. 

SHTI A. P. CHATTERJEE: I do give you 
half a credit. 

SHRI P. N. SAPRU: You people will  
never  appreciate. 

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRI AKBAR 
ALI KHAN): You must be generous to your 
elders, Mr. Chatter-jee. 

Mr.  Jaeat Narain. 
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THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRI 

AKBAR ALI KHAN): Mr. Mookerjee. 
As there are three speakers, I would 
request each speaker to take enly ten 
minutes. 

SHRI DEBABRATA MOOKERJEE 
(West Bengal): Sir, we have had a very 
thoughtful .  .  . 

SHRI A. P. CHATTERJEE: Speeches 
should not be rationed in this fashion. 

THK VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRI 
AKBAR ALI KHAN): Sometimes we 
have! to do rationing; you know very 
well. 

SHRI DEBABRATA MOOKERJEE. 
Sir, we have had a thoughtful speech 
from my esteemed friend, Mr. Sapru, but 
I fear he has travelled beyond the limits 
of the motion that is before us. He has 
criticised the provisions con-tamed in 
article 356 of the Constitution. He may 
have good reasons to do so and has in the 
course of his speech referred to the 
constitutional provisions to be found in 
other countries. But it is not necessary 
for me to traverse the ground for the pur-
pose of demolishing the argument which 
he has made. I' have nothing but the 
greatest respect for him, but I wish only 
to point out that, except for the fact that 
his speech furnishes a personal 
explanation of what he is going to do just 
now at the conclusion of this debate, it 
does not take us a bit farther than where 
we were when he started talking. He has 
said that article 356 smacks of a 
provision to be found in a colonial ad-
ministration. Judged on its merits, there 
are two views possible and I concede that 
the view to which Mr. 

Sapru has given expression is < .-Uiiily a 
view which carries wei.i But I wish to 
point out for the sect ad time that it is 
entirely beside • ... point and I say so 
with respect. Trie simple question before 
us is whether, with the constitutional pjo-
vision as is to be found in our Consti-
tution, the exercise of power by President 
is a proper exercise power. That is the 
whole question b fore us. The question is 
not wheth i the provision contained in 
article 356 is a good, acceptable 
provision. Even if it were bad, we have to 
go by i just as we have to live with a bad 
heart or a bad liver. I do not take the view 
that it is a bad provision; I take it as a 
provision which is meant to keep the 
different parts of the country together. It 
is a provision giving power to the highest 
executive of the land to hold together the 
different parts of the country where there 
is evidence of disruption In the present 
case we find from the report of the 
Governor that then was danger of public 
peace being threatened. He has reported 
that circumstances did exist on the 
relevant days, which rendered it 
imperative that some drastic step should 
be taken according to the lines laid down 
in article 356. Law and order was 
endangered, and the very foundation of 
democratic institutions is the 
maintenance of law and order. Article 
356 mentions not only the report of the 
Governor, but also keeps it wide open for 
the President to take into account other 
factors. The words used are "other 
information" and we cannot lose sight of 
that phrase, so that the President was not 
tied down to the report as it reached his 
hands. He was quite in order to take into 
consideration the surrounding 
circumstances for the purpose of reaching 
the conclusion that there was need for 
Central intervention. Accordingly the 
Proclamation was made, and it has been 
made abundantly clear by Government in 
this House as   also  in   the  other House 
that   as 

(   soon  as    circumstances  will  permit, 
steps will be taken for the revoca- 

I tion of the Proclamation. 
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As far as I can see, there is hardly 

much of a dispute in this case. Tne 
only question is when that revocation 
is to take place. My friends opposite 
would have it here and now—at once. 
We on this side say that we win 
much rather leave it to the local 
authorities to decide and to report 
and on receipt of the report, the Pre 
sident will take action by way of re 
voking the Proclamation. Sir, the 
Proclamation came on the 13th of 
last month and we are on the 3rd 
of April. And nobody can say that 
much time has been allowed to lapse 
needlessly. No one can be heard to 
say that the people of Rajasthan have 
long been improperly kept from ex 
ercising their just democratic rights. 
The report says that there were as 
many as eight deaths and a large 
number of cases where people's safety 
was involved. That is a very im 
portant consideration. Another 
equally important consideration was 
the statement in the Governor's re 
port that certain gentlemen were de 
termined to prevent a certain party 
from assuming the reins of Govern 
ment. If that is not a report on which 
we can place credence, then God be 
with us. If you want a democratic 
form of Government to function, you 
have to see that there do exist cir 
cumstances which should enable a 
democratic Government to function. 
If there is breach of law and order 
to the extent reported by the Gover 
nor, and about which there has been 
no contradiction yet. I can only say 
that we should wait a little and see 
what Government does in fulfilment 
of its promise that sooner than later 
steps wil1 be taken to revoke the Pro 
clamation. Sir. there is no use in 
rushing the Government. The Gov 
ernment is already committed to its 
view that quite soon, as soon as pos 
sible, it would take steps to revoke the 
Proclamation and see that the people 
of Rajasthan enjoy their full demo 
cratic rights of having their own 
Government, run by people of their 
own choosing. Let that chance be 
fTiven to Government.   Let us not lose 
our heads  and  take in the name of 

democracy certain steps, or say anything in 
the name democracy, which would only have 
the effect of sullying democracy. 

SHRI M. RUTHNASWAMY; Mr. Vice-
Chairman, I will try to be as impersonal as 
possible in this debate, impersonal to the 
extent that I shall not deal with the private, 
domestic qualities and virtues of the 
Governor of Rajasthan. Neither I nor any 
Member of this House, at least on the 
Opposition side, is interested in or concerned 
with the private, domestic virtues of the 
Governor and I am quite willing to agree that 
he is a good man, a goody-goody man, an 
honourable man   . . . 

SHRI DEBABRATA MOOKERJEE: He 
is a good man, not a goody-goody man. 

SHRI M. RUTHNASWAMY: ... and that 
he has a'l the virtues of a Congress man. But 
what we are concerned is' with his political 
competence    .    .   . 

SHRI DEBABRATA MOOKERJEE: We 
want to share with you all these virtues. 

SHRI M. RUTHNASWAMY; With regard 
to his political competence, we had one 
instance last year when he took upon himself 
the duties of the Speaker of the Assembly, 
and on .his occasion, every step that he took 
seems to prove his politica' incompetence   .    
.   . 

SHRI A. P. CHATTERJEE: Ineptitude. 

SHRI M. RUTHNASWAMY; First of all, 
as soon as he received the election results, he 
should have called upon the largest single 
party in the House to form the Ministry. Why 
did he take 10 days to consu't all kinds of 
people and then come to a decision which he 
might have come to on '.he morrow of the 
elections? This timing of his decision makes 
the whole decision wrong.   And then when a 
mem- 
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ber of the Opposition, on taking leave of him 
at one of the interviews, implored him to be 
impartial, ne was so sensitive that he took 
offence at this reminder of one of the duties 
of the Governor, namely, impartiality. Such a 
sensitive flower or sensitive plant should not 
be in the hot-house of the Government 
House. It ought to be in a nursery tended after 
very carefully by a careful gardener   .    .   . 

SHRI DEBABRATA MOOKERJEE: Old 
age is second childhood. 

SHRI M. RUTHNASWAMY: Anrt then, 
look at this wonderful report he wrote to the 
President. It is a document that ought to be 
framed with black borders and put in the 
chamber of political horrors, because it says 
everything that a Governor should not say in a 
report. For instance, he says in the third 
paragraph "I cannot for a moment expect such 
persons to follow democratic methods and 
procedures in administration"—that is, 
members who have taken part in 
demonstrations, in processions and so on. 
Now it 7ooks very much like the report of an 
old British Governor to the Secretary of State 
in regard to the performance of Congressmen 
'in the eve of .  .  . 

' SHRI A. P. CHATTERJEE: Tt look? like 
the report of a Police Inspector. 

SHRI M. RUTHNASWAMY: . . .the first 
Congress Governments in 1937. The British 
Governor could have sent a report like this to 
the Secretary of State saying that all these 
Congress Ministers should not be eafed upon 
to form the Government because thev had 
taken part in oivtl disobedience and non-co-
oneration movements, macs demonstrations 
and all kinds of activities which th° British 
Government did not like. It looks verv much 
like one of those reoorts and T think anv 
Government, the Central Government" that 
acted on such a report is worthy nf onr 
condemnation. And granting that the law and 
order situation in Rajasthan did not justify 

the Governor in ca ling upon one    1 the  
other party which  was  competing for power, 
to    form a constitutional Government, what 
has hapj; ed since then? For at least ten days, 
there has been normalcy in Rajasti> Why  is  
this  President's  Rule       not revoked?    
What is the Central Government waiting for?    
If the pre:; Governor   cannot   stomach   this   
rev sion of his previous orders, why not send 
the new Governor  immediately to take his 
place so that he may b saved of 
embarrassment, so that I slight embarrassment  
to  the  Governor might  be  tolerated,  in 
view or the fact that democratic Government 
is being stalled in Rajasthan.   Everything 
considered, Mr. Vice-Chairman, this has been  
a very sorry affair,  a very  sorry   incident  in  
our  political and   parliamentary   history.     
For   no reason whatsoever,  for no justifiable 
cause whatsoever, the people of Rajasthan  
have  been   deprived  of  parliamentary 
Government and the sooner this President's 
order is revoked, the better it will be for the 
prosoects   of democratic Government in this 
country. 

SHRI SHANTLAL KOTHARI 
(Rajasthan): Mr. Vice-Chairman. Sir, in the 
short time at my disposal. I wi'l only refer to 
one or two points which need further 
attention. My friend on this side, Prof. 
Mookerjee, has very admirably put before js 
the arguments, the logic of which should 
convince anyone who couM look at the 
situation objectively. He had proved very 
convincingly that in imposing the President's 
Rule, constitutional propriety and political 
neutrality have been preserved. This was 
called for in the midst of the political 
confusion that was created by the arguments 
and counter-arguments of different parties. I 
do not want here to refer to what all hannened 
in the course of those distressing days of 
violence because the who'e thing is being 
enquired into bv a judicial infinity and we are 
awaiting its results. We want to see the 
conclusions arr'v-ed at so that we may know 
where we 
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i-an iocaie tne responsibility for the creation 
of that civil disturbance and insecurity to the 
lives of individuals. 

I would on'y like to remind my friends of 
the Opposition, Mr. Vice-Chairman, that 
there are two intangible elements in the 
situation, tyt should look at the political 
sociology of Rajasthan and see whether even 
political consciousnesj_.cxists a1! over there. 
There are some parts where it has been 
difficult to have political modernisation. It 
was really very difficult to look at the 
fluctuating picture presented by many friends 
there, most honourable friends in Rajasthan 
be'onging to various political parties. In the 
midst of all this political confusion and in the 
background of sucn uneven political 
sociology, what was the alternative left? The 
Governor has certainly pointed'y stated that 
as for himself he could not say how many 
Members were there in which parties. Nobody 
is more unhappy than myself and my people 
of Rajasthan to have President's rule soon 
after the elections were over. But some times, 
Mr. Vice-Chairman, a deeD surgery is 
necessary for an ailment which has gone 
beyond the capacity of allopathy or 
homoeopathy or any other svstem of 
medicine for cure. To my mind, this is a kind 
of constitution a1 surgery for a deep political 
ailment and I am sure that this would have 
only a very r-hort duration. It cannot last 
long. It will not. 

Some friends from the Opposition have 
charged us with some mala fides as far as my 
Partv is concerned. I must submit that they 
are mistaken. Thev seem to forget one factor, 
name-V the sonrtsmanship with which our 
Prim*. Minister, Shrimati Indira Gandhi, has 
greeted the non-Congress Governments in the 
various States and also, how those 
Governments have re^r.rn'^ted +he annroach 
with equal eorrfi^litv a^d warmth. They -
should not forget, the cordiality and warmth 
with which m-" Partv has armroached th^ 
Ti'Tiole eleetnril scene and this we have do^e 
to make the federal polity which has come 
into operation 

now, most effective so that it may suc-
cessfully operate in this country and be a 
model to the various emerging nations in this 
regard. 

I would refer only to one. more point and 
that relates to the independents, the 
independent Members of the Rajasthan 
Assembly. I am afraid that sometimes the 
Governor is being misquoted. He had never 
said that he did not trust the independents. He 
only had said that the confusion was so deep 
and so varied, that the political picture was 
moving so fast, and that it was changing so 
very quickly and in such quick succession 
that he could not judge and decide at the 
moment who supported which party. If only 
the Congress wanted to bring about any 
confusion and even in the remotest sense 
bring about mutilation of the democratic 
process in this country, Mr. Vice-Chairman, 
until the elections of 1967 took place, there 
was no one party which could have prevented 
it. But that is not the Congress way. We have 
a conscious attempt on the part of not only 
my Party alone but of all po'itica1 leaders to 
have the fullest collaboration so that 
democracy functions properly. There should 
be a sense of conscious participation. Only 
yesterday we have seen it in Uttar Pradesh. 
The Congress Government there, the moment 
it was convinced that there was a slicing off 
of its majority, the majority of the party in 
power, namely, the Congress Party, the leader 
of that party took no time to tender his 
resignation and to advise the Governor that he 
should look for another party. This is proper 
and clean in this competitive politics. Mr. 
Sukhadia, although he was convinced that he 
commanded a majoritv, was also convinced 
of one more thing, that with mere quantitative 
majority in the Assembly where there were 
these qualitative changes, no responsible 
government would he able to operate without 
further disturbances. He said that although he 
was the Chief Minister designate and was 
asked to take over, he would not do so 
because he was not sure what 
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would happen outside the Legislature 
because, Mr. Vice-Chairman, sometimes 
when emotions are aroused, logic takes leave 
of the individual, ana more so in the po'itics 
of the crowd, in the politics of mass society. 
Therefore it was very necessary to see that 
normalcy returned, enabling the con-
stitutional and responsible government to 
function in my State 01 Rajasthan. 

Mr. Vice-Chairman, I have no doubt and I 
am sure my friends of the Opposition have no 
doubt, that we shall all be very much 
interested in seeing whether the Congress or 
the Government of the al'iance. whichever 
commands majority in the State Legislature, 
comes up and delivers the goods to the 
masses. All should, however, also be equally 
interested in seeing that no Government puts 
the clock back.    I    have no    doubt, Mr.   
Vice- 

Chairman, that soon my people      11 
Rajasthan and we all of us here, wii see 
normal polity restored, see consti tutional    
government    restored,    responsible 
government restored  and   a responsible 
government with a sense of participation 
irrespective  of party affiliations will soon be 
in operatioi Thank you. 

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHR. AKBAR 
ALI KHAN): I am glad to announce that we 
have exhausted I list of speakers now. The 
Home Minister will speak tomorrow and Mr 
Chordia will then reply. 

The   House   now   stands   adjourned till 
11 A.M. tomorrow. 

The House then adjourned at one 
minute past five of the clock till 
eleven of the clock on Tuesday, the 
4th April, 1967. 
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