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Support Price fxed for raw cotton

@2268-A. SHRI DEORAO PATIL: Will
the Minister of INDUSTRY be pleased to
state:

(a) what is the support price fixed for raw
cotton for the year 1978-79; and

(b) what is the support price for raw
cotton fixed by the Maharashtra Government
under the Monopoly Cot ton Procurment
Scheme for the same Year?

THE MINISTER OF STATE IN THE
MINISTRY OF INDUSTRY (KUMARI
ABHA MAITI); (a) The matter is under
consideration.

(b) The matter primarily relates to
Government of Maharashtra and information
called for from them has not so far been
received.

STATEMENT BY THE PRIME
MINISTER RE. RESOLUTION
ADOPTED BY THE RAJYA SABHA FOR
APPOINTMENT OF A COMMITTEE OR

ALTERNATIVELY TWO SEPARATE

COMMISSIONS OF INQUIRY TO
INQUIRE INTO ALLEGATIONS OF
CORRUPTION MADE AGAINST
MEMBERS OF FAMILIES OF THE
PRIME MINISTER AND THE FORMER
HOME MINISTER

SHRI YOGENDRA MAKWANA: Sir, I
am on a point of order. It pertains to the mass
killings of Harijans everywhere, throughout
the country. I have given a notice for special
mention. This is a vital issue. I am going to
stage dharna here. (Interruptions) All right, I
will raise it later.

MR. CHAIRMAN: Before the Question
Hour started the Members wanted that the
Prime Minister instead of making the
statement at 5.00 P.M., should make it now. I
it not? So, he will make a statement now. 1
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will request him to make a statement and
since he has got some work, he will make the
statement and then he will leave the House.

THE PRIME MINISTER  (SHRI
MORARIJI R. DESAI): Mr. Chairman, Sir,
Government has given careful and anxious
consideration to the Resolution adopted by
this House on the 10th August, 1978. The
Resolution related to certain charges of
corruption alleged to have been made and
called upon the Government either to seek
forthwith the guidance and advice from a
Committee of fifteen members of the Rajya
Sabha to be appointed by the Chairman for
appropriate and necessary action to be taken
on the allegations or straightaway appoint two
separate Commissions, under the
Commissions of Inquiry Act, 1952.

Any Resolution of th, House is entitled to
the greatest respect from the Government, but
a Resolution is essentially recommendatory
in nature

Having regard to the fact that no specific
instances of corruption have been referred to
in the Resolution, Government do not
consider that it would be justified in
appointing Commissions of Inquiry which
can only be set up for making an enquiry into
any definite matter of a public importance.

For the same reason Government do not
consider it appropriate to adept the
alternative course of action suggested in the
Resolution, namely, to seek the guidance and
advice of a Committee to be appointed by the
Chairman.

Let me, however, make it clear that my
Government yields to none in its desire to
maintain the highest standards of purity in the
administration, and would not allow any
allegation of corruption to survive which may
sully its image. So, even while regretting its
inability to accept either of the two
recommendations contain-
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ed in the Resolution in the event of any
specific charges of corruption in the context
of the Resolution being made to it in writing
by any hon. Member since my Government
took office, Government proposes to refer the
same to the Chief Justice of India for being
examined by him.

SOME HON. MEMBERS: Shame, shame.

SHRI BUDDHA PRIYA MAURYA
(Andhra Pradesh): Sir, I am on a point of
order. Let my leader speak. Then I am here
on a point of order.

favsr & Jar (v Fwenafa
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1095 R, S—T.
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[+ WA qrErEE )

A ar ars F¢ faar 2 fr ag fosagedr
fooiteque & | @GFTe TEET AA
¥ fau dure wdi &1 7w 7 a1 faeme
7Ei & At s e IR wFTHIEE
fay & sif s & orw fam & sofem
IR WFVTET FET KT RA0wT Aq7H
¥ 57 q€ g eafswm @ 909 Srow
HICH TATA2EY & A9 A4 WIT TR
W 1% wferw & qra a9 & ) sA
GFENIET F IR FIALY ...

(Interruptions) afes wanre &1
319, 4T § I F7E wiwey 4@ 7 4
faT @781 39 IAFT AT & AU aeT
T & | WAL ;T g g A AY A
Fr a1 faq gw @t www o afEw
T e Az faa ¥ frogw oA 3% 2
afea e 7@ w41 gw arw
F0F FAT T, THEY A7 F7 F97 497 |
it v g fag B At e w1 a7
7w & fv 92 Sema & warfas |
for gaat Wyt oy oy 81 et wna
WIA SR § gW , AAAHE woA
=T & G AT A7} frdrrdy g vk
g WA AEN | 7 Ard FEr Ao |
st wifes & & ar fd e sveos
AF7 & 48 W a9 | § qg AvEAT B
fF =0 2190 & 9t Fae Ofaww 2
g A1 91T | A1 FaE e 7 )
WY ZSH F qdz ¥, wfes wdi &
wifew wg W ard) o wan g
forad s ¥ wdz § 1 ot 2@ @iw
AT F T FET T Ty T T T
ST & 1 W AT wafa fF wrew
FCAT | TAAH ¥ Ay s fow
wer fomm, @ gw wraw ) w@AAz
FT FTH GUF-A7F &1 T4y & 7 A7 g w©
g amwa w® E frogw Ay fagw wo,
gaa oA % fray gayer 1w &1 w,
g e Ay wf wieau § | Teerd
A9 FT WA 7T &1 047 | g A Wrdy

[ RAJYA SABHA ]

Minister and former
Home Minister
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Gaer a9 & @12 5T ag graw amE |
AT WA HEAT AT AW, WO
GEA F AT A Avaea Ardr avawir
f& @i ot n # & 39 fagg 7 ogw
AW 1 37 FAT Afen | ww T
ag ¥ | gafae & ga § f& o1 10
ATEE T qETE qF FHT AT G A0
FT 95GT9 &, ®E qEA(T F1 WE F
e a TE & | T TH qET w1 wEAT §
FewmuE & & 1 7 ag wwar
qdfwr & A Fww qf F1 &
astaw (wg) méi 1 8, 7 drodfroméc
(wm) #1 &, 7 Hrodfromis w1 & W7
7 iffadea wr &1 ag et ol w0
s A4 2, fawt safag &y weara @l
# 4% ®WIA FT gEA74 g | A WEA!
1T AT IT ST W qgHeA] A FTHATT
Z1 ST 1 F1H HH Fowy | SE TCEN
a2 § s gard adw @, sl wid
Fal o 43 gu & i gn gl 77 43
30 & WU ST # oaw wrT A1 gEl
ATAT FE AT | TERT FIAR @A
# zafaq & 77 @ g fs wio afsg
g1 ;9 ey fawfae | & g7 o
¥ Wgwa &1 aFar g, WO JEdi B AT
FEFAT § , § worrd 790 F avg
wFTHIEE &7 #Far § w17 & ag @
T TE@ar g atwa § wfr 7@ g
fa 1w @y S ey ardr § @7 9
7@ | A W g | W fegeaa
srErs ¥ § WT IHRAT &1 ard
F7d § | TATRAT T qA1% 4Z FIAULE
TE E WAL qZ IT AT AT qH-
aa Fraw g1 ou, § gz 6@ o g
# fan Qoo i £ 1 o e difan )
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#owrasT g 2491 § @ wvewr o
hAAT ET A(fRT | T o Frw wwA
% E4 | wF T #fE0 ) mT Faraw
Az A0 wdy av wrfad gar dsttad
21 3 | TAw1 &% I3 faar sy ?
ZHOATC AT T HIO, WS AT a7 F HIW,
T ZTIA AT T 72T | Aqa e 771 faq
g sra fmar s sy @ 27 8
TE WMF £ ) gF saw ufafwoz gva
5 aw &7 5w oF g an fam 5
geard frauedt & A1 gn gaE1 wrad
w faw &mv w8 £ 77 ey A
fawrar | w3 AEE 2H T oGFAA
& TAET WT WEAH FIA O AT wTEAv
fagraa &, ag s qifsw | gaw
A7 F@ qar Fifge 7 G407 | arqr
130T A3 F19AT | T A9T AF7 FAT
FET | ®NY AT AT AAT | AHA AT
FOONA AATT A7 & fF o gr @ & 1
Gdy ardi W ogw FwrE fremedt Far
fr #@ a7 g 21 @1 3% €, # ar
TRl gEg A fF wpew o aE
aar & fo wzg Fwdi & FRE e,
"qTT FHAIIN | FHE M@ g wvEre
Zag wewta o, <7 wfeaw %73, fow <
F1 gw =rza # fa aw9 sira s aeens
Tzt &1 wra difso wvEre 9@ ST
A8 xg fam 5 zo%1 39 #0d 7)
T W FE A W E, AT gw an
i {5 v woar Arfed | avag waE
1 IBE FCT | AT AT AFAIT TAA
A AE F | AT ATT FF wAw
wq AN A fraee w1 e aga wlew
# 1 zafae st 52 favg wrawe a0
AT w7 E fF ST e F weA
qrar frar § gawt dex faeg W w9
AT AT R VA FUF FT HTLIA
s &1 fam §% #t= =T gu o
wrean famrfaa ) gud ooy faege
FIFZ AA1Z 41 & (% oposT #341 aqr9
7 F1% T 737 amwar | "yT geErT
FoAET A% 1 WT A FAT E
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wore gy v fa=fera g ar s aa
<terar, Afews g1 s 1w AT A
aEEF g ¥ 13 A gAE g om
FHET FA10 | wEf 7w f2m g SwvhaT
a1 377 3 & T aw gwwt wens & w7
AT TG, W AW AF THE]
F1 f=orw |argr | foms snfa s
1 A1T F§ 77 & Agy a1 sArfa amiF F
d FT RN | FATLT AR TIA T AWTAAIG
wen W17 AT §B FF FFG £, 72 Al
wd g g, w7 faare g w3 mA A
A% & | waEa g & AT saey W
T qrET F wrd F ) AT w1 W6 8
I /G T FF ¢ AANT AZ WHL A
#ra g, g faer mdY &1 < 7d 2
qg AT IR FT AVA(T FOWOEAT
AN M7 AT WAAT A%en A9 |
wd St fqaws w7 91 28 § a7 G5
R eI OREAE L EAC T A
ag ang faean @) for & 907 13
T |

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA (West Bengal): Sir, a
whole number of issues have now arisen as a result
of what has been happening since August 10, 1978.
We adopted a Resolution in this House. In our
view, and we maintain it, the Resolution was abso-
lutely mandatory—mandatory, if I may say so, in a
moral, legal, constitutional sense, for the Chairman
of the House; mandatory for the Government. At
no place in the Resolution is the word
'recommendation' used. Do I understand that the
House, while adopting the Resolution, did not
know the difference between 'recommendation’ and
the words 'calls upon'? Sir,, if the House wanted to
recommend rather than give a mandate, it should
have in its wisdom used the word
'recommendation', as is done in similar cases.
Deliberately, discreetly and in public interest, the
word 'recommendation' has been avoided in the
Resolution of August 10, 1978. It is no use the
Government or any other authority indulge in
semantics and
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[Shri Bhupesh Gupta] arguments that the
resolution is recommendatory. If you look to
the records of this Parliament, of the House
of Commons, other Parliaments and even of
the United Nations, you will find that when
the words "calls upon" are used, it is taken as
a direction and as a mandate. Here in this
case, the Government has put its own
interpretation of it and has sought, in clear
defiance of the wishes of the House, the
conventions, the customs, the practices and
the usages not only in our municipal law but
in the international law, to impose its own
interpretation and definition on the House.
This is adding insult to injury.

So, in so far as the attitude of the
Government is concerned, the stand that has
been taken by the Government is concerned,
all I can say is that it will make August 24,
1978 a black day in the annals of the Republic
and Parliament. Sir, we have passed through
the corridor of time, we have established our
traditions, our conventions and we have
evolved a system under a written Constitution
and enlivened it all along the way by
conventions and practices created by these
two Houses. Can you, Sir, cite once single
xample from the records of this House
during the last 28 years when a resolution of
this kind has been defied, ignored and
disrespected by the Government as is being
done in the present case?

We are told that the present Government
believes in Parliamentary democracy, that
they are trying to restore democratic norms
and principles and that the are trying to dis-
mantle many of the evil things of the
Emergency. Today we have a cynical
exhibition of imposing an authoritarian stand
on the House, and the Government wants to
get away with it. Sir, we protest against it. |
hav no language for it.

I entirely associate myself with the
sentiments and views and sentimental
platitudes expressed by Shri Kamlapathi
Tripathi and Shri Bhola Paswan Shastri.
Every syllable of
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what they have said would be vindicated by
the history, the Parliamentary practice and all
that we have followed. I need not try to
improve upon it.

Sir, this is calculated defiance. The
Government is ready to place the matter in
the hands of the Chief Justice of India. I hav,
nothing to say on this subject at the moment.

SHRI PILOO MODY (Gujarat): Why not?

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA; But the
Government is not prepared to entrust it to a
committee of the House.

SHRI PILOO MODY: Not now, never,
never in your hands.

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: I should like to
know in which country this attitude would be
tolerated. Would this be tolerated in the
House of Commons which you take it to be
your guide? I do not take it. Would it be
tolerated if the British Prime Minister got up
in the House and said, "I would not go to a
committee of the House; rather I would go to
the Chief Justice or a Justice?" Never would
it be tolerated. Sir, it would be a shocking
statement for the British public. We are
supposed to have, in man ways, a better and
stronger democracy with more vitality. Is it
not then an outrage on our dignity, on our
honour, on our tradition and particularly on
the House?

SHRI PILOO MODY; To hell with your
honour. Hypocrites.

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: Why, Sir, are
we not trusted?

SHRI PILOO MODY: Hypocrites;
santimonious humbugs. (Interruptions)

SHRI KALP NATH RAI (Uttar Pradesh):
This Piloo Mody always sits and speaks
nonsense. (Interruptions)

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA; Suppose, Sir,
this resolution...

SHRI KALP NATH RAI Sir, you
ask him to stand (Interruptions)
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SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: Suppose this
resolution had been passed by the Lok Sabha.
Except for financial bills and other matters,
we are of equal status. Suppose it had been
pass. ed by the Lok. Sabha. What would have
been the position of the Council of Ministers,
which is responsible under the Constitution to
the Lok Sabha? Sir, it is no use trying to bring
a Constitutional amendment and then
deliberately defying the House. {In-
terruptions) The Government takes cover...

SHRI PILOO MODY; Hypocrites.

SHRI BHUPESH  GUPTA:  The
Government is evidently taking cover under
the Constitutional provisions that the Council
of Ministers is not responsible to this House.
That advantage they are taking. Had it not
been so, the Government would have been
liable to resignation today in this House? It
would have had no right to exist. But today it
is takjng this Constitutional cover. But what
about the moral cover? Is there any moral
cover? They are completely denuded...

SHRI PILOO MODY: How about you?
What moral right do you have?

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA:... completely
exposed. This is what is happening. Sir, I do
not wish to say very much. We were
anticipating this thing on the part of the
Government. But the country will know that
thi; Government believes in double talk. This
is what they will know. They talk of de-
mocracy but insult and humiliate the word of
the Houses of Parliament. We have been
denigrated today. The will of the Council of
Ministers, or the Cabinet consisting of a
handful of people, has prevailed over the will
or the word of the two Houses of Parliament.
This is what it amounts to. We are not going
to tolerate it. We will not be a party to it.

Now, coming to you, Sir, we are conscious
that the Chairman of the Rajya Sabha
occupies the Chair be-
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cause of the fact that he is the Vice-President
of India; ex-officio he is the Chairman. His
position is not that of the Speaker. Had it
been so, Sir, we would have a remedy open to
deal with the Chair also. But we do not have
that remedy. We know it. We are conscious
of our limitations.

AN HON. MEMBER: Why do you
threaten?

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: I am conscious
of our limitations...

SHRI PILOO MODY: Be conscious of
your moral limitations also.

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: I am very
sorry, this iy not the occasion for Mr. Piloo
Mody's buffoonery, if I may say so. This is a
serious occasion, We are passing through a
grave constitutional and political crisis...

SHRI PILOO MODY: Humbug.

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA.... in which the
parliamentary institutions are sought to be
outraged, denigrated and humiliated in the
eyes of the people and of the world at large.
This is not the occasion to indulge in
buffoonery of the kind that Mr. Piloo Mody is
indulging in. But, Sir, we need on occasions
buffoons also. There is no doubt about it. But,
not at the moment.

Coming to you, Sir, what was your duty?
Sir, if [ may submit in all humility, your duty
was just to appoint a committee.

SHRI PILOO MODY:: No.

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: We may be
right or wrong. We think we are right. You
may have your own ideas...

SHRI PILOO MODY: We do.

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: Sir, will this
running commentary stop?

SHRI KALP NATH RAI: There is no use
sitting and making , running commentary.
Sir, you ask him to stand up and speak.
(.Interruptions)
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SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: If we have not
used the words "this House directs the
Chairman to appoint a committee", we have
done so out of our abundant courtesy and
consideration for you.

If we have not used the words that it calls
upon the Chairman to do so, we have not
done it for the same consideration. When the
resolution says that, it does not say the
committee should be constituted by the
Chairman provided the Government agrees to
cooperate with the committee. The resolution
does not say such things. The resoultion is
categoric: It calls upon the Government to
heed, to tell the Government, yes, we are
intervening through our Chairman for
appointing a committee. But, Sir, you have
not, I must say, fulfilled your great
responsibility. We feel sorry that the wish of
the House has not found its due appreciation
from you. We have reposed our trust in you.
We have put our faith in the Chair, having
regard to the tradition which ;Dr. Radhakri-
shnan, Dr. Zakir Hussain, Shri V. V. Giri and
others established in the House. Today we are
pained, we are afflicted, we are aggrieved,
because it does appear that we have not put
our faith and confidence in proper place in a
proper way. It is our fault, not yours. Perhap;
we had been aware.  Sorry.

Now coming to the final position, what are
you going to do? Up to now you have not said
anything. Silence on the part of the Chair,
punctuated by encouragement to the position
of the Government, bodes ill for our
Parliamentary institution. This is what I
would say. You said the other day you were
waiting for the Government's reaction, which
of the two courses the Government will take.
The Government has taken a course; the
Government has defied the House altogether,
100 per cent. Is it not then your duty to rally
to the sense and dignity and prestige of the
House and come out and say, yes,
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now [ appoint a committee? This is the only
thing you can say. You have got the reaction
of the Government. You did a mistake. You
should have asked the Government only one
question; Are you ready, are you go~ ing to
appoint two separate commissions of inquiry?
If the Government had said, yes, then you
would have been justified in not appointing a
committee yourself. If the Government had
said, no, well, the same thing, you would
have been justified in appointing a committee.
But what did you ask them? You are not to
ask for that advice. This is not an alternative
to that. Only if the Government appoints two
commissions of inquiry, the committee
appointed by you will become infructuous;
otherwise, it does not become infructuous at
all. Yet you took the plea of in-fructuousness,
unheard of in the interpretation of law, in the
tradition of Parliamentary democracy, even
repugnant to common sense. What did we ask
you? We did not ask you to appoint a
committee on the basis of the reaction of the
Government. On the contrary, the House
asked you to appoint a committee and then
call upon the Government to come and
cooperate with it. What has happened is
tragic. These accusations, charges, will come
and go. But today we are putting on record
something, we seem to be doing something,
which will be remembered with sorrow and
agpny by those who read about us in the
future. I would honestly therefore appeal to
you ...

SHRI PILOO MODY: He does not
remember the Emergency with sorrow and
agony.

SHRI YOGENDRA SHARMA (Bihar): Sir,
this clown of Piloo Mody is going too much
and too for. And you seem to be enjoying this
clown. Do you enjoy this clown?
(Interruptions)

SHRI IBRAHIM KALANIYA
(Gujarat): Sir, he should not be allowed to
speak like that (Interruptions) .
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SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: Sir, before you
adjourn the House, I would request you to
consider the whole matter....
(Interruptions).... and appoint the Committee.
This side of the House is clear about it. Sir,
am [ to state that we are living, we are work-
ing, under a Chairman who would not show
respect to the self-evident expression of an
overwhelming majority of Members of the
House, expressing their wish in a particular
manner? Are we to function with this feeling?
Sir, thig has today given us the feeling!—
everyday we shall be sitting here—that of you
do not appoint a Committee, we are sitting
under a Chairman who would not pay heed to
the wishes of an overwhelming majority of
Members of the House. Would it bring credit
to your office? Would it add to our honour?
Would it develop better communion and
relations between the Chair and the Members
of the House? Would it be conducive to the
creation and evolution of a healthy
parliamentary  tradition and to the
maintenance of the dignity of this House that
we have achieved? Therefore, Sir, kindly do it
even now. Let the Government do whatever it
likes. Let the Government do whatever it
likes and we are not concerned

with the Government at the moment. We are
concerned with ourselves,

with the House, its honour, its sovereign will,
its prestige, and its dignity, and we Shall not
allow the dignity of the House to be trampled
under the foot by the Government. Therefore,
Sir, we would request you, if I may say so, we
would appeal to you, appeal to the Chair to rally
to the defence of the honour and dignity of the
House. That is all that I would say. Sir, we are
very sorry that we have failed to persuade any-
body, the Government, we can understand. But
it gives us terrific " pain, mental agony and
affliction that we have failed, all of us together,
not only by expressing our views, but by
recording it in the Resolution, to impress upon
the Chair. This is the great pain to us. Sir,
relieve us

Minister and prmer
Home Minister

of that pain, relieve us of this agony and draw
us out of the darkness and the gathering
crouds which the statement of the
Government has brought about in the
functioning of our parliamentary system.

Sir, before I sit down, I would like to say
that I am proud of the fact that we, all
Members of the House, have stood together
for the vindication of the honour of our
parliamentary institution, the honour of the
Chair and everything. 1 hope, Sir, that this
will find an equal response from the Chair
who, after all, well, presides over the
deliberations of the House and is expected to
give expression to the temper, to the mood, to
the views, to the wisdom, to the collective
will, of the House which is above all a
reflection of the will of the people. Thank
you, Sir.

SHRI B. N. BANERJEE (Nominated): Sir,
once again it is necessary to put before the
Chair and the House the sequence of events.

AN HON. MEMBER: Louder,
please.

SHRI B. N. BANERIJEE: Sir, on the 10th
the Resolution was passed by this House and,
after it was passed, it became a decision of
the House. Sir, you were asked by a good sec-
tion of the House, particularly the Opposition,
to appoint a Committee as contemplated in
the first part of the Resolution. You said in
your ruling—we have got your ruling or
announcement, whatever you may call it—
that so far as the Government is concerned,
unless the Government indicates which of the
recommendations, which of the two re-
commendations made, they have accepted,
the appointment of a Committee by you at
that stage would be infructuous. Sir, the
honourable Leader of the House has tried to
put-forth the view, while interpreting thi
Resolution on several occasions in this
House, that this Resolution was addressed
only to the Govern-
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[Shri B. N. Banerjee] ment and that you
have said in your ruling that this Resolution
was  addressed to the Government. I
have read your ruling several times and
there is no  such thing. You have never
said that the Resolution is addressed to
the Government only. Nevertheless,
(Interruptions) ¢ ». Please hear me. I am not
trying to take a partisan attitude. Sir, you have
nevertheless said that this Resolution
recommends to the Government to accept
the first or the second alternative. I am not
trying to find fault with Mr.  Advani's
argument. I will, to the dislike of hon.
Member; on that side, agree that this is a
recommendatory resolution ... (Interrup-
tions) Sir, English is not the mother tongue
of Shri Bhupeslh Gupta or of Shri
Kamlapati  Tripathi or of myself, though
I admit that  Shri Bhupesh Gupta can talk
English much more fluently than a poor fellow
like myself. But, Sir, what is the meaning of
the phrase "calls upon". I have tried to find it
out from all available dictionaries. In
Chambers, 20th  Century, "Call upon"
means "to  invoke appeal to....". Where
is the direction, and where is the
mandatory character in hig phraseology?...
{Interruptions) Please here me. Let us go to
the Oxford Concise Dictionary. "Call upon"
also means '"invoke or appeal to". I go to
another dictionary which is very popular
these  days, Random House; therein also it
means "to request, to appeal". In another
dictionary, Advanced Learner's Dictionary
published by the Oxford University, it means
"appeal to, invite, require". So, it is not
correct to say that this resolution has become
mandatory on the Government. Sir, I am
talking about the legal bindings.  So far as
parliamentary practice or propriety in a
parliamentary system demanded of
Government, I will reserve my comments
for the present. I agree with Shri Advani that
so far as the Government is concerned, this
was a recommendatory resolution, and it is not
legally binding on the Government. There ig
no escape from
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that. Shri Bhupesh Gupta referred to the
United Nations Resolutions. Sir, I have not
attended the United Nations.

SHRI L R. NAIK (Karnataka): Then keep
quiet.

SHRI B. N. BANERJEE: I have seen some
Resolutions passed by the General Assembly.
There the words used are "call upon". Shri
Vajpayee has been there, Shri Shanti Bhushan
has been there and many other have been
there. You cannot issue a mandatory
instruction on a sovereign power. In the same
context also, so far as the Security Council is
concerned, there is provision in the Charter
that in respect of the Security Council
Resolutions they are binding. So when the
Security Council passes a Resolution with the
expression "calls upon", it becomes binding,
not because of the use of the phraseology
"call upon", but by the use of a specific
provision in the United Nations Charter that a
Security Council Resolution is binding. Sir,
this is so far as the legal binding character of
the Resolution vis-a-vig government is
concerned. There I agree with Shri Advani's
view.

Now, Sir, that is not the end of the matter.
The hon. Prime Minister has said that we are
very respectful to the Resolution passed by
Parliament, we are wedded to a Parliamentary
democracy, sir. it does not require any
argument, neither does it require any
authority to establish this proposition that it is
the very fit and proper and moral
responsibility of any Government to abide by
the Resolution passed by a House of
Parliament.

It is also conceded by the Hon'ble Prime
Minister in his statement which I have heard
with great attention. He has given the
argument that they do not accept this
resolution because no definite charges were
made. That was the only argument. Nothing
more than that. But every Government has i
own sense of propriety. If this particular
Government feels that their sense
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of propriety is this that a resolution accepted
by a House of Parliament, because it is not
legally binding on them, should be thrown
into the dust bin, well, that is their sense of
propriety. Certainly, the sense of propriety of
other people may be different. I stop at this.

But,, unfortunately, that does not finish
the matter. Sir, the Government, I must regret
to say, have landed you in a very bad position.
You said on that da, that your ruling was not
ambiguous and that it was very clear. I have
read it again. What you meant to say on that
day was: I am not appointing a committee
today because I want to know the attitude of
Government. They should indicate which of
the two alternatives they are  accepting. Sir,
you were not  tmiucing that the Government
will not accept any of the two alternatives and
by tne word 'inlmctuous' used by you in that
connection, you meant to say: If the
Government appoints a commission of inquiry,
why should I appoint a committee which
will be infructuous? This is what was
possibly in  your mind. But, Sir,, it is very
difficult to enter into the mind of anybody. We
always interpret a particular ruling or a
document in the light of what appears in the
ruling itself and that is how I interpret it. You
might have had different things in mind. As I
have just told you, you have been landed in a
very difficult situation. I agree. I repeat once
again that since the Resolution or the Motion
as adopted is recommendatory, so far as the
Government is concerned,, they  have
walked out of the whole thing. But that does
not finish the  Resolution. The ball is in
your court. You are the custodian of the
House. You cannot treat a decision of the
House in the same manner as the Government
has done. I am not suggesting to you what you
should do. I am just telling you what are the
options open to you. You have now to decide
what you should do. If you read the first part of
the Re solution once again, you will see that
two views are possible. Let us forget the
second part of Resolution. Let us
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give a burial to ihe second part about the
appointment of a commission of inquiry. Thig
was addressed to the Government only. You
have never said that the resolution does not
cast any duty on you and the name of the
Chairman i mentioned there only because if
the Government wants to seek ihe guidance of
a committee, then and then only the
appointment of a 15-member committee by
the Chairman is called for. Here I must say
that I am in agreement with Shri Bhupesh
Gupta that such an interpretation is not pos-
sible to make it possible. You put in some
more words in the Resolution which are not
there. I wish Shri Bhupesh Gupta,, when he
gave the amendment, should have made it
completely unambiguous by saying "Re-
commends that a parliamentary committee be
appointed consisting of 15 members to do
certain things... ". But Shri Bhupesh Babu is
not that simple a person as he appears to be.
He intentionally did that. He had to get his
amendment passed. Therefore, what is the
other interpretation ? The other interpretation
is this that you are not going to consider
whether a particular thing will be fruitful or
inlructuous. It is none of your business while
interpreting the resolution at this stage. I
admit that the first part contains a
recommendation to the Government. But there
is also a mandate to the Chair,

Sir, I have not disclosed what my mind is.
This is the other alternative. You will have to
think in these terms because whatever 1 say
and whatever people on this skte and that side
say —the people sitting on this side will say,
it is not binding, the Chair is not to appoint
and the people on that side will say, it is
binding, the Chair will have to appoint, and
there is no meeting point—ultimately you
will have to come to a conclusion, ultimately
somebody will have to decide the meaning or
the interpretation. Sir, the Opposition, if they
knew that they have got a majority, not in this
session because they will be prevented by the
rules of procedure to come forward with a
motion, but
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[Shri B. N. Banerjee] in the next session,
may make a clear-cut motion and may
get the motion passed. So, the other inter-
pretation is this and you have got to very
seriously consider this interpretation that there
is a mandate to the Chair, the Resolution
though recommendatory so far as the
Government is concerned is binding on
the"CKair, to appoint a Committee because,
Sir, it is a settled rule of interpretation of a
document and also the statute— though here
we are not concerned with the statute but
with  a document—that after the motion is
passed, it is incorporated in a document. Sir,
Mr. Shanti Bhushan is a very competent lawyer
and possibly he will meet my argument where
a particular thing is capable of two
different meanings, with regardto the first
i-art of the Resolution, it is a duty for you in
this particular case and you have to
adjudicate and give an interpretation to
give a meaning which will make action on
the Resolution possible. You will have to
accept that alternative which gives a
beneficial meaning to the Resolution. It is
not that easy, Sir, for you to say, "Well,
because the Government has said this and
they will not co-operate with th# Committee,
wh appoint a Committee?"  Sir, it is not that
simple. The other interpretation is, "There is a
mandate to me. I have to appoint a
Committee, and it is immaterial what the
attitude of the Government is to that
Committee." Sir, who knows that after the
Committee is appointed, th, Government may
change their mind. Did the Prime
Minister tell the other day as he told us today
that he was prepared to refer it to the Chief
Justice of India in some form?  Sir, the situa-
tion changes every day, particularly these

days. You read today's newspaper,
tomorrow's newspaper  and the third day's
newspaper. There is a change everyday.

And, Sir, our source of information  is
only  the newspaper.  Therefore, Sir, you
will have also to remember that you cannot
give an interpretation to a parti-
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cular resolution only thinking that today this
is the position, the Government possibly do
not co-operate, will not possibly seek the
guidance of the Committee and so, why
appoint a Committee. Sir, the situation may
also change. And, Sir, particularly, you have
got to give a meaning to the Resolution which
will make the Resolution operative and not
altogether absolutely null and void. Sir, these
are the alternatives. I have not disclosed my
mind. But, Sir, if you ask me, "Mr. Banerjee,
what course would you have suggested if you
were sitting there?", I would have said that of
the two interpretations, so far as your duty is
concerned, the second is a more appropriate
alternative. And, Sir, as a person adorning the
Chair—I do not use the expression though
that is also a recognised expression in
parliamentary parlance that the Chair is the
servant of the House, but having served under
you, I will use the expression that the Chair
being the custodian of this House and of its
rights and privileges —you cannot treat this
Resolution, and it will be wrong, inadvisable
and improper on your part to treat the
Resolution, with the same attitude as the
Government of the day has done.

1 p.M.

MR. CHAIRMAN: Yes, Shri Sur-jeet.
(Interruptions)

Now, it is 1 p.M. What is the wish of the
House? Should we adjourn for lunch?

SHRI ANANT PRASAD SHARMA
(Bihar): Sir, let Shri Surjeet complete.

MR. CHAIRMAN: Is Shri Surjeet the last
speaker then?

SHRI PRANAB MUKHERJEE (West
Bengal): Nothing like the last.

SHRI N. P. CHAUDHARI (Madhya
Pradesh): Sir, please continue the House, no
adjournment for lunch. (Interruptions)

LEADER OF THE HOUSE (SHRI LAL
K. ADVANI) e Sir, if it is to be on, Member
from each party or



213 P.M.'s Statement re.
Inquiry Commission

leaders of the parties alone, let it be
completed now. But, if you intend permitting
more Members, then it is different matter. If
the spokesmen of the various groups only are
expressing their opinion, it should be conti-
nued now.

SHRI DINESH GOSWAMI (Assam) : Sir,
there are two aspects. It is an important
matter on which many of us would like to
make our observations. It is a matter on
which we are also prepared to express our
opinion after lunch, but, Sir, you must be in
the Chair and not the Deputy Chairman.

MR. CHAIRMAN: For the information of
the hon. Member, the Deputy Chairman is
not here at all.

SHRI DINESH GOSWAMI; Sir, we are
prepared to adjourn for lunch now but you
should be in the Chair after lunch.

SHRI KAMLAPATI TRIPATHI: I would
request you to adjourn the House for lunch
now and after the lunch, when the Deputy
Chairman is not here, we would request you
to come here and preside.

MR. CHAIRMAN: Now the House stands
adjourned. It will reassemble at 2 P.M.

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

The House reassembled after lunch at two
minutes past two of the clock, Mr. Chairman
in the Chair.

MR. CHAIRMAN: Mr. Dinesh
Goswami. SHRI KALP NATH RAI; Hindi.

ATATA, AT TAT 4 T34 F1 ATATH
frar & AT 37217 FHEY AT FAA T

e g ...
MR. CHAIRMAN: I have not allowed
you; I have allowed Mr. Goswami.

SHRI KALP NATH RAIL: Why not? MR.
CHAIRMAN: Why not? I do not underi
land it. I have to con-
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duct the debate. He was already standing
before. What are you saying?

SHRI VISWANATHA MENON i
(Kerala>|: Sin, our viewpoint also must be
heard.

SHRI HARKISHAN SINGH SURIJEET
(Punjab):  Mr. Chairman, Sir
(Interruptions)

MR. CHAIRMAN: In the morning, hon.
Members have seen that I have given, the
opportunity first to the leaders of all the
political parties.. . {Interruptions) Mr. Kalp
Nath Rai, your loud shouting will not get you
any benefit. My point was, I wanted first the
leaders of all political parties to speak and
then I can give chance to one or two selected
Members from each party. Let us see. I am
notin a, hurry. Why are you bothered?

SHRI ARVIND GANESH KULKARNI
(Maharashtra): Sir, I am trying to catch your
eye.

SHRI KAMLAPATI TRIPATHI: Sir, we
expect that you would give full opportunity
to all the Members.

SHRI HARKISHAN SINGH SURJEET:
Sir, I was to speak first.

MR. CHAIRMAN: Yes, you may start.

SHRI HARKISHAN SINGH SURIJEET:
Mr. Chairman, Sir, I do not want to opine on
the legal aspects. There are many legal
experts in the House. They can debate upon
whether the Resolution is mandatory or
recommendatory and you can find a solution.
So far as I am concerned, I feel the main
question involved is— which is being debated
upon since more than a month—if some
charges are levelled against somebody, some
Minister, Prime Minister, his family
members, can those charges be enquired into?
That question was being debated upon during
the last many days. The explanation given
was that somebody is a private citizen; you
cannot go into that. Itis
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not * uuw uung. £tuuer also, wneit-ever sucu
uungs have happened, some arguments were
being given, i'nis nappeued in Punjab wnen
toaraar *-ratap Singn Kairon was the Chiei
Minister. He was a very outstanding
personality, a very honest man. But wnen the
question came aoout his son, he went on
protecting him till the Das Commission Report
came. Although, nobody, even today, can
criticise Sardar Pratap Singh Kairon about in
his personal life, it was found that his authority
and position was being used. Same thing was
being done before and during the Emergency
when the ex-Prime Minister went on defending
Mr. Sanjay Gandhi. He is an innocent boy. He
does not indulge in anything. He is a
technician. People are jealous about him and
all that. And the same is being repeated of Shri
Morarjibhai. Nobody can say as to what has
happened but some weakness about the
children about boys and girls and all their
relations is known in the persons in authority.
This has taken one month's time of this House.

DR. RAFIQ ZAKARIA (Maharashtra) : So,
bachelors should be made ministers. Shri
Bhupesh Gupta should be made a Minister.

SHRI HARKISHAN SINGH SURIJEET,;
This has taken one month's time of this House.
I may point out here that neither the
Government nor the opposition is interested in
conducting the business of this House. At least,
I am more interested in the Forty-fifth
Amendment of the Constitution. So, in this
connection when I look upon the matter, upon
the legal aspect of the matter, on 17th also I
had repeated that whatever may toe the legal
aspect, once the resolution was adopted by th,
House it should be implemented. It j; not a
legal question, it is a question that the
Resolution be implemented and I asked you
that the Committee must be appointed. That
was the position taken. Earlier the Government
was not agreeing to anything. But now
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i hnd that on this question alter one moiuiis
resistance  the Government has come down
and they have accept-i  "i_i am not saying the
Resolution— tne  opinion oi the House.
That means, earner tney were making it a
principle tnat neither they could set up an
Inquiry Commission nor would tney set up a

Committee to seek its opinion. They said:
No, we cannot set up an Inquiry
Commission, we cannot set UP any
Committee. Buti now that "cannot' has

gone and the Government itself has come
forward with the proposal that  the charges
couid be referred to a judicial person. That
I feel is a victory for the House. I do not share
the sentiments of many of my colleagues
expressed here who have totally rejected every-
thing.  Now let us see what is the history of
this whole issue, how this started. We read
some newspaper reports. In those reports it
was stated that the exiHome Minister has
written so many letters to the Prime Minister,
asking him to enquire into the charges of
corruption  against Kantibhai and he in reply
had said that there are some charges against
your family members too, they should be
enquired into. The news appeared in the
papers. It is after that, a demand came in the
House that the letters be placed 'before the
House so that we also know what is happen-
ing. It was not a private affair. The whole
country was debating and we are interested, we
should know what is happening.  But the
Government went on refusing. After many
days some agreement is arrived at that those
letters must be shown to some leaders. ~ And
they were shown those letters. ~ After that also
the Government went on refusing. When
a unanimous demand was made that they
should be placed before the House, I do
not know why the Government went on
refusing and saying; No, they cannot be
placed. It is after that the Government created
such a  situation. When on  10th
August, they came before the House, with this
Resolution, on that day itself the Congress
Party and we suggested an amendment. We
asked the
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Government, passed upon the Government to
agree to the proposal that the charges and
counter-charges be referred to some judicial
person to go into, whether there was a prima
facie case. They refused to agree to that.
Ultimately, the result was the passage of this
amended Resolution which ha put you, Sir, in
difficulty and the House in difficulty and
everybody is trying to find a way out of that
situation. Now they have accepted the same
views which we had placed then. At that time
We had said that they must be probed. The
carlier stand that they had taken is gone,
maybe, under the pressure of the unanimous
opinion of the Rajya Sabha. Now they have
come to the point thnt: Yes; they can be
enquired into. But I will suggest one more
thing. In the statement made they said that
only those charges which are made by any
Member of Parliament or from outside can be
referred to. I would say some charges are
made in the House. I am not referring to 1951,
1952 or 1968. 1 am referring to the period
from 1977 onwards when the Janata Party
came into power. They are made by Members
of Parliament here. You not only ask for the
new charges to be made. Those charges
should also be referred because they were
made here in this House with full
responsibility by Members of Parliament. I
am not saying about 1952 or 1968. Somebody
quoted in justification of this thing that they
can also be made, the same thing can be
repeated again but my argument is that why
do you ask them to be repeated again if they
are made here. That is why some way has to
be found.

I do not want to go into the argument of the
supremacy of Parliament. 1 did not like
Comrade Bhupesh Gupta using the words—
'today is a black day'. Why? I think he will
exhaust all his vocabulary if he is using these
words, because what would he say when,
using the authority of the same argument
about the supremacy of Parliament, both the
Houses of Par-
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liament adopted that blackest Act— Forty-
second Amendment of the Constitution—
during the emergency, when many Members
were in prison.

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: Sir, I want to
say.. .

SHRI HARKISHAN SINGH SURJEET: I
am sorry to say that Comrade Bhupesh Gupta
was a votary to it, a party to it. I ask: why did
you bring this argument here again? There is
much more than the supremacy of Parliament.
They ignored the will of the Indian people at
that time. They defied their will. The people
are much superior. And this argument of
supremacy of Parliament was used at that
time. This should not be used too often. It is
supreme; it is elected by the people. It has
people's representatives. It is supreme, I
agree. But repeatedly saying this does not
mean anything because we had the blackest
day in our country—in fact much worse than
that—when the whole democracy was being
butchered in the country. So we should not
lightly use the words 'black day' and all that. I
want to make it clear that if somebody is in-
terested in seeing that the Forty-second
Amendment of the Constitution should not be
done away with and the Forty-fifth
Amendment should not be adopted in this
House, I can tell you that you can block it for
three days but the people of India will not
forget you. We are more interested in it than
in Kantibhai affair. We are much more
interested in the Forty-fifth Amendment Bill.
Nobody should be allowed to go scot free.
One who has indulged in corruption should
not be allowed to go scot free. We no doubt,
are interested in that. But at the same time, we
are aware that already many days have been
spent on it. We are not able to raise many
issues. I do not want to comment, but any
Calling Attention Motion which I have sent is
disallowed; any Resolution I have sent is
disallowed: and everyday we receive notices
about that. When we want to raise some
problem about
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people, that is disallowed. But the
Kantibhai-Charan ~ Singh letters are being
debated every day. And for this, not only the
Opposition but the Government itself is
responsible. It has bungled in this matter
and allowed so many days. Now only a few
days are left. Lok Sabha has adopted the
Forty-fifth Amendment Bill. Now we
should give some serious thought to it and
put an end to this controversy. Find a way
out And whatever way—Ilegally, techni-
cally—can be found by  Comrade
Bhupesh Gupta, yourself and other legal
experts. Mandatory, legally,
recommendatory—all  this can be found
out provided we are clear about one
thing: Do we want tofind out whether
the corruption charges are correct or
not? Or are we interested in something
else? If we are interested in the former, I think
the statement which has been made is worth
considering with the amendment which I am
suggesting— that not only the charges should
be referred a new put even the charges made ir.
this House by responsible Members
relating to the period of the Janata regime
should also  be gone into. We should put an
end to this controversy and let us proceed
with the Forty-fifth Amendment Bill, which
the whole country is looking forward to, so that
the authoritarian  framework is fought back
and  defeated. That i all I wanted to submit
on this point.

Surjeet] the

SHRI G. C. BHATTACHARYA (Uttar
Pradesh): My Calling Attention Motion is
about the price rise which is more important
than anything else. Everybody is suffering
from price rise. You have admitted the
Calling Attention Motion. Let it be discussed.

MR. CHAIRMAN: Mr. Era Sezhiyan was
nol present. I wanted to call him. After Mr.
Goswami I will come to him.

SHRI G. C. BHATTACHARYA: I want
your ruling. Why Mr. Zakaria is not interested
in the suffering of the
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people who ar. suffering because of price
rise? Why should it not be taken up? Is he not
concerned with the suffering of people of this
country?

MR. CHAIRMAN: Mr. Goswami, in the
morning a number of Members have already
spoken. Therefore, you try to be very brief.
Mr. Goswami.

SHRI ARVIND GANESH KULKARNI;
Sir, I have been trying to catch your eye since
11 o'clock.

SHRI DINESH GOSWAMI: Mr.
Chairman, I understand the anxiety of my
friends who want that the Calling Attention
on the price rise should be taken up. Does he
not admit that the whole effort of curbing
price rise cannot succeed if the influence of
money power in the election is not done away
with? Therefore, what is the utility of
discussing a Calling Attention unless we tr, to
tackle the problem at the root. That is why we
are interested in this.

SHRI G. C. CHATTACHARYA:
Whatever you say, price rise is more
important than anything else. He can take that
view, | have no objection. Let people know
them.

SHRI NAGESHWAR PRASAD SHAHI
(Uttar Pradesh): Price rise is more important
than Mr. Kanti Desai.

ot FEAATY W TTA UIA T
form e aerT foredare &

SHRI ANANT PRASAD SHARMA:
Corruption iy more important than price rise.
The subject that we are discussing today is of
the utmost importance.

SHRI KALP NATH RAI: Discussing
corruption is more important than price rise.

SHRI DINESH GOSWAMI: Why do you
not allow me to speak? Sir, the subject that we
are discussing today is extremely important
not only because corruption charges are
there
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but I feel that if the House does not discuss it
with a certain amount of calmness it may lead
to a confrontation between the House and the
Government, House and the Chair, it may lead
to a confrontation between the judiciary and
Parliament at some stage Therefore, I feel that
we should discuss it not from petty party and
political angles in which we are not interested
but some fundamental questions are involved.
Sir, you gave a ruling on the 17th—I am using
the word though it should preferably called
your opinion, "ruling"—that two courses seem
to be open to Government, namely, that either
they should seek guidance and advice from a
Committee of the Members of the Rajya
Sabha or appoint two separate Commissions
of Inquiry. Your observation was that there
were two courses open. ,You did not give any
indication to the Government that there is also
a third course open to them. The Government
ha, avoided both the courses. I would like to
know whether it is not flouting the observation
that you made. Now they want to say that they
are not prepared to accept any of these
alternatives  because  the motion s
recommendatory. The hon'-ble Prime Minister
made a mistake when he said that the
resolution is recommendatory. May I point out
to you that this was not a Resolution but it was
a motion. The essential difference between a
Resolution and a motion is that a private
Member in his own right can bring a
Resolution before the House and if the
Resolution is balloted in his favour then he is
entitled to move it. In the case of a motion.
Sir, you will see that it requires, first, your
admission then the discretion, to a certain
extent, of the Leader of the House because he
is to be consulted so far as the timing is
concerned. Also, may I refer to you, at this
stage, rule 155? Rule 155 says: "A resolution
may be in the form of a declaration of opinion
by the Council." So far as a resolution is
concerned, this provision fias been made that a
resolution may be in the form of a declaration
of opinion by
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the Council, but in the case of a motion this
particular provision is not there and,
therefore, while interpreting a motion we
shall have to interpret its every word. My
friend said about statutory resolution and non-
statutory resolution—undoubtedly. But he
will see the categorisation is regarding
resolution. Motions are substantive motions,
substitute motions and ancillary motions.
Motions are never statutory motions or so on
and so forth. Therefore, my submission will
be that this is mandatory.

My friend, Mr. Banerjee, tried to rely upon
the words "call upon." Sir, the English
language is a very flexible language and it
depends upon who uses it. If we want to give
that much of flexibility, let us look at today's
question paper, question No. 781. It is said
there, "Will the Minister of Defence be

say "It i-s not my pleasure to state" and sit
down. Can you compel a minister to answer a
question and if so under what rules he must
answer? Is there any provision under the rules
that a Minister is bound to answer? The only
provision is that if a particular question is not
reached, he is to give a written answer. Will
you kindly interpret the word "please?" It is
entirely up to a Member to use it or not. But
let us interpret it like this, and from tomorrow
Mr. Advani will stand up and say, "Well, you
have asked me whether it is m, pleasure to
answer. It is not my pleasure to answer."

AN. HON. MEMBER: He won't say that.

SHRI DINESH GOSWAMI: Let me point
out about the words "call upon," The term
"call upon" has been use'd in the English
language and is interpreted in the English
dictionaries, but we have got another
dictionary and that is the legal dictionary or
judicial dictionary. The meaning given in an
English dictionary and the meaning imported
into a judicial dictionary are
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not always the same. I have with me a
dictionary of judicial interpretation. The term
"call upon" was interpreted in three cases in
three English courts, and I want to point out
that in all these cases the term was interpreted
as mandatory. No option was left to the
persons called upon to do a certain thing. [
will say, under the Arbitration Act, an
arbitrator was called upon to do a specific
thing connected with arbitration. No option is
left under the English Arbitration Act and an
arbitrator cannot say, "Well, I have been
called upon to act; therefore. I have an option
either to act or not to act." A person bona fide
is called upon to pay under section 5 of the
Parliamentary Voters Registration Act, 1843;
if his name is inserted in the Red Book, he is
called upon to pay. He. cannot say, "Well, the
option is "for me; therefore, I am going to pay
or I am not going to pay." Therefore, that is
the way that we use the word "please." You
yourself know, Sir. You always say in a court,
"Will the court be pleased to give a verdict in
my favour?" And the Judge~saysj "Will the
lawyer be pleased to enlighten me?" Then the
lawyer cannot say, "I am not pleased to
enlighten" and sit down.

These are words of courtesy. If the
Government does not want words of courtesy,
well, we may use different words. It is up to
them. But we are not as discourteous as they
are. This is the difference. Therefore, my sub-
mission is, thig ruling is mandatory. On one
aspect it is recommendatory, I admit. It is that
when you will appoint a committee, when the
committee will submit the report, it is not
mandatory upon the Government to accept the
report in toto. It may be accepted or may not
be accepted. So far as that part ig concerned, it
is recommendatory. But so far as the question
of a committee going into the matter is
concerned, it is, in my respectful submission,
absolutely mandatory, whether they accept the
recommendation or not. Even in the mat-
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ter cf reports of commissions of inquiry, they
are not binding upon the Government. It is
always recommendatory. They may accept,
they may not accept.

Sir, why I am jaying this is because it is

very important. If you say today that this type
of committees are only recommendatory in
nature, tremendous consequences will follow.
May I point cut, Sir, that the Committee on
Scheduled Castes and Scheduled Tribes was
not a Committee formed under any statute? It
was an ad hoc committee. And would you
permit a Stat? Government tomorrow to say,
"This is an ad hoc committee and this is a
recommendatory committee and we are not
going to co-operate?" Ma, I point out to you,
Sir, thaTthe Railway Convention Committee
is not a Committee under any Statute? This is
an ad hoc Committee. Tomorrow, after your
ruling, the Railway Board might say: Well, it
is recommendatory. It is open for us to
participate in this Committee or not because
this is not a statutory Committee, this is not a
Constitutional Committee. Therefore, we are
not going to participate with it. Sir, should the
House be led to such a position? Therefore,
I submit that such type of interpreta
tions will destroy the very function
ing of this Parliament and, therefore,
you must not accept it.

And so far as you are concerned, with all
respect, I will ;ay that we have sometimes
carried a feeling that the Chairman is almost
acting in the manner of an expression which
has been Used by another Member in con-
nection with another House, when he said that
the only function of the Presiding Officer of a
House seems to be like that of a door-keeper
of an arena of a bull fight, to get the bulls in
before the fight and to get the bulls out when
the fight is over. Sir, I hope this i; not your
job. Your job is not to call the House to
order at
II AM. and to say at 1 O'clock that
'we adjourn for lunch' and disperse.
You are to adjudicate on points you
are to safeguard the rights and dignity
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of the House. Therefore, this House calls upon
you to constitute a Committee. With regard
to the  second part, what recourse they will
take to the recommendations of the Committee,
that is a different matter. Therefore. [ say that
the possibility of a conirontation between the
House and the Government is there. If the
Government would  have accepted  one
amendment time would not have been wasted.
If the question of the price rise has not been
discussed, if the 45th Amendment has not
been discussed, the blame squarely lies upon
the Government, because they do not  know
how to handle Parliament and parliamentary
affairs.  They have shown complete
bankruptcy in their thinking and in their action.
But we are helpless today—helpless in tfTe
sense that we had to withdraw our Motion and
"the House has passed a Motion and we are a
party to that Motion. Unless the whole House
agrees, as a party, we cannot take an isolated
stand here. Three parties came together and they
have passed a Motion. It will be a betrayal of
the rights of the House if we unliterally do
that. In fact, Mr. Banerjee was
complaining:  you three parties cannot make
a conspiracy of your own; that is something
uncalled for. He 1is correct. The Mo-tion
has become the property of the House and,
therefore, the House must get a Committee
appointed." The Government, by a certain
statement, cannot get away from the Motion.
As 1 said, the possibility of a confrontation
between the House and the Government is
there. The possibility of a confrontation
between you and the House is also there. And
supposing tomorrow they refer it to the
Supreme Court Chief Justice and the Supreme
Court gives a finding and the House on its
gives, a finding on that particular matter
differently, a confrontation between the
Judiciary and Parliament also on this issue
cannot be ruled out. It is not  our intention that
such a situation should arise. Therefore, 1
do agree with the suggestions given by the
Leader of the Opposition, by our Lender, that
you should form a

1095 R.S.—«.
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Committee. Alternatively. 1 would suggest
for your consideration that if you feel that this
immediate step of constitution of a Committee
may create complications, ., u have a
consultation with the Leader of the House,
the Leader of the Opposition, the leaders of
other parties today and" now to see how to
resolve this situation because the supremacy of
the House must be maintained at all costs.
W, are not prepared to compromise with
the supremacy of the House, but if all the
leaders can come forward and formulate a
formula by which the supremacy of the House
is maintained and the issue can be tackled, we
have got no objection to that. But any delay in
this matter will undoubtedly com© in the way
of a settlement to a certain extent because the
Members are so agitated. So far as our party
is concerned, we are extremely eager to get the
45th Amendment passed? Therefore. 1 feel
there should be no delay in this regard and you
should handle the matter. But I would submit
that we cannot be a party to compromise the
position of the House.  Therefore, I would
appeal to the Leacler of the House not to stand
on prestige and honour the  Resolution
which  the House has passed. But, if you
feel that something in  consultation with the
leaders of the Opposition something can be
evolved which may be acceptable to you,
without going into a confrontation. I think, we
will have no objection to that. I think what I
have stated will find support from my leader.
With  these observations, I thank you for
giving me this opportunity.

SHRI DNESH SINGH (Uttar Pradesh):
Mr. Chairman, Sir, it is...

SHRI KALP NATH RAI: Sir,...

MR. CHAIRMAN: Do you mean that
others should not speak? 1 have given
opportunities to this side. This side must also
be given an opportunity.

SHRI AMARPROSAD CHAKRABORTY
(West Bengal): This ide also must be given
an opportunity, Sir.



227 P.M's Statement re.
Inquiry Commission

SHRI DINESH SINGH: Mr. Chairman, Sir,
it is rather strange that Hon. Mr. Bhupesh
Gupta—he has gone out just now—tried to
introduce a kind of comparison between the
Chief Justice and this House. He said that a
reference to the Chief Justice and not a
reference to a committee, would in some way
either limit the powers of this House or
denigrate thT; House. I do not think, that is a
correct position at all. The Constitution has
clearly defined the functions of both"the Chief
Justice and this House. We are a legislative
body, and judicial functions devolve on the
Chief Justice. If it was the intention of the
framers of the Constitution that Parliament
was the supreme judicial body in the country,
then that would have been mentioned. That
not being so, whatever we do here is still
subject to judicial review, and, therefore, I
would beg...

SHRI DEVENDRA NATH DWIVEDI
(Uttar Pradesh): Not everything: only certain
laws"

SHRI DINESH SINGH: Everything is
subject to judicial review. They may hold that
it is within the competence ol Parliament.
They may hold that it is within the
competence of the House, but, otherwise, you
can go to a court on any matter on a writ, and
this is a fundamental right that we have all
tried to preserve, and this is under the
Constitution.

SHRI DEVENDRA NATH DWIVEDI:
Your knowledge of law Is indirectly
proportional to  your knowledge of
diplomacy.

SHRI DINESH SINGH; I concede, the
Hon. Member is a lawyer and I am not. [ am
only trying to preserve my right of a citizen to
go to a court if the Hon. Member commits an
injustice against me.

That apart, Sir, the real question is that there
is a resolution. What is the spirit of the
resolution? The spirit of the resolution is that
this matter should be looked into. The
resolution itself equates the judicial authority
to that of the House when
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it says that this matter be either referred to
two commissions or to a committee of the
House. It is the amendment which Mr.
Bhupesh Gupta himself moved, which gave
the option to the Government either to refer it
to two commissions or to refer it to a
committee of the House; it is not something
with which the Government came forward.
The amendment that the Congress Party had
moved was to refer it to a Judge, not a com-
mission.

SHRI MOHAMMAD YUNUS SALEEM
(Andhra Pradesh): You did not accept that.

SHRI DINESH SINGH: If w, diet not
accept it at a particular time, does, it become
bad to accept it now?

SHRI ANANT PRASAD SHARMA: That
Shri Dinesh Goswami has already said.

SHRI DINESH SINGH: I am not.
contradicting Mr. Goswami. | am only trying
to develop my point, and I hope that in due
course Mr. Sharma will agree to what I am
saying only if he wiil kindly sit patiently and
listen to me.

All that I am saying. Sir, is that the
resolution was adopfea by thi; House. I am
not going int, the authority of this House. I
accept that this House and the other House are
supreme, although I do not accept the
contention of Hon. Shri Bhola Paswan Shastri
that they are severeign. Sovereignty in our
country ig with th, people only. We are only
elected by the people.

SHRI PILOO MODY: An instrument.

SHRI DINESH SINGH: If he would read
the Constitution, he would fimd that it is the
first point that has been mentioned therein.
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SHRI BHOLA PASWAN SHASTRI: ,
Here the House is sovereign.

SHRI DINESH SINGH: It is a supreme
body which has the authority to function within
the Constitution that has been drawn up. And
I would not go into that question" because that
is no longer relevant. ~ The main  issue is
whether the Government has met the spirit of
what has been the request by thi; House. And
if we have met the spirit of what has been de-
manded, is it necessary now ' y°“to say "Why
did you not agree to it at , particular  point; of
Urne?", or "Because you did not agree to it at
a particular point of time, we  shall not agree
to it now"?  This is not a kind of children's
play that we should indulge in. It is a matter
which is of the utmost importance. And I
would beg of the House to give it consideration
it deserves. (Interruptions). They
should give the consideration that thig
statement of the Prime Minister deserves.
After all, what has the Prime Minister said?
He has said that if there are any specific issues
relating to the time that "he has been the
Prime Minister, he will be very happy t, hand
over th, matter to the Chief Justice. Now, to
hand over the matter to the Chief Justice, I
would submit, Sir, is in no  way less  than
saying that the”e should be a commission,
because what is th, need of a commission?
The Chief Justice will himself have the matter
legally examined as h, thinks best and w, will
not place any restrictions on what should be
the procedure by which he will judge and
decide how it should be looked into. I would,
therefore, request my friends to consider  this
matter. It is not a question of legal
technicalities. It is ,ot a question of saying
that since we have said that a committee
should be appointed, it must be appointed,
whether there is need fo, , committee or not.
That is not the question.

SHRI N. G. RANGA; It is because of legal
technicalities that the Prime
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Minister took' shelter behind the interpretation
that it is only advisory and nothing more.
Now, why do you dismiss that? If he had not
taken shelter behind legal technicalities, he
would have, as an honourable man, accepted
the resolution. But he wanted to hide behind
it. Now, you want us to dismiss it.

SHRI DINESH SINGH: 1 ,sk the senior
professor—n"e 'and 1 have been together in
several Houses at the same time; and he
has had  a long innings of parliamentary
life—would he say that what is  important
is merely to set up a committee or that what is
important i that this matter should be looked
into? What will happen even if you, Sir, in
yduf~wis-dom, decide to set up , committee?
The committee may go into some of these
points, if it is possible. Then what happens?
You have  again to take it to the judiciary.
The committee cannot assign any punishment
or decide anything.  Therefore, what is being
suggested is what even if , committee is
appointed, would ultimately come to.
Therefore, I would beg of the hon. Members
not "to go merely into the letter of tEe~
resolution but into the spirit of the resolution.
They should see wheher their point is being met
or not. I entirely agree with my hon. friend,
Mr. Harlushan SinghT'Sur-jeet when he says
tliat whatever may be the delay, whatever may
have been done—I do not necessarily agree that
the course that we have adopted is not
correct—we have  arrived at  a position
where the Prime Minister has said that it
should be referred to the Chief Justice, and that
the House has a very important matter before
it and that we should now come to end on
this matter. Everybody should feel
satisfied that the Government lias nothing to
hide and that the Government is willing
to have the matter looked into by the highest
judicial authority in this  country. And if
it is a matter that we should have a judicial
examination ...

(Interruptions)
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SHRI PILOO MODY: Let him finish.
(Interruptions).

MR. CHAIRMAN; If u are quiet
everybody will be able to hear. But you are
not quiet.

SHRI ANANT PRASAD SHARMA: We
cannot agree with Mr. Harkishan Singh
Surjeet.

MR. CHAIRMAN: Whatever it is, why
not hear him?

SHRI DINESH SINGH: If what I was
saying is uncomfortable to the Members on
the other side.

SHRI ANANT PRASAD "SHARMA:
No.

PROF. D. P. CHATTOPADHYAYA
(West Bengal): Not at all.

SHRI DINESH SINGH: I did not realise
that it was so uncomfortable to them. I
thought that what I was saying was their own
wish.

SHRI KALP NATH RAI: I am asking one
question: Is he speaking on behalf of
Chaudhury Charan Singh or Morarji Desai?

SHRI DINESH SINGH: All that I would
wish hon. Members to consider is this: Is their
request for a judicial enquiry into the specific
charges that they may wish to make being met
or not? If there is a desire that this should be
done, I think the Prime Minister's statement
has amply clarified the position. If it is their
desire that we should only make political
capital out of it, then we can sit and discuss
this matter endlessly. But that will not solve
any problem. That will only confirm the point
that they are not interested in any kind of
serious judicial review of any matter but that
they mainly want to give political colour to
the things that were done in the past. This will
not help them or the process that we are trying
to develop. Thank you very much.

SHRI B. N. BANERIJEE: Sir, I want to ask
one question.
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MR. CHAIRMAN: Now, Mr. Mukherjee.

SHRI B. N. BANERIJEE: Sir, I want to ask
for one clarification.

MR. CHAIRMAN: No, it is not necessary.
This is not Question Hour.

SHRI B. N. BANERJEE: Just give me half
a minute.

MR. CHAIRMAN: No. You have already
said what you wanted to say, and he has said
what he had to say. There is no need for any
questions.

SHRI PRANAB MUKHERIJEE: Mr.
Chairman, I was listening to the observations
of the CPI(M) leader and Mr. Dinesh Singh
and both of them And much commonality in
their approach and they are trying to pose the
question that certain important issues are being
delayed because of certain lapses on our part. |
would like to put the record straight. There is
no question on our part to delay important
issues on which we are equally interested. A
motion duly admitted by you was passed on
the 10th. On the 11th from the newspaper
reports we found that the Leader of the House
came to the, conclusion that it was
recommendatory. And this decision of the
Government which they had arrived at on the
11th, they were formally communicating to
you after you gave your observation on the
17th, that is, after seven days. On the 17th they
were communicating to you a decision which
they had arrived at on the 11th itself. Now who
is responsible for the delay? Opposition or
Government? Therefore, if the honourable
Member from the Communist Party of India
(Marxist) finds himself uncomfortable that
important issues like the 45th Amendment Bill
are not being taken up, should he not put this
question to the Treasury Benches, "Why did
you take so much time in communicating
formally to the Chair or to the House the
decision which you had already arrived at on
the 11th when the motion was adopted?" Have
they said anything new? Today
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the Prime Minister has repeated the same thing
which the Leader of the - House already
communicated to the Press as his reaction to the
passage of the motion. Therefore, the res-
ponsibility lies with the Government; it does not
lie with us. Why are we raising this issue again
and again?

SHRI PILOO MODY: Because it is
politics.

SHRI PRANAB MUKHERIJEE: No other
issue can be taken up because of the
arrogance of the Government and this House
has been reduced to be of no consequence.
When the majority decision is flouted, as a re-
sult of that majority decision when the motion
becomes the property of the House—it
becomes the motion of the whole House, the
decision of the whole House—if the
Government does not feel that it should
comply with the majority will, the will of the
House as a whole, and if they expect that we
will give our seal of approval to the various
proposals which they are bringing, then, I am
afraid, the Government is expecting too much
from this House. Therefore, it is not a
question that we are adopting dilatory tactics
or that we are harping on some issues which
are not real This is an issue on which rests
the very basis of functioning of this House.
When we pass a resolution, whatever be the
interpretation, it is the desire of Rajya Sabha,
and as soon as it is adopted by Rajya Sabha, it
becomes incumbent upon all Members of
Rajya Sabha including the Chairman who is
not a Member but is the custodian of the
House, to see that the will of Rajya Sabha is
translated into action. But that has not been
done. On other occasions I tried to emphasise
this point and tried to impress upon the Chair,
the point which has been debated today. And,
Sir, I would reiterate that it was incumbent
upon the Chair to have constituted the
Committee. If the Committee is constituted,
then the Commission of Inquiry, the second of
the two recommendations, is left to the
Government. But I do not know how
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the Chairman came to the conclusion that
first he would have to take the reaction of the
Government into account. ..

SHRI PILOO MODY: Correctly.

SHRI PRANAB MUKHERIJEE..... and,
thereafter, would take a decision. Mr. Mody,
I am not prepared to modify my stand. What I
said earlier stands, does stand, even today.

SHRI PILOO MODY: Correctly.

SHRI PRANAB MUKHERIJEE: Which is
correct?

SHRI PILOO MODY: All the things: the
opinion of the Chair and your obstinacy.

SHRI DEVENDRA NATH DWIVEDI) :
Sir, Mr. Mody must modify himself.

SHRI PRANAB MUKHERIJEE: I think it
is high time now for him to modify himself.

We, therefore, try to impress upon the
Chair that it is incumbent upon the Chairman
to constitute the Committee and I would say
that today they have gone one step further.
They are referring the matter to the Chief
Justice of India. Then, why not a Judge be
appointed under the Commissions of Inquiry
Act? And, Sir, we are prepared to accept it.
We are prepared to accept the suggestion of
the Prime Minister if he just modifies or
amends his proposal to the effect that the
Judge to whom the matter will be referred will
constitute the Commission under the
Commissions of Inquiry Act and even if he
wants that all the allegations which have been
made should be put in writing, supported by
affidavits, we are prepared to do so. Let him
constitute the Committee; let him constitute
the Commission of Inquiry; and let a Judge be
appointed as the Commission under the
Commissions of Inquiry Act and the
allegations which
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have been made will be placed before that
Inquiry Commission, according to the law
and the procedure prescribed in the
Commissions of Inquiry Act. But nothing like
that. But they have just come forward, after 14
days, to say this and to divert the issues and
to treat the House as if of no consequence
and, at the same time, plead that the
precious time of the House is being wasted.
What is the sanctity of the House? What is
the value of this House? What is the
value of the House if the majority decision
of the House the Government does not
consider even after 14 days, if the
Government does not consider it worth
accepting? And the Chairman is still not in
a  position to clear the whole issue which
has been highlighted almost every day, that
is, first to constitute the Committee, Which
he is otherwise bound to do and which reflects
the will of the House. The Government is
taking a particular posture and the Chairman
is not making clear his position and 1 do not
know what the House is to do now.
Therefore,, you have reduced this House to
insignificance and you are expecting that the
precious time of the House, which has been
reduced to insignificance, which is of no
consequence, should not be wasted, and you
are asking why the Constitution (Amendment)
Bill should not be taken up and why the price
rise and other issues should not be taken up.
First, give the prestige to the House which is
due to it and honour the Commitment
of the House. We are committed to it;
even Mr. Piloo Mody is committed to it—
he might have voted against it —and each and
every Member of tho House is committed to
it. Sir, the Leader of the House h committed
toit. You are giving up the commitment ana
you are expecting the House to do
something else. Therefore, Sir, I can assure the
honourable CPM Member that it is not our in-
tention not to pass the Forty-fifth
Amendment Bill. We have certain
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views and we will express our views when the
occasion arises. It is not that we want to delay,
that we want to postpone, the consideration of
these thingg and it is not that we want that our
views alone should be considered. We say, at
the same time, that the position of the House
should be clarified. Let the position of the
House be clarified. Where do we stand? Have
we any say? Are we of any significance? Has
this House any relevance so far as the
Government is concerned? Let that be decided
first and unless that issue is decided, unless
the first issue is taken up first, all others, I
think, become irrelevant so far as we are
concerned. Unless we clearly know as to
where we stand and what the significance of
the House is or what the relevance of this
House is, all the other issues become irre-
levant.

SHRI SUNDER SINGH BHANDARI
(Uttar Pradesh): You are forcing the
Chairman to give a ruling here itself?

SHRI PRANAB MUKHERIJEE: There
was no ruling.

SHRI N. K. P. SALVE (Maharashtra): Sir,
will you afford me an opportunity? 1 am the
Mover of the Motion and I crave your
indulgence, Sir.

MR. CHAIRMAN: Therefore, you will be
the last person.

SHRI N. K. P. SALVE: Last person?

MR. CHAIRMAN: Yes, naturally. If you
are the Mover of the Motion, then, naturally,
you will get the last chance. Yes, Mr.
Kulkarni.

SHRI BUDDHA PRIYA MAURYA: Sir, [
am the first person to speak.

DR. BHAI MAHAVIR (Madhya Pradesh):
Sir, is my name there in the list or not?
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SHRI N. K. P. SALVE: Sir, I must also get
a chance.

SHRIMATI MARGARET ALVA
(Karnataka): Sir, I must also be given a
chance.

SHRI N. K. P. SALVE: Sir, I crave your
indulgence. Just half-a-minute only. I want to
raise some basic issues.

MR. CHAIRMAN: I am saying that you
would be given a chance. There are some
friends who are pressing and I am giving
them the chance now. Yes, Mr. Kulkarni.

DR. BHAI MAHAVIR: Sir, I think my
name is also there in the list.

SHRI AMAR PROSAD CHAKRA-
BORTY: Sir, I must also be given a chance.

MR. CHAIRMAN: Yes, you can also
speak. Yes, Mr. Kulkarni.

SHRI N. K. P. SALVE: Sir, 1 crave
your indulgence for a few seconds.
I want to raise some basic (Inter
ruptions)

MR. CHAIRMAN: You can take
time later. I am saying that you will
be given time. There are some friends
who are pressing for a few minutes.
Yes, Mr. Kulkarni (Interruptions)

SHRI ARVIND GANESH KULKARNI:
May I submit to you, Sir, and through you to
the Government some aspects of the problem
under discussions which we are having today?
The leader of my party has already expressed
the opinion. I request this House not to be
emotionally carried away or politically
motivated in objectively assessing the issue
before the House. Sir, I place before you two
issues. One is the Second Lok Sabha Debate
wherein the late Shri Feroze Gandhi raised a
debate on the Mundhra affair as it was called
or the investments in the LIG. Sir, I do not
want to quote ex-tensivelv from this, because
I do not want to take more time. But, Sir, the
first statement itself started with a very
specific question and allegation
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from Shri Feroze Gandhi.
stated:

"Mr. Speaker, Sir, there is going
to be some trouble when I am hit
ting in the House today, because
when I hit, I hit hard and expect
to be harder. 1 am fully conscious
of the charges made "

I quote. He

Sir, this is the first sentence. I do not want to
quote more, because that has got nothing to
do with today's debate. Then there is the reply
given by the late Pt. Pant and Pt. Jawahar-lai
Nehru. In this debate, Mr. Ranga's name also
appears.

AN HON. MEMBER: He has forgotten.
Don't remind him of the past
(Interruptions)

SHRI ARVIND GANESH KULKARNI:
These stalwarts of Indian politics were very
sensitive to the allegations levelled in
Parliament as well as to uplift the democratic
traditions in the country. I am very sorry to
say, Sir, that the Janata Government and the
Janata Party are lacking in political maturity
sensitivity. (Interruptions) They have
brought us down to such a stage, and brought
this House, political parties and yourself—we
value this Chair, whoever sits in this Chnir -
into oim-culty due to lack of sensitiveness to
take proper action. They are coming down
step by step. Is this political matin ity. political
intuitute whatever differences I might have
with the Congress (I), we must admit that
Shrimati Indira Gandhi had horse sense in
political matters. I know many instances when
as a member of tint group Mr. Krishna Kant,
Mohan Dharia and myself, who were attacking
some Ministers, on corruption, Shrimati Indira
Gandhi assured this House that she will be
enquiring into, and enquiries were made and
we were also informed, taken into ccnfL
dence. This is the way in which political
maturity has to be shown. 1 may have
differences with Shrimati Indira Gandhi about
authoritarianism and what she might have
done during the emergency, but we must
admit
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that she has the horse sense and political
astuteness that is worth considering by all
those people sitting on treasury benches. Some
of them were also previously Congress people
—Shri Biju Patnaik or anybody---------------
{Interruptions) I said, some of them: I never
meant you.

AN HON. MEMBER: You are not capable.

SHRI ARVIND GANESH KULKARNI:
For Heaven's sake ... (Interruptions)

Sir, I do not want to waste the time of the
House. I am making my point. What I am
thinking is that this is the position to which we
have to address to find a favourable solution.
Sir, I would plead with my friends on this side,
with my colleagues here and even with Mr.
Bhupesh Gupta to help Chair in this connec-
tion. I do not claim to be a barrister. I do not
claim to be an advocate. I am an ordinary
science graduate having some pragmatism and
common sence.

THE MINISTER OF STEEL AND MINES:
And horse sense.

SHRI ARVIND GANESH KULKARNTI:
May be horse sence also. How does this
Resolution read? I agree with Mr. Banerjee.
Mr. Bhupesh Gupta has not drafted the Re-
solution properly or he has kept a catch
deliberately whereby the situation can be
diffused. He is very clever. I do not know what
the reason is. I quote the Resolution which
says:

"It is likely to bring not only the persons
of high public standing to avoidable
disrepute but also cause irreparable damage
to the very credibility of public life in the
country and, therefore, calls upon
Government to seek forth with guidance and
advice from a committee comprising of
fifteen Members of this House to be
appointed.”
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Sir, you come after this situation is there.
First, the Government has to attach horses to
the Cart and then you have to guide. They
have already washed their hands.

SHRI BIJU PATNAIK: The horses have
already run away.

SHRI ARVIND GANESH KULKARNI:
The horses have already run away. I would
submit to you again humbly that please do
not get provoked by this. After all, the
position of the Chairman has to be up held
and his decision are for thousands of years to
be quoted by future parliamentarians. You
have got a great responsibility in interpreting
this Resolution very carefully, very
objectively and with due respect to the
feeling of the House.

Then, Sir, I also tell Mr. Shanti Bhushan
who is sitting here because the Leader of the
House is not here, that the Prime Minister's
statement says that it will be referred to the
Chief Justice. Why iy this so? Suppose they
say that let us accept the challenge of the
Government and Mr. Salve is what you call,
brave enough to make the allegations in
writing to the Government and if the Chief
Justice is to be involved, then where is the
appeal against it? Then it will become fait
accompli. So, I would request you to change
the wording. Sir, there are instances such as
the cases of Mr. Krishnamachari and Shri
Lai Bahadur Shastri. Sir, I do not know
wheter in the case of Mr. Biju Patnaik it was
a retired High Court Judge who was
consulted.

SHRI BIJU PATNAIK: I do not deal with
retired people.

SHRI ARVIND GANESH KUT*
KARNI: The same thing should be done.
Sir, I have pleaded my ignorance that I am
not a lawyer, nor am I a barrister. Lastly, I
would reques, my friends here, the Leader of
the Opposition, my leader, Mr. Gupta
and many others like my friend, Mr.
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Surjit Singh, who is very much interested in
the 45th Amendment. We are also interested.

Sir, a way has to be hammered out. We
have said that this House ha; got its own
prestige and we cannot deny that. I cannot
interpret whether the Chair is involved or not.
Then, what to do, Sir? All right, we have
made a mistake or we have passed a wrong
Resolution. Leave aside those things. We are
more interested in the business before the
House. Sir, umpteen number of times I have
said that the people are frustrated and they do
not know where the democracy is going.
Somebody comes and makes a statement. Mr.
C. B. Gupta makes a statement. Mr. Charan
Singh makes a statement. And Mr. Madhu
Limaye makes a statement in between. What
is all this?

SHRI ANANT PRASAD SHARMA: JP
makes a statement.

SHRI ARVIND GANESH KULKARNI: I
do not know what JP said. Sir, the common
man in this country i really perplexed. Sir, I
have a read a letter recently in the 'Sunday'
magazine from a reader. I wanted to quote it
yesterday. He says, "after seeing the
performance of the Government for the last 19
months, I think, only Mrs. Indira Gandhi can
rule this country and nobody else." If you
have come to that pass, God help us and the
country because I am totally against the
authoritarian regime. Therefore, Sir, I would
request you and the Government to consider
what Mr. Dinesh Goswami has suggested. Let
us sit together. Let us have that 15-Member
Committee unofficially. Let us give them the
charges and say, "These are the charges.You
refer them to the Chief Justice or to a court or
whatever it is", and a way can be found, a
channel can be found so that the water can
flow and we can work from Monday on the
routine.
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At a7 (9a Jid : qarefa &1, e
Tl FOUA, TMo WifwT FEA. ..
SHRI NARASINGHA PRASAD NANDA

(Orissa): Sir, Kindly allow me to express my
point of view.

MR. CHAIRMAN: Wait. You can. also
speak.

SHRI SUNDER SINGH BHANDARI: Sir,
you call from this side also. Let there be a
complete round.

MR. CHAIRMAN: You will also get an
opportunity.

<t I3 fora 9l : AT wamfa
ST, =T e wreT Foora, 2o Wifww gda Aiv
sy dre dre frdr ofr A% wzrqwEi
7 I AT T7 T2 FY G w7 F1 AAET
FTw1a9 @1 & | AT favary & 5w
AT TH Taq 1 wAiar ®1 99 qifa @d@q
forr arfa g7 AFT werani & @
FifE W TR T RN T FT AE
sHTgmER AT 9T W gy gfEer
qEd IH FEw @ agwea ¥ arfed
ET AT ¥AT THAIT TE WIHTT GAEHA]
F7AFAL & | ANF T AF T 78T K
giaAdr 1 997 & OF U sgFeqr |
g1 s g o i sy oy 2 i fa<ret
T FEd U g1 W AR 2w agwa
WA TE | W OHl sageqn g 7w e
T AT eFmER §1 AT A1 oy 7y
g\ &% o1 faw 37 waw # faey faan
ST ST AT 79T A qrfva F1 F7 e | a

H

SHERI TMH FA F1 TF Z TLUFT T

sruay fF sEde dww 3 W
mdr T egEeaT g1 wEAT & oz

7 % [Ty =47 #7 agHg g 998
AT SAIEZ Fmw AT A zm

o7
b1 A

ar

WH FY SATE] ATAE H 43 IW 4wy
IF TEA A1 WETHAT A AT savEr 7%
Tl | IF wEA A7 fawwml 5%

T2 TETIT FITAT & 78T = o]
sivwd, fad uesi w71 8287 &) & amae
TFAT FT R E [T eIt G A #
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FZ 2| FEATT ¥ WA ¥ AT 9@ 7
& <@ | ag @ & gafmg w3 §
o aai &1 w2 & T 9% /G > A0
a8 qg faad fradi ar FrEe are
/A T | qF AT FDA AAT AT FAGH
Tz wAr wA afwa s S 4,
FETTTT Farar 91 | Ay ¥ 9T 9%
A @ w7, qreal & Ard F A4L
sfersr Tyie #1 ara FE a3 7 fhe
3-8 9F] F =07 9X WATT AT AL
A7 oA A 7T | ) & FEA 93
argan § fa o o qRo & a7 F Far
T Wzt 7 77 F70 97 {5 agh 97 a9a
a7 F< WX § A qAg7 Fy AL H
forzr <3 & Ay w0 AT W1 AEw H AT
arer FrATIEr & IuE afa Sren wdf
&\ 7 Zw wAw afF SO ANEE
% g wda § 3% savar faeare vaq
# ag gare (Inerruprions) zavan 2,
ZATT AT AT F (5 FH AroTioTHo
¥ wqpar saa o favmw w@qw £

aF qfee Feard §1 FEe qOEAdr
w1 gt 25 for 7t w7 foar 7ar qr At
M g 52 FwaAT v aas 7 fqag
A, & fdm gz sw 2 a1 &
wfaadz & aw Fq £ 0 mT 7Y
wqrar Ay 3o oartamde ¥ Aty A
#, i, AW 37 9% e, Frafae
M B, TI57 a7 A 3T A6 A
qrger, dATEETAl | §F A1 WA H 7 oW
A A5 E A7 wTAY AT O AT
g | =T o gt g oofy gt
w7 sfew are v T oorgedi T oA W
LT ST B I e R o e I
I T G0 (U AT WO "y STar
gofrafman ¥ mgagaa g

“The Council of Ministers shall be

collectively responsible to the House
of the People™

!
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g wifar # sogequ g 1 & g5 a7 A
A gAfwd o 5 § i e s
#r o wfem & gdix § #9ifs amaa
F wRTd| 7 WAwT A F [y Ta e
Z 1 & zx fagw F1 Fye-ar @0 F
sifow 7df s®m, § o8 o T
a8 Fgar g % agar & g7 wE
AT TTHTT AL THAT 29 TH HET AT
HAGAAT T2 & &I FA B E | TR
qa| FT T & TEH 0 AEH vy g AT
sqrar di=rardt g€ 9 & ww & @
@ = qdl w1 @, W e
1 1A 47 a1 awre wa@i & fme o
U< A RAT AT T AZ AT AT AHH A
& ferm =i o1 | =07 T @ ATE FHIAT
FT FET | | AT FEA F oIw U R
g =y Wy Foway fr fop g Femeg-
w7 ¥ far war 2, 3w fesmegama 02
AT § A7 F wFa-Ar waw g
T wril 74T F3AT | i Fre 1w
74 ©F T W Ik A% A 7 A7
fawrar srgan e & Fay Wil F-maw
¥ A ag T7 - IR wAAr AT
FLA A T AT HA gy & 7 THA
RiFdomsaad g, mor oy @
& af T 7 frone < g3e g avey
9T RIATH F70 7B | N A=A T 729 A
A | Uw KEATT 91 fF oA vy wrag
WAL KA AT AT TR 77 WA
&4 % g & TRF oW F e 0
VAT Y| AE A AT A AL WA
wrer @33 &0 Fenw @, T8 WA
eI E Tt DR B 5 | B ¢ o
T AROE AL T AT H A W
ser g wifag] oy sl f swny
& aq 4 Forsit B 3oy damar g
L @A Weoqdw oA A ovfE gy
TR H W g & g @ e gie
T 2§ Fr oA a1 o & g avdewny
qr, 7g % 91 f§ g ermcE v
HTI T 7 WA T, 573 14 T0T S4THIT00
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HIAA, FEFE T TGA F &1 TH q19a F7
IRiwT wdrarer 90 5 arg § 30 9w
F AT F 77 77 a9% (% Ta67 T W
A E | § AWA, 9F SAG AGAT
g % 7 rfag qmn & 3az ®ear arg
€, T7F F@T AT AL F TBI A<
W@ A® &, TAFT AT 370 a5@ @r )
T 1 AT TR saver wiaare Wi
g afs & #1qa 9gar @< qEEr
g F | qgT F1 oA 7 q@r W
2 & 9wgE A g 1 # faewa-
945 7g (A0 TEA 4 AT Aforg
f& amr 37 e 3 5w
RIIA T <ET FIAT AT FAT TCHTE ATTAT ¢
aZH FIAT AAT AAG &, F TATLL
# wraar g 5 @A F1 oWy §,
9 3§ 7 SR, A0 F 92 w7 g2y AfAT |
v+ Fifsiq frema g% o weaa Tewre
FT GAFE AT 340 TFCHCATTAT a1
&t wrTAT |

TF AR qILG: T ATAAT

oo g far At Fa G Qoo
faear 2 5 mowye w30 wrwdr A
Tem? 14 A ='W T TRl
e fafrezs, gige wr% 31 9ga &

WAL I AAALE F T Al OF
HIMA T3 %% Far 2| waa W
7 WO AT Fwre H AT q e

ST FE 0 WAL Aot A g R
g fo o smdr 1w | @ AETT AT
wfFnr & 1 §9F oFf weAr «fr 3
gr@or s arcia oo e
gt A 7wt Feaz fa

"..calls upon Government to seek
forthwith the guidance and advice from a
committee comprising of 15 Members of
this House to be appointed by the
Chairman."

AT, T AT TLHTFT TG1E &, TF1L
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arars ¥ g | weFre a1 g 27 7@
TR T AT HITT AIAT FIqAT FT A7

VAT FT, WA R TR T 640 @
3o el 7w & 7 e 9@ F
AT FTHIMT F(F Cewara<r fasma ar
Fuer F1 fagfaa & 57 7 wrve oz sa§
AT WG | WOFTT FHUH OWF
uRn A fasm & fa7 dq7 w8 &0
a7 fa7 w@f 9% T2g 7L #T FRAC
% faalor &1 997 & 98 OF avg F Hwa
M HT< 98 o7 F fqwarw @ygy
arifen & fr woFt ag F=rar 939
gl TAFH AT FELIH T E A
#9 3HI 78 q 0T FA | ATAA, T
AT 7 AT WS qgre feAr gawr w94
oga @1 waArdl ¥ fradr & mg Qr
fedi @ oy <Fr &1 & uF ard Fgaw
g {7 7 ot srw fags 577 1 A\
ST FAT 7 FEr 2, TT AT T ATLAL
wFIaT AT AT T ST AYAAT HieTAT
k] a{r__gmr azrfqita:am T |
forr ol o7 I7 ™ET F AT TEEA]
FT 219 741 g avan, o o 0 gy
TEw ¥ 9 w4l TFF q, I7 9] 9%
q ST FT 19 T4 TF A7 /T TG
T G AL R AU TG, 9 AR
qvT WAET 7 &, 97 aF fas WIET T
gi @ity M A q8 947 7 4
wm  zermew fzg “On the
basis of information and report.”
&t oy g T 7 geaww Yo €
g1 T % for #ro dro wrie #7 fuaré
&, &t rwar & f fefodmr wr g A7
st Fabor ®i3eT B, T 59 T WA AT
29 TEA | T U S fsm ov
A FEE WY T T F
gra T wre wE g A (we
gy fFw A & faq 1
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(=7 27 fyr 7]

wor gaey fadmr qg & & v
WIAATA SAT HAT AT A AT H B0 AT
z fw o A waw W q0IH N0 SAET
QAT 700 | Ak g & o guwt
F1AAT strwy g fzay s, ol
FIAAT FAT T AIT H gArL wpdr A
qorF qaEt a1 4 v fx wdmT 7w
T U & weaw fast faar oo
g @M AT FwrE AT wEf 1 wEer
Gard o1 g d% ww g, § A F &
3w fa=re w1 @ g f5 sl ww
uAATA L % e qrgar darg w9 aw5d
7dl, afew FHimw oI% R @
T UERETALr & Tred ® AT E |
qEHT FATE FW w7 F, A1 FHIET
F CHAIL FT w7 L | T
Frifaq aydr Fr o€ T4 g, d9-
#9 wifgmma & f@7 seraa & ==
AT AET | FHIO WS gy
F et FHTIA AR TR THL & AIEHAT
FT, TFNUR AL FT FAT G
E0 o9 R wrE gEAad fawwa
FIET qzd) 7 g fiaz wrEfew ardiifea
wre dar gar o &) aga § A
M CHTAL T TR E, oW AW AT
TiEF § a9 & 947 W ME F F1dFAHI
¥ e, qagd Teawdr F faas =7 7@
&1 s faens a9 73t 9v B9 7 FE
g 1 wfgm 7 fovargds T A1EAT
g fo arer qrgwr fard & ara a7 &
A AE | WA F AT wAr o Ao
§ A FHYT A3 AT IH T FEAT
SHTE  F ATH IAH HAA AGT WL |
4 FAEm A¢ W g IEA g
ECHE e I e T )
21 77 a3 qUsoAA AT ARATH B AKX
& 1 A, F fadr wom =g B
A FATEN T7 TEY wAT A0ET | HITHT
aed w7 &1 fang @iy g€ § oW
TR I wEW & wead g, W w4 §
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iy 2 agh 3w v ¥ 65 T
F wrardr S 3far 1 5% g9 avad
& 37 & mo wegdfy £, argw THEe
&, 99 q1a & o & wrq & WAy F1,
=1 B ¥ foreperr ot 2w & a1 7T &,
oY ey A9 A g £ fw s m AT W
F= wgaTe gWr arfey W sww gW
F TS | MUY TFI9E T AT, THH
T3 faeit avg & w7 G2 A A~ - ST
sfagrs & o = qHiTIE FT AIH
wEIT WAl # wian g, fow avg wwe
1T gdw w1 AR WEr WA A A
- - T Gy AL T F AT H ATE HLE
wfaen & g sowr 1 gafeEg voaw
F1 (A gu, wy Qay favae &0 W
@ F Sraw ¥ widr g, for zwmn >,
78 FoprT A1 facger oF wmget Si9
g T & feg 7t =y =g, Wi gw-
fer & sy wrior e g for oo ge
arq el Fv fralor F7 9ie IaaT =47
famifedt g, o s wwd g s
el AyET IHAT FAAT ZT STA

MR. CHAIRMAN: Bhai

Mabhavir.

Yes, Mr.

SHRI KALP NATH RALI: Sir.......

MR. CHAIRMAN: You will be the last
speaker.

To WrE wgE : wamfa S,
fom faaz o7 w91 ¥ & foo o
e g wrnr swfeaa famm war 8 o
faar a7 wwaw 77 @ & va a@w
sefegr gy ) Waw F OF 5§ 3@
ware awz, fafesat w1 &@, fzaai
¥ w7 ST WO FaTT S 4 I
T AFT UL ATAGG TEEd] 5 THTH
g% T famr-men og WA & o,
garwr day fa oiT F€ 17 gH ERd &
AZT WEATW F141 1 w7 g1 7ar |
% www @ g 4 3 T @ § aga
wrAdl ¥ TY NEEW F3@ & AT §W
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qIET IR TR qATA KT DEAT A
fea & 74f wrar | w7 wFTET, HEFIT
o IR AL qATH FT AH FA T fma
ST KT K HTE G OF 9997 5 ®F
HTF AAT gER ART TE, 39
FaTT F A1z 6 & ag 997 & g v
3 5 7 Suer 3w g1 @1 & T wd0
FZT AL ATT TH F AT AT | FD
A AT =T F oAAT 92 AL,
dar gart fam Ay 9t 7 7 7
"7 T F TG § [FA-AGC q
AT @ ol wie Fo ard o7 gfezwr
QU ST FC I A0 ATH, TER S
atzE, dFAd A0 waTEr, g OEW A
Fgl ar aEdadr & T3t av Ta-
wifarar & wifz gv X s w0 A=
# AT w4 | 39 & afagi q  foaw
urag &, fyaw sorg & @i &, wEw
Fr afwar sre watar F1 gErE 4 &
grw g1 ar iy dam A F61 areat F1
gard gadr =gt 41 gt & oA
F1AT 7T, BT qg wad Wi arfRae
#r wfewr #1 57 AT w4 A =@,
e gart fag qiwr e o7 FEF o
““this will be the blackest day,”

frar @i an g oo ara 7<ff ag
far averr gerger famr an, &g fimr qamer
qr wix qifsariic § swq4F a9y J40 &
a7 F, fyar frdr wa¢ & faar Bl
oEM ...

S FEAAMG T
3z ?

#mr fzq qu

Mo WrE WEER : W17 7 qA 7
qFHr &, FEAA9 A1 OWT EF AT
W AT AL TAT AET FAT AL AT |
o9 WIT 9T VET | EWA W9 #r
FgTAr g7 wgH F1 & WT 4 %
F1 ara gfee & wgew, Gar o faw
qr ST TH WEA T AT AL FEEAT A
faqr A< &, faar g ¥, F41 ¥
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W AT TN (AT A7y 9v 17 AW
ot faddt o & geew A9 ¥ I F
HE ¥ arar w7 F7 arfy 3y A wdf
T, 99 TE dEd qF 7 921 HE
ENTT A1 ST §% qied |1 97 § e
Wl ag foT e qea o w7 e faw
qae @&l wrar | gE% & gfogw §
oSt S &1 arer faw @@ Aw war
W& TIIR qET T A7 FT 7T WL A
TF TEATA VT, . |

(Interruptions)

Wl FTETAT U™ : Ty KT A T
fem ar. ..

To WI§ WEEIT : W7 § 44 H
a¥t arFa &, 99 &1 @9e &7 dag |
q siraaT § wOE W w7 arEd 1. ..

(Interruptions)

MR. CHAIRMAN: The point is, if you
want to reply him, then you will never finish
your speech.

DR. BHAI MAHAVIR: I do not want to
reply to him, but please ask him to restrain
himself for some minutes.

MR. CHAIRMAN: One more point. He is
also to speak. If he wants others to keep
silent, he should himself keep silent first

DR. BHAI MAHAVIR: He is incapable of
understanding what I have said.

Wt Ferg W ;. 97 faww 97
T | yg wARST g A S
o fag % wemrac AW ) 1
FHAT FEFTC F TR ¢ T )

1o i WZET ;. gIT FT adEr
X g, afkar &% Fw oswa & ¥m
T HIT RIE AM FZ7 41 F 79F %947
oT, AFT X7 § AW FgR £ foe
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[Zro wrE A7)
I AT AT A TIW FC AW BT @
wegey wifen, 57 19730 W g% A€ 20
wifzq 5 & smrea & o1 2 99 T
fo 3% & 7w &7 W9 §, 04 fRww
1 fomgi syaw v o 3w F weav,
ST AeAFTE T AF AN W19, 3 A6AT
HIT & AT FT FHFTCFT A FEA &,
A1 AF 37 F7 A7 77 Arved g

o FFAAT TA ¢ FEILT gwE A
AR LI AR C o
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& g arfge | goET &= AN @
ZHTT AT §YE1% R 10 2 V¥ | TR
FAT ZTTAT | FGT I F GINA T6 G172
& WO AEN A T ) wgEw, WE qr9
g OH Blesd § AT IH AH7T & ;T
AT aga & wEsd g fow & svae qeey-
T F AU T ywmg afers ¥ wv qF

SHRI N. G. RANGA: What is he arguing?
Why we passed the Resolution?

DR. BHAI MAHAVIR: I understand what
you have said. I am not yielding.

SHRI N. G. RANGA: I am addressing the
Chair Mr. Chairman, you: have to see what he
is saying is relevant to the discussion. You
will have to see. (Interruptions) I am asking

Mo wré WAL : wEEA, § T
HATAPIT AT FIAAT FA< § & A2l

FrT =rEar | Wy fadew ag & f agi
T AresTe 7L NGy F oA deErEre
F AT & | WWT WEITHT T
Fare & A1 & mua afagt & favara
famrar stvzar 2 B gaz s w8 oy s
SCITATY T GT W F AT O IG
I3 wdf =3ar 1 EW IF F M7 FA4H
ot #r FAT w1 5" § 4% wgAr g a1
# 7 97F7 F §9941 &, TR w4 A
w7 a1 F ET Uw wEer H ALK
foretr=y &t & 19 58 W E | WL
FY HIA 7AW, IH W H w3 feAi ¥
JeAT wT @ g | Aga AT Afwdi &
FT7, wer Afadi F 397, FEA FeFTT
FAfAT § 0T HAw AV WA
F mrom @t fam ¥ ofr goor Aee &
& w7 gga wra gaifzar a% 5gq &
1w & fag &t 7 frmsy w@1 srgat #@te
o & A9 7 (e & "E arerd
et & 32 1 77w 41, frdr 7Y 27 1
T wAr w, fedr & i & a3 w19
TAT FYC L TR AFA WL ATT FOTAIT
F oATH H grdt § | 9w W A Aai
% B T WaF AT7 TH I F AR
wATE HAT 3 % s SrIrArT w1 g%
FTAT § A1 I w1 gwAw F fwy wrf

the Chair. He is talking irre-vant things.

MR. CHAIRMAN: Dr. Mahavhv now
come to the point and finish.

TMo Wi AOAT : qT AT 7AIA AT
watay &1 A1 7E7 sad | o, @) age
e WY @Y W@ 1 IT Wi &
1% F oy wrAETE BT @Y & 7 s
go difa woardr @ g 7 F 3w A
ACH HTT FT 2417 WIFCE FHT Fgar
g1 W OIE Ag AT RGeSt § 99 &
s G4 Ffers § fov i gy Ty & f
#1 ¥ smEr #u5% wEed| 4 UF qEd
wdr & fas® wrdm swrar w1 sw
97 FEAET FY & v1egnfa ¥ 9OF AlqH
faar &' 721 f wa & @%@ wiw €Y
=ifgr 1+ Afww 38 & wrg weare A
A & oF Fa1H % f7Aav wuy fw
THF are W gEmyadr w7 F ¥\ fwar
T 9 W@l 2, 1% fwd wrw wrk
FAH T3 F] 5&wT 75 g |

(Interruptions)

ST ®eq WG T UE qE HEAT A

STEZTSTY FT WL @Al g |
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Tro Wi AW : 577 1 &1 7E137
TTEET AT HT a7 59 % §NG § UF
FEr aqrdr w4 QT FRE F
am &, fmwr faduw wrs ooy
¥ faam a7 18w FoA w1 wyLw [
AT 91 | IH FT 4181 §1 TEET T
102 @ & 297 gar o | @4 FET |

St FEgArg i ;. § 9@AT FEAl
g f fomm &gy 8 7

Tro Wi§ WETET ; WT FT AT
F1 wiwn faeor avg & 7 g
T AT 7Bl § |

Wl weAg T : Ame & qeAT
Tigar & fm. ... ..
(Interruptions)

Tro ATE WEWEIN @ WITHI 7O
F1 W qg0 faepn, auds wf@d
TEHATA ATHT WT TGN T W7 FHAT
Faq 7

(Interruptions)

"Specific allegation of
corruption on the part of a Minister at the
Centre or a State should be promptly
investigated by an agency whose findings
will command respect. We recognise that
irresponsible allegations cannot be taken
serious note. We, therefore, suggest that if a
formal allegation is made by any 10
members of Parliament or a Legislature in
writing addressed to the Prime Minister or
Chief Minister, through the Speakers and
Chairman, the Prime Minister or Chief
Minister should consider himself obliged,
by convention, to refer the allegations for
immediate investigation by a Committee as
has been suggested later in this Section."”

oft w9y U : WerA wEET,
¥ g WEaT 3. ..
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Tro Wi§ WEWIT : sy WIGHT
f1ew g 41 & fa & fadiaw sfufa #1
famifenr =t F1z 7 @ g AT wT A
it

SHRIMATI HAMIDA HABIBULLAH
(Uttar Pradesh): We are supporting you.

MR. CHAIRMAN: Be brief.

Tro Wi wEET : IEF W OF
e wT FEAT &) @l 97 10 q9€
Taedl ®Y s FE A% A1, 99 faA
¥ ggt a% gwr f% 100 & smar HeE
wEEdi ¥ geeT Fwa Aeq f&@ g
Inquiry Commission should "have been
appointed in such cases. But no enquiry had
been conducted because the Government had

said that they bad inquired on their own basis
and found nothing in the charges.

MR. CHAIRMAN: Be brief now.

o W AEEIT : AW 7gT AL
1 frfiezd, aga @1t 2o fufaeed
TFad F A1 9l @7 97 9wy WS
SEHT &[T THAT WORIC F AR AT
FI {17 ¥ 7g 581 w7 5 uw ween ot
WAL FEANGAT FOH FE AT AT 2
a1 =g oftw FE & A% afeew @
T g ¥ fad §mre

wEgrEw, W I AT qurag qES|
F wgr fw oo w1 wiw ¥ <7 § A1 39 9
1 AT FHIWT AF FA9L0 0FE F
IR AR AR T C R L
fed? &, daraw =72 7 fqE 7
103 93 ¥ & 59 fgeer gyt qa1
E

"Whenever allegations against a Minister
require to be inquired into an ad hoc

Committee should be selected out of this
national panel
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by the President. The Committee may consist of
three persons one of whom at least should have
held or should be holding a high judicial office. It
should be the duty of the Committee to ascertain
whether there is a prima facie case. The
Committee should have the power to direct the
Central Bureau of Investigation, in suitable cases,
to investigate and report. If the Committee wishes
to make any inquiries otherwise than through the
Central Bureau of Investigation it should be given
all the necessary facilities and assistance including
free access to all documents, files etc. without
being hampered by any claim of privilege. On the .
completion of the inquiries either through the
Central Bureau of Investigation or otherwise the
Committee should consider the available , material
and advise as to further action, if any, that may be
necessary."

oft weTATq Y : Tafy wEET,
fFramocdsageac®RE?...

¥ ore@ Q@A wvEaTr ...
(Interruptions)

Tro Wi ARET : ww Fy B
%, oo 3T

(Interruptions)

oft weAAre Wy : ArwT § oAy
sfor wigar £ v agt o frmara
FEgw A W 21w qearw 9w agw
g ?
(Interruptions)

DR. BHAI MAHAVIR: The most unruly
Member asking for ruling every time.

¥ 4 ardl 9% Y ¥ v §
ST BT ¥ ¥|w ¥ faw 10 w9
qIEn FEATHT FUH FIE AGF 3 |
WISt aF guE Tg 7 Arwer gfeer aidy
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#, wifge saF 42 § IIT G aga
w4, @fFe o7% Tl F FILATH
T arer TEl, A ATH AT 931 qFT
ST qrar &9 %9 @A & fag s aw
Tar< 741 gar (% AT ars gl
fedr st & gFer & WY )

"It may advise that a regular case be
registered for investigation with a view to
prosecute the Minister concerned or a

commission of inquiry under the
Commissions ot Inquiry Act, 1952 be
appointed."

MR. CHAIRMAN: Now come to the

point. .

o Wi wgER : wEmE, Ao
w17 frdas 77 & f5 awr=re 4 ama
FAT AYAT 2 AT WeI(A(T & HIHer H
THY FqrE7 TE! FEW HIT qGE0 IIMAT
T aFar & | 9% sfew F a9 13
wqrad &1 Ga & faw &gr war &
FAAT v 7 ST BT oWIH AE F
wIEE 41 fHay 2 1 wiw OAy FF @
fF mra% wawa a1 A1 7 1 IAFT G
"l AT ATH wGwG w7 A1 AT
% wfezg gaardr smgz &% faar

ST wrE § dm wd fEr
(Interruptions)
1% wfezw &1 UF

amarer fegw & wame gooe
AT § WIC TN F EATQ UE FIH TN
TEETT A 47 TAF FAT AT F HOH
forr s frar & 1 Tod 97 57 @
1T wEST arq qET &7 wFA
(Interruptions)

uF ra wifac & 98 g8 FEdATE
fr ot g waslt & agFar v oag
ToFTT FE UTniz g, adr 9GAd
WwATF@FINAL ) ITNAGH TEMA
TH T HT TeqT F1 | T q9qF
77 weare g9 fonr @ & a7 aw
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far 2wt g1 o & afer o7 92
FTFIT FEar ¢ fw wrr § 7 7 forey-
1t Fw wra fifwg 3% e wfeza
zdT at § a8t quwar fr gasr ood
w1f fosraa @ =ifge 1 gw ey
g fv mearf amma sar aifgg
qreaa # fafaa ara 2z & fa gt ad
fax sy FHYAT F AHA AFT AT
T AFA A FAAX F | 99 LA
F1 w7y FHAL w1 fourt F fad avg
HIT AFLAT FT AT A7 § W94
F A% A ford & are qudi 7 ;AN
qrg wara & fag dne | gmag
T OA FAIAAT & IZ AraE wawr &
mEr FAT g )

arfadr wsz w7 ¢ & 43 T |
ad faqar g8 wmr wadAm @I
AT qrRarT wrest F fa= gw 2
AT FEATT WAT AAF AAT AT 7 Car
IX IC TER FET )

MR. CHAIRMAN: You are too .general,

unnecessarily.

DR. BHAI MAHAVIR: I am just finishing.
When Mr. Bhupesh Gupta stood up; he can
continue for an hour

MR. CHAIRMAN: Do you want to be
Bhupesh?

DR. BHAI MAHAVIR: I am completing in a
minute.

AN HON. MEMBER: Do you want "to be
Bhupesh?

DR. BHAI MAHAVIR: No. Let him have the
position of an unchallenged previleged Member
here. He can monopolise all the time. I don't
grudge him that.

# oz %3 <@ F fw wrar qaraa
wrefl A ¥ 7@ & qEs AW
RARAFEINRZA TEATAFT wrArIAw
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FI AT TART TFIC FA & TAHIT
fgar 1 gog & va@ fadaw s
wrgar g 5 Iw #r mgeqr a4t 7df §
faa®t f5 o awdfes o 73 a1
9 997 AL FIHT FT FA0T E | TF
qaedi ¥ awr wr fwawr & dar aar
gur & | ¥ 72w ¥ faqar dor 47 aw
TTATT AT & IW AT T A5 Frg
fgara sy &1 gw qraw fw gw & a9
et #1830 ¥ arfag wd gom

W7 §7 geara 9% 97 g€ 4r ar
TAFT——TTEAT AT FT—-Ag FAT7 4r
fa ag =ra wraar frdr gfee & @
frar stro 1wy Wt war q4T 77
qEqTE A1 & a7 W7 39w fv ag
I F, TTATATT F SAFTT FA
Ffag doreafi ) & quaar £ 5
ag fas awifasaa &) fad aifefe-
FA THCACIAT §, THF (AI0Y T
GeAM

(Interruptions)

7 WAl & wra § nwow foal &
wyarg wer fr orfafers @ # 37
AFAT & AIFT [T OF AT FIT AT
#wre saar wEf #1, T wowre 1 fway
T w17 ¥ 9 farar vy & afae g g9
gig 99 # & 7 w5 <F Wiy 77 &
gzrawy awfga ) g awwfza 1,
T WA BN HATAT FT FAF @A E
A AT F(AT FT SACA @I FT FOAT
AT FT FATFIT T<F TF T84 F1 799
Arfw |

ot wAg wam @At - gamfy
AEMAA, WT WX TIF [AL AN 7 HAA
& qraq agra faar & 99 G497 JTF
o1 AT F A ATAT TAET § W AT
g 737 fedi & a7 7 92 ovET WA
s wrqr | aamfy g3y, § a9y
Fgar wrgar § fx o= geq & ey
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[BTo WE AETE]]
TEAT AT A FATH WAT af IH §AG
917 WAl ST F WX ITHH GLHIY A
ot v sfermT fean, wg wrTET
WA & 7w a7 wifoww #uw
& o o 510 &1 IS qAT WET A
T 7 &1 wrfem w2 o & {2 qare
FT T34 &5T A1EG 4 | F MORT IH
ar & fao o @z famrar Mea g fw
40 ez o wifaw w2uw & 99 #
ST AT FE T . .
ot grae fog werdt s Fifew oZoe
AET TH &1 AES 4, THET AT HAWE
gar !
ot wEeR WWE et o TERET &7
wawd &, a% § weraarar g | mg
uy frme & fa 58 @19 ga Aifsy
TH §EF F HIWA AT A1T AZ FATH AIH
F1 Fwiterer =7 %, @fes aTare a1 aww
@ 7z Frform &7 wf fa fapelt g ¥ g
AR 7RT F A1 7§ WA AT 40 fAwz
aF wmw § S 59517 F faers ad
&I af, waF Fdr A 7 fad & oAy
¥ 3HFT wara % fEmr o s=E FEr—
“I have nothing to add”,
AT 40 fawz a% @aw § Sad 58 08
IAHT TR T B, @fss oug
A9 ¥ waTH a0 & (W0 SHE TF ®5
G w1 g | S
(Interruptions)
ot g7 fag Wt owme mig
@A A1a FZ0 AT ZH A9 H AT
a3 | TR FE i & qge @ s
2 %71 §, TEF whafom w8 3o &
FEE
[The Vice-Chairman (Shri Shyam
La] Yadav); in the Chair].
ot ww SATE @Al SyaEersTe
ST, WIS S HEW A IO wET AT F

[ RAJYA SABHA ] against families of Prime

Minister and former
Home Minister

T fegr @1 gl §9 WAl 7 SEE
dae ¥ go an fad § | & o7 awi w1
gaT & ) @ a1T 9T gt aea Y
gesi off & s wE wgAdT o A
5 % (27 § | 41 goiE uw 93
wifraardt & | a8 favarw § f5 o=l
FEl W Feows 1 ara GO a gEd 3
foarely e 1 o) WY femrarrad | s
ST 70 ata & dam w7 fown fa
TENH WAl ST @ qgF F | § 9 FGA
wgar g f W1 W7 wewe g € ar
Wl HAT g7 & F€ 08 & 17 Fvar
ta svaigagrar g shgoha
FT WY 5% qFATE F qAT § UF UHeEHE
a1, TRfET gu7 9O Ha&) A7 7 SHET
19 wIW AT FET A1 WEE F ;T AT
SqTET AW g | SR iw TaT f ga et
F @ GMIE WAl W OF wa HOWA
fem &, swfon oz &l & @na &)
afes & wad FgmT wgar g f e
1% T TAT AT & T /78 TE AAAT
&1 T W W q WTHT &A1 H
#El wrAa a1 WSEI THE WAl &7
FHAH HET FTRT AR |

i AErdIT 7 8 ara 77 f5oF fapar
fo fawr avg & a9 gwewer § Sa( §
w2 57 77 | % wera IEIA WIT
a7 ad &dt a% F1 19 FE1 HIC A
Fg1 fr oz wgey W & o W &
g wAT 5 fEeEr owmee s g
FE & v wfzw &1 Twaw fom
G5 F7 geara fEar & s owee #
¥ TRl Fw FwAT & oAr @ |
dfgw B wg 7z & fw fasft o #1
a1 #i% vfeew w1 17 @17 & faq 4217
it wEvE gt g fw G amwer &
SRR T § o w@r 1 fawir wfew
¥ qrad ar % wfeew § wTHA w08
7 ady w1 svar & 9w fr faey s

260
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& fass 1€ wagwy Isma1 N0 8 )
feft Feom wrF TeFATAET & OFIr
FIE AIEATRAT HH e & w77 Z1 ATHAT
S F ArH AT ST FAT § | AF ar
qrv=d qrw A & fw ag wow faa
qvg ¥ A=At § | T AEAAz WoIH
AT T AT AT TEH F F AR AG)
AT & FIE TH AaANe ¥ 39 I F
UFET 29 FHIAA 4519 & | T FHIAL
¥ fam 5w womie & 718 w19 - AT
qTERIHAT FA AT T sifezn o Hro wrg
& e wEr & v 2w WS w6 W@ 4
FHIT aTHR ATE CARtw w47 E, g
"R F1E  UHeT wa1 2, #ew gw
77 3| 78§ w Am wE arEwEAr w5
FFAT & 4T W@l wwar g | oar feafg 7
7 A 97 w8 wrar v S oav

29 FHIIS A31 AT & A< F1E ArEHRAT
Fy frvrew & feo w487 597 weErs
FTART 3 77 AVFIY IR ATHA F 577
& & =0 27 gaw 1 w0 #1447 w4f
wR ET E 7 A BVETY AE W19 5
FLAr & 7 g% vk wrww & 3007
HI¥ W WA ASRIRAT F5 Za & fmo
afw wE F A% sfew ¥ ooy
sTaa 7

& a7 T wga g v g e
A& TR T wEdw FHT W8T §
f srsr g e A Tw wewe & o
TR WA W1 AT FAr o Ew aenaa
FOEH I F wemw arfow & o #
ag qew e (o avg & awraa a1 ey
Hiz < & | 5% I Aqie wrE gaer
SETEYT FHIL HTWA 41 BT %Al |

« T | AEATT R FAT, OF FCA F AT

oIy gAq feAT ® oava sewmy emie
% <31 & v g 9% gears ot 7Ef mAT
# Ag 7T wrzar g w5 wre o gy
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YA HAIH &, 9€ g WA & 1% W
A% wfezq & @pAq qAmGE o FY
WU AT 7 WU, WIW FHIL BIHA HATH
7 & f5 uF FHmWE W
T 43 ar arfwmrEedt FRET
CIS9 ST BT 37 AI< Tg FHET fore AT
oAty g fsaw o wifes § w9
AT FT TG W T FT 4g 99 F 0w
TIEHTHAT F5 & a1 7EN & | HWIT IF
TATH ZATL QIR & | WIS gL HIAA
ag ware wai & fw eafsfes =
st § § 4% wfeew ®r dw 2w wo
i ag godl A 3 | & ag wgHT JTE
g & ag g% Few1< W1 ATAT AT 247 |
TH ATE W AT WATC FA WAL HET
ZAT | mys g =e Wif HRIAIC A
AT gRIT qagd qd A A fowEr
FOFHIT F1 FE WyA=H] *0 | TR
Fgr & wiw gw wieTdl H AW
“g ¥, s wAar<i 51 Faaeaar § 5
o 41 7 BT | wiw iz AT ¥
dag # fosyag &1 sAr v § g
T ATAT F1 AELTHT WEi wrean g f®
wrs FT E1Er & | WIS A1 WY A
f waw # St wvdady = “F & IHET
Fay =Ty fagy wyan & Al SO HET
st & ot w2zwe fzar g feast =T
|rer smivr fear sTar €0 % WIN
gfem fear xv g € 1 Ixfem Sv-
wAITE wREE W4T omEE § A1,
TS & WG FEAT ATEAT § (% W Al
HATH ¥ §E EAuz & 98 F7 W@ 7,
Fré fa<ra v w1 W & 1 wiw A
wETE QRN T 8 WIT 9F aOF A A
FHEY wEl qATE AT Ay a% § wwwar
g f& w7 @ wray v gm wonas @
fawara #%F # a7 fawgs wwa 2
qre g3 81 A faaw fag & amatadr
W% figw ®1 ata w1, gfaRsr w@n
qrisgTe &7 @1a &7, T GreET w1
T HT, TH F HIA H TeEIA AECGIEr
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[sft wam A @A)

M Ty F AT A | AAE AR
T FT Fl4 AT F2a1 § | AT
T WA AT AT TAAX FT AUHT
o 97 <gr & A% gwurd faeara T
Ziar 1 g7 wrag # f5 gfawar 9%
qrga agtefc &\ gafae gardr ardf
T IF AT T ENA A FA T F AT
T ALLSHT A7 T AT AL A AR
Trgen & ¥wsz Wi & fae
wra A5 anfrendr g fx 39 q93
Tt A9g & qTFE {33 70 § Af6T A7
Fe{ 1377 {67 a7z & ag frgww
arafedr 1 ara s ¥&@ &
az fa avg § A0 47 &, TaF1 I
QIT HITF J(AA £ | ¥ 7EF 0 GEATT
T gar Ian fEn 372 T 97 wIEWA
F1 vg ¥ 3nfmo & fr3am w=r
f gary wi zegenr faz aosfa ST,
o< 7T Arg7 § o A FoowT o0 A
®AT g% & 37 Anrey F1 A7 IA%T UL
F amr & fayzg = f5 "0 39%
g Af T AFA, FATLAAYT
T wrsaErdr £ 1§ 9z vz g fv 0
T4 F1 qeFre g, [AOTATL F FFTL
2 wfafsmrardr soare 2 e =07
ue7 1 yafaeisr w27 § owaw W7
OIT-FIAFTAMI FZ3 L ATIR AOFICH
FE A" ATTF ATARA LT T OAFAT

zafmg & =rod fazza w=ar fw
A OAIT Fr FEA0T F IT LEA1A FT
TNgA FL, AT TUE IAFT A94T
T A AT K AT AF AT F4F AX
A7 % w37 ¥ gEArg7 F wbay w4
FATR K1 v g, 92 T 74F Zr Ay &,
wifae & & sgar argar § sravwreTa
ot 5 ag gare fedr oft 57 F9re
& ¥, A AIW I F7 &, ¥AFT
& ot oft daar g7 § T araw
FFrard A NI A FATF | 9T TA
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®IAr  FZAG A gar g AT
faaa dr gam am  ag 59 & fao
FgaT a9 Frar g A TrAArdr &y
ara £ fw =7t @ fawsc 39 daa
F1 @ 5% | § gron @Ay g fw oA
oAt T wog wre wlgar 71 arq w77 §
arel AT FToqrA Fd §, wrfac ¥ &
IURATETE AT UF Ar§q 9IFT @R
Fon wrga (5 § 5 ag o oy
wfcear wrag g, 3w W1 21 faw g,
FAT FE1 91 AZ AR 740 § afqq aelr
% gasr s2feams wdf & dfzare
qqe W Araa & gHA fawar 2
"J. P. attacks Morarji:

Demand for prob, int, charges
backed."

w3 & oy ag Fgar 9rzar # ¥ a9
IATAT TAFT Wivey BI02 747 &1 wFa7 ¥
FHIWA I THATTLN T0ATIZ F4A 57T |
fmz gqrfa~ § § oF sré7 7177 a=x
FYAT FATZAT F, TEiT T E

"With this stand of Mr. Narayan, no
escape route has been left for the ruling
party but to honour the resolution passed
by the Rajya Sabha on this subject."

AT FATTII Ar2100 51 7 T #7 FHAT
frgr | <157 |wT & A1 geAT7 are frar
& jTaet I waw 7 w1 wfeaw adi -
amy F1€ g 74t §, Frf fobg af)
g\ & gror wEar fr afefzss qea
forast gaay ¥, Faast waar qaay
& ¥ HFT IARIATALFIARFL ATC
FqIT FT AT TEATT & I TS FT HIHE
FF AT FAa7 27 F A9 G 97 a0
FHE 74l AT ArAT ¥ A7 ¥ A7 A4
i, AT A IX, THT W& F A0
& wroFT gerarT 4T £ o)

Home Minister



