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SHRI G. MUR\HAR1 : 1 draw your at-
tention to the f'a;t that the Public Accounts 
Committee is a Joint Committee of the Rajya 
Sabha and the Lok Sabha and if any Report is 
to be referred back to the Public Accounts 
Committee, I feel that it is the duty of both the 
Houses together to take such a course. The 
Public Accounts Committee's Report is- 
presented to both the Houses; it is laid on the 
Table of this House also. Therefore, it shall not 
be within the jurisdiction of one House to re-
turn that particular portion to the Public 
Accounts Committee. We are also members of 
the Public Accounts Committee from this 
House. Therefore, I feel that you should move 
in this matter and see that if at all anything is 
to be referred back, it should be done with the 
concurrence of both the Houses. Otherwise, 
whatever action is to be taken on the 
recommendation of the Public Accounts 
Committee should be taken by the Houses as 
and when it is presented and not be referred 
back. 

SHRI   MULKA   GOVINDA   REDDY: 
Otherwise, it will be a breach of privilege. 

SHRI G. MURAHARI: Yes, then it will be 
a breach of privilege of this House, Sir. 

SHRI DAHYABHAI V. PATEL. (Gujarat) : 
Since the Home Minister is here, I would 
like* to know if the Home Minister and 
particularly the Ministry that he runs with 
sadachar and anti-corruption methods, has 
been seized of the matter and if any enquiries 
have been made by his Ministry in this matter    
.    .    . 

THE MINISTER OF HOME AFFAIRS 
(SHRI GULZ\RILAL NANDA): If you want 
me to give an answer   .    .    . 

MR. CHAIRMAN:    Say 'yes' or 'no'. 

SHRI GULZARILAL NANDA : I have not 
followed all that, I was looking at something 
else, Sir. 

SHRI G. MURAHARI: I would like you to 
go through this point and give the ruling. 

MR. CHAIRMAN : 1 will go through it. 

DELHI   ADMINISTRATION     1966 
MR. CHAIRMAN: We proceed to the 

Delhi Aministratioh Bill, 1966. 1 would like 
to close the general discussion at t KM) p.m. 
because there are a large number yt 
amendments. Or we might sit up to p.m. 
because, there arc a large num amendments. 

D1WAN  CHAMAN   I ALL     (Pi 
May I request you to order that w 
another day to discuss this Bill 7 

MR. CHAIRMAN : 1 am afraid    .    . 

SEVERAL HON. MEMBERS: No, no 

DIWAN CHAMAN LALL : It is impossible. 
Excepting the Members of the Government, 
nobody has read this BUI. I have just got the 
Bill after a request was made. I have just got 
to page 3 of die Bill. That is all that I have 
read. I am quite certain that no Member of the 
Opposition has read this Bill. 

 
MR. CHAIRMAN: Copies of the Bill were 

sent earlier in the morning. But the peon who 
took them got his tyre pUBCfur-ed and so he 
could not deliver it early 
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HWAN   CHAMAN   1 ALI.:   May      I 
your attention to the fact that   .    . . 

SHRI      AWADHJBSHWAR      PR 
(Bihar):   All   of  us  got  copies of this 

Bill many days ago.   The moment it placed 
on the Table of the Lok Sabha. all of us were 
given a copy of this Bill. 

/AN   CHAMAN LAI.L :     My  hon. 
friend is rather lucky, he has studied the 
Bill     We are not in a position to read it. 
1   draw   your  attention .    .    . 

I      AYVADHESHWAR      PRAS kD 
\ :    The Lok Sabha with 500 Mem I   i     

as t a ken  five hours. 

DIWAN CHAMAN LALL : f draw your 
attention to another oocasion when Mr. V. J. 
Patel was in the Chair and he ruled thai no 
adequate discussion could take place on the 
Public Safety Bill, and he ruled it out of order. 
He ruled that particular discussion out of 
order; it never took place. 

. MR. CHAIRMAN : It is very kind of you io 
have reminded me of it. But I say, there was a 
difficulty. The Lok Sabha had not passed this 
Bill till yesterday. I requested some of the 
Members of the Opposition and Members of 
this side to advise me. We agreed on taking it 
up today and that is why the session has been 
extended. 

SHRI MULKA GOVINDA REDDY 
(Mysore): We have agreed to sit today to 
discuss this Bill. But it should not be hustled 
through. There is no mortal hurry that it 
should be finished, that the general discussion 
should be over before 1 30. It is a very 
controversial Bill. We need some more time 
to give our views. 

MR. CHAIRMAN : We had allotted 24 
hours. I will give you five hours. I want you to 
speak up to 1.30 and finish with the general 
discussion and take up the very large number 
of amendments and then those who have not 
been able to speak will take part and speak on 
the amendments. 

SHRI O. MURAHARI (Uttar Pradesh): 
What is the hurry and why this   hustling 

through this Bill? The enure proceedings with 
regard to this Bill have been very suspicious 
in nature because even in the Lok Sabha it 
was hustled through. See the way it is being 
brought forward; we propose that we take up 
this Bill in the next session. 

MR. CHAIRMAN: No, no, they have 
decided; I have decided with the Members of 
the House that it should be taken up today and 
therefore it will be taken up today. 1 am very 
sorry. I cannot postpone it. 

Mr.  Jaisukhlal   Hathi. 

I HE MINISTER OF STATE IN THE 
MINISTRY OF HOME AFFAIRS AND 
ALSO MINISTER OF DEFENCE SUPPLIES 
IN THE MINISTRY OF DEFENCE (SHRI 
JAfSUKHLAL HATHI): Mr. Chairman, 
before I make this motion I would like to 
express my deep sense of gratitude to you. Sir, 
and to the Members of this House for 
extending the session by a day and showing 
the indulgence of taking up this motion. I 
know that it might cause some inconvenience 
but this House of elders has always been 
considerate, as is natural of elders. I, therefore, 
thought it my duty to express my gratitude to 
all the Members and to you. Sir. (Interrup-
tions.) I say that it is natural and inherent in 
the elders and this House has shown that 
indulgence. Therefore, I would like to express 
my deep sense of gratitude to you and to the 
Members for showing us this indulgence of 
extending the session of this House by a day. 

I beg to move : 

"That the Bill to provide for the ad-
ministration of the Union territory of Delhi 
and for matters connected therewith, as 
passed by the Lok Sabha, be taken into 
consideration." 

The Delhi Administration Bill was intro-
duced in the Lok Sabha on the 18th Nov-
ember, 1965 and the motion to refer the Bill to 
a Joint Committee of both the Houses was 
adopted by this House on the 11th December, 
1965. The Report was presented to this House 
on the 9th May, 1966. 
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[Shri JaisukMal Hathi.] 
I will firstly show what changes have been 

made by the Joint Committee. Sir, in the 
original Bill and then the changes made by the 
Lok Sabha in the Report of the Joint 
Committee. The changes made by the Lok 
Sabha are not many. Only one or two changes 
are there and they are not important. Members 
had with them the Report of the Joint 
Committee which was placed on the Table of 
this House on the 9th May, 1966. I shall fully 
explain the changes that have been made by 
the Lok Sabha so that Members may have a 
full opportunity of discussing those changes. 

I explained the scope of the Bill when I 
moved it for referring it to the Joint 
Committee. And I would not therefore like to 
go into details with regard to the scheme of 
this Bill. But I will only say that the question 
that was raised, and that would be raised, is, 
why not have a Legislative Assembly for the 
Union territory of Delhi ? The reply is that 
under article 239 of the Constitution, the 
President has the responsibility of 
administering the Union territories except 
where an exception is made by article 239-A 
of the Constitution which gives the power to 
Parliament to create Legislatures for the other 
territories like Goa, Daman, Diu, Pondi-
cherry, etc. The other question may be asked 
why Delhi should be out of this. The reply is 
very clear. It has been explained to the House 
often. The Joint Committee took days, to 
consider this question, and we had the benefit 
of an eminent jurist and constitutional lawyer, 
and now a Member of this House, Shri M. C. 
Setalvad. He was also examined as a witness. 
According to his opinion, he told the 
Committee that it is not only not possible 
within the framework of the Constitution but 
even otherwise, he said as a constitutional 
lawyer, also he did not think it was possible as 
a matter of policy. He said: 

"As a constitutional lawyer I would say 
that it would be extremely unusual to have a 
Legislature at the capital where Parliament 
itself is functioning. There are likely to be 
conflicts, and perhaps deadlocks and delays 
in the administration." 

And, therefore, he also was not in favour, and 
this view has been explained more than once. 

Then, Sir, the question would be, what does 
this Bill aim at ? Let me frankly say so that 
unnecessarily the time of the House may not 
be. wasted. It is not that this Bill is to provide 
a democratic, responsible Government to 
Delhi. It is not so. And, therefore, there is no 
question of the Government coming forward 
with something in the garb of a democratic 
Government and not giving it. The present 
position is that the President administers Delhi 
through an Administrator, and the people of 
Delhi have no voice, or no representation 
except in Parliament. What this scheme of the 
Bill envisage* in that there will be an elected 
body, the Metropolitan Council, and out of the 
elected body, 4 members will be the members 
of the Executive Council who will assist the 
Administrator. Therefore, they wiH be 
actually in charge of certain departments; they 
will be the representatives of the people who 
will be in charge of certain departments to aid 
and assist the Administrator. To that extent 
here is the parti cipation of the people of Delhi 
in the day-to-day administration."There will 
be unified administration now. This is a step 
further to what the previous legislations 
sought to do in Delhi. Therefore, there is no 
idea of having a democratic, responsible 
Government, namely, an elected body. 
Actually, it is there. 

Then, the leader of the majority party 
should be the Chief Executive Councillor. He 
should nominate three other Councillors. The 
President should appoint the three Councillors 
on the advice of the Chief Executive 
Councillor. The Chief Executive Councillor 
has no place in the scheme because this is not 
a party Gov ernment or a democratic, 
responsible Government, as envisaged in other 
Legislative Assemblies. I want to make this 
clear so that there may not be unnecessary 
criticism saying that the Government has 
come forward with a scheme which is not 
democratic. It is not so. What is envisaged is 
participation of the people with the 
administration of Delhi, not merely in an 
advisory capacity, but in the capacity of 
Executive Councillors to be in charge of 
certain departments.   There may be all 
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the departments except law and order and the 
Metropolian Coun il will have all the rights to 
discuss all important questions, the  budget   
also  of the  Delhi    Territory. 
Now, this is   he .scheme. 

Then, Sir, I come to the changes which the 
Joint Committee made in the original Bill. 
Because the Members do not have time, I 
shall very thoroughly deal with each particular 
aspect. 

There were 37 clauses in the original Bill. 
The present Bill has now 38 claus es. To the 
37 clauses, two new clauses, 15 and 36, have 
been added. One clause, No. 24. has been 
deleted. Eleven clauses have been amended. 

In two clauses, No. 1 and No. 13. can-
sequential changes have been made. Thus, in 
all, 16 clauses, out of 37, have undergone 
changes. The present Bill, as is now before 
this House as passed by the 1 ok Sabha, is as 
under. The first change which the Joint 
Committee made and of which the report is 
already before the House, submitted on the 9th 
May, is that in the original Bill the number of 
the elected members of the Metropoli an 
Council was 42. The Joint Committee raised it 
to 49. The Lok Sabha has raised that number 
to 56. This is the one change which the Lok 
Sabha has made. If the hon'ble Members have 
read the J i i n t  Committee's report, this is the 
one change which the Lok Sabha has made. 

Secondly, instead of associating three 
members of the Inter im Metropolitan 
Council nominated by the Govern. for 
association with the Election Commission for 
the purpose of delimiting the constituencies of 
the Metropolitan Council, provision has been 
made for associating the Members of the Lok 
Sabha representing Delhi willi the Election 
Commission for the work. In the original Bill, 
three members were to be nominated by the 
Central Government from among the 
Metropolitan Council. Instead of that, now all 
the Members from Delhi representing Delhi 
will be associated with the work of this 
delimitation. 

D1WAN   CHAMAN   I.ALL :    Why not 
the Rajya Sabha also ? 

SHRI JA1SUKHLAL HATHI : Elected 
Members. This is delimitation of consti-
tuencies. Now, no change has been made by 
the Lok Sabha in this. So this is the change 
that the Joint Committee has suggested  in  the  
original  Bill. 

The third change which the Joint Com-
mittee made was that clauses 12 aDd 13 were 
amended. . In the constitution of the 
Metropolitan Council, there was the provision 
of the Chairman only; there was no provision 
of a Deputy Chairman. That provision has 
been made by the Joint Com-mi;tee. No 
change' has been made by the Lok Sabha in 
these clauses. 

The next clause is No. 15 which specifies 
that every member of the Executive Council 
shall have a right to speak or otherwise take 
part in the proceeding! of thg Metropolitan 
Council, or any com mitiee thereof, of which 
he may be a member. This change was made 
by lb* Joint Committee. No change has been 
made by the Lok Sabha in this clause. 

Lhe next clause is No. 20, where a pro-
vision has been made regarding the power of 
a person who has a right to speak and 
otherwise take part in the proceedings. No 
change has been made here also by fhe Lok 
Sabha. 

The Committee has deleted the original 
clause 24 regarding the use of language or 
languages for transaction of the business of 
the Metropolitan Council. It has now been 
decided that this question will be determined 
by the Metropolitan Council itself. The Lok 
Sabha has not made any change in this also. 

Clause 24 has been amended. The 
Administrator shall make rules under the 
proviso to clause 24(1) after consulting the 
Chairman of the Metropolitan Council. 
Originally, when the Bill was introduced, 
there was no provision for con-sultation with 
the Chairman of the Metropolitan Council. 
The Joint Committee had suggested this 
change. This has been accepted by the Lok 
Sabha. No other change has been made in this 
clause also. 

Then there were demands from various 
Members that one of the members of the 
Executive Council should be designated as 
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.Shri Jaisukblal  Halhi.J 
the Chief Executive Councillor and other 
members as Executive Councillors. This 
cnange has been made in clause 27. The Lok 
Sabha has not made any change in this clause 
also. In this connection, I may again say, the 
idea is not that the Chief Executive Councillor 
will again nominate, or select, three of his 
colleagues, recommend to the President that 
these should be the three members, because 
this, as I said, is not a party Government, not a 
responsible Government in thai sense. Bat 
certainly the Presidem will nominate as 
Executive Councillors who are elected 
members of the Metropolitan Council. la order 
to avoid by-elections to the Delhi 
Metropolitan Council, clause 32 has been 
amended to the effect that membership of the 
Corporation should not preclude a person 
from being a member of the Interim 
Metropolitan Council. This proviso removes 
the bar to being simultaneously members of 
the Interim Metropolitan Council and of the 
Delhi Municipal Corporation. 

Clause 35 is of a consequential nature 
which provides that the electoral college of the 
Union Territory of Delhi shall consist of the 
elected members of the Metropolitan Council 
constituted for the territory under the Delhi 
Administration. The Joint Committee lias 
suggested that until that Council is 
constituted, the electoral college shall consist 
of the elected members of the Interim 
Metropolitan Council. But instead of that the 
Lok Sabha has made an amendment saying 
that the present electoral college of the 
existing territory should continue and that the 
Interim Metropolitan Council will not be the 
electoral college till then. And then in clause 
36 the term of the elected members in the 
Delhi Development Authority had been 
suggested to be four years. But the Lok Sabha 
has now suggested that it should be five years. 
So the Bill, as passed by the Lok Sabha, says 
that instead of four years it should be five 
years. 

These are the only changes that have been 
made. First is the change of number of 
members from 49 to 56 in the Metropolitan 
Council. Then the duration of the term of 
office   has   been   changed 

from 4 years to 5 years. And then the present 
electoral college is to continue. These are the 
only changes which have been made by the 
Lok Sabha in the report of the Joint 
Committee which was placed before the 
House on the 9th May, 1966. 

Within Ihe framework of this, what has been 
given is the maximum participation of the 
people of Delhi in the administration. I may 
again repeat that it is not full Legislative 
Assembly and a Council of Ministers. The 
Committee had also considered whether 
financial powers could be given. But that was 
also not possible because under the 
Constitution there can be only one 
Consolidated Fund of India and money has to 
be withdrawn by Appropriation Bills. The 
suggestion has been made by some members 
of the Committee that the House could pass 
and give a lump sum to Delhi, say Rs. 20 
crores or Rs. 30 crores, whatever the people 
want. But even a single pie spent from the 
Consolidated Fund of India has to be scruti-
nised by Parliament and by the Public 
Accounts Committee and every BUI that 
comes before the House has to be passed as an 
Appropriation Bill. So that scheme also did 
not fit in and we have got expert opinion, 
including that of Shri Setalvad, who said that 
this is not possible because financial power 
means also the power of taxation. Taxation 
power you cannot give to this Metropolitan 
Council unless there is a Legislative Assembly 
and this is not contemplated. 

Therefore, within the framework of this 
scheme this i? the best that has been given and 
I am sine that the people of Delhi will have 
greater opportunities of having their own 
administration and association with the 
Administrator and they wiH be in charge of 
different departments and I wish that with the 
cooperation of the people of Delhi this scheme 
would prove a .success, Sir. 

SHRI P. N. SAPRU   (Uttar   Pradesh) : :   is  
the   relation  between  the  Metropolitan 
Council and the Executive Council? 

SHRI   JAISUKHLAL   HATHI :    Four 
rrtembers of the Metropolitan Council will be 
members of the Executive Council. 

The  question  was proposed. 
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MR.  CHAIRMAN:   Before  I call Mr. 
G.  Murahari  to  speak.     I  would  like  to 

m  hon.  Members   that  the    Finance 
Minister  will  make  a  statement  at    2.30 

l> m. on the question raised by Shri Chandra 
'iar. 

>!R. CHAIRMAN : Execute me for inter-
rupting.    1 want to say that I   hope    hon. 
Members  will  confine  their    speeches    to 
fifteen minutes because I want to give an 
artunity to as many people as possible. 

SHRI   G.   MURAHARI:   Sir.   this  is  a 
Eii! which will require a lot of time. 

MR. CHAIRMAN : You can say many 
    in fifteen minutes. 

[R] G. MURAHARI : I think we will 
more than fifteen minutes,  Sir. 
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KUMAR! SHANTA VASISHT (Delhi). 
Mr. Chairman, much dust has been raised in 
the controversy over this Bill and I would like 
to remove some of the dust if the Home 
Ministry would be in a mood to listen and see 
that some of the diat is cleared. I feel that if 
the Government had paid more attention and 
more lira* to other 
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[Kumar i  Slianta  Vasisht.] important    
Bills     like     the    Constitution 
(Amendment)  Bill  and so on,    it would nave 
been better for the prestige of  the 
Government.   Rather  they  have  spent  so 
much time and wasted so much energy on a 
very small measure of this kind, to which they 
do not really pay any attention. Anyhow, there 
are bigger issues facing us.   In 1961  or so I 
suppose roughly, when the Part   'C  States  
were   going  to  be  given some sort of a set-
up in Himachal Pradesh, Manipur and Tripura,  
we had  raised  this issue    in   this    House—
actually   in   both Houses—and the late Prime 
Minister, Jawaharlal   Nehru, at that  time  and 
also  the Home Minister—I  think Mr.  Shastri  
was then   the  Home   Minister—both   gave   
an assurance here as well as in Lok Sabha that 
they wanted to give something even better to 
Delhi because this was a better place than 
Himachal Pradesh, Manipur and Tripura.   
They wanted to give a better set-up here.    
They wanted to think about it and give a  
pattern that  would be suitable  to this place.    
This could   not be taken up along with 
Himachal Pradesh, Manipur and Tripura.    
This is what    our  late    Prime Minister then 
said.  Also, the former Home Minister, and our 
late leaders, had given us this assurance.    But 
I am sorry to say that from 1961 onwards or 
so, it took them nearly  more   than   three   
years   or   rather four years to prepare the Bill.    
They took more than three years even to begin 
negotiations on  the  Bill,  even to begin  talks 
with the people of Delhi about the set-up tiere.    
They started it, I think, some time in 1964 or 
so, not even in 1963, or it may be later.   Then 
the whole year 1965 went by. Sometimes   our   
meetings   took   place after two months, after 
six weeks, sometimes after one month.   They 
were a sort of sporadic meetings, not 
systematic or on the basis of certain minutes or 
notes or anything.     I  am  sure  the   Ministry  
must have kept notes and minutes, but we 
were not  given   any  paper   at   any   time.   
We wanted to see what these papers must have 
contained.*   They  said:   'No,   no,  this  is 
secret.    You cannot see them."   So, after 
three years, when  they did not take any steps,  
they  started negotiations and  talks with us.   
For every inch there was a very serious battle 
going on backward and forward.    
Unfortunately    the   Secretary   for Union  
Territories,   who was  advising  the Home   
Ministry,   was   fighting  every  inch 

tooth and nail, as if it were a family property 
which was going to bad hands and which he 
had to protect. When this is the feeling, when 
we fight with the bureaucrats of the Home 
Ministry and officials of the Home Ministry 
who very often gave advice to the Minister and 
this is the atmosphere in which negotiations go 
on even for a setup, I do not think this is a good 
start. When every inch you have to put up a 
very fierce battle and tight as if you an fighting 
for life, I think it is not worth the trouble. But 
this atmosphere is not conducive to bring about 
a new set-up, a proper set-up. Gradually after 
these meetings were taking place we were 
discussing greater details about the subjects to 
be given to the Council—the Mayor in Council 
that was going to be constituted; probably they 
will bring that Bill next time and discuss it—
the subjects were discussed at great length. On 
some points we agreed, and on some points we 
did not. Finally after long negotiations we 
agreed with the Home Ministry as to the 
subjects which might go to the Council and 
those which might stay on with the 
Corporation. 

12 NOON 

As for our point that the Executive 
Councillors should be responsible to the 
House, this matter was discussed at great 
length with the Home Minister and his 
Deputies, and lots of arguments from our side 
were given as to why they should be 
responsible to the elected members of the 
House, and Home Minister also found it very 
difficult to give responsibility because tbey 
were afraid that they might be voted out or 
thrown out and that would create difficulties. 
These points were also discussed in great detail 
with the Home Minister in various meetings 
and by and large I was present at practically all 
the meetings. But on one point as far as finance 
is concerned, even when we had agreed on 
many points, we were not agreed. We said: 
'What about financial powers ?' The Home 
Minister, Mr. Nanda, said that he would sit 
down and discuss this matter also with us. But 
unfortunately whatever may be the reasons, it 
may be that he was preoccupied or he might 
have overlooked inadvertently, somehow there 
was no further meeting, and still the Bill came 
up for introduction in the Lok Sabha probably 
sometime   in   November   or   so; 
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ralher it came up for consideration in the Lok 
Sabha on the 30th of November and later on 
in our House.   Till the 30th November no 
particular discussion had taken place amongst 
all of us about financial powers.     That     
thing     had     remained     undiscussed  
though  two letters were written by Shri  
lirahm Perkash, a Member of the Lok Sabha, 
to the Home Minister that this might be 
discussed.   We had passed a resolution in the 
Pradesh Congress Committee in May,  1965 
saying that we were discussing the second 
best.    It is not a question of an Assembly.    
It is not that we were thinking   that   an   
Assembly   was   coming. They had made it 
clear that an Assembly could not be there 
because it was the capital.    Our target 
remained the Assembly to be achieved at 
some time.    But we were discussing the 
second best alternative, wanting that  the 
Metropolitan Council should have financial  
power over budgeting  and control   over   
expenditure    and   all   that. Secondly,  that 
the Chief Executive Councillor should be the 
leader of the party in the Metropolitan 
Council and that he and file Executive   
Council   should   be   jointly responsible to 
the House.  We had also discussed at length 
that the nominated members cater to the 
Chief Commissioner   or the Lieutenant 
Governor, whoever he may be, sometimes 
they cater also to the Home Minister,  and  it   
led  to   a   good  deal   of Cattery, and all 
those who are elected members of the House 
may not find the Executive Councillors to be 
very responsible to the House, and the 
members who are elected, the elected people, 
have a responsibility   to   the   electorate.    
All   these   things were  discussed.    This  
was  the  resolution of the Pradesh  Congress 
Committee that we wanted financial powers 
and the responsibility of the Executive 
Council to the House,  and  that the party 
leader should be  the  chief  there  on  whose  
advice  his other    colleagues    should    be    
appointed. These resolutions were probably 
sent also to the Home Minister.   At least they 
were all published in the newspapers, and I 
am sure he must be having much knowledge 
of the newspapers also. This was our stand 
throughout.    Later  on  much   blame  and 
dust were  thrown to cloud many of the 
things.    But the facts are there.    This is the 
truth and nothing else but the truth. Then 
ultimately we saw on the 30th November the 
Bill without the financial powers, only a 
debating society, people coming 

and   discussing   without   any   work   to   be 
executed,  without   anything   which   would 
keep  them  occupied;  it  would become a 
place where people indulge in loose talk, where 
debates   would   go   on   and   where people   
would  fight  among  themselves  or with  the  
Chief Commissioner,  where  the energies of 
these people would be wasted and not utilised 
in a. constructive channel. This   sort   of  
debating   society   could  not deliver the goods 
and people would remain as dissatisfied as they 
are now. When we found   that   nothing  could   
be  done,   then we thought that we may go 
almost on the advice   of    Mr.   Khanna   and    
seek   relief from the Prime Minister, late Lai 
Bahadur Shastri.   There again we thought we 
would not  be   able  to  sell  it  to  the  public,   
It would  be difficult to implement, it would 
not work. We did not think it was feasible 
without  financial  powers.    He assured  us 
that he intended to give maximum financial  
powers.    Mr.  Nanda  said—also  Mr. Hathi 
was present—"We would like to explore   the 
possibilities   of giving   financial powers and   
also   to   make   constitutional changes if 
necessary".    With this assurance from the 
leaders we came back hoping that it would be 
possible with all examination* at our instance.    
Mr. Setalvad was called in  the  Select  
Committee.    The   Bill   was referred to the 
Select Committee under the impression   that,   
wfien   it   came   on   30th November for 
consideration and passing in the Lok Sabha the 
Bill would have been passed that very day, but 
to explore the* possibilities   Shastriji   had   
suggested   that time would be available and in 
the meantime these things can be examined, 
financial powers and so on. Unfortunately 
under the Constitution a body that is neither a 
State  Government  nor  a  corporate  body 
cannot   have   financial   power  nor  can  it 
have  a   consolidated  fund,   because  it  is 
neither a State nor a corporate body. This is 
what  has come in  the way.    At our insistence 
Mr. Setalvad was asked to give evidence.    Of 
course he was supplied all material   and   the   
speeches   of   Ministers. Being guided by the 
speeches of Ministers and on the basis  of the  
Bill he gave a similar  opinion  that  under  the  
Constitution  .   .   . 

SHRI    JAISUKHLAL    HATHI:  Being 
guided by the speeches he gave an opinion? [ 

He had nothing on his own ? 
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KUMARl SHAN [A V \SISII  I  :   He had 
the speeches and the Bill.    A jurist always 
jives his opinion  on  the  basis of the Bill and 
sometimes on the  background of "the speeches 
and the intention of the Government, end he 
had done precisely that. That is what  I  am 
saying.    Other witnesses are generally not 
given the speeches of Ministers.    They  are  
only give"  the  document if they want it.   They 
come and give evidence  without  it.    He  was 
properly given the speeches  also which  is not  
ordinarily done  for  other  witnesses who 
come.    In the background of those speeches 
he gave hii opinion that  within the framework 
of the Constitution this cannot be done. This 
happened and we came to the realisation 
unfortunately that no financial powers were 
going1 to  be   given.     When  the Bill  was 
going   to   the  Select   Committee,   we   had 
heard from very reliable people including some   
very   responsible   Members   of   this House   
that  the   Home   Minister   did   not want to 
give any powers in the Select Committee, that 
you cannot wrest it from him in the Select 
Committee, that you sit with him and get the 
powers as much as you can from him but you 
cannot have it in 1he Select Committee. There 
was a certain tinge of anger about it—either 
have this way or that way, you cannot have it 
both ways.    This was told again and again by 
some   responsible  people.    Even   I  raised 
this question on  the floor of the House that this 
was what I heard and Shri Jai-sukhlal Hathi 
had contradicted it.    But today I can say, 
unfortunately, by and large, the Bill is as it 
was.  I can appreciate your handicaps in this 
and also your intention. You cannot go beyond 
a certain limit and it is there.   Then, while all 
this was going on, various developments took 
place. Now this Bill is here.     I   still   feel   
that   the Metropolitan Council should have 
financial powers  and   it is workable  with  
financial powers.   It should have a certain 
sense of responsibility  to  the public  at  large 
and to the elected representatives of the people. 
If it is not responsible to them, it will only 
become a great financial burden, a waste- j ful 
body which will be wasting its time ! and more 
or less it will not be serving the people at all.    
Therefore, I feel    that   it should definitely 
have financial powers and it cannot serve any 
purpose without financial powers.   And also 
the people will go on   gTUMbling   that   there   
is   no  financial power,   what  can  we  do ?   
We  can  only 

discuss and debate, we can only make 
recommendations which may be listened to or 
may not be listened to. The Government may 
accept these recommendations or they may 
not. 

We  have  now   two   Chairmen   of   two 
bodies in Delhi,  who were previously a,ur 
Ministers in Delhi.   Both of them are frus-
trated    and    unhappy   because    often    the 
(iovernment  do   not  even  listen   to  their 
recommendations.    They do not even consult   
them.    Sometimes   they   even   make their 
subordinate officers as Chairmen and make   
the   C ha i r m en    as   members   of  the 
Committees which are formed in the- Delhi 
Administration.    Sometimes  member.-, fight 
against each other—what is worse, both of 
them—because both of them are nominated 
and they preside over committees which are 
also nominated.     The only difference will be 
that this Metropolitan Council will be an 
elected House with nominated Councillors.    
This.  1  think,  is very unsatisfactory.   Later 
on, we met the Prime Minister also.    She too 
said, we can give financial powers, but not just 
now, later on.   We do not feel  happy that we  
should  do things under pressure.   I agree that 
the prestige of the   Central   Government   is   
greater   than the prestige of the Delhi people 
because if they  lose  prestige we will also lose 
prestige.     If we  lose prestige,  they will  also 
lose prestige.    I  can appreciate that point and 
I respect that point. For the last fifteen years 
when I have seen the history of the Delhi    
Congress and its    affairs, I    have found that 
our fate lies like the fate of the  Indian 
Government  vis-a-vis  Pakistan before  the 
United  Nations,  just like the Kashmir issue 
before the Western powers. Whether we are 
right or wrong, the sympathies    always   lie    
elsewhere.    Whether India is right or wrong, 
Pakistan will always  manoeuvre a good deal 
more  than what Tndia can manoeuvre. 
Whether India is right or wrong, somehow 
they will come in and help Pakistan,    as 
though Pakistan is very pleasant, nice and 
charming.    Always this has been so and I 
have always found that their sympathies  are  
generally elsewhere   and   T   have    a   very   
serious grievance   about    it.    T   am   not   
happy. I    think    some   leaders   sometimes   
work in    a    very    partisan    manner.   .  i    
am sorry to say that   they   favour   a   certain 
people  and they do not  favour a certain 
people.     1  am   sorry   to   say   that   !arge 
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stories are carried to them which are very much 
spiced, which are manoeuvred, which are lies, 
which are not truths, which are not fair and 
which are not just and I feel unhappy, and I 
have reason to feel unhappy about it and I do 
not know why . they do not take the trouble of 
verifying these things. So, I feel that they have 
worked in this partisan manner and a much 
fugitive attitude was sscn in the way in which 
the Bill is passed, in the way in •which it is 
pushed through. I do not mind iif they punish 
us. Why should they punish the public of Delhi 
? What have the people of Delhi done ? 
Secondly, it behoves the leaders that they 
should be guided by benevolence and 
generosity. And it was the benevolence and 
generosity and the greatness and the goodness 
of Nehru which made him a big and a great 
man because in his heart he had room for all 
these crores and crores and crores of people of 
India. I wish our leaders today also had as big a 
heart as Jawahailal Nehru had and they also had 
room for everybody, big or small, whether nice-
looking or not nice-looking, whether very bril-
liant or not so brilliant, whether old or young. 
They should not worry about small matters or 
small things. They should be guided by big 
issues and big matters. If they go into little 
Intrigues and politics, they come down in their 
stature and come down in everybody's eyes 
also. I expect and I hope and I want that they 
should have very large hearts as they should 
have very big minds and only a large heart 
makes a big leader. The leaders do not become 
big just by being in the Ministries and so on. 
This is my grievance, a very long-standing one 
also. When I get very old, I shall write the 
history of the Delhi Congress and Delhi affairs 
and I shall have very much to say and that will 
give an idea of the history of this country and 
how high and low politics are being played and 
how they are damaging public causes and 
public affairs. I am very unhappy about it and I 
have a very serious grievance about it that a 
very tremendous amount of partisanship, 
intrigues, manoeuv-rings and such things are 
going on, about which we have no remedy. 
There is notb ing else that we can do. 

1 feel that this Delhi Development 
Authority is a thing about which two Minis'ers 
were concerned; the Health Minis-L58RS/66 

ter was handling it and now it has gone to the 
Housing Minister. It has crores and crores of 
tunds. It passes lay-outs and gives sites to 
hotels and so on. Our amendment is only to 
bring some members of the Metropolitan 
Council into the Delhi Development 
Authority. And I feel that some Members 
from Parliament also should be associated 
with this because a tremendous amount of 
patronage is involved in that body. 

SHRI I. K. GUIRAL (Delhi): All Members   
of  Parliament  should   be  associated. 

KUMARI SHANTA VASISHT: Yes, quite 
right. They should be associated because 
sometimes the Ministers are very powerful. 
And they want to do what they want to. We 
believe in a democracy with checks and 
balances. Sometimes the bureaucrats do what 
they want to. Sometimes the Members of 
Parliament want to do what they want to. And 
things are done with the Ministers' influence, 
with the officers' influence; and the 
bureaucrats and the Members are there. Our 
ordinary Municipal Commissioners, 
Councillors or the ordinary Metropolitan 
Council members may not be able to be in a 
position to manage these big people; and some 
big bullies are also there because they exercise 
so much pressure. 

SHRI      DAHYABHAI      V.      PATEL 
(Gujarat): Who are those bullies? 

KUMARI SHANTA VASISHT: You 
should know them. 

SHRI AKBAR ALI KHAN (Andhra 
Pradesh): Shri Dahyabhai Patel is very happy. 

KUMARI SHANTA VASISHT: They 
exercise so much pressure. Members of 
Parliament are there. So many crores and 
crores of funds are involved there, so much 
money is involved. I do not see why certain 
checks should not be there because it is a great 
source for the people to make money and all 
sorts of things. Therefore, I feel that there 
should be proper checks and balances. Those 
people should be replaced by the Metropolitan 
Council members so that greater 
manoeuverability will be there. I think this is 
not proper—if a no-confidence motion can be 
passed against 
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[Kumari Shanta Vasisht.] tiie Chairman and 
(he Deputy Chairman, I see no reason why a 
no-confidence motion cannot be passed 
against the Executive Councillors also. Why 
should they be like that for the rest of their 
lives ? I feel that this thing is very unfortunate. 

I should end with a small story. I have 
picked   up   from  my   friend;   they   say: 

  
So, our Government of India also is there with 
bag and baggage and the daughter-in-law has 
to do all her cooking in the same room, thus 
creating constant friction and embarrassment 
to both of them. This ks the position of the 
Delhi Government as well as the Central 
Government and I feel very sorry about it, 
because it creates so many difficulties for us. 
There was a farmer who had a dog. The dog 
was a very nice one. There were wild animals 
around and he used to keep it to look after his 
house. One day he found that his dog had a lot 
of blood on its mouth. So he thought that it 
had killed his little baby in the house. 
Therefore, he went and killed the dog because 
he thought that the baby had been killed by the 
dog; there was so much of blood on the mouth 
of the dog. He killed it. But when he went 
inside the house he found that there was a wild 
animal that was dead and that his child was 
playing. Later on he felt very sorry for having 
killed his very loyal dog and he cried bitterly 
about it. And I do not want that the 
Government of India should cry like that 
farmer some day. If they behave in a punitive 
manner and if they want to do many things .  .  
. 

SHRi JAISUKHLAL HATHI : We are not 
killing any dog. 

KUMARI SHANTA VASISHT : By this 
you may try to kill the leaders of Delhi. That 
will be very unfair and I think that it should 
not be allowed. If the intention of certain 
people is that with the help of certain other 
people they should finish the Congress of 
Delhi, the people of Delhi, we shall also take 
due action about it because we shall not want 
to be punished on very unjust and unfair 
grounds and on loose propaganda. And I am 
very sorry that they misunderstand and create 
difficulties. I shall be sorry about it.   I am not 
happy 

about the Bill and I wish the Government 
withdrew the Bill. 

Thank you very much. 

SHRI M. N. GOVINDAN NAIR (Kerala): 
Mr. Chairman, Sir, I cannot understand this 
hurry on the part of the ruling Party to insult 
the citizens of Delhi by passing this Bill in 
this session itself. I am afraid they have 
succeeded even in getting your consent for 
continuing the House for a day. 

Now, Sir, there were certain very important 
legislations to be passed in this sessions of 
Parliament. Unfortunately, by the irres-
ponsibility of the ruling Party, we could' not 
get those Bills through .   .   . 

SHRI G. MURAHARI : Same Ministry. 

SHRI M. N. GOVINDAN NAIR: . . . I 
mean the Constitution (Amendment)' Bill 
which was moved in both the Houses. Now 
from the speeches I heard here, from the 
discussion that took place yesterday in the 
other House, I am afraid, the Government is 
treating this matter, the administration of 
Delhi, us a family affair to spite somebody or 
to favour somebody. We are not concerned 
about that. 

SHRI DAHYABHAI V. PATEL : Since the 
favours have been denied, the favourites are 
annoyed. 

SHRI M. N. GOVINDAN NAIR : But I feel 
this Bill is outmoded. After the Bill was first 
introduced in the House, certain developments 
took place in this country. At that time there 
was no Punjabi Suba in the picture. Now the 
Government had conceded the formation of 
Punjabi Suba after the introduction of this Bill. 
This has created a new situation and certain 
new problems. That is why I say that thi3 is an 
outmoded Bill. During the last few years the 
people in Punjab were agitating for Punjabi 
Suba. But for some reason or the other, the 
Government was not conceding that issue. But 
now the Government have conceded certain 
parts of Punjab State, I mean Haryana; that 
part goes out of Punjab State. Already there is 
a quarrel whether Chandigarh should be the 
Capital of the Punjab State or whether it 
should 
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be the Capital of the Haryana State. Now with 
the formation of Punjabi Suba, there is a new 
demand raised by some districts in U.P. that 
there should be Greater Delhi, a separate 
State. The Government should have 
considered all these aspects and they should 
have waited lor some! time more to give the 
final shape to the Delhi set-up. With the 
formation of the Punjabi Suba, one phase in 
the matter of the States' reorganisation is 
completed. 

Sir, it was a very correct democratic urge of 
the people that the whole country should be 
reorganised on a linguistic basis. But it took 
nine years for them to concede this demand 
and it took another ten years to complete the 
reorganisation. Anyway, with the formation of 
Punjabi Suba, reorganisation of States on 
linguistic principles has been completed. But 
if anybody believes that this is the last word in 
the reorganisation of States, I think he is ^adly 
mistaken. Now, another phenomenon will 
come up, and that is for reorganising the 
States on the basis of administrative com-
petence. 

SHRI AKBAR ALI KHAN : That is a 
different thing. 

SHRI M. N. GOVINDAN NAIR : My point 
is that the first phase is over. Without 
undermining that, you will be forced to 
reorganise the States on the basis of 
administrative competence. Take, for ex-
ample, the case of U.P. U.P. is one of the 
biggest States in India. It has produced all the 
Prime Ministers. Still it is unfortunate that it is 
one of the most backward States in India. 
While speaking the other day about Orissa, the 
Prime Minister mentioned about the 
backwardness of U.P. If you are to get over 
the backwardness of that State, you cannot 
have such a vast, extensive, unwieldy State as 
one unit. You will have to break it up. So also 
in the case of some other States like 
Maharashtra a»d Madhya Pradesh. This does 
not mean we are giving up the linguistic 
principle, still for administrative purposes you 
will have to break up a State speaking the 
same language into smaller States. 

So, we are now at a stage where the first 
phase is over and we are at the beginning of 
the second stage. 

SHRI AKBAR ALI KHAN :   That was 
the opinion of Sardar Panikkur. 

SHRI M. N. GOVINDAN NAIR: Might 
have been. He spoke only about U.P. I am 
speaking about other States also. So my point 
is that, at this stage, instead of rushing with 
this Bill, the Government could have waited 
and planned the whole thing in such a way 
that either Haryana and Delhi should have 
been made into one State or some more 
districts from U.P. could have been added on 
to them. But they were in a hurry. I said the 
situation at the time of the introduction of the 
Bill and the situation today are different. As 
such, the Government should not have rushed 
with this Bill. 

My second point is that it is a matter 
concerning 3 million people residing in Delhi 
including the Parliament Members. What is 
going to be the set-up in Delhi is a matter of 
personal interest to all the Members of 
Parliament because we are to reside here. The 
question is asked whether the capital of India 
can be left to the mercy of some people like 
Mr. Brahm Perkash or Kumari Shanta Vasisht 
or somebody else. 

SHRI AKBAR ALI KHAN : Or Mr. Gujral. 

SHRI M. N. GOVINDAN NAIR . . or Mr. 
Gujral or the great Mr. Khanna. The reason 
for denying a'democratic set-up to Delhi is 
that to look after the affairs of the capital, the 
Centre should have a greater say in the matter. 
This is the reason. Yesterday, while replying 
in the other House, our hon. Minister has 
categorically said that there would be no 
democratic set-up for Delhi. He gets strength 
from this position that the capital of India has 
to be looked after by the Centre. 

Now, Sir, I have been in Delhi for the last 
ten years, and during these ten years there was 
no democratic set-up, there was no Ministry. It 
was under the direct rule of the Home 
Ministry, and whatever organisation the Home 
Minister set-up was there to help him in the 
administration of Delhi. So we. the people 
residing in Delhi have had a good chance of 
understanding what would be the fate of the 
citizens in this city if it is directly under the 
rule of the Home Ministry. I want all my 
friwda 
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[Shri M. N. Govindan Nair.] sitting on that 
side and this side for a moment to forjet their 
poluical loyal.ies and think as citizens, merely 
as citizens residing in Delhi. Elementary 
things like water we do not get. Air, of course, 
we do get. But for water we have to depend on 
the Government and what has been our 
experience ? I know that an hon. Member of 
this House, comrade Sundarayya in the year 
1952 t>ot ill. TTure was widespread jaundice 
and what was the cause ? Sewage water and 
filtered water surreptitiously making love and 
contaminating the whole water supply and 
causing serious damage to the health of 
thousands of the people of Delhi. Comrade 
Sundarayya is alive today because of the 
miraculous advance of medical science in the 
Soviet Union. But I ask you, though a few 
people may succeed in going either to the 
Soviet Union or to the USA, for such 
treatment, what about the thousands of people, 
who had to die because of this ? It was in the 
year 1952. Very well. We could at least expect 
that it would not be repeated. The unfortunate 
part was that it was repeated year after year. 
But during these years under the Centre's 
administration, they have failed to guarantee 
even pure drinking water. We do not know 
when it will get contaminated. Any moment it 
may. And yet shamelessly they come and say, 
"We will look after this city." 

Then take the case of electricity. There also 
the AC and the DC currents come together 
and we do not know when they will come 
together and all the lights go off. 

What about transport ? What has been our 
fate ? The other day somebody was speaking 
about the D.T.U. "and explaining what that 
means. He said it meant "Don't Trust Us." One 
does not know when a bus would come. 
Members of Parliament have their own bus 
arrangement, or some of them may have their 
own conveyance and so they may not fully 
know about the difficulties of public transport. 
Some times they may have to wait for a bus 
for hours and hours before they get one. 

(Time bell rings) 

MR. CHAIRMAN : You are warming up, 
but your time is coming to a close. 

SHRI M. N. GOVINDAN NA!R : Sir, you 
have also been residing here all these years 
and you know all  about it. 

MR. CHAIRMAN : Then why do you tell 
all this ? 

SHRI  JA1SUKHLAL   HATH I:    Please 
say what to do about it. 

SHRI M. N. GOV NDAN NAIR: Please 
give me a few more minutes. Now, I will only 
say this. Let them at least put the numbers on 
the buses clearly. Let them ilso show the 
name of the place to which it goes.   Even in 
this they are indifferent 

SHRI JAISUKHLAL HATHI : You may 
move an amendment to the Bill. 

SHRI M. N. GOVINDAN NAIR : What is 
the use of moving any amendment ? As long 
as this is under the direct rub of the Centre,   
things  will   not   change  for  the 
better. 

SHRI G. MURAHARI : The Government 
itself must change. 

SHRI M. N. GOVINDAN NAIR : They 
claim all powers to themselves in order to 
look after the affairs of this city, the capital of 
India. That is why they want it to be directly 
under the Centre. But all these years we have 
bc>en directly under the administration of the 
Centre and this has been our sad experience. 

Coming to the question of law and order, ask 
hon. Members this question : How many of 
you are here whose houses have not been 
burgled ? Now, here is one vic-im that I know. 
Please forget your political bias and tell me or 
raise your hands So that I may know how 
many of you are here whose houses have not 
been burgled. Ts there any M.P.'s house in 
North or South Avenue which was spared by 
the burglars? (Interruption), The hon. Member 
there seems to be new, and so he does no* 
know. So this is the law and order situation in 
this city. 

SHRI B. K. P. SINHA (Bihar): What about 
the maintenance of the houses by the Ministry 
of Works and Housing ? 
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MR. CHAIRMAN : Mr. Govindan Nair, 
you have already taken twenty minutes. I 
wish you wind up now afier saying the 
essential things. 

SHRI M. N. GOVINDAN NAIR : I am a 
very slow speaker, Sir, and so I take a little 
more time. 

MR. CHAIRMAN : I know you put in 
less number of words than others in a 
minute. 

SHRI M. N. GOVINDAN NAIR : What 
about education ?   Every civilised Govern-
ment give maximum care for the education of 
their children.    Is it not a shame that wherever 
you go in Delhi you find that the schools are 
held in tents ?  The other day the hon. Minister 
said    that    there    is    a phased   programme  
for   school   buildings. Of course, buildings 
are coming up in Delhi but not school 
buildings, I know.    I have great  respect  for 
the competence  of  our ! Housing   Minister.    
When   you   return   to Delhi after one 
session, you find another big building has 
come up, a four-storeyed or five-storeyed 
building.     They  come up everywhere,   some   
in   semi-cir;ular   shape and some in circular 
shape and so on. All credit to him.     But  the  
schools  are  still run in tents. And what is the 
result of all this ?  Here is the story given by 
the Delhi parent-.eachers.   They say there is 
stagnation and large-scale failure of students, 
and over 68 per cent of the students fail in the 
stage from the 9th to the 11th class. That 
means that the percentage of failures comes up 
to nearly 70 per cent.    Is this not a shame that  
such  things should happen in this capital city 
of Delhi ?   So if any'hing has been clear 
during the last ten \ears, it is this, that as long 
as this is under the direct administration of the 
Centre, no improvement can be made.    So the 
question is whether this Bill contains anything 
which gives it a different set-up.    
Unfortunately, nothing of that kind is there and 
that kind is there and    that    is    why    we    
find    it difficult to support it and we oppose  
this Bill. 

SHRI SANTOKH SINGH (Delhi): Mr. 
Chairman, Sir, the Delhi Administration 
Bill, 1966 as passed by the Lok Sabha is 
now before us and obviously we are going 
to pass it. There is no power which can 
prevent that now. 

(Interruptions). 

MR. CHAIRMAN :  Order, order. 

SHRI SANTOKH SINGH :  Sir, I have 
never been a Chief Minister and .   .  . 

AN HON. MEMBER : You may be one. 

SHRI SANTOKH SINGH : I say I have 
never been the Chief Minister in any State; . . . 
nor shall J be because the Bill that has com; 
before us, i.e., the Delhi Administration Bill, 
says that there is no such thing as Delhi State 
and there is not going to he any Chief Minister 
and I can never be a Chief Minister in this 
State. So I am not going lo speak with ihe 
background of an ex-Chief Minister or a 
would-be Chief Minis:er, as was said—l read 
it in the papers—by somebody in the other 
House. 

KUMARI SHANTA VASISHT : It was 
very unbecoming of the Minister to have said 
that. 

SHRf SANTOKH SINGH : But as a ?>nmll 
scientist and as a small industrialist I would 
like to view the facts as they are. Sir. the 
pathetic story of this Bill has already been 
given by my hon. friend Kumari Shanta Vasisht 
and I would not take up the time of the House 
by again dwelling on that. From the dozen or 
two dozen meetings that we had—and I also 
attended them—I know that we always talked 
of a full-Hedged Assembly. The people of 
Delhi through their various organisations, 
through their political organisations and other 
representative bodies have always asked for a 
full-fledged Assembly for Delhi. They passed 
resolutions that they should have this 
Assembly today or tomorrow. During these 
meetings that we had with our own leaders, 
including Shri Mehr Chand Khanna, Shri 
Gujral, Shri Sham Nath, we all eight of us 
always talked of i full-fledged Assembly. It 
was always said o us that Delhi being the 
capital it was *nt possible to give us an 
Assembly al-hough we had the Assembly from 
1952 ~ to 1957, and it worked well. I am . 'd—
f was only a small Municipal Coun-;'lor then—
iha* thre was not a single xample when the 
Centre quarrelled with 'he Delhi Assembly 
people. It went on smoothly. 
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AN HON. MEMBER: Why did you lose it? 

SHRI SANTOKH SINGH : It was lost 
because your Parliament passed a legislation 
and the very same Parliament is again going to 
pass a law which is going to give us something 
much less than an Assembly. We talked of the 
Assembly every time but we were told that we 
will have the second best which might be very 
near the Assembly. We sal through these 
couple of dozen meetings and in the initial 
siages even our leaders including the Home 
Minister thought that perhaps there might be 
some via media by which financial powers 
could be vested in this Delhi Metropolitan 
Council. 1 must frankly say that in the later 
stages our leaders did say that Ihey had 
consulted everybody, consulted the law 
pundits—I am not a law pundit and 1 can't talk 
on those points; I can't even remember this 239 
and 239(a) or 245 or 246—and we were told 
that financial powers can never be vested in 
the Metropolitan Council. Right at that time 
some of us began to say that this Metropolitan 
Council Bill without the financial powers was 
not acceptable to us. We said it unequivocally 
and categorically. Then when the Bill was 
going to be introduced in the Lok Sabha we 
met the late lamented Prime Minister, l-;il 
Bahadur Shastri, and it was decided that the 
Bill be sent to the Joint Select Committee. It 
was sent with the hope—as we always hoped 
and though no doubt our leaders said that it 
was not possible to give any more powers we 
still hoped—that there might be some way 
whereby financial powers could be vested in 
the Metropolitan Council. And now the fact is, 
the Bill is before us without any financial 
powers; even the Executive Councillors will 
not be responsible to the Metropolitan Council 
and there are many other shortcomings in it. I 
have been watching for the last fifteen years 
and 1 would say that the people of Delhi are a 
sort of second rate citizens of India and they 
have not been enjoying the freedom although 
wc want to take that freedom to every home 
and to every village in the country. The Delhi 
people will remain as second rate citizens 
without a full-fledged Assembly. Without such 
an Assembly we cannot rule ourselves and we 
cannot meet the legitimate aspirations of our 
own people. I found myself absolutely helpless 
during- the 

ten years I was in the Municipal Committee 
and the Corporation and, Sir, in these four 
years I have passed in the Rajya Sabha I have 
found that I am unable to serve my own 
people. 1 respect my leaders; I am all for my 
own Government but, Sir, without a 
responsible Government where we have some 
say somewhere we sure unable to redress the 
grievances of our people. There are many 
examples, f <1\> not want to enter into the 
Haryana problem or the Greater Delhi 
problem. In these 500 sq. miles the standard of 
living of the Delhi people is said to be the 
highest ia the country today but it will not 
remain so. As a matter of fact our Master Plan 
is based on this that there should be no large-
scale, medium-scale or small-scale industries 
in Delhi; there is going to be no land set apart 
for industries in Delhi. Sir, I had a meeting 
with the Works Minister, Mr. Khanna in his 
office in Nirman Bhavan. Having only this 
beautiful Nirman Bhavan we cannot lake care 
of the entire 30 lakhs of people in Delhi. We 
cannot have factories in Nirman Bhavan. We 
discussed with Khannaji the other day about 
the 10,000 acres of land acquired for this pur-
pose and it was decided that we will meet a 
number of times to see what the problems are 
like, where the obnoxious industries are, 
where the less obnoxious industries are, how 
they are to be shifted, what to do and what not 
to do. If these thincs continue as they are, I say 
that the standard of living of the people of 
Delhi in another decade is going to be much 
Jess than in the other States of the country. We 
talk of sales tax; we talk of the distribution 
character but in the absence of industries we 
will be nowhere. Therefore I would urge this 
upon the Minister of State for Home Affairs 
who, as far as 1 have seen him in the last four 
years, is a constitutional pundit and is a great 
lawyer himself. He does want in his heart of 
hearts that something should be done for Delhi 
but. Sir, when once it is decided that as per 
239 or 239(a) we can give but we do not want 
to give an Assembly to the City of Delhi, there 
is no help, there is no remedy. I am very 
pained to see that it has become a question of 
prestige now. If you give an Assembly to 
Delhi now then the prestige of some people 
will be lowered; if you do not give then some 
people feel it. Jf the Bill is passed today I do 
not know what the consequences will 
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be. I do not want to enter into those things but 
I would urge upon the hon. Minister that since 
it has been the demand of the people of Delhi 
for the last 14 years that they should have a 
responsible Government, this legitimate 
demand of theirs should be met if not today, at 
least later. 1 would like that this Bill is 
withdrawn today; since financial powers could 
not be :given to this Metropolitan Council I 
would <uxge upon the Home Minister to 
withdraw this Bill today and maybe next year 
or still next year—I do not mind—you should 
see that the right thing is done at a right time. 

Thank you very much. 

 
[THE VICE CHAIRMAN  (SHRI M. P. BHAR-

GAVA) in the Chair] 
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« SHRI J. K. GUJRAL: Sir, you will agree 
with me that we have reason to be grateful 
that the atmosphere of discussion here has 
been cooler and calmer and of an examining 
type than it has been elsewhere and we are 
grateful that an atmosphere has been created 
wherein it is easier to examine the issues on 
their merit and come to conclusions. I do 
know that some talks have gone on and some 
friends have spoken with a great deal of 
emotion and surcharged emotion, telling us 
what democracy is and what democracy 
should stand for. To these things I will come 
later, but I would only like to submit that it is 
easier to get swayed by emotion, frustration, 
unfulfilled ambition and ego. These emotions 
generally blur the judgment. I submit that 
when we come to any conclusions about this 
Bill, we should not allow any of these to come 
in our way. 

Havingsaid that, I should like to submit ahat 
it would have been much easier for 

us and the Government if, from the very 
beginning, when the talks or negotiations— if 
1 may use '.hat word—with the Government 
were started, this motivation were clear. 
Unfortunately, the entitle history of these talks 
and negotiations was blurred by the fact that 
the basic motivations never came out. It took 
time for us to discover what the basic 
motivations were. It would have been easier 
for us if from the very beginning it had been 
stated that the aim wst to achieve Haryana 
Prant with merger of a part of Delhi. So, the 
talks were n mere camouflage. 

KU.MARI  SHANTA   VASISHT:   It  is 
wrong. 

SHRI  1. K.  GUJRAL :    This    is    not 
wrong.    When I proceed I will prove my 
point.     I   am not in  the habit,    in    this 
House,  of saying anything which I could not 
prove.  (Interruptions)  It is easier for my 
friend to  interrupt, but he will have to be 
patient.   I am sure he will come to the same 
conclusion as I have if he will recall the 
history of the talks.   I have with me the dates 
of the talks.   The talks wero held  about two 
dozen times.    They were on an even keel till    
the   announcement about the Punjabi Suba 
Committee came. The  moment  the 
announcement    by    thx Punjabi Suba 
Committee came, the talk & financial powers 
came up, the talk of em powering  the  Chief 
Executive  Councillo came  up,  the  
responsibility for educatioi came up.    I 
submit that I have no objection to examining 
the demand for greate Haryana also, but on its 
own merits.   Bu before I proceed to that. I 
would like t make  it  very clear that the  
demand  fc Greater Haryana is neither the 
demand c the people of Delhi, nor it has the 
baci ing  of  any  part  of  Haryana itself.     N< 
from  Haryana has a call emerged.    It only 
some,    who have had dreams,    hai stated 
this,  after the Punjabi Suba Con mittee  gave  
its  recommendations. 

KUMARI   SHANTA   VASISHT:   It 
wrong. 

SHRI  I.  K.  GUJRAL:   In  one of t 
Notes it is said : 

"Ancient legend has it that 'He w rules 
Delhi rules India'. Delhi has st rise and 
fall of many empires." 
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[Shri I. K. Gujral.] I think it is this    
approach    which    had blurred these talks and 
it is    this    which really put the talks which 
were going on, off the even keel. 

SHRI AKBAR ALI KHAN : Was there 
unanimity  on  the  Delhi   Assembly ? 

(Interruption) 

SHRI I. K. GUJRAL: I have quoted from 
the Note, which has been submitted lo the 
Punjabi Suba Committee by two very worthy 
friends representing Delhi. But this does not 
represent anybody else's view. There are some 
people who feel that PCC is the monopoly of 
some and only they have the authority to 
speak in the name of Delhi. This is most 
unfortunate, because those who have 
repeatedly pleaded 'for democracy should look 
within themselves, but I am not going into 
that, into Congress politics at all, because this 
Parliament is not the forum for discussion of 
these subjects. These subjects could be 
examined elsewhere. As I have said, this led 
to blurring the negotiations and talks. 

(Interruption) 

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRI M. P. 
BHARGAVA) : Mr. Murahari, please address 
the Chair. 

SHRI I. K. GUJRAL : These efforts led to 
clouding the issue and really unsettled the 
mind of the people here and did not allow 
them to take an objective view of the 
situation. 

Having talked about Haryana, I would like 
to submit that the fundamental point in our 
discussion today is that we have to start with 
the hypothesis that Delhi is the national 
capital. I hope Mr. Govindan Nair knows it 
and since Delhi has to bo the national capital   
.    .    . 

SHRI G. MURAHARI: Cannot you take it 
to Trivandrum ? 

SHRI I. K. GUJRAL : I do not mind it, but 
the point remains that as long as the national 
capital is there, the pol tics of Delhi or of the 
areas around, will have 

to be viewed from this fundamental point. 
You will recall that earlier in ;he century, the 
capital of India was in Calcutta and then it 
was moved from Calcutta. I am quoting from 
the Report of the States R»-organisation 
Commission. I would like to say here for the 
information of my friends what the SRC said : 

"... the desirability of excluding the seat of 
the Central Government from the jurisdiction 
of a Provincial Government was one of the 
main const-derations which led to the transfer 
of the Imperial capital from Calcutta in 1912. 
It was then considered essential that the 
Supreme Government should not be 
associated with any particular Provincial  
Government   .    .    ." 

Again,   they say ; 

" It is generally recognised', obsarv-ed the 
Government of India in their Despatch to 
the Secretary of S'a:e dated 25th August, 
1911, 'that the capital of a great Central 
Government should be separate and 
independent, and effect ha« been given to 
this principle in the.. .". 

This has been done in other parts of the 
world as well. That basic consideration still 
remains. 

SHRI  G. MURAHARI: What is that? 

SHRI 1. K. GUJRAL: This is the SRC's 
recommendation. Therefore, the basic po.nt 
remains that rf it is a national capital, any talk 
of taking either a part of it or the whole of it to 
be merged into Haryana or of Haryana being 
brought into Delhi, would be against the 
interests of the nation, against the interests of 
the national capital. This point has been 
conceded and in these reports and speeches, 
etc. it has been sometimes said. You can keep 
New Delhi as the capital city, but other 
portions may go out. It moans that, in 
principle, this point has been conceded. 
Having conceded this point, the only point 
which remains is the line of demarcation. In 
1956 this pica was put before the SRC, as to 
where the line between Delhi and New Delhi 
shi 
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be drawn and then this point was examined 
by the SRC. I quote again from the SRC. 

"From the point of view of law and 
order, the social life of the people, trade 
and commerce and common public utility 
services, old Delhi and New Delhi now 
constitute one integrated unit and it will 
be wholly unrealistic to draw a line 
between the two." 

I would not like to say more because this 
report has been given by three most  eminent 
citizens of the nation, and it will neither be 
good nor realistic nor honour- > able to try to 
go into those details again. Mr. Govindan 
Nair has been worried about the multiplicity 
of authority but what happens if you draw the 
line at Minto Bridge. 1 know that it does suit 
very much his party. (.Interruption) I do 
know that it very much suits both Mr. 
Govindan Nair and Mr. Murahari that such 
circumstances should prevail in the national 
capital. This would further their line of 
thinking. 

SHRI M. N. GOVINDAN NAIR : It la 
A revelation to us. 

SHRI I. K. GUJRAL: I do not like to .go 
further into this question. I am glad that 
sitting for ten years and living in Delhi the 
atmosphere has done good to him. Today he 
tries to preach to us what democracy should 
be. If working in the Parliament is not 
democracy, if sitting and enacting laws here 
for the people is not democracy, I do not 
know what he means by democracy. It is a 
basic fact recognised everywhere and I 
make the bold siate-ment that the Central 
Government cannot be a guest in its own 
capital. It cannot be possible that there 
should be two Governments working in the 
same place. On this, Sir, there are no two 
opinions between us also. We have always 
conceded this point. We have always 
believed that every effort must be made to 
improve and nothing should be done which 
can possibly jervnadise the interest of the 
nation or of the national capital. 

I now proceed to try to put before you 
that it is in the basic concept of the national   
capital   that  the  entire  structure 

has to be thought of and conceived. My 
friend, Mr. Govindan Nair, did well to 
pinpoint that the basic problems of this town 
arc c.vic. That transport is not satisfactory, I 
second him there; that much more should be 
done to improve power supply, there are no 
two opinions; that slums are a shame to this 
town, 1 think we all share it. It is very 
important that expeditious and good civic 
service should be available to everyone in the 
town. It is very necessary. Therefore, I submit 
and the S.R.C. again has said that the basic 
problem of this town is civic. Here I quote : 

"Municipal autonomy in the form of a 
Corporation which will prov.de greater 
local autonomy than is the case in some of 
the federal capitals is the right and in fact 
the only solution of the problem of Delhi 
State." 

Having said that, I ask my hon. Friend, the 
Home Minister, when the Corporation itself 
unanimously made a demand and forwarded it 
to him last year that the only way here is to 
make the Corporation more potent and to give 
them more powers and to make the Council 
more effective, why was it that the Home 
Minister did not concede that point ? At 
whose behest did the talks take a turn ? Why 
did the Home Minister once concede the 
point, and when negotiations were going on, 
why did the Home Minister change the line, 
on whose behest, on whose cajoling, on whose 
request ? Those who talk more in the name of 
democracy, it is they who are responsible for 
making, the Home Minister change his line. I 
accuse the Home Minister and the Home 
Ministry of showing a weak-kneed policy. 
They neither had the vision nor the concept 
nor the idea as to what they wanted Delhi to 
be. They acted under pressure. They reacted to 
situations. They went on drifting from one to 
the other till they came to this position, and 
the logical consequence of their weakness is 
now on them. 

AN HON. MEMBER : Under whose 
pressure ? 

SHRI I. K. GUJRAL : I would also like to 
know under whose pressure they are working 
now.    Is it under the pressure of 
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[Shri I. K. Gujiul.] those friends who in 
another place have said that there would be 
unrest fn Delhi ? Is it under the pressure of 
those who have said that life in Delhi will 
never get settled ? Is it under the pressure of 
those who in their statements have said "if 
such issues are not solved in time and are 
allowed to simmer, they are creating a 
volcanic 
situation" ? 

V 
SHRI G. MURAHARI: Whose speech he is 

quoting ? 

SHRI I. K. GUJRAL : I am quoting from 
the Punjabi Suba Committee report two 
worthy members of Delhi. I ask this question. 
This Bill is a part of the said scheme. Having 
said that, if the people did not want a Bill, if 
the people here were not anxious that such a 
Bill should come up, may I ask the Home 
Minister : did he put it before the Home 
Ministry Advisory Committee ? Was it passed 
? Was it approved ? Did everyone sign and put 
his thumb on it ? Having said that, J ask: when 
everyone in the Home Ministry Advisory 
Committee agreed to the clause by clause 
reading of the Bill, when the name of the Bill 
was changed from Territorial Council to 
Metropolitan Council, why does not the Home 
Minister tell us that those who gave approval 
are the very people who today think otherwise 
? 

Mention has been made here of their talk 
with the late Prime Minister who was warm-
hearted, and we all bow to him in reverence, 
great was the soul, great was the person, very 
considerate, very humane, always bowing 
before popular demands, wise or unwise, just 
or unjust, and in this particular case out of his 
humanism he went to the extreme extent. 
When some of us went to him requesting him 
that the Bill be referred to the Select 
Committee, we gave a solemn assurance—I 
would like to repeat to those who make 
mistatements because the honoured person is 
dead and there are other witnesses also—that 
in whatever shape it emerges from the Select 
Committee we shall accept it I would like to 
proceed further and say only one thing that 
some of us are being accused of many things. 
It is being felt as   if   this   Haryana   chapter   
has   been 

brought in by us. I shall ask the Government 
again and this is my third question and Mr. 
Hathi should reply: Did the Government make 
it clear from the beginning or did it not that 
the Central Government could not be a guest 
in its own capital ? Did the Government make 
it clear or did it not that the compulsions 
which were applicable when the S.R.C. report 
was given apply today also? Did they or did 
they not make it known when the negotiations 
were going on that because of the situation of 
its being the national capital an Assembly may 
not be possible ? If it was at all made clear, 
did the Government receive any protest 
against it ? If they received any protest against 
it, why they negotiated further ? If they did not 
receive any protest, then I would only say this 
thing that they have erred. If they have erred, 
they must pay for it. If they have not, they 
must clearly state what they have to say. 

A minute more and I finish. I would like to 
say this that it is a strange position; we are 
being painted as if myself and some of my 
friends have committed a sin. Our sin is only 
this that we have witnessed the birth of this 
child by consent. This Bill is a child by 
consent. In this the two parties were the 
Government and those who negotiated. When 
the 'child is born the delinquent parents accuse 
the witnesses of committing a sin. This only is 
our fault. 

Sir, I have stated    .    .    . 

SHRI B. K. P. SINHA : Is it a legitimate 
child ? 

SHRI I. K. GUJRAL:    I    said,    with 
consent. 

I would like to submit one point and sit 
down and that is that in the interest of the 
town every effort must be made to make the 
machinery of the civic administration more 
efficient and effective and I am glad the 
Government are going to do something for 
that; it is now desired that in the sphere of 
administration, public opinion is to be 
associated and this should be given. 

Thank you. 
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KUMARI SHANTA VASISHT : Sir, on a 
point of explanation. Charges have been made 
that because of the Suba demand this was put 
up. I have quoted from the PCC Resolution of 
May of more than one year ago when there 
was no question of Punjabi Suba and this 
matter was raised in August and in October; in 
all letters the matter of these financial powers 
was raised and in the Home Minister's 
Advisory Committee also this particular 
matter had been raised. So, it is very wrong on 
his part to say that this suddenly came up 
because of the Suba issue. And I say, their 
emotions come up because Punjabi Suba has 
been created much against the peoples' wishes 
and of Shri Gulzariial Nanda. 

SHRI I. K. GUJRAL :  Since she    has 
raised   .    .   . 

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRI M. P. 
BHARGAVA) : No, no. Shri Jagat Narain. 

SHRI I. K. GUJRAL : I would only like to 
reply to that. 

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRI M. P. 
BHARGAVA) : No, please. Shri Jagat 
Narain. 
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SHRI LOKAN.VTH MISRA : Are we ad-
journing for lunch ? 

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRI M. P. 
BHARGAVA) : We are sitting through lunch. 
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SHRI LOKANATH MISRA : The main 
point is this. We have specifically put it in the 
Directive Principles of our Constitution that 
the Government is charged— especially the 
Congress Party—with the duty of doing its 
best to do away with drinking. That is one of 
the Directive Principles lof our Constitution 
and now the hon. Member says here that he 
knows that some Ministers in this country are 
addicted to drink, I would like to know from 
him who they are. 

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRI M. P. 
BHARGAVA) :   Seek his private advice. 
Now, you have finished, Mr. Abid Ali ? 

SHRI ABID ALI : Y%, Sir. 

SHRI  BANKA  BEHARY DAS:     Mr. 
Vice-Chairman, despite the persuasive manner 
in which the hon. Minister moved his motion   
.   .    . 

SHRI ATAL BIHARI VAJPAYEE : He 
is always persuasive. 

SHRI BANKA BEHARY DAS : . . . he has 
left us unconvinced, especially after hearing 
some of the Members of the Treasury Benches 
who carried on a dialogue^—I will not say a 
controversy, with due respect to them. 

About the manner in which this Bill has 
been brought forward I would say it is nothing 
but the conspiracy of circumstances that has 
produced this Bill. Before analysing some of 
the provisions of this Bill I want to reply to 
one point that the hon. Minister raised. The 
only argument that he advanced was that he 
wants to give a sense of participation to the 
people of Delhi to administer their own 
affairs. He had no second argument to 
advance. Sir, if you scan through this Bill, will 
you say, or will any sensible person say, that a 
sense ol participation has been given to the 
citizens of Delhi ? Up till now according to 
the Constitution we are administering this 
Union Territory with the help of an 
Administrator and we know what the 
consequences are of this sort of admi-
nistration. And now to give a sense of 
participation to the people they are going to 
have a Metropolitan Council. And what is the 
status of this Council ? It is absolutely an 
advisory body, a body whose 
recommendations may not be accepted by the 
Executive Council which is not responsible to 
this Metropolitan Council but which is 
responsible to the President of India through 
the Home Ministry and even the 
recommendations of the Executive Council 
may not be accepted by the Government of 
India. So I want to know, when the Minister 
replies, wherein is that 
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sense of participation that he is going to yive 
to the citizens of Delhi. At every stage it is a 
question of recommendations; it is a question 
of functioning in an advisory capacity. Under 
these circumstances I do not think there is 
absolutely my merit in pushing through this 
Bill and the very manner in which this is being 
hustled through gives rise to the one and the 
only conclusion that there are certain 
motivations behind this Bill. If you go through 
the various measures you will find that on the 
question of governance of this Union Territory 
we have shifted our ground from one to the 
other. Delhi had a responsible Government 
earlier and we do not know the reasons why 
that was abolished. Now we are keeping it 
directly md we know what the consequences 
are. So I will say that this is not a Delhi 
Administration Bill but this is Delhi Mal-
administration Bill. Perhaps they think, the 
way the affairs of Delhi are managed, the way 
the criticism has been levelled against the 
Administration both here, and outside, the 
way the journalists are being manhandled in 
broad daylight in the streets of Delhi with the 
culprits not being found out, the manner in 
which water supply and other civic services 
are being managed, perhaps they want to have 
a buffer institution so that the shock of all 
ihese things could be absorbed; for absorbing 
this shock they want to have this advisory 
body called the Metropolitan Council. 

Sir, in this connection I want to refer to 
certain provisions in the Bill. Though the 
members of the Metropolitan Council will be 
elected by the citizens of Delhi, the Executive 
Council will be nominated by the President of 
India on the advice of the Home Ministry and 
this Executive Council will not be responsible 
to the Metropolitan Council. Even the recom-
mendations of the Executive Council will not 
be accepted, by the Government of India and 
even the Administrator who will preside over 
the Council has certain discretionary functions 
in respect of law and order and also about 
some other things. So the only argument of 
giving i sense of participation to the people of 
Delhi is lost in the whole process. I would 
therefore humbly submit this : let us not have  
a  duplicate  machinery    and    spend 

some money of the tax-payers of India; let us 
withdraw this measure. If you are not prepared 
to give taxing powers or financial powers to 
this body there is no use constituting such a 
Metropolitan Council. They already have a 
Corporation and it is better to give more 
powers to that ( orporation so that they can 
govern (his city better but if they really want 
the people of this Union Territory to have » 
sense of participation in the governance of 
their affairs they should give financial and 
other necessary powers to the Metropolitan 
Council. There cannot be any i ia media 
between these two. It will be better if the 
Minister, instead of taxing the people of India 
further for having another redundant Council, 
could give more powers to the Corporation. 
Or the other alternative for them is to give this 
Council a lot of powers, financial and other 
powers. If they are not prepared to do that 
there i, no use having this Metropolitan 
Council. 

In the end I would say that Delhi has been a 
showpiece. Whoever comes from any corner 
of India or from outside comes to know how 
the administration is being run directly by the 
Government of India and perhaps that is why 
they want to have a buffer institution so that 
they can say they are not directly responsible 
for all this maladministration that is going on 
here; they will say that this Council is res-
ponsible. Sir, therefore I oppose this Bill and I 
would humbly request the Minister that if he 
wants really to give a senso of participation to 
the people of Delhi then he should give more 
powers to the Council; otherwise it is better 
that he withdraws this Bill. 

SHRI CHITTA BASU (West Bengal) : 
Sir. of late a trend is being noticed of the 
Government wanting to take more control of 
autonomy and autonomous bodies from the 
people. This is discernible not only in the case 
of this Bill but if you look round the country 
you will find that this tendency is becoming 
more and more pronounced and somewhat 
gaining strength. That the Government is 
taking control of such autonomous bodies will 
be evident from certain legislations enacted so 
far. I would say that the Government tries to 
acquire control  in the    academic    sphere 
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[Shri China Basu.] also; in the field of civic 
administration also we have seen they are 
taking over more control, as will be seen from 
the proposal of forming a metropolitan autho-
rity for the Calcutta Corporation. This I am 
referring to only to drive home to you that the 
Government is more and more bent upon 
taking away the democratic rights of the 
people. It is in this background that I want to 
view this Delhi Administration Bill which is 
now before the House because a Bill of this 
nature is very very dangerous. It is dangerous 
because it takes away certain democratic 
rights and the legitimate hopes and aspirations 
of the people. You know, Sir, that the people 
of Delhi have been aspiring for a full-fledged 
State legislature and through that State 
legislature they want to govern their own 
affairs and they want to run their own 
administration. They want to have a 
responsible Ministry so that the people may 
have their own right to govern themselves but 
if you look at this Bill you will find that the 
fundamental right of the people of managing 
their own affairs has been taken away in many 
places. If that is so, how is it expected that the 
frill can be supported by people who have go! 
even an iota of democratic .sense ? 

2   I'.M. 
Sir, you know thai the Government might 
have said that because Delhi is the seat of the 
Central Government, there cannot be any other 
Government here. But you know there are 
many countries where the seat of the Federal 
Government enjoys the same rights as existing 
in other parts of the countries. Therefore, Sir, 
to me it is not convincing that because Delhi is 
the seat of the Central Government, the people 
of Delhi, the citizens of Delhi, will be 
deprived of their democratic rights of 
governing themselves. They say that because 
of the Constitution they cannot offer the 
people of Delhi those democratic rights. I 
know there are limitations in the present 
Constitution but wo also know that the 
Constitution has been changed and amended 
many a time and this has been possible. The 
Government has amended the Constitution 
whenever it has suited it. But when an 
amendment is sought in the interest of 3 
million peo- 

ple of Delhi, they say it cannot be don.' 
because the Constitution cannot be amended. 
Now that Punjabi Suba is going to be formed, 
it has become necessary to amend the 
Constitution. Then why should it not be 
amended to offer the people of Delhi their 
democratic right to govern themselves ? This 
is the fundamental background on the basis of 
which I want to discuss  this, Bill. 

Sir, if you look at the various provision*, 
you will find that in different places and on 
different occasions these democratic rights of 
the people have been taken away. Let us see 
the objects of the Bill The object of the Bill is 
to provide for n larger measure of association 
for the representatives of the people of Delhi. 
The Minister agrees that the fullest measure of 
pax ticipation for the people of Delhi has not 
been ensured in this Bill. They say that 
association has been limited in the past and 
they want to broaden it a little more; they want 
to offer them a larger measure of association. 
The object of this Bill itself says that this Bill 
does not aim at ensuring complete and full 
participation of the people of Delhi in the 
governance of  their  own   affairs. 

Then, Sir, it is wholly undemocratic because 
the Metropolitan Council which is proposed to 
be formed out of this Bill has got no power of 
legislation. What has such a Metropolitan 
Council to do ? Ihosands of rupees will be 
spent only on unnecessarily continuing 
debates, debates and debates; they will be 
debating and debating endlessly and 
producing nothing for the people whom they 
represent. Members of the Metropolitan 
Council will be elected on the basis of adult 
franchise; they will remain accountable to 
iheir electorate but they cannot discharge their 
responsibilities to the electorate because they 
have nothing to do except to debate and 
debate fruitlessly and endlessly. Therefore 
these elected member? of the Metropolitan 
Council will be deprived of their right to serve 
their electorate and associate themselves with 
the hopes and aspi rations of the people on 
whose vote they are elected. 

Then,   Sir,  the    Executive    Councillors 
who are going to be appointed will    not 
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remain responsible lo this Metropolitan 
Council. They will be in office so long as they 
enjoy the pleasure of the President, i.e. the 
appointing authority. What will the members 
of the Metropolitan Council do while the 
Executive Councillors do not execute the 
things which they want io get executed in the 
interest of the people and the electorate ? Sir, I 
feel that these Executive Councillors' posts 
have been created only to shower favours on 
some persons whom the people may not like. 
Therefore you will find how undemocratic it 
is. 

Then, Sir, how will the business of the 
Metropolitan Council be conducted ? Of 
course there is a provision that the rules of 
procedure will be evolved finally by the 
Metropolitan Council but pending thai it is the 
Administrator who will frame the laws, frame 
the rules of procedure, of course with the 
consent of the President, 'therefore I think 
during this pendency a member of the 
Metropolitan Council may not be allowed to 
raise a question which may be found 
inconvenient to the Administrator, 
inconvenient to the Executive Councillors and 
inconvenient to the Government, because the 
pleasure of the President will be sought 
through the Home Ministry, the Government 
of India. Therefore these members are not 
going to enjoy their rights and privileges as 
elected members. Is it not undemocratic? Is it 
not a mockery of democracy ? Therefore, Sir, 
I strongly oppose this measure. 

In the end I would like to draw your 
attention to the fact that this. Delhi 
Administration, as my hon. friend was saying, 
has already become a maladministration and 
this Dill seeks not to remove that 
maladministration but rather to perpetuate it. 
The multiplicity of administrative agencies has 
not been reduced and there will be no co-
ordination among the different agencies as 
existing at present. Therefore in my opinion 
the present Bill does not only deprive the 
people of Delhi their democratic rights of 
having a full-fledged Legislature and 
responsible Ministry but also fails to ensure 
civic amenities to them. Therefore, I oppose 
this Bill and urge upon the Members of this 
House, on whom rests the responsibility of 
defending and protecting democratic rights, to 
see that the Bill is withdrawn. 

SHRI P. N. SAPRU : Mr. Vice Chair man, ] 
think Mr. Hathi has very carefully defined the 
scope and the object of this measure. He has 
told us that the proposal that be has put 
forward is not one for the creation of a 
Legislature in Delhi, From his speech it is 
clear that this Metropolitan Council will be a 
purely advisory body. Now, you will 
remember that the SRC in their Report pointed 
out that metropolitan cities had to be treated 
differently from other cities in the country. 
They pointed out that London, Paris, 
Washington and Canberra bad no Legislatures 
corresponding to our Slate Legislatures. I 
think the SRC was right only up to a point. 
They were right in so far as Washington and 
Canberra were concerned. The distinction, if 
true, about London, Paris and Tokyo, I think, 
is a little too far-fetched London has a County 
Council. The people of London vote for the 
British Parliament, just in the same manner as 
in other constituencies. Similar is the case 
with Paris, I am not sine that the case with 
Tokyo is different. But there is no denying the 
fact that metropolitan cities have to be treated 
somewhat differently from other States. The 
fact that Delhi is a metropolitan city makes it 
necessary that the Central Government should 
exercise some measure of control over the 
governance of Hie city. Wc have got 
diplomatic representatives here and certainly 
the respon sibility for law and order is a heavy 
responsibility in a city like Delhi. 1 am not, 
therefore, disposed to quarrel with the 
Government for treating Delhi somewhat 
differently. There is no doubt that this Bill will 
not interfere with the Municipal Corporation 
Act as it exists, but what I want to say is this. 
The Metropolitan Council may be a purely 
advisory body Mr. Hathi emphasised it. It will 
have all the paraphernalia of a Legislature. 
Now, experience shows that it is not desirable 
to have a large body, which has no respon-
sibility. What they will do is to encourage 
irresponsible criticism in the Metropolitan 
Council. Of course, they will have a few 
members drawn from among themselves as 
members of the Executive Council, but their 
responsibility will not be to the Metropolitan 
Councfl. Their responsibility will be to the 
Chief Administrator. Now, I supported, when 
the SRC Bill was here before us, that Part 'C* 
States should be absolutely done 
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[Shri P. N. Sapru.] away with. 1 am 
wondering whether I was right in the view 
that I took then. I think that part 'C States did 
serve, in some cases, a good purpose and it is 
my view that perhaps it would have been 
better if Government bad gone so far as lp 
introduce what 1 would call an element of 
dualism or diarchy in the administration of 
Delhi. 

Having said this, let me point out that it is 
not an inconsiderable gain for the people of 
Delhi to have, in future, Executive Councillors, 
who will be drawn from their own sources. 
True, the Executive Councillors will not be 
responsible to the Metropolitan Council, which 
will only be an advisory body but there will be 
a close tie between them and the Metropolitan 
Council, inasmuch as they will be drawn from 
the same sources. Now, you know that in 
Switzerland the executive is the servant of the 
Legislature. The executive is drawn by the 
method of proportional representation from the 
legislative source. It functions for a fixed 
period of years. They are elected on that basis 
of proportional representation. Of course there 
is referendum. I am not going into the question 
whether you can have in this country the 
referendum or the initiative or lie recall. But I 
think it is possible to give some authority 
howsoever limited to the Metropolitan Council 
so as to encourage a sense of responsibility in 
this Metropolitan Council. This is my single 
criticism. I know it was difficult to frame it 
because of the special character of Delhi as a 
metropolitan city. I know that Mr. Hathi and 
Mr. Nanda had no easy task. I can understand 
the disappointment of the people of Delhi, but 
they should also remember that they have this 
advantage over the people of other cities in this 
country that they have the capital of India 
situated in Delhi'. For having that capital they 
have to pay a certain penalty. All that the Bill 
does is to make them pay that penalty. Let me 
add however that it is possible to go a little 
further and vest some power howsoever limited 
in the Metropolitan Council. Having said this, 
let me emphasize that it is not desirable to 
make the Metropolitan Council a purely 
advisory body. 

Thank you. 

SHRI JA1SUKHLAL HATHI: Mr. Vice-
Chairman, I am grateful to all the Members 
who have participated in the debate for 
mak.ng some suggestions but more so for 
keeping the level of the debate very high and 
very sober. As I said before at the time of 
moving the motion, this is a House of elders. 
It has always been considerate. It has always 
shown sobriety and this is another occasion 
again where I find that whatever may be the 
d.fferences of opinion between Members, no 
heat was generated and we all behaved in a 
dignified manner which we have done all 
these years. 

Sir, I owe a duty to the Members of Delhi 
specially to reply to the various points raised 
by them. Not that I do not attach importance 
to other Members. To them also I attach equal 
importance, but because this is a Bill on Delhi 
othw Members would pardon me if 1 attached 
less time to them and more time to friends 
from Delhi. 

Kumari Shanta Vasisht made certain 
observations. I may tell her and Shri Santokh 
Singh that there is no question of prestige at 
all. It is not that the Government has a rigid 
attitude and that because of this rigid attitude 
we do not want to give more power to the 
Metropolitan Council. I may also say that 
nobody has viewed this measure with any 
partisan spirit. There is no question of 
favouring some or patronising some or killing 
anybody. There was no idea whatsoever of 
killing a dog or any animal or any organi-
sation or any human being; not even was there 
the faintest intention to wound the feeling or 
harm the feeling of anybody. If I may say so, 
in our anxiety to accommodate the views of 
various sections from the representatives of 
Delhi we have discussed this matter to an 
extent which made Shri Abid AH say that it 
was a weak-kneed policy. It was not a weak-
kneed policy but it was an anxiety to 
accommodate the views of different members, 
different sections, and we wanted to evolve a 
pattern which might be acceptable. 

Shri Gujral had asked me a question, and a 
right question, whether this Bill was placed 
before the Advisory Committee.    It was 
placed and all those who 
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had spoken ditl give their views and agree to 
the scheme. The only suggestions which were 
made at that meeting were, I have got them, 
that the number of Lok Sabha seats should be 
increased from 5 to 7, the number of elected 
seats in the Metropolitan Council should be 
increased from 40 to 42 and simultaneous 
membership of the Corporation and the 
Metropolitan Council should be barred. I may 
also say that the question whether there should 
be a Legislative Assembly or not had been 
made clear and very clear at every discussion 
every time. There was no question of a 
Legislative Assembly. Kumari Shanta Vasisht 
told us that the Prime Minister had 'promised, 
the late Prime Minister Shri Jawaharlal Nehru, 
that Delhi would be given something better. I 
have read what he had said. This was in con-
nection with the Bill to amend article 239 of 
the Constitution which came up before the 
House, and when the Members from Delhi 
wanted that article 239A should not only be 
applied to ihe Union Territories of Himachal 
Pradesh, Manipur, Tripura and Goa, Daman 
and Din, but also Delhi. It was at that time that 
he said, quoting all the reasons which Shri 
Gujral has just said from the S.R.C. report and 
other things, that he did not want Delhi to be 
put along with the rest, He also said that he 
was not satisfied with the arrangement in 
Delhi, and this is a fact. Even the S.R.C. was 
not satisfied with the way in which the Delhi 
Administration functioned. Even the 
Corporation that functioned, I mean the 
Municipality, did not function well, and the 
S.R.C. had even suggested that there should be 
a Corporation. But there was a suggestion that 
more powers should be given to the 
Corporation. 

KUMARI SHANTA VASISHr: Pandit 
Nehru gave an assurance in 1961    .    .    . 

SHRI JAISUKHLAL HATHI : I do not 
know what better thing than a Legislative 
Assembly and Statehood the representatives 
of Delhi would have wished. If they had 
understood that Delhi was to be given 
something more than Bombay, Madras or 
Calcutta, something better than a Legislative 
Assembly and a Council of Ministers, if that 
was the interpretation, I do not know what 
they wanted, or what was in their mind. 

Today they would be satisfied with 
financial powers if the Metropolitan Council 
is given financial powers, they think that is 
something. They also would like it and I do 
not at all find fault with them because 
everybody would like to be a Member of an 
Assembly, they would like so be a Deputy 
Minister, he would like to be a Minister.   
There is nothing wrong. 

KUMARI SHANTA VASISHT: Or an 
Executive Councillor. 

SHRI JAISUKHLAL HATHI: Or an 
Executive Councilor. There is nothing wrong 
in it. I perfectly agree that these are the 
ambitions and they would like to be so. But 
about what at that time Panditji said—that he 
wanted to give something better—I may 
disillusion them. If they had understood that 
he was going to give something more than a 
Legislative Assembly and a Council of 
Ministers, that was not the intention. 

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRI M. P. 
BHARGAVA) : If you would agree, Mr. 
Hathi, let the Finance Minister make a 
statement. 

STATEMENT RE THE ADVERSE 
REMARKS AGAINST A SECRETARY 

TO THE GOVERNMENT IN THE 50TH 
REPORT OF THE PUBLIC ACCOUNTS 

COMMITTEE 

THE MINISTER OF FINANCE (SHRI 
SACHINDRA CHAUDHURI) : Sir, I have 
been told to make a statement on certain 
matters contained in the 50th Report of the 
Public Accounts Committee and I am making 
the statement now. 

\t pages 51 to 106, Chapter IV, the Fiftieth 
Report of the Public Accounts Committee has 
considered barter deals with and by Iron and 
Steel Control, with particular reference to 
cases in which Bank guarantee amounts due 
to Government were not forfeited. The 
conclusions of the Sub-Committee are to be 
found at page 105, paragraph 4.165 and 4.166. 
The recommendations are at page 106, para-
graph 4.167, 4.168 and 4.169.   Under the 


