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Title: Further discussion on need for harmonious functioning of three organs of State i.e. Legislature, Judiciary and Executive
raised by Shri Gurudas Dasgupta on 3.12.2007 (Not concluded).

MR. DEPUTY-SPEAKER: Yesterday, when the House was adjourned, Dr. Sebastian Paul was on his feet. He has already taken
seven minutes. I would request him to continue his speech.

DR. SEBASTIAN PAUL (ERNAKULAM): Sir, an independent judiciary with power of judicial review is a prominent feature of our
Constitution. At the same time, we are not subscribing to the extreme view of judicial supremacy. The harmonization which our
Constitution has effected between parliamentary sovereignty and a written Constitution with a provision for judicial review is
unique. An absolute balance of power between the different organs of Government is impracticable. It is only natural that the
judiciary will assume supremacy under its power of interpretation of the Constitution. It is the safety valve or the balance wheel
of the Constitution. The Constitution is what the Supreme Court says. Our Constitution wonderfully adopts a via media between
the American system of judicial supremacy and the English principle of parliamentary supremacy. Our Constitution places the
supremacy at the hands of the Legislature as much as that is possible within the bounds of a written Constitution. But that
balance between parliamentary sovereignty and judicial review is seriously disturbed now, and that is why we are engaged in this
serious discussion.

Before concluding, I earnestly urge upon this august House to take steps to restore the lost role of the Executive in the
appointment of judges. Sir, nowhere in the world there is such a situation of the judges making judges. The present process of
making a judge is opaque; it should be transparent. A National Judicial

Council to conduct inquiries into allegations of incapacity or misbehaviour by High Court and Supreme Court judges shall be
constituted at the earliest by passing the Judges (Inquiry) Bill which is pending in this House.
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THE MINISTER OF PARLIAMENTARY AFFAIRS AND MINISTER OF INFORMATION AND BROADCASTING (SHRI PRIYA RANJAN
DASMUNSI): Mr. Deputy-Speaker, Sir, I could not avoid my temptation to take part in the debate as the Motion has been moved

yesterday by my distinguished learned friend of the Parliament, Mr. Gurudas Dasgupta. I am fully aware that I am a Minister of
the Government and I cannot speak or I cannot say anything which is against the basic concept of the Council of Ministers in
terms of its collective accountability to the House. I am not talking as an independent Member. I am fully aware of my
responsibility. I will say nothing which creates problem for the harmonious functioning of three wings of the Constitution.



Mr. Deputy-Speaker, Sir, if we trace the history of our national struggle till this very 2007, marking the history of a glorious

chapter of centenary year of Satyagraha led by Mahatma Gandhi who was a lawyer in South Africa, the movement of the country
came from that very essence of Satyagraha, 100 years back, led by Mahatma Gandhi who was a lawyer, practising law. Later on,
I can count a number of eminent leaders of the country, who came to the limelight of the national struggle, through Judiciary.
Great, great stalwarts, legal luminaries, who led the national movement of the country, are no less competent to interpret the
law, understand the passion of the people and brought freedom of the country.

Even the INA soldiers in Red Fort were defended by eminent lawyer and the first Prime Minister of the country, Pandit Jawaharlal
Nehru. For the great revolutionary, Aurobindo, his prime counsellor in the case, in the great national struggle, was C.R. Das who
was an eminent barrister, and he interpreted that everyone's birthright is to ask for freedom. 'If demanding freedom or asking for
freedom of a country from foreign rule is a crime, let you try, my Lord." This is the history of our legal luminaries who had been
in the forefront of the national movement.[m32]

[k33]

The core competency of the leadership of the national movement was guided frequently by those eminent lawyers. I bow my
head to them and their wisdom who provided the strength to free India. Take the Constituent Assembly. Who was not there? All
eminent lawyers were there including Dr. B.R. Ambedkar, Shri Lakshmikanta Moitra etc.

Sir, I have the privilege to read the pages of the history of the Constituent Assembly how for each Article they used to debate and
debate for hours together providing a vision for future. We may differ in the elections. We may differ on any small Bill in the
Parliament between Party-A and Party-B, but collectively we are beholden to the great wisdom of those leaders who shaped the
destiny of the nation. Today I can say that there is no substitute, no substitute excepting the parliamentary democracy which is
there in India.

We have proved to the whole world. Take the Eastern Bloc — you can split and fight and divide; in the United States you can
change your mind. But in the whole world you can say that 60 years of strong foundation of democracy and the Republic and the
Constitution guaranteed by the people have helped in flourishing growth of parliamentary democracy. The occupants of the
Treasury Benches can change. The size of the Parliament will never be changed. The will of the people will never be changed.

Therefore, the true spirit on which Shri Gurudas Dasgupta brought this subject of harmonious relation is good. Why the word
harmony came? It is not all on a sudden.
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Sir, I had the privilege to study law course in the University of Calcutta. I was highly blessed by the teachers who taught me. The
teacher who taught me Hindu law, Shri Chittatosh Mukherjee, became the Chief Justice of Bombay High Court. The teacher, Dr.
Pratap Chandra Chander, who taught me torts and contracts became the Education Minister of India. The teacher, Shri Mukul
Gopal who taught me criminal law became the Chief Justice of Rajasthan High Court. He was my teacher. I was a blessed student
in the class.

Shri Sabyasachi Mukherjee, Chief Justice of India taught me company law. All of them rose to the Benches of the Courts with
high distinction. ...(Inferruptions)

SHRI S.K. KHARVENTHAN (PALANI): And you have become the Minister of Parliamentary Affairs. ...(Interruptions)

SHRI PRIYA RANJAN DASMUNSI : The Minister of Parliamentary Affairs has to carry the knowledge of every subject. That is why
I am the Minister of Parliamentary Affairs. ...(Interruptions)

THE MINISTER OF COMMUNICATIONS AND INFORMATION TECHNOLOGY (SHRI A. RAJA): You are blessed really by all.
...(Interruptions)

SHRI PRIYA RANJAN DASMUNSI : Thank you.

Sir, in my student life I was much inspired on one issue and I come back to that. What does the Preamble of our Constitution
say? It is not "We the BIP' or 'We the Congress', 'We the judges' or "We the military Generals' etc. It is not 'We the High Court
judges'. It is simple. It says — "We the people of India". It says — "We, the people". It refers to all of us from Kashmir to



Kanyakumari, we the people. The people are the last word of democracy. It is not an individual.

I am sitting here because of the people. I may not sit here and it is again because of the people. So, people are the last word. It
happened in 1969. Shrimati Indira Gandhi fought in the Congress Party. It was a great fight. She took up the issue saying - the
freedom fighters laid their lives to make the nation free; then why selective treatment is to be given to the Rajas and Maharajas of
the country, to give them the privy purses? [k34]

Why should this money not be distributed to the Freedom Fighters? In that battle, she also said that people wanted the
monopoly banks to be in the hands of the people so that the poorest of the poor people could get loan. They should carry a
rickshaw and they should carry a bus, and it would be returned; thereby, they could feel 'T am not obligated to Birla, Tata or
Goenka; I am obligated to my own bank — United Bank, Allahabad Bank etc.' How am I to do this? I remember that Congress
Session held at Bangalore. She cried and asked "Will I be obstructed?" Yes, she was obstructed. She took it up. I was a student at
that time. She lost in the Supreme Court. What did she say? She did not insult the Judiciary, she did not insult the judges. She
believed in the constitutional parameters of the harmony, which was only right - 'we the people'. She said, let us go to the people
to see whether the people give us strength to amend the Constitution in a manner, which will reflect the true will of the people.
The will of the people is not the few ten or twelve individuals. People gave her strength and Shrimati Indira Gandhi amended the
Constitution and also some other Executive orders by which banks got nationalised and it was not struck down also. If any party
in the country - left, right or centre - had led such a battle first in the history of India for people in response to the words 'we the
people', it was Congress Party. It was first Mahatma Gandhi and in the post-Independence era, it was Shrimati Indira Gandhi who
did it for the down-trodden. Through whom was it done? It was done by the people through the Parliament.

Parliament reflects the will of the people. I know that there can be shortcomings in the law we make. One can go to the court and
get the law declared as w/tra vires. We have to accept that. The day we say that we will not accept the Supreme Court, we will not
accept the High Court, we will not listen to the judicial verdict, we will be wrong. We shall weaken the democracy and the concept
of the Constitution. If we feel that something more is to be done, we have to seek the mandate of the people, translate it into
action, convince the people, convince the Judiciary and come out with the right thing. That is what harmony is.

But sometimes, I feel that we, the Legislators, who are sitting here in the Parliament, are treated in a different manner, which is
unfortunate. Out of 30 judges in a Bench, if one judge commits a mistake, it does not mean that the Judiciary is wrong. Out of
545 MPs in Parliament, if six MPs are caught in a wrong matter and expelled by the Parliament, it does not mean that Parliament
as an institution is wrong and all Parliamentarians are wrong. But a picture is painted that Legislators and Parliamentarians are all
wrong and all virtues come from two channels — Judiciary and Media. It is not correct. Therefore, let us understand the meaning
of harmony. Harmony means that I should not offend your institutional glory and you try to preserve that glory, and others
should not offend our institutional glory.

There have been so many functionaries in the Executive who did great jobs. The number one is no more alive. Who can deny the
contribution made to this country by a man in the Executive, Shri P.N. Haksar? Who can deny the contributions made by such
eminent officials in the Executive and their fellow-feeling? They may not sit inside Parliament, but they used to carry out the
instructions of the Executive. I tell you about articles 139 and 140 of our Constitution. Article 139 relates to conferment on
Supreme Court powers to issue certain writs.[s35]

It says :

"Parliament may by law confer on the Supreme Court power to issue directions, orders or writs a€}"

Who confers the power that the Supreme Court uses? It is done by the Parliament that is backed by the people. Ultimately, the
people ask the Parliament and not the Supreme Court. We all make the law that can be conferred on the Supreme Court.
Therefore, the deriving thing comes from the Parliament.

I again come back to article 140 of the Constitution dealing with ancillary powers of Supreme Court, which states that :
"Parliament may by law make provision for conferring upon the Supreme Court such supplemental powers not

inconsistent with any of the provisions of this Constitution as may appear to be necessary or desirable for the
purpose of enabling the Court more effectively 3€}"

A debate is always going on in Supreme Court about any power that the Supreme Court uses is on the ambit of the law derived
from the Parliament, which is 'we the people'.



Gurudev Tagore composed a very beautiful song. I cannot interpret it in Hindi right now. za @b 2@ e 2, s9mT bR @ 8,
33T JarE I 36 IER 60 Ay It is a song of democracy that conveys the message that we are all equal. I do not like to name the
Parties. Some Parties might have said that the last word of this country is by the Party; the last word of this country is by this
leader; the last word of this country is by this system, etc. But Mahatma Gandhi said, No. He told Pandit Jawaharlal Nehru that
the Indian National Congress can be in the forefront of the movement, but prepare the Constitution in a manner that it should
not be that power will be with the Congress for 10 years and then it will come gradually because the Congress led the movement.
No, it was not the case. He said : 'we the people', and gave the power to the people. If power says, then Pandit Nehru will sit
here; if power says, Shrimati Indira Gandhi will sit here; if power says, Shri Morarji will sit here; and if power says, Shri
Chandrashekhar will sit here. This is 'we the people', and this is the strength. If 'we the people's' will is interfered every time in a
manner that is not in accordance with the very Constitution, then it is not good.

I come back to the Constitution article 16 of the Constitution. Sir, you will appreciate that article 16 is the battleground today,
which deals with equality of opportunity in matters of public employment. aitwst &3t firerdt 8, worbomr 3, eorpem vt aes 8l 2, aiar
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(1) There shall be equality of opportunity for all citizens in matters relating to employment or appointment to any
office under the State."

But the same Constitution says in article 16 (3) that :

"Nothing in this article shall prevent Parliament from making any law prescribing, in regard to a class or classes of
employment or appointment to an office [under the Government of, or &€, even reservation to the Scheduled
Castes and the Scheduled Tribesa€}"

Further, if the Parliament feels that some are still deprived, then Parliament can regulate. If this Parliament says that deprived
millions of India could not go to professional institutions for education opportunities for last 30 years and let us open the door
not by the order of the Prime Minister, but open the door by the will of the Parliament, then it is millions behind the Parliament
who are saying that look after us as we are dying; we are not getting the scope; we are not becoming doctors, engineers, etc. If
the Parliament comes with the wisdom that, Yes, we respect their will according to the Constitution, and in some wisdom at that
point feel that this is not proper, then I agree with it. I am not talking about forward and backward castes.[r36]

I feel pained as a legislator, we have not done politics; we have not done to protect 'A' against 'B'; we only reflect the
suffering will of the people, as Shrimati Indira Gandhi did during bank nationalisation. Sometimes, I feel so; I am not using the
word 'supreme’, but this Parliament's will, reflected by the people, within the ambit of the Constitution, has no value. Are you so
small?

I can understand if we pass a law to benefit a party; I can understand if we pass a law to give benefit retrospectively to a group,
where the court will definitely strike out. But a law passed for the benefit of teeming millions of the country, whose sons feel that
for ten years my grandfather and myself toiled the soil as a farmer, should not my son, ever in life become a doctor or an
engineer or a professor, just because he is a Scheduled Caste or backward and depressed? For that, if this very Parliament opens
a new road and a law is passed, that law would be the will of the people and not a law of somebody's fashion or desire. When
that get struck out or stopped, who shout? It is the teeming millions. When they should? Who handles it? It is the State. Through
whom? Through the police. What is the casualty? At the end of the day, we have Calling Attention here. Day in and day out it
happens; we keep quiet. We cannot do it because there is an injunction. We cannot do it because it is struck down or stopped.

Again I tell you that these kinds of things are not putting appropriate or desired glory to this institution. We should be respectful
to everyone's glory, not just the glory of one or two. A Minister or a Member of Parliament is subject to the scrutiny of the people
in terms of PIL, in terms of Prevention of Corruption Act, in terms of everything else. I agree with that. We have always been
hounding.

I agree with Shri Swain when he said yesterday — I am glad that he said so — that the time has come when the judicial
accountability should also be set in the eyes of the people. What is the harm in that? I am a Minister and I have retired; and if I
am amassed wealth, should the nation ask me? The nation should ask me. I was a former Minister, how did I make property
worth Rs.20 crore? You cannot make it from the income that is declared. If that scrutiny comes, I have to accept the scrutiny.
Similarly, if a retired judge is questioned by the public, we know the salary of the judge; how could he have property worth that
much with his salary and his family? Is that not a scrutiny? If a media correspondent writes with courage, should he be sent



behind the bars? We should be transparent and accountable to the system. We can evolve a system without disrespect to anyone.

Harmony can only be achieved if that accountability is set in motion. This is all I can say. We feel that judiciary has done
tremendous work for this country, from the lower court to the highest court. Every appeal gives a room to the applicant how to
do it; the Law Minister is also thinking of gramin panchayat, nagar palika, etc. to go down below, to ensure justice.

I would only like to submit with all humility that, many of us are lawyers here, we call the judges 'My Lord, Your Honour', etc.
We are merely humble people's representatives; we are subject to scrutiny. So, My Lords and Your Honours also feel — since the
Constitution starts with 'We, the people', they are among the people; if any one of us is under scrutiny, they are equally
answerable when the scrutiny issue comes up. That is all I can submit to you. Thank you.

PROFE M. RAMADASS (PONDICHERRY): Sir, I rise to endorse the views that are expressed during the discussion moved by the
hon. Member, Shri Dasgupta, on the harmonious relations between the Executive, the Judiciary and the Parliament.

We are living, as our hon. Minister has just now said, in a parliamentary democracy; this parliamentary democracy is expected to
alleviate the sufferings of the people of this country. We are wedded to the democratic form of Government.

15.00 hrs.

It is because we thought it would be a form of Government for the people, by the people and of the people. All activities of the
Government should be designed and should be diverted towards the promotion of the greatest happiness of the greatest number.
The Minister was narrating in the historical sequences. I am also reminded of a very famous statement of Jawaharlal Nehru, the

first Prime Minister of India. After unfurling the National Flag at the Red Fort on 15" August, 1947, he was coming down from
the Red Fort. The Western pressmen were surrounding him and asked a pertinent question. "Mr. Nehru, you have suffered a lot.
You are all imprisoned. You have sacrificed greater to the liberation of this country. What is the objective of your Independence?
Why did you suffer so much? Jawaharlal Nehru did not say: "I want to industrialise this country, therefore, we wanted freedom.
It is not that we wanted to bring revolutionary changes in agriculture, therefore, we wanted to have freedom." He said; "To wipe
out every tear from every Indian eye has been our ambition." That may be beyond us but as long as there are tears our work will
not be over. This was the quintessence of the Independence Movement. And, this was the quintessence of the development
perspective of this country. This was the message, to translate which we embedded into a system of democracy, adopted a
democratic form of Constitution. Therefore, it is the people who are at the centre of the stage, whether it is the Constitution of
India or the democratic form of Government, whatever it is.

To accomplish this task of the greatest happiness of the greatest number, we have invented three organs of the State; the
legislature, the executive and the Judiciary. Dr. Ambedkar, the fore runner of the India Constitution, the man who liberated the
subjugated community of this country and who fought for the freedom for these people even when the Britishers were there on
the ground that that liberation was a pre-condition for the Independence of India. He stood very firm on this delicate relationship
between these three organs of the State. As the Minister has said, clause by clause it was discussed and they came to the
conclusion that these three organs must work in unison. In this form of a Government if all the three organs are working, we will
be able to satisfy the aspirations of the people.

After 60 years of Independence today when we take a retrospective look into what has happened to India, we still find 40
per cent of the people of this country are well below poverty line and 50 per cent of the people in the labour force participation
do not get gainful employment. Half of the villages in the country do not have amenities. There are vast disparities in the country
today. The process of economic liberalisation, the process of globalisation that we have willy nilly accepted in this country has
given rise to not dualism in the country but tri-lism in the country. In this country I find not one India. It is true that we are
united within the diversities — social diversity or cultural diversity is different — but we are now heading towards economic
disparities and diversities.

Today, we have one part of the world which is not connected to the other part. Today, we have three parts in this country.



It is at this juncture that India is finding it herself. Today, it is not only a question of economic growth but it is a question of
social justice and we find that half of the population of this country are denied of this social justice. It is the bounden duty of all
the three organs of the State; the legislature, the judiciary and the executive, to work for the amelioration of the lot of the people
by not only promoting growth but also by promoting social justice in this country. It is with this aspiration that the legislature or
the Parliament will have to work. When it does so, it often happens that some of the social legislation to tackle the social
challenges in the country come into conflict with the views of the judiciary more specifically.[R37]

Therefore, on those stages of conflict, friction develops and spoils the harmonious relation between these three organs of
the State. Now, the Judiciary must be able to understand the social aspirations of the representatives of the people. They cannot
mechanically interpret the rules and regulations and say that this rule will be cut down because this is not happening. No judge in
this country — I am not casting aspersions on anybody — can impose his personal judgement on a legislation passed by the
Parliament. And there are many occasions where this has happened and this has to be curbed by a suitable mechanism.

Today, you take the case of the Other Backward Classes. What are their aspirations? Sir, 60 years have passed since
Independence. And even after 60 years, 50 per cent of the people do not have reservations in higher educational institutions. The
House of People, the representatives of people, passed a historic legislation with the rarest sense of unanimity. All the parties in
the Parliament agreed that this legislation must be passed but it was taken to the Supreme Court.

Now, what did the Supreme Court say? It has not understood the social aspirations, the social milieu and social
background with which this legislation was brought but it has simply asked, "Where is your census data? Where is the Report of
the Standing Committee? How did you arrive at the figure of 27 per cent?" What kind of questions are these? In what way this
legislation is calling for all these data? Should not the Judiciary look into the various aspects of the aspirations of the people? Do
they not know that the will of the people is reflected in the act of Parliament? They must be knowing it. If they had asked for a
data of 1931, they must also know that there is a Mandal Commission Report which has said that 62 per cent of the Indian
population are Other Backward Classes. What other evidence do they require? They are not able to interpret the law in a proper
way. Maybe, the mind-set of the Judiciary is such that it is imposing its will on the Bill passed by the people of India.

Sir, without casting aspersions on anybody, I would quote that Parliament passed the AIIMs Bill and the concerned person
went to the court. How can a judge say, "Factually, we are with you." How can they have this pre-conceived notion? The matter
has not come before the court for inquiry. They have asked for explanation from the Central Government and before the Central
Government could send it, they are saying that we are humiliating a respectable person. They have said, "Factually, we are with
you. We will give judgement in the middle of January, before the end of your tenure." What are these statements? Are they not
extraneous to the Act? The Bill passed here has got only a six-line statement and that statement is just to prescribe the age of the
Director of an Institute. Don't you think that this House has the will of the people to fix that age? And they are saying that they
are with him. How can the judge say that? How can a Judiciary come down to this level and say "Factually, we are with you."?
What facts are available with them? If all the facts are available with them, why do they ask the Parliament and the Government
of India to give the facts? And how do they rush to the conclusion that they will give the judgement by the middle of January?

Sir, when Sethu Samudram Project was not implemented, our leader, Kaliagnar Karunanidhi called for a bandh in Tamil
Nadu, and somebody went to the Supreme Court to restrain the bandh. And on a Sunday, an unprecedented measure, the
Supreme Court sat and issued the stay order to the bandh. What kind of a system do we have?

SHRI LAKSHMAN SINGH (RAJGARH): Sir, the role of Judiciary cannot be discussed here....(Interruptions)

PROE M. RAMADASS (PONDICHERRY): Don't they think that they are exceeding their limits? Judicial activism is needed to
promote the happiness of the people, to protect the fundamental rights of the people, to uphold the dignity of the people and to
uphold human rights. We all agree that judicial activism is necessary but when a legislation is passed by the people, Judiciary
must take into account the social perspective. That is what I want to say and if this sense of social perspective is lost, only
frictions will remain and harmony will be lost.

Therefore, all the organs of the State[MSOffice38] must work in unison. All the three organs must understand their
respective roles as enshrined in the Constitution. Ultimately, if any organ is more supreme than the other organs, then I would
feel that it is Parliament which is more supreme than any other organ.

ADV. SURESH KURUP (KOTTAYAM): Mr. Deputy-Speaker, Sir, as pointed out by many eminent Members of this House, the
concept of separation of powers between the judiciary, the executive and the legislature, is one of the basic features of



democratic polity. It is well defined in our Constitution that these three organs of our State should function separately and also
harmoniously. There should be sufficient checks and balances for the functioning of these three organs. No organ is given the
power of superintendence over any of the other organ. That is one of the basic features of our Constitution.

Our Supreme Court has also admitted it several of its judgements. But now, a peculiar problem has arisen. The Supreme Court
or the courts, in their over enthusiasm, are repeatedly over stepping into the functions of the executive and the legislature.

If I may say so, in our neighbouring country it is the military which has appropriated the powers solely, and in our country the
courts which have taken upon themselves the power to enter into the domain of the executive and the legislature in a most
surreptitious way. By passing judgements in various cases, they are repeatedly doing it.

Take, for example, the demolition drive, which the Supreme Court was doing with much gusto. ...(Interruptions)
Mr. Deputy-Speaker, Sir, I seek the indulgence of the Minister of Law and Justice.

The Supreme Court had appointed a Monitoring Committee to monitor the demolition and report back to the Supreme Court
every day. I do not know under what provision of the Constitution or under what law, the Supreme Court had appointed the
Monitoring Committee and asked it to report back to it.

After all this happened, some eminent jurists came out openly, saying that the particular judge who monitored all these things,
had personal interest in all these things. But till day no inquiry was done because there is no provision to inquire into the
activities of a retired judge.

In Uttar Pradesh, in the Jagdambika Pal, case and in the Jharkhand Assembly case, it is quite clear that the Supreme Court had
over stepped and entered into the domain of the legislature. Otherwise, how can a court say that every proceedings of an
Assembly should be reported back to the court? How can the court supervise the proceedings of Parliament or of a State
Legislature? This is not there in the Constitution. There are so many judgements like this.

The Kerala High Court, in its wisdom, which was hailed as a landmark judgement, had prohibited smoking in public places. Of
course, that prohibition is good. It is for a good cause. But under what provision did it prohibit smoking? Under what law did it
prohibit smoking in public places?

Again, the Kerala High Court had prohibited activities of the student organisations in college and university campuses. Our
Constitution has given freedom to everybody in this country to organise themselves and ventilate their grievances. But the Court
says that this particular section of the society, that is students, should not form any organisation and work in campuses. This is
against the provisions of the Constitution.[MSOffice39]

Sir, under what provision they have issued this? Tomorrow, they may say that the trade unions are not good for the
country. So, all the trade unions should be disbanded.

Sir, in every sphere by pronouncing various judgments in cases before it, they are overstepping into the functions of the
Executive and the Legislature. All these things they are doing by making appointment themselves. In no other democracy, these
judges are allowed to appoint their peers and successors and that too they have done by passing a judgment which came before
the Supreme Court and appropriated all the powers to them for appointing the judges. Till this day, the Government of the
country has not dared to correct it. The Executive had a say in the appointment of the judges. That has been the practice. One
fine morning, the Supreme Court, passing judgment in a case before it, says that no, this is unconstitutional and judges alone
have the right to decide who their peers should be and they are doing it. So, I request the Government to correct it. There should
be a proper authority for the appointment of judges consisting of the representatives of the Government from the Opposition and
also from the judges. Let such a Committee appoint the judges. Why should this right be given to the Supreme Court or the
judges alone? Even in the United States of America, every appointment of the judge should be approved by the Senate
Committee.

Sir, recently, as you all know, one judge of the Supreme Court, which was appointed by the President, was not allowed by the
Senate Committee when they scrutinised. They rejected it. She was not appointed. ...(Interruptions)

MR. DEPUTY-SPEAKER: Shri Kurup, please conclude.
ADV. SURESH KURUP : Sir, I will conclude soon.

What about the corruption charges against the judges in various High Courts, Lower Judiciary and also in the Supreme
Court? They themselves enquire about it. I would like to know as to what happened about the Judges Inquiry Bill which was
presented before the Parliament in 20067



Sir, when the country needed the help of the Supreme Court very much and when everybody looked to the Supreme
Court, they did not come to the rescue of the democracy in this country. During the Emergency, they approved every action of
the Government and every action of the Executive. They allowed the Government to extend the term of the Parliament. They
allowed the Government to take away all the fundamental rights. Ultimately, it is the people of this country which rescued this
country and not the judges.

So, Sir, I would like to say that it is the people who are the ultimate referee of the democratic principles in this country.
So, I would urge the Government to take immediate steps to rectify some of the aberrations which have crept into the functioning
of the Constitution and the appropriation of the powers by the Supreme Court from the Legislature and the Executive.

MR. DEPUTY-SPEAKER: Before I request the next hon. Members, I would like to make a submission that I have a long list of
about 25 speakers who want to participate in the discussion. So, it will not be possible to allow all the speakers. Therefore, I
would like to make a request here that those hon. Members who want to give their written speeches, they can do so. That will
form part of the proceedings also.

SHRI A. KRISHNASWAMY (SRIPERUMBUDURY): Sir, it is a very important subject. Let it be discussed.
Jureret A & mucht urdl w1 cIsar A JAW B SR B

SHRI BIKRAM KESHARI DEO (KALAHANDI): Sir, I would like to make a kind submission here. Since this is a very important
subject, let it be discussed threadbare. ...(Inferruptions)

MR. DEPUTY-SPEAKER: I will try my best to accommodate all the hon. Members.
...(Interruptions)

MR. DEPUTY-SPEAKER: Next, Shri Virchandra Paswan to speak. Please be very brief. You are requested to finish your speech
within five minutes.

off divtog uRIarel (oIdrct): ARGl Junlsl AR, 3iSl &A e, 331 So &t Sl & B adl Roar o1 fAwr & 6 gardl oo =asen o v
Agcayul 31 carmuferer &, BRIG FHuz ifdust beiapl o vr ash samcdl, Bricr! sl ¢t siie 3am! v a3 wica & fordaar & few smuon v
Hgcayul 31 Aerdt 3| 3mrst 3oiht #Fter u Ireht 3¢ 2E &, Io1b U Iereht 3o & B, Iorh DRIl U2 Jorcht 35 28 &, o1ht SaEIGEt uT 9 fbern so
z8l 8, uE el 2| & or asl Rea ot fdwr 8 B seor ¢ o, aemer ol & sl 31 et Aok ARET A 3l 531 dor & sordr A &3 Briger
oIl T3l feb 91 &b B 3 aefler o A Hu2 Jod?, wIfthard ol A HUT Iod?, «Iftperd Jdrll 3 HUT Iom? 3 U2 kel Ol s 8, Ko
ol Bl 53 & 33 3BT 9JiapavT ol Bl S1ad &

2fS 3T 9T Y TGN dG &, $A G9l D XS IXGM dGd &, $A 39l 31 IalS 33 FRMORII AFAIV] ToIRl IX6N AT & Al GARIUICIDBT DI UG
@l Bl Sreed & iR e @t Bt sreed ) st uz ot off 51 So1 b faa 9t 8, i carmwiermt sa ot &t srorar B 8, w1 DIE sl Al D sA S
&} ottt B 3 32 sHRY wraven @ dscayyl 31 3, ast U3 5 gu &l @ asi U2 33 gu &, a8 @I 3 Y DI R O Brsft swufer ot 3 51 Jor H
Szl O B AGqul 38T 3, $A oI DI Siokel T 3, a1 e o2l ot dot &), [l ug uz deor &, sArmIeIDT & s o Brewy, surmicrsT B it
aif¥an 8, Jorl ol Favie] B 3, D! BBl I B2t B & ol doten )

JURRIS! ABIG, 3Uol ast dgaoll &l &, 3 Sied o wFen anon & @ &l smucr Jwrelor iz snvilale Fden as aga Aecauvt a1 sz 2wt 3 Bt
el of 331 3orn 8, A 3olBl toddic Sdl &) 3MIS1 AB 91 clldbeie] &, AYIAI Stofell A Bifder & 3liz gy Storer 3ruol yfeifoifer a5 ameerar A omtol @sacll 2 iz
auE Sorgfaforfdy, as amreller 2tivig 81, Al dearr &1, Serar B gfforfr & wu 3 owr wa & aiiz diw 3 azs A, Bt azs A 29w B aro ) H
g3t Jerrst 3 et S &) 3t A 3 et 3 dl varvenw. 3l vardl oft et &) & wwar & 5 $IEE st X dlvdeg urmamwet S e oft &, ot aruwht
Bl Al &, Tlfdbol SIADI FcIerd e oidl & b ot Fololler G aruRreft &) =fd 3 srerft § i Fifser 21w SASHIRRET 81, 3o1p! Y21 5B Tolel &, Dlofol
¥ Aot 31, lofot B Guvr 3, BRIO! (e o worrn 3, BRI ufkmic o goirn 3, JorBt g3t Az Bt A Bl 2T B, 520 A B B e ot
&l Javdl 8, Afdsol 3ireT & g @1 fwar 3 @ @<t bl sl J, agh sidbolar I e sst gala & siedl 3, snst sYSHRET docdt 3, ¢ Sa doet 2
dl oI @1 aseler 3, F 3t ure ordl avgon, of wadl. @ uraR 8, of qumewidl @ wae 3, =i Afdenor of 2 fb ¢if of urR ges @I, AT 9leG @I
sxcarel fvan & dl & Brdcel won aigen b 531 wiis el B Sreed &, $A ol @1 fAelfta wael & sead & iz st axdea & wu 3 Ramor &
Sied &, aiiich fbeft o e @ urae Sadplt 9 o1gt <t Siedt 3, Sorat wdea orai¥er b2 ST &, 2iRiG Sia wiofol wotkdt & A ag weica foraif¥a waddt &
o5 b2 oon i &, AT i DI 31 DIE A1 Y PIE 3 Sotel 45 gE & Al oIl DI UKR oldl &, Joid! B ARIDR odl &, Jolb dric forfde



1531 3R & b B2 BIIRT 31 JMUP! 16 DRI DIl &) 5 Plofel P TSl 91 IATID! PRl T GRIT I ! A ©ul ot 81[R40]

Juresl A8k, 4 sicd) 8l sl @ Jemn e Fol usdl &l wal [ curufernT sl g @l vas Heaayul et & i 3Ad af¥ o gl e ot
[&52ft 1 & ol @il &| SRRIUICIDI DT DR & AT DIE DI D1 & b <l ugll  dia 3, s 32 3nud dia 3 a1 gt @I off ol g, 5/l usl &
dia 3 @ fAag g, dl S 301 Sloil usll &t T B ool DI DB B2 3R Dol SN DEAT &, IAD IGRIR G SWIC ol DI PP B2 a6 D it Baft
fewaoft ot @2, BRRI wE el 6 @ BIE ol dld a1 &, afcd IS ust dict a1 3| A Ads] GG &, Sl DI B DA Mealdid e g, it ferafir
areft 8, Si eon 3 15 @i ord dier 381 3, afcas @ uer alet 81 3 33 & WY JYoib? asT gX Bl 3 sarrmeloll @t 31 v &I Ruuvft I e aifde,

ag a3 g¥ @1 fawer 3 A -cllor @i we a3 el axT I wEem AE JAARM 3
MR. DEPUTY-SPEAKER: Please conclude now. Your party time is already finished.

oft divareg urstaret @ SRR 3 Soren anferes 3, gy 3| As ISl wraven ofdl 3, Sl 3uel IRl @1 avIel uger 36N wIA A NI I8 Hollofler
W A Al DK 3R I DI B o1 D Prglep a1 Jarer &, dl sa e aedfer 3w Fadkr snRiar Jar eI gotol Bl sragerasdr &) D1 oldl 3 f
Sil 331 &9l & -6 20 uRar &, [Soinl sIRUICKDI U3 Wesll & 302 aal el Sial 3 diw SiRe dokl &) 3MMU Sl I DD S clifsm b 321 ulbar
b AT 3P oiri-Bodior ol sE@K iz Jiernid 3 SoieT Tord & AT Jorb eI-derd Y DI B St Torid &) 32D DI Faow itz B yfdzm ol 8,
alfes sreleRIRGl &) 3619 2 AYHEIE 32 g8 DI B SOl Gold 3| 33 AU BN I A5 S| A SN (9N 36T &, anfeandt wrazen 3,
G wrazen 3, g Sadpft 3 ordl acreft anfdv) Jor @t Afd anu gaen aea , Sor F wEaRT a6l aea 3, o1 @) TR el A Aasaen ad 3, @
oRIRIUICrDT 3 dor B iz Sloft 2w s2mi il cell @) e sraRR Bicon ailde; snu vewerd! sz vewewa & Boff foreari¥a w2 difte, amu g3,
Uoggs Al di Alel @I 3iopid forefida w2 dise sz vw el gl & daa ag sl Bl F¢¢R1 o el &l, aié ABA O &l, aB oirl & g, ad ufla
P gl, ag fbett onfct ar et I e B, Jorp! JwE SRR ficion aifde) wfd smuor gpgilasur el ¥, s MrE b wrawen et ¥, e et 3 fc fben
dl @18 o1 oidl aden ... () ceruifern i S 3 fbaft o woder e am &, o 33 reaRca oft Brerif¥e fbu s 8, 3adb! sazen a)

Al oow Ay 3liz wEw2 el A AAH DFIIN
MR. DEPUTY-SPEAKER: No. I have already given you sufficient time.

oft dizareg urIdaret : anft aga AR SoEic AT DK iz FEDIKE B 3Me ) AP DIE o Db SeBic ucol sRiacl B al 3 em d I aarn g 3T
Slonic fé=n i Sl 2recufdy oIRiel dat U2 EPIRM SR 3, d& dlckd &) AfS Icuft 9ol eIl aterd e, dl et -3¢ o aifde en) 218 @&l @1 $30w &
fos & fpfdorct &, Aifdbor 721 wikht &t om ol Ewft sz & Brely &, Aifbar 7 Wit w2 gt e Smwen; AR Ul ool cTeN sreIfET e, 2ifdurr B
g e, a sRiach 31-27k glon aifde S & AR &Rl ©AS FUL golld A2 qals B DB 5 AW BIE @I oidl 3 Al T Syl smrft
&, anwr vaweresr suReft &, At 3 aawr aell b ofanil @t defsr @ g, Jort fordger war & & Brt avs 3 gyar @b s Ju @ wifSa war B fog,
53 391 @ gl el B e, 33 391 Y eI dotlol B ferg, e ellasdifia Jzemil uz ysr f[Asen o va1 &, ane Sergfafeierl u smar i yfiemr
faserr suer &) 2fS aae Seyfiforl saen €1 srusrfl 2, AY 3o eI bl Bl SIS I3 UGl 3 Tl Sell aifdu AT Asl Uz f[saft s afiv I i
% owt D dorse, R ereiury Bt ot dorct RE6! 1wt w2 ) Hidker oRlid oft asi suBer 3| # 3ol ww dist ywolr A &) ... (caaumor)[pd1]

MR. DEPUTY-SPEAKER: Nothing will go on record now.
(Interruptions)* a€;
MR. DEPUTY-SPEAKER: Nothing is going on record.
(Interruptions)* a€;
MR. DEPUTY-SPEAKER: Shri M.P. Veerendra Kumar will speak now.
...(Interruptions)
MR. DEPUTY-SPEAKER: Mr. Paswan, nothing is going on record. Why are you speaking? Please take your seat.

(Interruptions)* a€;



* Not recorded

SHRI M.P. VEERENDRA KUMAR (CALICUT): Mr. Deputy-Speaker, Sir, I thank you for giving me time to participate on this very
important discussion which has been brought up here by Shri Gurudas Dasgupta.

Sir, the question is, who should be supreme? Ultimately, the Constitution must be supreme because the Constitution is for the
people and that is why, the Preamble starts with the words "We, the people of India,". There are conflicts and there are
complaints that there is over-activism by the Judiciary. I would like to quote the Chief Justice of India, Justice Balakrishnan who
said:

"Like any other public institution, the judiciary can be subjected to fair criticism if and when occasion demands but if

the criticism is not legitimate and irresponsible, it may lead to incalculable damage to the institution of the
judiciary."

I will not talk much about it because there is no time. Sometimes clashes are bound to happen because there are conflicts
of opinion. The famous Supreme Court lawyer Shri Rajeev Dhawan once said about the clash between the Judiciary and
the Legislature. I quote:

"A polarity between the courts and the politicians is healthy. In truth, it is a tension between the rule of law and
democracy. Both complement each other. But the present conflict is not just a minor power struggle. There is a
clash of ideology about social justice — albeit with politicians seeking votes and the judges enjoying public
attention. In this clash, the judges must be respected. But the judges too, cannot be anti-politician in their posture.
The ultimate /akshman rekha is that they can never be anti-people in their pursuit for themselves and constitutional
governance."

Sir, when a corporation filed a case and the case came up before the Division Bench of the Kerala High Court, a judge
commented that the interests of the corporation must be looked into, not of the people. This is where the people's rights
and legal rights clash. The courts have to interpret the laws.

I do not want to go in the detail now, but I would like to say that there must be harmony between all the three
organs of the State. But the history says something else which is a pointer. What happened between 1977 and 1979?
There was harmony? The fundamental rights were taken away by this very Parliament. The constitutional method was
used to take away those rights, the Judiciary toed the line and the Executive became chimerical. What was the result?



Ultimately, the people had have to save the institutions. So, the institutions cannot become chimerical. There has to be
complete harmony, within the constitutional frame.

The Parliament alone cannot sit in judgement over the laws that it passes. If there is an aberration, who will sit in
judgement? The Supreme Court will sit in judgement because they have to interpret the laws that are passed by the Parliament.
It is the duty of the judges to interprete the Constitution and the laws. This creates a controversy, we have to pay the price to live
in the democracy. I quote Edmund Burke, the fire alarm at midnight may disturb your sleepa€}a€|but it keeps you from being
burnt at night. Majority can be sometimes chimerical also. The fundamental rights are built-in in our Constitution and the
Parliament has given the fundamental rights. Sir, Roberts Pierre hung Dante to the Dumas of France, same thing happened to
Pierre also. This is all history. So, these things have to be carefully looked into.

Sir, Judiciary has gone a long way from A.K. Gopalan's case to Maneka Gandhi's case in 1978 in upholding human rights.
Anybody could be killed by a policeman and he just says, 'he is no more'. How the human rights will be protected? The Judiciary
has gone a long way in protecting the human rights.

One more point I would like to bring to your kind attention is about the media. Media is the Fourth Estate. It should be protected.
Parliament has certain privileges. The Parliament or the Assembly can call anybody and convict him. There is no appellate
authority. Suppose, the Parliament, by majority, convicts somebody for some action for life time. Where is the appeal?

Sir, I place before the House that we enjoy privileges and power to punish for breach of privilege, but in the absence of
codification, the scope of that power remains unlimited. Just as we have defined and limited contempt power of the court by
enacting the Contempt of Courts Act, we have to define our contempt power by enacting a suitable legislation. I am reminded of
the famous Blitz case where the editor was called to the bar of this House and reprimanded for publishing an article derogatory to
the dignity of a Member. Such unbridled and undefined power exercisable by Parliament is not conducive for a harmonious
relationship with the media which is rightly described as the Fourth Pillar of democracy. It has to be looked into.

15.37 hrs.
(Shri Devendra Prasad Yadav in the Chair)

Sir, what about this Anti-Defection Law? Now, a Member is bound by this law. Suppose, my Party says that we go against
professed policy this way, we cannot dissent it, otherwise, it will immediately become anti-defection. If that is the law, where is
the dissent? How can a Member point out when the Party or the Institution totally goes out of the way from what they profess,
how can we protest? If that is the law, then only Party leaders need come to the Parliament, why should we be here. They can
themselves decide which Government should go or which Government should remain. They could decide everything. By this,
what happened? The right of the Members is curtailed.

I remember, when the first Anti-Defection Law was brought before the House, Madhu Limaye objected to it. Then we never
understood why he objected to it. He said that ultimately it would cripple the dissent. It would be a chimerical despotism of the
political parties. Who brings fascism and dictatorship? Not individuals, but institution. When, internal democracy within a political
party is dead now the external democracy will survive. This Anti-Defection Law must be looked into. If no Member has the right
or freedom of expressions now can they function in Legislature. If my Party acts against the professed ideology and departs from
it how can I agree to that. Here Sir, who is right and who is wrong?

As per the Anti-Defection Law, those members who went against the professed policy of the party and gave commitment to the
right people, will be criticized and debarred from the House. This law must be looked into.

In the whole, the Judiciary, the Executive and Parliament have to function Constitutionally. Democracy can function only that
way. Time is changing, laws are changing. Ultimately, it is the people's will which has to be vindicated. We cannot say in one
sense Parliament is supreme because through Parliament many of the views are subverted, diverted and rights of the people are
taken away. It cannot happen. So, for democracy's functioning, judiciary must be accountable.[r42]

Parliament must be accountable. In fact, the Executive also must be accountable. They can do anything they want. Suppose they
do something very wrong, where is the recourse? Can we all come to the Parliament and get a recourse to that? You can go to a
Court and can get a recourse to that. In this context, I also include Media. It is not because I come from Media; Media is the
fourth pillar. Only on four pillars, a house can stand; a three-pillared house cannot stand properly.

SHRI PRIYA RANJAN DASMUNSI: Mr Chairman, Sir, I would like to say, through you, to the entire House that it is a very
important debate, and I am very glad that most of the Parties are taking part. But, it is short duration debate. We began it



yesterday; today also it is continuing. We have to ensure the passage of a legislation listed in the supplementary notice for which
I have consulted the Deputy Leader of the Opposition. He agreed. Therefore, my humble submission to you, and through you to
the House, is that the Parties who already have spoken, they should limit their speakers' strength and time strength. It will help
business to complete and to reach to its final conclusion. The Law Minister has to reply in-depth. Thereafter, we can take the
legislation.
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SHRI VIJAYENDRA PAL SINGH (BHILWARA): Mr. Chairman, Sir, I stand to debate and discuss in the discussion which has been
initiated by Shri Gurudas Dasgupta, which is the need for harmonious functioning of three organs of the State: Legislature,
Judiciary and Executive. I will not go into the details because the speakers before me have said a lot of it. But, I would like to
mention a few points only that it was our forefathers who in their wisdom had discussed what could be the separation of powers
of the Executive, Legislature and Judiciary. It is only in the last ten years that the harmonious working of the three organs has
been disturbed. I feel that it is also the over-activism of the Judiciary which is spoiling the entire harmonious functioning.

There has always been the harmony also, that we can talk of. I remember that about five-six years back when the
Supreme Court wanted to celebrate the 50th Year of the Supreme Court, they did not have money for that. It is because the
Supreme Court does not have that sort of money to celebrate it. Without naming, the Chief Justice took an appointment with the
Prime Minister; he went to the Prime Minister and said: "This is our problem." I am talking about the harmonious relationship
that can be created. He went to the Prime Minister and the Prime Minister said: "It is a very big occasion for the country, and we
grant you Rs. 10 crore." Rs. 10 crore was given. After some time, the same Chief Justice went back to the Prime Minister, and the
Prime Minister thought that he wanted more money because Rs. 10 crore is not good enough. When he went back, he said: "I
am returning Rs. 8 point something crore, because I feel that that amount is not required for the celebration." That is the
harmony that should be there. What is missing today is that there is an ego clash. In my State and in many States which have
been referred about, there is such an ego clash that the judges want to give a stay order on anything which is against the
Government. That has been the case in many States even in Rajasthan. There are some Judges, who are just waiting for it. They
direct a PIL should be put forth so that they can embarrass the Government. Is that harmonious relationship?[r43] How can
harmony come about like that? I am really surprised about it.

Sir, I would like the hon. Minister, when he replies, to tell us about the Shetty Commission for the pay-scales of judges. It says in
that Report, which has been directed to all the States, that notwithstanding the financial status of the State, these payments have
to be made to the judges of the subordinate judiciary. Is it because the Shetty Commission or is it what that the Additional
Secretary in the Government of India who gets less payment than the District Judges? Is that true? Are they going to decide their
own pay-scales? Has it been done like that?

Sir, there are guest houses of the High Court. When the Supreme Court judges visit the States, they do not wish to stay in the
State guest houses and they say that they must stay in the five-star hotels. Is that not true?

Let me also ponder over another thing. It has also been said that they would get entertainment allowance. Now, do the High
Court and the subordinate Judiciary need to entertain or they needed an entertainment allowance? That also was paid in
retrospective. Is it not true that they said that this should be paid in retrospective? What is the need for an entertainment
allowance? Even the parliamentarians do not need entertainment allowance. These are the points which are of importance.

Is there a code of conduct for judges? Even if it is in-house, there should be a code of conduct for judges. The Judiciary should
say that these are the code of conduct and they should have their own code of conduct which they should adhere to.
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DR. THOKCHOM MEINYA (INNER MANIPUR): Sir, I rise to participate in the discussion on "Need for harmonious functioning of
three organs of the State i.e. Legislature, Judiciary and Executive".

As this discussion is being held under Rule 193, the mover and the seconder Sarvashree Basudev Acharia and Gurudas
Dasgupta have put forward beautiful conjectures on the issue. After we have practiced democracy for the last more than a half



century such an important issue looks very much like a non-issue. Is it not interesting?

Sir, I very respectfully seek your kind indulgence and that of this august House when I revisit some basic definitions while
recording my opinion on the subject. We all know that we have adopted the democratic form of Government. It is a government
of the people, for the people and by the people, we have given to ourselves a Constitution, the preamble of which is very clear
about what should be practiced and followed, while running the government or otherwise.

Sir, our country is a Sovereign Socialist Secular Democratic Republic, to secure to all its citizens:
JUSTICE, social, economic and political;

LIBERTY of th ht, expression lief, faith and worship;

ALITY of

he uni nd integri f the nation.

Sir, in our country rather in our system, constitutionis supreme. The basic structure of the constitution is the
separation of power among Legislature, Judiciary and Executive. There appears, at times, some so-called conflicts rather
apparent conflicts in the working and functioning of these three vital organs of the
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state. The one and only way to avoid and to have these conflicts / aberrations resolved is to practice self restraint and self respect
and to practice true professional ethics.

Sir, over and above this, none of these organs should try to give directional instructions to the other organs and vice-
versa. To be precise, the moment one feels that there appears to be a slight aberration on his part, he should immediately
restrain himself from going further in that direction. This will definitely go a long way towards harmonizing the smooth
functioning of these vital organs of the state.

Sir, why I pause these conjectures. The reason is quite obvious.
Art. 52 of the constitution provides that there shall be a President of India. The President of India is the Head of the Executive.

Art. 79 of the constitution of India provides that there shall be a Parliament for the Union which shall consist of the President and
two houses to be known as respectively as the Council of States and the House of the People.

The Parliament is the Legislature.

Art. 124 of the constitution of India provides that there shall be a Supreme Court of India consisting of a Chief Justice of
India and, until Parliament by law prescribes a larger number, of not more than seven (now twenty-five) other Judges. The Chief
Justice of India and all the Judges of the Supreme Court are appointed by the President of India. This is the Judiciary.

Sir, on the same line, Art. 153 provides that there shall be a Governor of each state. The Governor is appointed by the
President of India and shall hold office during the pleasure of the President. Art. 168 provides that for every state there shall be a
legislature which shall consist of the Governor and two Houses or one House as the case may be.

Art. 214 provides that there shall be a High Court for each State. The Chief Justice and other judges are appointed by the
President of India. Then, perhaps, there should not be any difficulty whatsoever in the respective working of these three organs.
One has to always note that the Constitution is Supreme. All the powers of the State are derived from it. So long as we preserve
this sanctity of our constitution nothing to worry about.

Let us all preserve this sanctity of the Constitution of India.

Sir, May I now seek the indulgence of this august House when I draw the attention of the Hon'ble Union Law Minister that
the constitutional obligation of having a High Court for every state of the Union is yet to be fulfilled. For example, my State,
Manipur is yet to have a separate High Court of its own. It is still continuing under the jurisdiction of the Hon'ble Guwahati High
Court. I strongly demand for a separate High Court for my state, Manipur. If the number of cases is a criterion for it, the number



of pending cases for the state is exceedingly large.

Sir, before I conclude, I am very grateful to you and to the initiators of this discussion for raising such an important issue
for the healthy practice of democracy.

SHRIMATI JHANSI LAKSHMI BOTCHA(BOBILI): Sir, I thank you for giving me an opportunity to participate in the discussion on
the harmonious functioning of three organs of the state, that is, Legislature, Executive and Judiciary.

There-is no doubt that there has been a growing tension between the Judiciary and the Legislature during the last few
months. Much legislation has been questioned by the honorable Supreme Court.

Our constitution came into existence 58 years ago. As far as the Executive is concerned, there is accountability. So far as
Legislature is concerned, there is accountability. Now the basic question before us is judicial accountability. In a democratic
country where the rule of law is supreme, definitely the Judiciary must be independent. There is no doubt in that the Judiciary's
independence must be maintained at any cost. But, at the same time, the judiciary is not accountable to the people. We all know
that people have created constitution. Nearly all great ideas and the energy by which all the great services by which mankind has
been benefited have come from the mass of the people. Legislature is the true representative of the people.

The Legislature has to pass laws which are constitutionally legal and valid. The Executive has to enforce such
constitutionally valid laws without fear or favour. The supreme constitutional responsibility of the Judiciary is to ensure that the
Laws of the Constitution are duly observed by both the Legislature and the Executive in letter and spirit.

The application to Judicial Review to determine constitutionality of the legislation and to review the Executive decision
sometimes creates tension between the Judge, and the Legislative and the Executive branch. Such tension is natural and to some
extent desirable. Moreover, the Judiciary's Independence is
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absolutely essential to ensure the Rule of Law. Judicial Review is an 'extraordinary legal invention' that seems 'deceptively simple',
but it is. one of the most baffling of legal devices. Sometimes it is described mistakenly as a veto power over Legislation. The
principles of Separation of Powers ought to be kept in the forefront and the Judge should make sure that each of the other
branches operates within the boundaries of the Law and the Judicial Review.

As per clause(4) of the article 124 of the constitution, the only procedure available for judicial accountability is the
impeachment proceedings. Is it a practicable solution? We have bitter experience in Ramaswamy's case. Of course, the procedure
is somewhat cumbersome and it cannot be enforced all of a sudden. I think that is the only provision in our constitution. It may
not warrant removal.

Recently we seen arguments being floated by different quarters, that retired judges of supreme court and high courts
should be barred from arbitration by chairing different commissions set us by Central and state governments. The critics are
saying that by appointing retired judges the executive is arms twisting the Judiciary, which severely eroded Judiciary's
independence and accountability. But the recommendations of the commissions headed by retired” judges are advisory in nature
and only help in better discharge of duties by the executive.

All the three organs of the constitution should aware of their roles and responsibilities. The government may think of
constituting a Judicial Council, at the earliest, with members of Judiciary, executive and legislature for bringing out co-ordination
and reduce the rift. True Spirit of the constitution, for the over all development of the country, as envisaged by the framers of
the constitution, should be aimed at harmonious relations among the three organs.

SHRI KIRIP CHALIHA (GUWAHATI): Mr. Chairman, Sir, I thank you for giving me this opportunity to speak on a very important
subject though briefly.



Sir, I thank Shri Gurudas Dasgupta for giving us this oppartunity to dwell in this Parliament on something concerning governance
and perfection of democracy.

Mr. Chairman, Sir, as you yourself are aware, your rulings and the rulings of all the Chairmen usually show that Parliament does
not have much time to discuss now-a-days serious topics. When we talk and discuss serious topics — it is an important one — we
would like to share our views with our colleagues because these are vital questions about the perfect system of governance.

Sir, perfection, as you know, depends upon environment. What appears to be perfect today may not remain perfect
tomorrow.[h44] That is the tragedy of a civilisation. But that has not stopped us from aspiring for perfection.

Now, as civilisation progressed, it has now come to a definite belief that democracy is perhaps the best form of Government. In a
democracy, although there is strict separation of powers, the Montesquieu Theory is not applicable. Separation of powers, to
some extent, is necessary. When we separate three organs of Government with specific powers, interdependence of one with
another and a harmonious relationship between them is of vital interest if democracy has to succeed and flourish.

In this discussion, we have been hearing our friends mentioning some very conflicting opinions. We have heard about the
constraints of the parliamentarians; we have heard about the judicial over-activism; we have also dwelt upon over-concentration
of powers in particular branches of Government; and we have talked about judicial intervention — sometimes, we praise;
sometimes, we say it with a little amount of hurt. We are talking about whether constitutional harmony is in jeopardy or not; and
above all, we are talking about the judicial accountability with certain amount of offence in our mind.

Sir, as a young student when I wanted to choose a career -- it is not that I was a very dull student in my young life — my father
said: "You choose a career." I wanted to be a lawyer. My sole ambition in life was to be a lawyer, a good lawyer, a successful
lawyer. Even now, when I am standing before you as a parliamentarian, I still consider that it has been greatest tragedy that
although, I passed my law and did my practice for about two or three years, I stopped practicing it. I cannot practice; I do not
have the time once I am in politics. It is because you are in politics means, you are a parliamentarian, you represent people, you
have to work 24 hours a day looking after problems of people, and you do your best to give whatever is possible, to the people.
So, you hardly have any time to read. And, a lawyer, on the other hand has to close himself at 6 o' clock, come back from the
bar, look into his briefs, call for his juniors, from 8 o' clock to 11 o' clock read through the points; next day morning, make the
draftings; and go and present the cases. It is because, every single case involves the life of an individuals on very vital issues. It
could be his property; it could be his liberty; it could be conflict of interests between him and his family. So, law is a very vital
aspect; and rule of law is the only sign of a civilised society.

In fact, it would not be an exaggeration to say that where law ends, tyranny begins. Now, we are opposing the legal system, we
are criticising the Judiciary for various deficiencies, over-activisms and various negativisms. It has become a fashion to talk
negatively about the legal system.

There is a difference. Institution cannot be criticised. In the functioning of the Institution, there may be something wrong. I
would say that in principle, till today after 60 years of Independence, among the three organs, even today, the Judiciary
commands the greatest amount of respect; whether I like it or you like it, it does not matter; whether we have been acting very
responsibly or not, a judicial personality, a lawyer or a Judge today occupies a higher position of honour than me or Minister.
Why?
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My father was a Principal of a college. As a young boy, I could see the local politics taking place there, how the governing bodies
were manipulated and how he was about to be removed on false corruption charges. The only institution, which gave him
succour at that particular point of time, was not the politician. It was not the Executive but the Judiciary. So, Judiciary also has a
very vital role to play. I am not justifying by saying that...(Interruptions)

MR, CHAIRMAN : Mr. Kirip Chaliha, please conclude,
SHRI KIRIP CHALIHA : Sir, it is a very important subject. I will take two minutes.
MR. CHAIRMAN: It is important subject for all and not only for you.

SHRI KIRIP CHALIHA : I know and I have seen the standard of this Parliament. From 1991, I have been here. I have seen the



standard of the Parliament debates. I have seen luminaries talking and discussing issues. As a young boy, I listened to them with
awe and admiration how Somnath Chatterjee, Inderjit Gupta, Atal Bihari Vajpayee and Arjun Singh and Narasimha Rao were
arguing on very vital points in a very delicate manner with mutual respect. Does it prevail today? Can we say from our heart that
we have the same standards? Are we not the people who elect the Ministers? Are we not the people to whom the Executive is
accountable? Executive's accountability is there because the Parliament is there. Parliament has also the accountability to the
people. It is a fact. But the Judiciary does not have that accountability. But in spite of that, let me make it very plain that till now
they have been doing quite well. Yes, there have been aberrations. I admit there have been aberrations.

I do not have the data. It could be that about 100 families or 200 families are monopolizing the Judges' posts or the posts in the
Judiciary. I definitely say, yes that we need a Judicial Commission. We need the best talents to come and become judges. We
want the best talented people to become judges because judges are very vital for our democracy. But for that the mechanism has
to be built by us, by the parliamentarians. We have to do or perform our duty. Have we performed that duty? Have we
performed that duty till today? Is it not true that a very successful lawyer will not become a judge? I know of lawyers who earn
so much of money. But if they are told to become Justice or judge of a High Court, he will not go because their salary is very
minimal.

Till you do not give proper emoluments and opportunities to the judges, or the Judiciary, they will not come.
MR. CHAIRMAN: Please conclude.
SHRI KIRIP CHALIHA : This is my last one point.

I had the privilege, as a Member of Parliament to attend the Commonwealth Conference on 'Principles of Accountability
and Relationship between the Three Branches of Government' in Maldives, very recently. Some suggestions were made there. I
am sure the hon. Minister knows about them.

The trend today is also to have Judicial accountability, and I would like to quote this. Many of our friends have already mentioned
it. I am just saying that while the Parliament's primary responsibility for law making on the one hand and for the Judiciary's
responsibility for the interpretation and application of the law on the other hand are very paramount, Judicial accountability is a
must. "People should have easy and unhindered access to courts, particularly to enforce their fundamental rights. Any existing
procedural obstacles to access to justice should be removed." That is the operating part.

Now, this is very pertinent. All the Commonwealth countries are today talking about public criticism of judges.
MR. CHAIRMAN: Mr. Kirip Chaliha, please take your seat. I am allowing the next Member to speak.

SHRI KIRIP CHALIHA : Sir, my last point is that "legitimate public criticism of judicial performance is a means of ensuring
accountability.” Sir, this is a point that you also share as a Member. "The criminal law and contempt proceedings are not
appropriate mechanisms for restricting legitimate criticism of the courts." Sir, we all want that there should be harmonious
functioning of all the three branches. Somewhere, this harmony is lacking. This should be given a serious thought. Tyranny of
Judiciary is bad but brute majority and majority decisions alone are always not good. History has shown that. Parliamentary
democracy depends upon our exercising power But limiting power is also equally important as exercising
power....(Interruptions)

MR. CHAIRMAN: Please take your seat. Now, Shrimati Ranjeet Ranjan.
...(Interruptions)

MR. CHAIRMAN: Mr. Kirip Chaliha, please take your seat. No, nothing will go on record except the speech of Shrimati Ranjeet
Ranjan.

(Interruptions)* a€;
Tl 318G ¢ o ot Bosis 3t ol o 2a1 3

...(=mener)*



* Not recorded

offarct 3sfta stet (B2n) @ Wl ke, v aga Ascayul fAwer uz aat aer &t &) amuol 79X dicter w1 AT R, 3D fom wovars) seRMmierDT,
oriuferor siiz fenfimr dioll @1 srusft Mo ordl criwoft @fde; sl St s fwer Boll G2, St ARG 31 a5 A VA 35T Sl DY Pl Brr 3
aeIRIUIfcIcnT ot 3ruoft 3fle @l etien 8[a47]

16.00 hrs.

a1z Bib safem gan 2 a=iifs ga1 v ol 8| ol of el g clell 31 8t @eft &) 3 A3 Ascayul @i waol aiadl & b serar adl o 8, Brrbt oiiast
watoie Bt 2| wriuferes, semrrarfersT afis [Renfrar 3 A @i 5l B sllasdt aia et o8l 3, o [enfrest 61 ot 3| wriufernT sz sarmafee, Berebt
aliapdl uarele 8kl 3, w8 vas 3oieavl aAlY AWl &) Al &N Xelr =0 38 &, dl [ s wm 32 2 3 wld aa ac 38 &, « [ aeE et 38 &, & U
feberott 2wufer 2, a2 3 ool Sderdt @ 2P 37 8, 3l var-ud SieieR! sARMIersT A A BRI da 2xdt 3, Afder &t & sURMIRRDT 6t
sioreprt Bt & 5 3orb urt fibeoft 219uftr 2 site of orRtufers! &t sereRt 2kt 2 b Jors urRt @ 87

3t 2131 ugel snul A Dol Aledl § b oroflr sieergt AEIGA ol &1 il B SHGIGR dollol B forg vep forEr urRd s 6 &1 cer, Adca @1f oft wardt
oISt 2 IS cIie ol ceTost, aRiifds 9IRIG SR IerIR il 8| 381 22l Bl 2 b v vauasil, $3Udc: IS oISt U2 dlise el ©2 gl 3, cifdbal gat
S ¥ else oen o, dl & acTar 3 o 8 smes, Afdser A aeTart ordl 3

ey Ekeer, A A el Rib ar /g xmen agell; F ywen et § 5 aen dfdens A FHu IRMIRsT 2 21 sRIRIIfeIDT A FHu2 Jifdersr 87 st
aga A 3B oG 3) A e Al B D Bk & 1 Ul 9IRiel ceTel @1 O Bk 8, ar oF Ridd e &), &2 SPIs IRIUIRKDT of
gIasiu fben &) Bib gxagiu g ol fasen 8, afew 21 aeg 31 Ruaofl 6t 2 b &9 opt an 2E 8 b fermermicrr 3 521 e A &1 281 8 9Pl DB axt a5 & 5
3MTol DI 3G BITC B s A (26 A 3AH Afs @, Driufers! iz Rerorfeis @ 5231 d2e A qu @1 w2 33 or0 & [ #fifdar Ht oft Baor ordf 2
&5 PR curMmfeRn! 3 B srerR ¥ o 8, A 33 Raenw dlet 1) 7 MU Seioll Baoll dgefl fb PR 3y 561, St 3iie adbler @ ¢ ¢, 3 Ut
erktet bl aid adonl aigsfl s Jler B 9 A arsal B e, [ ardfla B arT BifSe, Pise aem ks @ ot do cfeon uen, sl sl usl,
ACCHd B Qs A adol b 18 G a@lsdl Dl USI, ad ol B2 a6 JYiA DI Bt Gl gt uesn) Tart oIk A A ©: Il ad B S & a1 B
O3 Hollerel Bl dlfds ablcil Bt Bl @Y folfdrd fiben Smu? KRR st wifs Bk uel & e §3 & 16 o 2Q| 6 aga s e 8, ol Siet 3
SIep? &3 & b St ordla wafep &, ol 22 and 3t St 31 8 Brb safew b 3o urt adbler @1 831 3ot 6t 3Brie ordl 3 321 2mer &t & waon awdl g &
otall &t rRIfp airet b 311 Mg A 2l 38l 2, <1 opl &l @i 8 b wrd 9 3 w3ies 3 uia udic ot dpas derr & bl Sl ofdl &) A6l &l a8
Siolerol w¥oll aifgu & Sl & Bryfes 3wl wadiidorer a1 BrRET gems dfds st wadiiRoer A e a=iiids St Sret 2 3t @1 Aet A axclisn s1t of @Y At ad
@2 dl ue ackn & oo B & Beidb acd, Borb cer okt &1 @i u2 do 2@ & 3z ot Dot Y $2RY 3iceT 23 Sl 261 3| G Dal ol & b
&9 Al ARG 3 ISl @ & ciftber af A &l Al At ARIel I Al ackn b 3ca gAf uz dow: Il Ekdl 8 PR awdaa i S s Al cafs @t
1fd o [fiorer gomar 8 oY as et Ica groif 3 g B 3| afd v =Ifs dojons 2 3l as G T wruT Iepedt Big ordl w2 urn @ as wifs SRt
fehfdreret @otenr &) 3 GlarRT waoll aigsl [ Al IS cafth 3lclkd SoPic & ®RUI fhffolel d@oldl & dl e Rkl ®lel &7 d& ARKP & A1 Slelic dol dlel
ofa1 87

3 AR e Wi 37 Daoll agsl b Jrufer B Fdsorar sl e siforart &) Al a1 uia &1 & e WG ot I E Al &I Bl A DT HUT TD
ea-um dist @ AKSHorD won usdr & Aifdsal diw si¥c siiw 33w & Rwoft s [ ga1 ofee ordt & s2ifere e smuoft Jufer @t ARt ofdl W s
521 JGol @I 81 3Udel &) 3 MU ®eoll dladl § b it ot Fawu #owm 8, 3o1ebl des &df oft affror ol 2 b & ot e 81 i orht 2ufer Gt
Jfodrmar aem 8? [r48]

$2mat Sanivodl g oredt 3 st s Big & & fb g1 cllaeie] o gt st Jlat amort & afiz armor s So1 3 Afd B yfler uraz & A ag SYH @Y Fow
Sl &) ofoll & GRI dgd X 23 B2iisoat el &, Bl Zifdercl &bt afsorIl 331 918 &) um al B2 3 B wftp, ol A6 TdioR ®Ial & b 32Aal aea Bt
2, 3 wg 1 e & 1@ ordl, $2M0r B Svsadot i & AT gy B wiRfl Bt e & Sl 3 Al smu I BF A iy aga A VA BT urRl Biowt
sifderor 3 efSorn 358 a1 3] & snud Qorcdt awweft [ =fd gt Renfm], curmfern iz wriufem i s cmwon 3 [ 82 vas st 2fr 3 &l 23 sz o
3ruofl far @ of elifl A Idyen s31 elesdd A RenRiest i g1 ol @ Yolse ol USan 302 Yolse &lol A dAle 8A clloll @ Sfell 6 BrIfs 3 it Jorbt
Joufer B Fdsiforadr U2 ves @lol 51e U @2oll afde 5 @8 sifw dssae I orur St HfifEen @ sraar @) ar fash @ oft Self B Baew dieror @
feradel I sropi o1l 8, 5P férw o ifderst dol, afd Jorch Sl ol IEcTaR & AWICI &, Iolch AFA AR IURT B IECTAR &, IU DRI I Siof BA &, o8
oft JdsIors 2ol @1 aiffipR FHfer @Y Aot aifde) muel IS diclol BT WK R, $IAD o 3T Ut Hovare et g



MR. CHAIRMAN: The next speaker is Shrimati Sangeeta Kumari Singh Deo.

SHRIMATI SANGEETA KUMARI SINGH DEO (BOLANGIR): Sir, I have already laid my speech on the Table of the House.
MR. CHAIRMAN: The next speaker is Shri N. Y. Hanumanthappa.
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SHRI N.Y. HANUMANTHAPPA (CHITRADURGA): Thank you, Mr. Chairman, Sir, for having given me an opportunity to speak a
few words about separation of power. Of course, it is a much discussed issue, but a definite conclusion has not been arrived at. It
is such a wonderful and ticklish subject.

The separation of power between the three wings was not the brain-child of India. We have borrowed it from the American
Constitution, that is, judicial separation. We gave to ourselves a Constitution whose main philosophy is social justice supported
by equality, liberty and fraternity. ...(Interruptions) Therefore, the founding fathers of our Constitution thought that there shall be
division of power instead of conferring the power of drafting or framing the law, interpreting the law, and executing the law in
one and the same hand because it amounts to despotism or in some cases autocracy. In other words, the Constitution has given
distribution of powers to the three wings, that is, the Parliament, the Judiciary and the Executive.

16.08 hrs.
(Shri Varkala Radhakrishnan_in _the Chair)

Which of these is supreme or otherwise? Nowhere did the Constitution say that Judiciary is superior to the Parliament or that the
Parliament is superior to the Executive. They are the three wings of the State, and according to me they are something like
Brahma, Vishnu and Mahesh. No one is great, and no one is inferior and each one has to do its own role. The duty of the
Judiciary is to interpret; the duty of the Parliament is to frame the law; and the duty of the Executive is to execute it.

Fortunately, there is not much battle between the Parliament and the Legislature on the one side, and the Executive on the other
because somehow or the other they are executing. Further, whenever they commit an error, then both the High Court and the
Supreme Court are there, and they will correct it.

But I am afraid that there is much controversy regarding the role of the Judiciary, and the role of the Parliament. Both these
wings should understand what the Constitution expects from them. As far as Parliament is concerned, I do not say that it has
transgressed the limits at any point of time. No doubt, my experience is only three years or a little more.[r49]

I had an opportunity to go through the past record. I find that at no time Parliament transgressed its limits. On the other hand,
Parliament has given the judiciary the respect due to it despite what the judiciary has said from time to time. At the same time, I
do not want to say that judiciary is doing wrong. However, my experience says that judiciary - instead of doing what the
Constitution dictates, what the Parliament says, what the law asks it to do - in some cases is going a little further into matters
which is not its duty. Judiciary's duty is to only see whether a particular Act or law is unconstitutional or against the principles of
natural justice. They have no right to comment upon what Parliament does. That is because judges are not legislators and they
cannot legislate.

No doubt independence of judiciary is of paramount importance. At the same time judges must also understand that Parliament
is a replica of the wishes and aspirations of the people of the country. People of the country have entrusted utmost powers to
Parliament. Parliament, which is an elected body, has to come to the aid and rescue of the people whenever they need it. Laws
are made here based on the wishes of the people. When we are making laws based on what the society needs, it is not for the
judiciary to interpret. Judiciary can interpret law only when it is not in accordance with the statute or when it is unconstitutional



or when it goes against the principle of natural justice. Judiciary must stay within those limits. It cannot assume the powers of
Parliament to itself and declare that such and such Act should not have been done like this way or that way. It is for us to do
that. When an Act is not correct, we will rectify it, we will amend it. It is not for the judiciary to comment upon such things.
Judiciary must interpret the law and that is all. Judiciary cannot go beyond that.

Coming to the work of judiciary, some of my colleagues said, the lady Member in particular has just said, that all is not well with
the judiciary in certain aspects. Hon. Minister of Law is sitting here. Judiciary is meant to represent society's aspirations. They
must understand the writing on the wall. They must understand that law is made by the people, that is, by all of us. It is not the
law which has made us. The law is made by the people. If people want a particular type of law, it is not for the court to interfere
in such laws.

It is enshrined in the Constitution that there shall be social justice. Ours is a socialistic society as dreamt by the framers of the
Constitution, particularly by Pandit Jawaharlal Nehru. He said that there should be democratic socialism and ours should be a
welfare society. Unfortunately, judiciary in some of the matters is transgressing its limits. That is one thing. Secondly, the frame
of the judiciary is not reflecting the equality principle, the principle of social justice. We cannot find in the judiciary many people
belonging to the weaker sections of the society — SCs, STs and OBCs - in the system of judicial administration.

It is more than sixty years after Independence but hardly have we had some ten or fifteen judges throughout the country from
among the people belonging to SCs, STs and OBCs. So, it reflects poorly not only upon the judiciary but it reflects — with great
respect I say this — poorly upon us also. If at all the Ministry has got power, if at all the Ministry has got commitment to the
principle of social justice, let it select people belonging to SCs, STs and OBCs as High Court Judges and Supreme Court Judges.
They are not doing it. They are only showing lip sympathy. It is nothing but hypocrisy I say. It is a great fraud on the
Constitution. I can say that without caring for the consequences.[KMR50

If at all, they have the concern, they must do it; there are good number of lawyers belonging to these classes who are
more competent, though no opportunities were available for them. Let them think of enlisting these people. Of course, the
Ministry can say that it has no powers. Definitely, it has powers. The Supreme Court cannot appoint judges directly; it has to
consult the Government. The Government has to do this.

Regarding disposal of cases, people expect that justice shall be delivered immediately. Presently, cases are pending for years and
years together. It is at whose cost? We have to see that. Moreover, delivery of judicial verdicts becomes very costly. It is purely
meant for the rich and not for the poor sections of the society.

I am giving you one example. In the case of PIL, one can file PIL, challenging the tax levied by the Government, which is running
into several hundreds of thousands of crores of rupees, by just writing one post card. But a poor man may have one or two acres
of land and when that land is acquired, if the compensation given is not adequate, and if he wants to go to appeal to the court,
he has to pay court fee. He would have lost his land in the meanwhile; so, just to get reasonable compensation, he has to pay
court fee. What is the system? Is it in favour of the poor sections of the society, is it in favour of villagers, and is it in favour of
the downtrodden people? It is not in favour of the common people; it is in favour of rich people. In spite of 60 years of
Independence and accepting the Constitution, which say that there shall be equal justice, they are not doing it.

In none of the cases, the Supreme Court or the High Court has said that the system is incorrect; you must go and search the
hearts of the people and deliver such judgments which go in favour of the poorer sections of the society. They have not cared for
that.

So, my submission is that so far the Parliament has not interfered in the affairs of the Judiciary, not interfered in the affairs of the
Executive, because it is respecting both Executive and Judiciary. But unfortunately the Judiciary has not understood what the
nation needs, what the people need, and what the Parliament has said.

With these words, I conclude.

MR. CHAIRMAN : Hereafter, all the hon. Members will get only five minutes to speak. A lot of speakers have already participated
in it. The hon. Minister also has to reply today.

Shri Mitrasen Yadav.
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SHRI M. APPADURALI (TENKASI) : Sir, The discussion that has been taken up in this House under Rule No0.193 on the resolution
moved by Shri Gurudas Dasgupta is a very important debate that this body polity needs to ponder over.

Sir, in this country, the public at large repose their faith in the judiciary as a last resort. But the increasing number of pending
cases and occasionally heard rampant corruption are eroding the faith, the public would like to have on judiciary.

Our Constitution has vested with powers and independent authority to the three organs of the State, namely, Judiciary, Executive
and Legislature. Judiciary alone has been entrusted with the responsibility to interpret the functioning of the other two organs.
Under the Article 226(2), when there is a failure on the part of the Executive, Judiciary can go into it to ensure the availability of
justice to the public who may be at the receiving end. Whether the Executive and the Legislature uphold the laws and the rules
prescribed for them can be interpreted by the Judiciary to a certain extent. As far as the Executive is concerned, whether its
actions are violative of the Fundamental Rights can be reviewed by the Judiciary. As far as the Legislature is concerned, whether



its enactments are against the spirit

of the Constitution will be probed into. Except for these two aspects, Judiciary do not have any justifiable right to question the
functioning of the other two organs of the State. But what is happening today is to the contrary. That is why, this House is now
seized of this question whether there exists harmonious relations between these three Organs of the State provided to the People
of India by the Constitution we have been given to ourselves. The prevailing trend is rather alarming, the Judiciary is perceived to
be going beyond its brief interfering in the affairs of the Executive on the day-to-day basis. This trend needs to be arrested.

* English translation of the speech originally laid on Table in Tamil

As far as Legislature is concerned, it is answerable to the people because the Members of the Legislative Bodies have to
meet the people, face the elections and seek their mandate as they are directly answerable to the people whom they represent. As
far as the employees of the Government are concerned, they are responsible and answerable to the Administrative Authorities.
The Administration or the Executive is accountable to the Legislature. Whereas, Judiciary is only Organ that is left free as it is not
accountable to anyone. If when transparency too is not there, then Judiciary goes insurmountable and it goes scot-free even if
there for its omissions and commissions. When about 2 A2 crores of law suits are pending various courts of law all over the
country, and when Supreme Court alone has got more than 35,000 cases pending before it, we find certain high-profile cases are
getting undue priority and heard even on holidays. People are not only surprised but are also shocked by this kind of admissions
and observations by the courts. For instance, the case pertaining to the disproportionate assets of the former Chief Minister of
Tamilnadu are pending for long whereas her moving the courts to question the validity of a public interest measure is admitted
even in the highest court of the country with undue haste. The Fundamental Rights of the workers to express their protests was
sought to be curtailed by the courts. Later on, the legitimate aspirations of the people was sought to be ignored when their
declaration of stoppage of work for a day protesting against the hurdles created by the vested interests was also curtailed by the
highest court of the country. The people are perplexed about the way in which our Judiciary is functioning according to its whims
and fancies. There is no way to check this trend as of now.

Our Constitution provides for public interest litigation. In certain cases, some good has come about and people are appreciative
of it. But, many a times genuine grievances have been ignored, so our courts must try to win the confidence of the poor and the
deprived classes of the society. For instance, certain social justice measures resorted to by the popular Governments with a
mandate from the people as part of fulfilling of their assurances at the time of the hustings are sought to be blocked by the courts
of law with undue haste in the name of public interest litigations. There are certain instances where the courts are taking upon
themselves the right to run the Administration under the guise of public interest litigation and discharging of their duties in the
garb of rendering justice.

In the entire world, ours is the only country where Judges themselves will be appointing Judges. There must be a well laid out
procedure involving people from all the constitutional arms and organs thereby evolving a viable mechanism in the form of a
judicial panel for appointment of Judges unless and otherwise this step is taken, Judiciary may not be able to shape itself to be a
more transparent Organ of the State. Judiciary must also uphold the essential spirit of the democracy that people are sovereign.
This has been upheld by both the Executive and the Legislature as of now. Judiciary must also come to terms with the reality of
the democracy in the light of the Constitution and more especially its Preamble. The reservation in jobs and appointments must
be extended fully in Judiciary also, only then all the people in various strata will get justice in a dispassionate manner. Hence,
there is a need to educate and appoint people from the deprived classes and socially, educationally and economically backward
classes in the Judiciary for the purposes of appointment as judicial officers. I think, this will make the Judiciary to act in a
balanced manner more than what it is today. With this I conclude.
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SHRI BRAHMANANDA PANDA (JAGATSINGHPUR): Mr. Chairman, Sir, I extend my hearty thanks for giving me an opportunity
to raise a few points on this important issue. I am grateful to my hon. colleague, Shri Gurudas Dasgupta for highlighting the
issue, taking into consideration the chaos and the instability which is now mounting up on these three important organs.

Sir, as you know, ours is the largest democracy and we should feel proud of it because here is a country where each and every
citizen is safeguarded with his right and liberty.



So far as Parliament is concerned, Parliament has to frame law; the judiciary, which is the custodian of law has to interpret the
law; and the executive has to administer the same. In this context, it is found that there is frequent judicial activism and as a
result of which, all the hon. Members are expressing their concern in this august House time and again.

In this regard, I would like to highlight certain aspects. So far as the elevation process is concerned, the ex-Chief Justice of Orissa
High Court, Shri Hanumanthappa has highlighted many important issues.[MSOffice53] Those important issues were noteworthy
because nowadays the elevation process is very defective.

Sir, there was a hue and cry that a Judicial Commission will be set up and it will decide how best the talented lawyers are
to be elevated as judges. But it is found during this decade that best and talented lawyers are never picked up to be elevated as
judges of the High Court. It is known as to what is the process for such selection and rather it is found that near and dear ones
are very often picked up to different High Courts. As a result, there is a hue and cry everywhere that this judicial system may
collapse at any point of time.

Sir, as you know, we are here to administer justice to the poor, downtrodden and aam aadmi. 1t is found that a poor
person hardly gets justice within the scope and ambit that is provided either under the Constitution or under the various
provisions.

Sir, as you know, a person if he is sentenced to life imprisonment, his appeal is never disposed of within a decade. They
say that there is a lack of infrastructure. There are no adequate judges and the delivery system of administration of justice itself is
very defective. So, I would like to highlight and draw the attention of this House that there should be a change in the elevation
system when judges are appointed and the best lawyers must be picked up.

Sir, in view of my practice as a lawyer for about 31 years and as a senior Advocate of the Orissa High Court, my
experience goes that the best and talented lawyers are often bypassed for elevation to the High Court or to the Apex Court. That
is why, I would like to draw the attention of the hon. Minister of Law that when actually this Judicial Commission is set up, the
President/Secretary of the Bar Association and persons from different other aspects should be taken as members of this Judicial
Commission. As a result, there will be no impartiality or we will be able to maintain the independence of the judiciary.

Sir, we feel proud that the Indian Judiciary is independent, impartial and it administers justice at the doorstep of the poor
people. It is to be seen whether actually the poor people get justice at the doorstep or they are being harassed by going to the
courts for years together. In such circumstances, unless the harmonious relationship between the Judiciary, Legislature and the
Executive is maintained, the entire system may collapse. It may lead to chaos and instability.

Sir, as it has been already decided, the Parliament is supreme. The Parliament has to frame law and it is the duty of the
judiciary to find out whether there is anything wrong or anything bad so far as the interpretation is concerned. To interpret the
law, they should not have over activism so far as the other system is concerned.

Sir, I hope and trust that in this regard, as all hon. Members have expressed their concerns, judiciary must maintain its
independence, impartially and it should administer the justice within the short span of time. That should be maintained and
democracy needs that the three important pillars should have a harmonious relationship to maintain the glory and the sanctity of
the democratic system for which we feel ourselves proud.

Thanking you for giving me this opportunity.

SHRI BIKRAM KESHARI DEO (KALAHANDI): Mr. Chairman, Sir, I thank you very much for giving me this opportunity.

The Discussion under Rule 193 is initiated by our learned Member, Shri Gurudas Dasupta. It is a very welcome
measure.[a54] It is necessary that the three major pillars of our democracy, that is, the Judiciary, the Legislature and the
Executive as also the fourth pillar, the media have to work in tandem. If they do not work /n tandem, our democracy will be in
danger.

Here, I would like to cite the case of A.K. Gopalan versus the State of Madras wherein the learned Judge said about it and
defined the powers of the Legislature, the supremacy of the Legislature and, at the time, erred. Human nature is to err. Judges
are not God. They are human beings. But they have erred in the Jagadambika Pal case in Uttar Pradesh and in the Jharkhand



case in 2005. In these two cases, Justice Verma said that judicial interference should not have been there. So, Sir, it has been
seen that this is a clear instance of judicial activism.

The Judiciary is to interpret the law. The law made by this august House should be interpreted by the courts — by the
Supreme Court or the High Courts or any lower courts. But if you go to see the structure of the courts, a question arises now.
How autonomous is the Judiciary? I say this because their financial capability and financial power is controlled by the Legislature.
The Judicial Commission has been set up with Shri Natchiappan as the Chairman to inquire into the matters. It has put the
questions on the website also. The point is whether more autonomy is to be given regarding the financial liabilities, financial
applications in respect of the Judiciary or not. So, this has to be seriously considered.

Besides this, as legislators, we are the law-makers of this country. We should get our due. The important point is that the
Supreme Court is overloaded with PILs. There are genuine PILs and frivolous PILs. So, you must have a system whereby these
things can be sorted out. Already, in the Constitution, there is the demarcation of the duties of the Judiciary, the Legislature and
the Executive. The duties have been clearly demarcated in our Constitution. But it is sad that because of the failure of the
Executive, more and more PILs are piling up and landing in the courts. In connection with a small, frivolous matter like the
provision of a drain or drinking water or in respect of any other case like cattle grazing rights, people are going to the Supreme
Court with PILs. So, these things have to be properly scrutinised. At present, there are about 2.5 crore cases which are lying
pending, which are yet to be decided. I appreciate the statement by the hon. Chief Justice today. He said that we should follow
the Gujarat pattern in clearing the cases. They are having the evening courts and paying them some more remuneration. In
Gujarat, they are doing it today. So, I think, our pillars of democracy should be strengthened. We have to maintain probity in
public life. It not only applies to the Legislature but it also applies to the Executive and the Judiciary. It is high time that an
Ombudsman or Lokpal is established. It has been hanging fire since long. The main question is whether the Office of the Prime
Minister should come within the ambit of the Lokpal or not. It was there during the NDA rule. Previous to that also, it was there.
The late hon. Dr. L.M. Singhvi, when he was a Member of Parliament, had introduced a Bill in the Rajya Sabha. Then, it was
subsequently introduced in the Lok Sabha also. It had elicited public opinion. In every manifesto of the political parties, we see
that it finds a place. Whether it is the Congress manifesto or the BJP manifesto or the manifesto of any other political party, it
finds a mention. I am talking in a non-partisan manner. Is not the Lokpal necessary to lessen the pressure of workload on the
Judiciary? We talk of maintaining probity in public life. Everywhere, we find it. Actually, is there true transparency in the Judiciary
or the Legislature or the Executive? So, some type of an Ombudsman has to be brought to this country. It is there in some
States. But the Lokpal, which the political parties are promising during elections, has not been initiated till now.[R55]

Last time, when it was introduced, no discussion could take place and then the elections came. Therefore, my suggestion
is that the Ombudsman or the Lok Pal can play a major role in harmonising these three or four pillars of democracy on which this
great country, Bharat, stands and which we strive that it will continue as long as we live or beyond that also. It has been proved
that democracy is the best form of Government any country can have. It was the Crown in England who used to decide financial
matters, but when the revolt came, when King Charles was beheaded and Cromwell became the Lord Protector in England,
during that time, the King was also guillotined. As we are the creatures of the will of the people, that will has to be sustained and
it is our duty to carry out the will of the people. Therefore, to carry out the will of the people, we require a strong Judiciary, a
strong Executive and a strong Legislature. A legislator is the most powerful person because he is elected by the people. The job
of the Judiciary is guaranteed; the job of the Executive is guaranteed. But, we are the representatives of the people who come to
this Lok Sabha and have to go back to the people again after five years to tell them what has transpired in the country and what
we have done for them. We have to come back again. Therefore, the Legislature is supreme. That supremacy was proved during
that 'Cash for Query' case where the hon. Speaker and hon. MPs exercised their powers as legislators and which was appreciated
by the hon. Supreme Court also. That should be the spirit. With that spirit only, we can forge ourselves ahead in this democracy.

MR. CHAIRMAN : Now, let us hear the Law Minister.

oft 2191 ouret Ared @ F1Eic, 31 oft dierol Bt srepf A ... (RIauUmoT)

MR. CHAIRMAN: There are many demands which we cannot accede to.
...(Interruptions)

oft 3131 guret Ared @ FElcRI, 31 v Bioie dietol Bt srgpfel dt S| smuot 2l B dictol @ sl B 3, 3131 oft dicror @i ot i (Rratrer)



MR. CHAIRMAN: Now, the hon. Minister will speak. There is no time. So many people are there. I cannot go on like this. It is not
possible. Please excuse me.

...(Interruptions)
off I3 QoUIeT ATed @ AR, AS Age Ascayul Adiel &, $AD ai 3 # 9l dictol @1 Aot oM. (cIawme)
MR. CHAIRMAN: We have heard so many of you about this matter.
...(Interruptions)
oft 311 Quret ATGd @ R, Tl Iicft Sft A AN &, Jorcht axT &1 ot WY, Aot A 9t et D1 AT B, ... (AT
THE MINISTER OF LAW AND JUSTICE (SHRI H.R. BHARDWAJ): Let me speak. Please let me speak.
MR. CHAIRMAN: My predecessor has also refused to give you a chance.
...(Interruptions)
off &31 36T MRETS & 361 PuUIe AGd Sfl, IS S[AM ol o ... (SaeeT)

MR. CHAIRMAN: When my predecessor was in the Chair, he had refused. I am only following him. Shri Devendra Prasad Yadav
himself has refused to give you a chance. I am only following him.

off 191 gounet ATGa : AigiGa, gadt wiidet @ off e WP usct Faca BY sRN e, cifdbor s uTFURN W 3 b urf 2WRT A TG 2T HOTOfter AcwAT DY
dletor b e e smen 3 ... (wmener)

MR. CHAIRMAN: My dear friend, I will give you time many times. You have been given ample chance. Let us finish it now.

...(Interruptions)

SHRIMATI SANGEETA KUMARI SINGH DEO (BOLANGIR): Sir, the Fathers of the Constitution framed the Constitution based on
two considerations. Firstly, to preserve and protect the freedom and democratic rights of the people and secondly to maintain the
supremacy of the popular will. A system of functional distribution of powers between the 3 organs of State Feature of our
Constitution where the powers, jurisdiction, responsibilities of each organ is specified in such a manner in order to avoid
overlapping and each organ functions independently within its own sphere, free from interference by the other two.

The Grey areas meant to be covered by healthy conventions based on mutual respect keeping in mind a common goal. It also
ensures that power is not concentrated in any one particular organ to the extend of assuming tyrannical proportions.

The 18C French Philo Montesquieu contended that individual liberty could be guaranteed best only through a separation of
power.

The Indian Parliament is a sovereign law making body. But now with unlimited powers unlike the Westminister model, which
believes in Parliamentary supremacy. It is a creature of the Constitution of India and its powers, rights, privileges and obligations
has to be found in the relevant Article of our Constitution.

It has been empowered by the Constitution to enach laws relating to matters specified in the appropriate places and schedules of
the Constitution, while its rights and powers have been curtailed under certain Article in Part 3 of the Constitution relating to fund
rights.

Parliament cannot discuss the conduct of judges except in matters of impeachment it cannot discuss matters which are sub
judice.

* The speech was laid on the Table.

Recoanizing the fact that the judiciary would be the custodian of the rights of the citizens and the quardian of the



Constitution. The farmers of the Constitution took great care to create an independent and impartial judicial system. However, its
scope is limited to the interpretation of laws formulated by the Legislative which represents the general will of the people.

Though the Constitution has provided the power of judicial review to the Supreme Court and High Court to hold unconstitutional.
Any law or official action that it deems to be in conflict with the basic law or Constitution.

However, its scope is limited to ensure that a law falls within the competence of the authority that has framed it and secondly
whether it is consistent with part of the Constitution dealing with fundamental rights.

Our Supreme Court unlike its American counterpart cannot become an instrument of judicial despotism because our Constitution
does not believe in judicial supremacy.

Qur Constitution substitutes the phrase *Due process of law' as obtained in the U.S. Constitution by the phrase ° Procedure
Established by law' Therefore, the Constitution binds the Courts to follow the procedure laid down by law as made by the
Legislation.

The Judiciary does not have the right to inquiry into the validity of parliamentary recordings or evaluate the wisdom and policy of
the Legislation. It can merely examine the merit and demirt of a Law where the Constitution does not limit to do. The present
Government enjoy immunity from prosecute to Article 361.

The turf war between the Parliamentary Judiciary from the implementation of the Court but became more prounced with Golak
Nath Care(1967). It was like a regular matter with judgments by the Courts and Amendments by the Press each trying to curtail

the powers and inference of the other organ eg. Golak Nath Case, 24" and 25% amendment, Keshavanand Bhati Care, 42"d
amendment the Muniera Mills Care.

Then the era of individual began with the judiciary trying to emirate into the jurisdiction of the Legislative Jagadumtiba Pal Case
(1998 and the Jharkhand Case(2005).

Now, Judicial Acutrim has reached a peak or crusade that it is decided
(i) Where industries should be located what industries should be set up.
(i) Might of dams and their location
(iii)  Broadcasting rights of Sports events
(iv)  Deterioration or ceiling of Commercial in Delhi.
It is also the era of PIIs which infringe upon the right of Parliament, the sovereignty of the people.
The execuse given by the judiciary actisim is that:-
(i) We interrupted because Parliament
(ii) Was Parliament Sleeping
(iii)  Parliament no longer represents the people. Will the people due to commercialization of ethics.

I would quote Justice Krishna Iyer who said that in the name of judicial activisim modern day judges in India have
abandoned the traditional road of neutral reference and have increasingly resorted to tying scales of justice in the name of
destructive justice. The legitimacy of such actions made to be criteclaing appraised at the level of judiciable.

This trend

i) Models theory of separation of powers

i) Statue of judiciary getting undermined

iii) Judiciary is at its is overrural

iv) It cannot performs legislature functions without accountability

In conclusion, I would like to say that the judiciary through judicial activism could establish judicial dictatorship and create
disbalance between the three organs of the State thereby to chaos in society.



Both the Legislature and judiciary should behave in a responsible manner and each should follow the path shown by the
Constitution which is Supreme

The Constitution has provided for a close relationship between the three organs but not in a manner of controlling each other but
rather complementing each other. Like the Executive and the Legislature, the Judiciary must also be accumulate in order to have
a healthy democracy. They should not be above the law then.

THE MINISTER OF LAW AND JUSTICE (SHRI H.R. BHARDWAJ): At the outset, I would thank you for allowing this discussion on
a very important subject, namely, the harmonious functioning of the three organs of the State, namely, the Legislature, the
Judiciary and the Executive. I would also like to thank hon. Shri Gurudas Gupta for moving the motion.

SHRI GURUDAS DASGUPTA (PANSKURA): My name is not Gurudas Gupta, but it is Gurudas Dasgupta.

SHRI H.R. BHARDWAJ: Anyway, Gurudas Dasgupta. There are two Dases. I thank him for moving this motion in which so many
hon. Members participated. This is the vibrancy and success of democracy that this House has given so much importance to this
discussion. I will be very forthright in saying that all the hon. Members spoke objectively with the concern that the Constitution
must function in its proper perspective and no organ of the State should try to usurp the turf of another organ.

16.50 hrs.

(Mr. Speaker in the Chair)

This is really the harmony which we expect. Normally speaking, all the pillars of the State are independent because the
Legislature does a different job, the Executive implements and the Judiciary adjudicates. These are different functions under the
scheme of the Constitution and there can be no doubt that they must do their jobs within their spheres.

Sir, we are a proud country and I am not a pessimist. Sometimes, on some small issues people go the Supreme Court with Public
Interest Litigations and the Supreme Court directs that a CRZ must be created or CNG must be given. This is a very recent
phenomenon which started when the scope of article 21 of the Constitution has been expanded. But the basic foundation of
democracy has been successfully laid by our founding fathers, by those great leaders who were occupying these seats here in this
House. In our childhood, we have listened to the debate which this House has witnessed and we are proud that each point, as we
have done in this debate, was objectively discussed without any acrimony, without any prejudice because we are discussing our
own fate, whether you take the issue of article 14, article 15, article 16 or any other article of the Constitution, as the hon.
Minister of Parliamentary Affairs said, ultimately we are discussing the fate of the people f India. That is the dignity and
importance of this House that we are the representatives of the people of India.

In that context, I tend to agree with Pandit Jawaharlal Nehru when he brought the first amendment to the Constitution. If I am
not wrong, it was a Provisional Parliament and at that time he brought that amendment when the land reforms were challenged
in Bihar. Perhaps the Maharaja of Dharbanga and some others challenged and there was some argument within this House that it
is the right to property, it is very sacrosanct and we must preserve the right to property because it is a fundamental right. At that
time, Panditji used very harsh words, perhaps, in anger that thousands of people are waiting for us, I have made promises
during the freedom struggle, I cannot break my promises which I made to my people and I would not like any interference in the
policies and programmes and social and economic reforms which we want to usher in the country. In that context, as Shri
Gurudas Dasgupta said, Pandit Nehru said that no Supreme Court can come in my way; no judges can come in my way because I
made promises and I have to fulfill them. This very august House was a witness to that and that amendment was passed. Sir,
you will kindly recall with your vast experience as an eminent lawyer that that was an era where the Parliament was supreme.

The Parliament amended the Constitution in Pandit Nehru's time not once, but many times. Justice Patanjali Shastri, the great
Chief Justice had, said: "Parliament had plenary powers. There is no limit on the powers of the Parliament". That was the
Parliament which was supreme, although we all know that our founding fathers did not have that concept of supremacy of
Parliament which is there in Britain because there is no power of judicial review of statutes passed by the British Parliament and



the Parliament is supreme there. Perhaps, we have borrowed more from the United States of America where the power of judicial
review of statutes has been vested in the Judiciary. This must be one of the reasons of tension because we sincerely feel, when
we work here in Parliament, that we are doing the right job.We argue so much for or against a statute and in passing it, we go
through many stages namely the first reading, the second reading and the third reading. But then, there is a basic principle. The
power of judicial review must be understood in its correct perspective. The power of judicial review can be exercised only in
limited circumstances and courts must also note it. The power of judicial review is available and the statute must conform to the
Constitution.[R56] If we pass a law, which is ultra vires of the Constitution, certainly courts can go into it. The judges alone will
have the power to say whether it conforms to the Constitution.

[r57] Finally, Sir, this area is allotted to the Judiciary alone to say what the law is. With your permission, I will just remind the
hon. Members that as early as in 1803, the great jurist and a great judge, there was a conflict in the United States of America in
Mar burry vs. Medison, John Marshal said — these are words which are often repeated by Indian judges and sometimes you will
feel surprised from where they have been borrowed, but as you do research, you will find — "It is emphatically the province and
duty of the Judicial Department to say what law is." This phrase has been bodily lifted and perhaps put into the operation in the
Indian courts.

Now, day in and day out, the judges say the law is, what we say is law. But it is certainly not correct to say so. A law is what the
Parliament passes. Once it is assented to, it becomes a law. Court can go only into a limited area to see whether it is
constitutionally valid. The policies enshrined in the Constitution, in the law have to be provided by the Government and
Parliament alone can pass it. There can be no dispute about these propositions. Every person is aware of it.

There is another important thing. We are talking of democracy. We must also remember, there is one such thing as rule of law. It
is here, as you all know, that actions of the Government must conform to law. No Minister can do anything which does not
conform to law. So, the rule of the hour demands that the Government shall exercise its power in conformity with law and
procedure established by law. The courts must decide the cases impartially and independently. These are the basic requirements
of democracy. I will take this opportunity, with great respect, that we are a proud country that we have, by and large, succeeded
in doing this.

Sir, you remember, with your vast experience, how this House has witnessed history. There may have been some shortcomings
here and there, but, by and large, this House has exhibited the strength and resolution to deal with the responsibility entrusted to
it. Recently, some of the Members, in this side, raised the issue when there was a question about the probity of certain Members.
You rose to the occasion, Sir, this House rose to the occasion and all the Parties rose to the occasion to deal with the issue. When
it was taken to the Supreme Court, it was not taken by any stranger, it was taken by some of the hon. Members who were
expelled from this House. When the court ventured to issue notice to the Parliament, it was emphatically told to the court in no
uncertain terms that the Presiding Officers do not respond to the notices of the courts. It was one of the submissions which was
raised and the Parliament and the Executive responded to the occasion and told the Chief Justice and his companion judges that
the Parliament is supreme in its own area.

I need not cite the cases. You take the Broad Clause case onwards. The decision of this House was upheld because whatever
happens in this House is beyond the purview of the jurisdiction of the court.

I had argued another case of Jharkhand Mukti Morcha as a lawyer. There it was very difficult to argue that voting is protected by
article 105. But, nonetheless, we must give credit to the independence of Judiciary, Justice S.P. Barucha brought down from three
judges to two and said, "Yes, whatever happens in the four walls of the House must be preserved and immunised from all this'.
This also goes to the credit of Judiciary. Therefore, in order to say that some aberrations have taken place, we will take
cognisance of them. But institution-wise, this is not the first occasion.[r58]

17.00 hrs.

Controversies have arisen earlier also. In the first reference which was made by the President of India in 1965, the Supreme
Court gave its verdict. I would just like to quote, with your permission, para 40 of the judgement. It gives a very clear picture of
what is the Constitutional position and what is the scope of various organs of the State. I quote:

"Our Legislatures have undoubtedly plenary powers but these powers are controlled by the basic concept of written
Constitution itself and can be exercised within the legislative field allotted to their jurisdiction by three Lists under
the Seventh Schedule. But beyond the Lists, the Legislature cannot travel. They can no doubt exercise their plenary
legislative authority and discharge their legislative functions by virtue of the powers conferred on them by the
relevant provisions of the Constitution, but the basis of power is the Constitution itself. Besides the legislative
supremacy of Legislature including Parliament is normally controlled by the provisions contained in Part III of the
Constitution. If the Legislature step beyond the legislative fields assigned to them or acting within their respective
fields, they trespass on the Fundamental Rights of the citizens in a manner not justified by relevant articles dealing



with the said Fundamental Rights, their legislative actions are liable to be struck down by the Courts."

This is the difficulty. If we tread in an area where even angles dare to tread, then Courts are likely to strike it down.
MR. SPEAKER: Nobody has questioned that the laws must be in conformity with the Constitution.

SHRI H.R. BHARDWAJ: In a democratic country, governed by a written Constitution — I would end by saying this — it is the
Constitution which is supreme and sovereign.

That concludes the whole thing. The Legislature, the Executive and the Judiciary, they have to do exactly what has been assigned
by the Constitution. If they go out, they go out of the Constitution, which is the supreme law of the land. We have to make laws
which are in conformity with the Constitution. All these duties are again, as we said, for the people of India. We are all in the
service of the country. Whatever we do here as MPs, it is to serve our country. Whatever the Judges do, it is to serve the
countrymen. Lawyers and Judges are also meant to serve the country. Therefore, on this, the whole House stands united.

Yesterday, after a long time, I heard a very refreshing speech from Shri Mohan Singh, a very senior Member. He put the things in
the correct perspective that the country has seen several problems and we have tide over them because we are a matured
democracy. We are not a small democracy or a small republic. We are a Continent. Problems are too many. Some voices are
there on some very important issues like reservation, and representation to Scheduled Castes, Scheduled Tribes. They are very
burning topics of our society. It is because, even after 60 years of Independence of our country, the progress achieved is not the
same which we expected. So, it has to be taken up by this House. This House is supreme. The policies and programmes which
are being brought before it must reflect hopes and aspirations of our people of India as Nehru did during his time. One era, as
you said, is the Nehru's era where there was no conflict with Legislature. The courts also co-operated. Not only Justice Patanjali
Sastri, later on all the Chief Justices right up to Golak Nath's case, the Constitutional validities were upheld. It really came to the
second phase of Shrimati Gandhi where you will remember, Sir, when certain socialistic programmes were ushered through 42nd

Amendment, really where privy purses were abolished, where certain other things were there like bank nationalization. Then,
there were these two types of

theories in the country, socialism versus capitalism. There was a tense fight in this very Parliament, and we made no secrets at
that time that we stand for socialism because this is the promise. Their good fight was fought here. There is no reckoning. There
was another Swatantra Party, this party or that Party. They represented the big money.[r59

They opposed it but our socialist friends stood by it, those days witnessed that, and Mrs. Gandhi came on the tide of her victory
in the polls on socialist programmes. So, those were another days but the courts did not cooperate at that time. What was
brought at that very time, several issues — the Kesavananda Bharti case and the Minerva mill case - were involved. After that, Sir,
you know very well that no Parliament has been able to restore the glory of the Nehru's days. I do not know what the reason is.
Still I am not able to understand why we feel so helpless about it that we cannot say that our Indian Parliament is supreme, not
the Supreme Court of India. From my heart of heart, I wish I could say so but we need the muscles in our body. The body is the
one organic whole. The Constitution is one organism. You need the power in your hands, in your mind, and everywhere. If this
House resolves that we have to restore this power, it can do within two minutes by resolving unitedly. . ...(Interruptions)

SHRI GURUDAS DASGUPTA (PANSKURA): Hon. Minister, does it mean that Parliament has been diluted? ...(Interruptions)

SHRI H.R. BHARDWAJ: Yes. Is there any doubt? I would advise you to go into the Kesavananda Bharti and the Minerva Mill
cases. Now, the law, as it stands today, if I am correct ...(Interruptions)

SHRI GURUDAS DASGUPTA : In the same way, will you accept that there have been deviations in the fundamental functions of
the Judiciary?

SHRI H.R. BHARDWAJ: I cannot criticize the Judiciary. A Law Minister cannot but I am telling you the facts, and with the Speaker
of his eminence on the Chair how can I distort one second comma or full stop, and he is an encyclopedia of law. I am saying
with full responsibility that the supremacy of Parliament is not the same as it stood before the Kesavananda Bharti's case. The
Ninth Schedule is in question now-a-days. The other things are in question. Your resoluteness will be required. It is the firm
voice of this House that is required. The hon. Speaker on many occasions highlighted it but we do not pay full attention to that.
... Interruptions)



SHRI GURUDAS DASGUPTA : Your statement makes Parliament more vulnerable. ...(Interruptions)

SHRI H.R. BHARDWAJ: No, I do not. I am first a Member of Parliament and then a Minister, you see. ...(Interruptions)
MR. SPEAKER: No. He is saying what is supposed to be the present day thinking of the Judiciary.

SHRI H.R. BHARDWAZJ: Yes, Sir.

MR. SPEAKER: The only thing is that I have two questions, if you can reply.

SHRI H.R. BHARDWAJ: Sir, I am a very small man and I cannot answer your questions. Let me answer the questions of the hon.
Members.

Sir, kindly just give me four to five minutes. I will not take much time. All the Members have supported one thing. I am very
happy that no Member from this side or that side has attacked the Judiciary. ...(Interruptions)

MR. SPEAKER: The Judiciary is entitled to the highest respect. There is no doubt about it.

SHRI H.R. BHARDWAI: Yes, Sir. I have been three times the Law Minister of this country. I do see that they are overstepping
some jurisdictions and I do feel that. But as you say, Sir, as I also say, what is the remedy? After 1993, they had given a law to
this country, and Justice Verma was a party to that judgment that the power of the Cabinet which advises the President in
appointment of judges is circumscribed by the judicial opinion, and you can give only that advice to the President which we
suggest. It is re-writing the Constitution. But I do not have that kind of cooperation, that kind of strength from Parliament to
amend it and do it. In the last Government we suggested to them but nothing had happened. Similarly, we cannot do this. Two-
thirds majority is required for that. We want to restore pre-1993 position. I am a witness to S.P. Gupta's case. I am committed to
that. In the S.P. Gupta's case, the Government had a major say in appointment of judges, and primacy of the Chief Justice was
denied there. It was in the case of Subhash Sharma later on, Justice Venkatachaliah and Justice Ranganath Mishra told me, "Why
can you not give supremacy to the Chief Justice of India?" I said: "No problem. The Chief Justice deserves all the highest
regards. I have no problem." But what happened thereafter? In addition to giving primacy to the Chief Justice of India, the
primacy was given to his colleagues of the Supreme Court, and today the Chief Justice himself is helpless because if three of his
colleagues veto his power he is helpless. So, appointments are not being made in that proper spirit as it should be and something
will have to be done at the proper time.[h60]

But what I am submitting is that we again require a lot of discussion. It is a very touchy subject to touch upon, because this is a
judgement, which has been in force for long.

Sir, another issue is accountability. I think, one hon. Member from this side, just now said that this is a recent phenomenon.
Would you ever imagine, Members of Parliament being expelled for corruption! Never. It was colossus, one after the other This
is a disease, which has crept into our body politic, and we have taken cognisance. I gave a full page interview the other
day...(Interruptions)

SHRI GURUDAS DASGUPTA : There is an instance of expulsion from the Membership of the House earlier also. Please do not say
that we did it for the first time. There is an instance.

SHRI H.R. BHARDWAJ: My dear friend...

SHRI GURUDAS DASGUPTA : Secondly, may I ask you: "Have you ever approached Parliament for the amendment?"
SHRI H.R. BHARDWAJ: Sir, you give me five to 10 minutes.

MR. SPEAKER: Mr. Dasgupta, let him finish his speech. If you have any clarification, you may ask it later on.

SHRI H.R. BHARDWAIJ: I am only saying that I am not that kind of a Minister, who would not know it. I am aware of that.
Mudgal Swamy was the first case here and this was in Panditji's time. There have not been many instances. You must give credit
to this House, which has produced parliamentarians, whose photographs we worship everyday.

It is a great institutions and we should maintain the standards. We have to maintain the standards of our parliamentary life. I
have seen so many great parliamentarians. I read their speeches to get proper idea of the law. Each word is like a jewel studded
in a necklace. But as the time travels, things change.

Similarly, in the Judiciary, Sir, never was heard that there is any corruption. But it is a fact of life that there are some
complaints, which have come to light. I have raised this issue with three Chief Justices that 'now it is time, you should put your
house in order.' This House itself has pleaded that the Judiciary must set up a mechanism to correct its house in order, as we



have done so in the Parliament. We have done it, we have demonstrated it. Unitedly and resolutely, each leader of the House
stood up and said: "No more such Members." I have told in the same words to the Chief Justice of India, who is the leader of the
Judiciary: "Please, for God's sake, do something."

Finally, Sir, we have put things, in place. What I could think, may not be the best measures. I consulted some eminent
Jurists, I consulted some people from Canada, United States and Australia, where there are concepts of Judicial Commission to
deal with the complaints against Judiciary, and their own Peers Committee. I have introduced that Bill. It had gone to the
Standing Committee. Now, the Standing Committee has reported back. So, sooner, we would be back to Parliament to pass that
Bill. It would be a beginning. With experience gained, you can strengthen over it. If something more is required and if the
blessings of the House are with me, we can improve upon it to make it a foolproof. We have done it in the Parliament. The
Executive is already on the job.

So, these wings of the State will have separate mechanisms to introduce probity in the public life. We are a democracy,
and in democracy, your legs are always in water, but you sail smoothly. We are sailing in a correct direction because we take
cognizance; we do not adopt partisan attitude in running the House and democracy. So, on accountability, on corruption we are
cognizant of it, and we are committed to see that a mechanism is placed in position to deal with the complaints where an
ordinary citizen can approach. There would be no contempt against this. I have already amended the Contempt Law. This very
House had passed it. Truth is a proper defence now. I have already got it passed from both the Houses. It is a law in force. In
fact, anybody can take a plea that whatever I speak is the truth —Safyamave Jayate. This can be pleaded today.

Therefore, slowly and steadily, these things, viz., transparency, accountability, probity are being introduced in the system.

Now, Sir, wherever the Judiciary oversteps, it becomes a cause of concern. What happened during the last days in Delhi?
It was a demolition of that nature. I have never seen so much of public outcry. Everyday, we had problems, and this very House
came to the rescue of the Government by passing a law. Fortunately, it is not stayed.[r61

MR. SPEAKER: The earlier one was stayed.

SHRI H.R. BHARDWAJ: No, Sir. On both the occasions, they did not stay. They said, "Beyond this, we will not allow." Even
yesterday's case in pending matter, with my 45 years of experience at bar, I cannot submit on pending matters. You excuse me
for that. But Judiciary is now recognizing that if they will not do their duty properly, the other organs of the State are much more
powerful. You cannot restrain it. It is by mutual discipline and respect that we have come 60 long years in democracy whereas
democracy has faded away in rest of the world. We are a unique and a pluralistic democracy.

MR. SPEAKER: Can any organ discharge the role of another organ because the other organ is not functioning?

SHRI H.R. BHARDWAJ: Certainly not. That would be the death of democracy. Organ transplantation is not permitted in this
Constitution, whatever you may do, however brilliant surgeon you bring. I said and I started with this. There is a prayer in Bible.
"Oh! God, this whole body should work in

unison." In Westminster Abbey, they repeat it on every annual day of the courts. I think the Supreme Court will also do the same
thing. Do not think of transplantation.

Sir, you have answered my question. This 1973 judgement is just to avoid so that there should be no transplantation of
any organ on the basic features of the Constitution. Now, we have adopted it as our rule of law. Now judicial review is the basic
feature of the Constitution. Rule of law is the basic feature of the Constitution. Finally, after so much debate on Ninth Schedule,
the Supreme Court has laid down now that you cannot put everything in the Ninth Schedule. Ninth Schedule is meant only for
reforms, agrarian reforms and land reforms. The latest judgement is on that. So, slowly and steadily, transplantation of organ is
prohibited. We will have to live with this. Finally, I may submit that after Minerva Mills case, even Parliament cannot really amend
it. You will have to go for referendum of the people. That is what the Supreme Court has laid down.

Finally, when we go back we are fascinated by that strong observation of John Marshall. Courts have learnt that now in
turn. We should be happy with this but court cannot do what a police man can do. Police cannot do what a Municipal
Commissioner can do. The court cannot do what an executive can do because they do not have the machinery. They will have to
ask us that you do it within 10 days. You do it in 20 days. If they are asking us to do it within 10 days or 20 days, then give us
the opportunity. We will do it. So, this is where the tension is arising between the Executive and the Judiciary whenever there are
orders of this nature, and we feel that they are overstepping their jurisdiction. But what to do? I never thought that Article 21 will



be stretched that far. Everything comes under the purview of Article 21 because it deals with life and liberty and procedure
established by the law.

But there is a vast section of people, particularly intelligentsia of this country, who said that the Judiciary is doing better
than all of you. This is what they are telling on our face. You people have failed. They are better than you. I do not agree with
this. With all the handicaps, with all the limitations on the Parliament, this is the forum on which people have faith. When
elections take place, then it is up to us what we should do because money is with us. It is this House which grants every single
pie for being spent from the financial cake of this country. So, it is supreme. Then, this is the House which passes the laws. The
Executive only implements them. We are accountable to the Lok Sabha. I am a Minister so long as you are happy with me. If the
MPs are not happy, the Government is no more there. We are accountable to the Lok Sabha. Therefore, this accountability is
better.

Judiciary is not accountable to Lok Sabha. Judiciary is accountable to the Constitution of India. This is the difference
between the two organs. Therefore, what we have said in the House is, I agree with you 100 per cent that we should maintain
harmony, equilibrium, restraint as well as open eyes in dealing with our own powers and yet see that how we can serve our
country the best.

One or two things were said about arrears of cases.[m62]

Sir, you would ask me that question. I know it very well. There are three crore or four crore arrears of cases. But, you can blame
the judiciary if their disposal rate has fallen down. I deal with the Supreme Court and the High Courts. In the High Courts, a
judge is required to decide 1,300 cases in a year. They are deciding more than that. They want more judicial manpower. We are
increasing it every second year by 100 or 150 judges in the High Courts. We cannot expand beyond that because they are
superior courts.

The real problem is that some 400 crore cases are pending in the trial courts. India is a vast country. Every State will have to
devote attention to this aspect, give more funds and modernise the judicial manpower, find ADR methods to dispose of cases.
Sir, a beginning has been made. Our courts are becoming modernised. More judicial manpower is coming. The Chief Ministers
have agreed now to give more funds to the courts. The trend is good. We will have to maintain it.

After all, for so long nothing was done for this great institution. We did not improve the manpower. We were working from old
courts. Now the limelight is there. It is necessary that we get the strength from here and to tell that whatever is to be done for
judiciary, in judicial manpower and infrastructure we should not lag behind in it. Unless you give more judicial manpower, how
can you expect the courts to deal with this kind of the docket explosion? So many cases are being filed in the courts. This is a
continued effort on the Centre as well as the States, the court officers and judges.

I have succeeded in West Bengal where people were opposing when they brought this ADR system at grassroot level. Without
that you cannot grapple with your arrears. Now, you cannot put judges in every town. You will have to have a cost-effective
justice system. After all, your other programmes will suffer if you invest everything in courts. Therefore, cost-effective justice in
lower courts, the ADR methods, the arbitration methods etc. will have to be introduced and some laymen also to work and to
assist them. This is what we are introducing.

Sir, I have already got permission from the Cabinet to appoint 7,000 Grameen Courts for the villages. I think, if these 7,000
Grameen Courts are accepted in the country, they will initially be funded by the Central Government and slowly and steadily they
will start working and the poor people will get speedy justice and inexpensive justice. This is my vision of the future.

I am very happy that my old friend, a senior Member, Shri Gurudas Dasgupta has drawn the attention of this House and all
Parties, with one voice, have supported that the three limbs of the State should be strong, vibrant and they should work in
harmony. I cannot add anything more. This House has given me strength. With due respect, I thank you very much.

MR. SPEAKER : Shri Gurudas Dasgupta, you wanted to seek a clarification.

SHRI GURUDAS DASGUPTA : With no malice to anybody, I am only suggesting to the hon. Minister, who is himself a lawyer,
that if he states on the floor of the Parliament that people are saying that it is only the judiciary which is doing the right thing and
everyone else is not doing the right thing, if it is the meaning by implication of what you have said, it is not right.
...(Interruptions)



MD. SALIM (CALCUTTA — NORTH EAST): A section of intelligent people, not all. ...(Interruptions)

SHRI GURUDAS DASGUPTA : You are saying about a section of intelligent people. If you say like this, then unfortunately,
whether you intend or do not intend, it gives a fillip to the tendency of departure from the normal practice by the judiciary. It
may not be as a whole, but partially. You are, after all, the Law Minister of the country. If you do not coin your words, if you
speak in the way people outside are saying, then that gives a wrong signal to the country. ...(Interruptions)

MR. SPEAKER : It is not fair. He said some sections of the people are saying this.

MD. SALIM : That is there. ...(Interruptions)

MR. SPEAKER : He has not said it as his own view.

SHRI GURUDAS DASGUPTA : Sir, that is the way to speak in Parliament. ...(Interruptions)
MR. SPEAKER : You may know better.

SHRI GURUDAS DASGUPTA : When I want to speak something in Parliament I will say that some friends came to me in the
morning and told me like this; although I do not believe, but this is, of course, the perception....(Interruptions)

MD. SALIM : He said so, I did not know that. ...(Interruptions)

SHRI GURUDAS DASGUPTA : This is the perception. This is the way to speak in Parliament.
MR. SPEAKER : Undoubtedly it is the perception amongst the media.

SHRI GURUDAS DASGUPTA : Sir, I am deeply concerned. ...(Interruptions)

MR. SPEAKER : In the media, that is the perception which is very assiduously articulated that you are not functioning and,
therefore, they have to discharge our functions.

...(Interruptions)[k63]

SHRI GURUDAS DASGUPTA : I said it very openly and frankly that if the Parliament does not function, the Judiciary will
definitely intervene.

MR. SPEAKER: Not always. They cannot do that.

SHRI GURUDAS DASGUPTA : I am deeply distressed and anguished at this comment. Maybe I am wrong; maybe he is right, but
I am deeply anguished.

Sir, helpless is no virtue. You are pleading helplessness. Helplessness is no virtue. If truth is the reality, let us establish the truth
in order to find the remedy. Therefore, I put forward before you two simple questions. When are you going to constitute the
tribunal to look after the accountability of the Judiciary? There was a talk like that. Is it true that you are considering it and if, at
all, you will consider it. Will you approach the Indian Parliament with an amendment of the Constitution to ensure proper and
neutral basis for appointment of judges?

SHRI KHARABELA SWAIN (BALASORE): Mr. Minister, I thank you for bringing out the truth that actually it is the common man

on the street for which we are just saying that he feels very much let down by the Executive and the Legislature and he thinks
that it is the Judiciary which is actually dispensing him justice. I thank you very much for this comment. Secondly, you say that
we consider the will of this House, the will of Parliament as the will of the majority. Then, will of the majority cannot be
bulldozed and cannot be imposed on anybody also.

SHRI GURUDAS DASGUPTA : Sir, you just see the inter-connection.
MR. SPEAKER: Do not impute anything. He has very fairly put it.
off #iear Biz (Saf¥m) : a3t swrst 91 Sl o 3o1dh ardl @t o1l Jersm)

SHRI H.R. BHARDWAJ: Sir, I am a very humble person. I will not mind it. I may draw his attention to one thing. He is one of the
most outstanding parliamentarians and I am not. I am telling you that there is something like Article 105 which says that a
Minister has the same right of speech in Parliament as the hon. Member has. Do you deny it? You gave me that chance to say
whatever I liked. If you gag my mouth, it will be travesty of justice and the Constitution.



Secondly, I am with you that there should be immediately a law in position to fix accountability and control corruption, and I am
giving you the exact information. The Report which the Standing Committee has sent back suggested some very wide-ranging
amendments in that, including the one that Parliament's powers should not be touched in impeachment procedure. So, you have
to deal with another mechanism of complaints. So, we are trying to dissect that. I think, soon I am taking those amendments to
the Cabinet and sooner we get an opportunity, I will bring it here.

So far as appointments are concerned, I cannot assure you, Sir, today that I will be in a position to amend the Constitution. We
are trying to develop a consensus amongst various political parties. It is not that we alone can amend the Constitution. We will
first talk to our allies, our supporting parties and then, even the Opposition which is also a part of the governance. The
Opposition is always consulted on major issues. After that, we can definitely do it. I promise one thing that if there is a
consensus, then we can immediately do that. There is no harm in doing that.
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SHRI H.R. BHARDWAJ] : Sir, I have made my submissions, and the whole House has also spoken now. I have not been given a
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MR. SPEAKER: He has said it. You can understand his position.
...(Interruptions)
MR. SPEAKER: The Court can nullify whatever we do.
...(Interruptions)
SHRI H.R. BHARDWAJ : We will continue whatever we are doing, and we will inform you about the same. ...(Inferruptions)

MR. SPEAKER: Shri Yerrannaidu can ask his clarificatory query, but first of all he has to come to his allotted seat.



SHRI KINJARAPU YERRANNAIDU (SRIKAKULAM): Mr. Speaker, Sir, I would like to know this from the hon. Minister. We have
three organs according to our Constitution, namely, the Legislature, the Executive and the Judiciary.

We have reservations in the Legislature. Why have we given reservation in it? It is because everybody should know about the
social fabric of the country; everybody should know about the situation of the country; everybody should know about the
grievances of the people; everybody should know about the living standards, etc. Therefore, everybody is representing from their
own spheres.

We have given reservation in the Executive. For example, it has been done in the Indian Administrative Service (IAS) and even in
the State Services, etc. But we have not given reservation in the Judiciary. How can they know about the social fabric; the living
conditions of the poor people; the living conditions of the OBC; the living conditions of the minorities; the living conditions of the
Scheduled Castes; and the living conditions of the Scheduled Tribes as we have not given reservation in the Judiciary?[r65]

In every sphere we pick up people from those sections of the society. It is only then that their interests can be taken care
of. However, that is not followed in the case of judiciary. Why is the judiciary given a separate status? In our democratic country
every organ of the state has to be treated equally. Is the Government willing to bring an amendment to provide reservations for
SCs, STs, OBCs, and minorities in the judiciary?

SHRI H.R. BHARDWAJ: Sir, there is reservation in the lower courts but there is no reservation in the superior judiciary. We can
have a debate on this. This House is competent.

MR. SPEAKER: The learned judges decide who will be judges. I believe this is the only country in the world where judges select
judges. Am I correct?

SHRI H.R. BHARDWAJ: Yes, Sir. Lord Cook had observed, "Where angels fear to tread, fools rush". This is an area which nobody
appreciates that they have taken the power to appoint themselves. But unless the judgment is set aside or reviewed by a larger
bench, the situation remains like that. This needs to be effectively ...(Interruptions)

SHRI GURUDAS DASGUPTA : Am I correct in saying that the hon. Minister has said that the Government will take initiative to
change the process if there is a consensus among the political parties represented in the Parliament? Correct me, if I am wrong.

SHRI H.R. BHARDWAJ: I cannot announce anything unless the Cabinet discusses it.

SHRI GURUDAS DASGUPTA : You take the initiative.

SHRI H.R. BHARDWAJ: You cannot get these words from me.

MR. SPEAKER: Why should you leave it to the Government only? Are the Members of Parliament concerned or not?

SHRI KINJARAPU YERRANNAIDU : Mr. Speaker, Sir, every organ of the state should have some check over it. We are elected by
the people. If we do indulge in wrongdoings, the people will dethrone us. In the case of executive, the Government can suspend
the people involved in wrongdoings. So, some mechanism should be evolved for the judiciary also. That is what all the hon.
Members feel. If the Government comes forward with good amendment, all the political parties will support it.

MR. SPEAKER: That has to be approved by the Supreme Court!

SHRI A. KRISHNASWAMY : Sir, the Minister has stated that judges of High Courts and the Supreme Court are picked up based
on merit. However, some advocates who are practising in High Courts and the Supreme Court do not know the ground reality.
They do not know how a case is tried in Magistrate court or in the District level court. Without knowing how a case is tried in the
lower courts they are practising in high courts and then going on to become judges of High Courts and the Supreme Court. How
can they decide upon cases that come in appeal when they do not know how the trial of cases takes place in lower courts?

MR. SPEAKER: By their supposed knowledge!
SHRI H.R. BHARDWAJ: Sir, I do not think the hon. Member ...(Interruptions)
MR. SPEAKER: You need not respond to this.

I have reduced my questions to just one because I do not want to embarrass anybody. My question to the entire House is which
is the authority under the Indian Constitution to decide as to what is in the public interest? What is in the public interest is policy.
Who can decide what policy is?

...(Interruptions)
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SHRI A. KRISHNASWAMY : We are ourselves degrading the power of Parliament. ...(Interruptions)

MR. SPEAKER: Therefore, I believe the hon. Law Minister appreciates that certain sections of the House believe that the matter
needs to be looked into.

...(Interruptions)
MR. SPEAKER: That he has agreed.

..(Interruptions)
SHRI K.V. THANGKABALU (SALEM): We should ensure that the importance of this House is established. ...(Interruptions)
MR. SPEAKER: As Mr. Swain has said we should also project ourselves in a better manner. That is what he has said.

SHRI S.K. KHARVENTHAN (PALANI): Sir, lawyers facing disciplinary cases in the Bar Council are appointed as High Court judges.
Disciplinary cases are pending against them even after they became judges.

MR. SPEAKER: I have no such information.
Okay, thank you very much. I think we have a very illuminating discussion.
...(Interruptions)[KMR66]
SHRI BRAJA KISHORE TRIPATHY (PURI): Sir, your question has not been replied by the hon. Minister. ...(Interruptions)

MR. SPEAKER: I do not wish to insist. I asked, who decides the policy. I wanted to know whether the elected representatives of
the people understand what is in the public interest, what is good for the people or some other agency not an elected body,
which is not accountable to anybody. This was my simple question.

...(Interruptions)
MD. SALIM : Sir, this question deserves a response. &€ (Interruptions)
MR. SPEAKER: May I say that this is a poser before all of us?

Okay, thank you very much for a very illuminating discussion. We come to the Supplementary List of Business. Hon. Minister,
Shrimati Purandeswari.
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MR. SPEAKER: Then, there will be more litigations! He has said about alternative dispute redressal mechanism.

SHRI H.R. BHARDWAJ: We have the National Legal Aid Authority in the country at all levels and we provide legal aid to them;
there is that law also; and we have achieved quite a good success in this. ...(Interruptions)

MR. SPEAKER: No. I cannot make it another discussion here.

...(Interruptions)



MR. SPEAKER: No. So many questions will come up again. I am sorry. We can have another discussion in the next session, and
not in this Session.

...(Interruptions)

SHRI K.V. THANGKABALU : Sir, the hon. Minister was telling, whether the House is willing to accept the proposal for reservation
for the Judges. In this country, time and again, all the political parties are requesting for reservation in the judicial system also. If
the hon. Minister is willing to bring a Bill to have reservation for that, then the House will certainly approve. I appeal to him to
please bring forward that Bill for reserving some posts of Judges.

MR. SPEAKER: One Bill for reservation is held up; do not bring another Reservation Bill.
SHRI K.V. THANGKABALU : That is why, this House should bring forward that Bill.
MR. SPEAKER: Okay; it is over; your issue has been noted by the learned hon. Minister.

We come to the Supplementary List of Business., Hon. Minister, Shrimati Purandeswari.

17.44 hrs.



