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Liquidation of its equity by M/s.
Pfizers

3001, SHHRI K. S. CHAVDA: Will
the Mimster of PETROLEUM AND
CHEMICALS be pleased to wtate:

(a) whether Pfizers were asked to
liquidate its equity from 75 per cent
to 60 per cent in 1968 and they have
been avoiding taking action in this
regarg al} these years; and

(bY what action Government pro-
poses to take against them?

THE MINISTER OF STATE IN THE
MINISTRY OF PETROLEUM AND
CHEMICALS (SIIRI K. R. GANESH):
(a) and (b) M/s. Pfizers Limitled
Bombay were allowed by the Govern.
ment on 3rd December, 1970 that they
shouid increase the Indian holding in
the Company to 40 per cent by 10th
June, 1975, without disinvestment.
The decision of 1968 with regard to
reduction in foreign-equity therefore
stood meodified to this extent,

Proposal to take steps against rigging
of elections

3002, SHRI SAMAR GUHA: Wwill
the Minister of LAW, JUSTICE AND
COMPANY AFFAIRS be pleased to
state:

(a) whether the Election Commis-
sion have made any proposal to Gov-
ernment for taking measures against
rigging of election in future for Lok
Sabha and Assembly Elections;

(b) if so, calient features thereof;
and
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(¢) the facts about complaints re-
garding rigging of elections received
by Government from various parts of
the country?

THE MINISTER OF STATE IN THE
MINISTRY OF LAW, JUSTICE AND
COMPANY AFFAIRS (DR. SARO-
JINI MAHISHI): (a) and (b). Even
in the existing Election law, effective
legal provisions do exist and further
the Election Commission have issued
necessary instructions to the autho-
rities concerned to take adequate and
effective steps io prevent rigging in
elections. Besides, in the Bill intro-
duced in the Lok Sabha on the 20th
Deceniber, 1973, suitable amendments
have heen made to make the existing
provisions in the Representation of the
People Act, 1951 (particularly, in
clauses 36 and 37 of the Bill) more
effective in desling with this mater.
after taking into account the recom-
mendations of the Election Commission
and of the Joint Committee on Amend-
ments to Election Law in its Report,
which wag laid before Parliament on
13th March, 1972,

(¢) Some complaints alleging rig-
ging in elections have been made now
and then since the fifth General Elec-
tion to the Lok Sabha held in 1971.

These complaints pertain to the
election propaganda by Government
officers, ballot boxes being tampered
with, use of official machinery, inaugu-
ration of projects and welfare schemes
on the eve of elections, intimidation
and coercion' of voters, capturing of
polling booths by armed men, etc.
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MR. SPEAKER: About my ruling;
1 am not entertaining any comments,
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SHRI MORARJI DESAI (Surat):
Sir, my submission relates to the
ruling which you have given, which
I accept. I am the last person to
question your ruling. But what I am
saying follows from what you have
said and I request you to follow up
your own ruling, While you have
said that a privilege motion does not
arise with respect to the ministers
because there is no deliberate viola-
tion of the assurance, you have been
pleased to say that there may be a
dispute that the assurance was not
implemented fully or in due time and
it can only be resolved by a debate
in the House. When you use the word
‘may’, I consider that it is ‘is’ and not
‘may’; otherwise you would not have
said it. So, there is a dispute which
is very clear. The assurance was
total. You also have said that it was
a categorical assurance that they will
come to the House when the investi-
gation is over before taking further
action ang take the House into con-
fidence. Suddenly they go to the
court without coming to the House.
I do not want to say that they have
flouted the assurance, but they have
subtly gone round the assurance in
order to escape a privilege motion.
But jt involves the honour of the
House and my honour also. I have
never risen in the zero hour after I
have come to this side of the House.
But I consider that it involves the
honoury of the House and jt involves
your honour also, if I may presume
to say so. And, it involves honour
of the Government tgo. The minis-
ters have promised something to this
House. Because the minister has
changed his portfolio, it does not
mean that his assurance cannot be
carried out by the Government The
asgurance was complete and categori-
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cal. Nobody asked him to give that
assurance. He gave it on his own
accord, That means, the Government
had given it. The Minister also gave
it, which was also done by the Gov-
ernment. When the assurance is not
fulfilled, I do not see how we cannot
get help from you to see that the
assurance is fulfilled. I only want it
to be fulfilled to the extent that the
CBI report, which was promised to
us, on which they wanted to take the
House into confidence, is piaced on
the Table of the House. How can
anybody take the House into confi-
dence without showing the report on
which they want to take the House
into confidence? It is absolutely im-
plicit in it. If there is any common
sense, nobody will deny it. Of course,
they can deny anything they like;
that is what they are used to. But
that does not mean that you should
be a party to it. That is why we look
forward to you for help. What else
are we to do? This has gone on for
days and days. There has been a lot
of noise created because of the
attitude of the Government. That
also has been inescapable, Now
things have come to this and you have
given the ruling. Therefor, T would
request you to follow up the ruling
and to see that the CBI Report is
given to the House. Unless there is
something which the Government
wants to hide and it is derogatory to
them, I do not see why they are
dedging it. I cannot understand it.

It is also required for the privilege
motion which you have practically
accepted against Shri Tul Mohan
Ram. There yvou have said there is
a prima facie case. The prima facie
case depends on the CBI Report; it
does not depend on anything else.
Therefore, unless that is given, how
is the privilege motion also going to
be discussed and how is it going to
be considered? On all these counts,
therefore, this is very much required.

The opposition has to perform a
duty. 1In this the whole opposition is
united. Even that part of the opposi-
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tion which sides with the Government
sometimes is also united in this
matter. How can this be flouted, I
cannot understand, And if this is
going to be continuously flouted, thep
I must say that no other course is
left open to us except performing
satyagraha in this House.
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SHRI JYOTIRMOY BOSU (Dia-
mond Harbour): Sir, I wrote a
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letter to you. I wanted to know how
much of the statement made by Shri
Brahmananda Reddy tallies with the
copy of the report which you have in
your possession. 1 had not the good
fortune of receiving a reply to that.
Therefore, it becomes a little suspi-
cious and so it requires a thorough
probe. I congratulate Shri Morarji
Desai for coming forward and raising
this issue. As very rightly pointed
out by him, an assurance was given
before this House to lay the report
on the Table.... (Interruptions) The
Report was made available bv the
CBI on the 9th November and within
two days, on the 11th November, they
went to a court of law in order to
deprive this House the opportunity of
proceeding with the matter. Thirdly,
in the CBI Report it is very clearly
stated that four of them, namely,
Shri Tul Mohan Ram, Shri Yogendra
Jha, Shri Muthukumaraswami Pillai
and Shri Nair went to Parliament
House The last two waited outside.
The other two went inside, came out
after some time and said that the
signatures have been obtained. With
the very limited intelligence that I
have upstairs, I fail to understand
one thing. If the signatures were
forged, or most of them were forged,
why did they go to Parliament House
or the Central Hall? Why should
they choose this place for forging the
signature?

It has been now established that
Mr, Tulmohan Ram, Mr. Yogendra
Jha, Mr. Pillai and Mr. Nair, four of
them came together to the Parliament
House; two of them entered the
Parliament House and two of them
waited outside and, after some time,
they came out and told the two per-
sons outside that all the signatures
had been obtained. That gives us a
clear suspicion that many of the
signatures are genuine and are not
forged. I am now positive that the
CBI has been given a report which
has been drafted by somebody in the
Prime Minister’s Secretariat under the
command of Mr. Gokhale. It is a
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ery serious matter and the House
annoi keep its eyes shut.

On top of that, your ruling, Sir,
absolving all these gentlemen iz not
acceptable to us because the ruling
<oes not face the reality that is in
the country,. We do not accept a
ruling like that, I protest, 1 will
raise the matier again and again,
every day.

Further more, I have already given
two privilege molions, one against
Shri L. N. Mishra and the other
against Shri D. P. Chattopadhyaya, I
want to raise one of them today. I
have already moved it last week. I
want to make a submission on this.

SHRI VASANT SATHE (Akola):
8ir, 1 am really sorry that the great
leader, Shri Morarji Bhai had to take
up cudgels today on behalf of the
Opposition on a ruling which you
have given and which is final.... (In~
terruptions). As a follow-up action
on your ruling, you have already
permitied the matter relating to Shri
Tulmohan Ram being discussed in the
House on a motion to be brought by
the Opposition,

As far as the CBI report is con-
cerned, more than once, you have
ttated that you have given no ruling
for its being produced before the
House. ... (Interruptions).

'SOME HON, MEMBERS: No, no.

SHRI VASANT SATHE: The Chair
has said more than once that it is not
for him and that it is for the Govern-
ment to give or not to give the CBI
report. That is what he has said.

Now, as far as the Government is
concerned, the Government has
already explained that they had never
said that they would produce the CBI
zeport before the House. All that
fthey had said was that, after the CBI
inquiry and investigation was over,
they would take the House into con-
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fidence which substantially has been
done. ... (Interruptions).

SHRI SHYAMNANDAN MISHRA
(Begusarai): Who will decide that?

SHRI VASANT SATHE: It is for
the House. s

I beg to differ with the Jearned
leader, Shri Morarji Bhai, that to
take the House into confidence, it is
essential that the CBI report itself
must be produced. If we start this
practice, the CBI inquiry will lose all
1ts signuficance. ... (Interruptions), We
have heard them patiently; let them
hear us also patiently.

SHRI ATAL BIHARI VAJPAYEE
(Gwalior)* By suppressing the CBI
report, they are creating doubis in
our mind.... (Interruptions).

SHRI VASANT SATHE: The
essence that has emerged from the
CBI report, namely, the charge-sheet.
has already been produced in the
court. The Government went to the
extent of even placing that before
the House. So, everything that was
material to Shri Tulmohan Ram’s
case has already been produced in
the court. After all, this House in
not going to convert itself into a
cariminal court. That charge, how-
soever strongly it may be put, cannot
be of the nature of criminal liability
where a man will be convicted and
sentenced to jail. We cannot do that.
In a privilege matter, the maximum
that you can do is to terminate the
membership, )

SOME HON. MEMBERS: No.

SHRI VASANT SATHE: It can-
not come as a privilege case because
Mr, Tulmohan Ram's case will not
fall within the purview of privilege
If at all, it will be a matter for 2
Parliamentary Committee which car
take action for his musdemeanour
We have said here that we are willing
to discuss it fully and all the materia
that is necessary for siich a committe,
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r such a discussion is before s pro-
{ uced by the Government. It is
terly tendentious to make it a
g restige issue now to ask for the CBI
eport and also to thredaten the Par~
iamentary institution and democracy
jth satyagrahe by a leader like Shri
,Morarji Desai.
¢
 SHRI H. K. L. BHAGAT (East
Delhi): We have very great respect
for Shri Mararji Desai. We are
happy that today he has come forward
iand spoken. But I would submit
that he has given an absuluvtely in.
correct appreciation of your ruling.
We have heard him and 1 am speaking
on the basis of what he said. He
himself says that the assurance for
gwving the CBI report is implicit;
ihereby, he admits that there has
been no explicit assurance that the
CBI report will be placed on the
ake the House isto confidence, which
235 been done.
Table of the House; Shit Morarji
Desa; himself admits that, The Gev-
unment has only said that they will

Secondly, the CBI report as such—
which is a report in accordance with
section 173 of the UF P, C. has been
slaced on the Table of the House. It
sas been filed in "the court.

Secondly, the report contains the
gist of the statements of the witnesses,
the evidence, the charg®s, the accusa-
Jons and the accused, It is a detail-
ed report running into several pages.
This has already been done. It is
there. All of you have got it. That
~eport 1s there That is very much
‘adequate for the purpose of a dis-
sussion in this House.

‘ As I have repeatedly suhmitted,
,what is a CBI report? ..(Interrup-
Afions). The ‘report’ is a legal con-
?‘:mtation as defined in law...

‘;; SHR1 JYOTIRMOY BOSU: Mr
1. K. L. Bhagst has just now said
"%‘ﬂvat the evidences and details of
*ttatements have been circulated. All
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that I wanted to tell the House is
that the CBI charge-sheet, only the
sharge-sheet, together wih a seizure
list has been circulated to the House
and also a list of persons who may
be involved in giving evidence and
nothing else. Mr, Bhagat s delibera-
tely misleading the House. It is a
matter of deep regret.

SHRI H. K. L. BHAGAT: $So, what
1 am respectfully submitting is that
the report is a legal connotation and
in accordance with the expresse ex-
pression used in Section 173, CR Cr
P.C.. the investigating officer, after
he has completed the investigation.
will submit a report to the court in
accordance with the prescribed form
and, in that report, if you see,
the gist of the evidence is given.
It 1. mentioned that so and
50 has said this and so and so has
said that and that is why these people
are being prosecuted. My respectful
submis<ion jis that the report which
under the law could be given has been
given.

Now, I go further. What are they
asking for? Now, apart from the
report, what is there in that investi-
gation? One is the case diary and
then, the statementis of witnesses and
FIR. All this has been given. What
is a case diary? You know it very
well, Even the statements of
witnesses do not become statements
unless they go to a court of law and
depose. These statements are not
admissible in evidence in accordance
with the provisions of Sec. 162 Cr.
P.C. Morarji Bhai is aware of that,
that these statements cannot be used
They are barred under the law. They
can be used only for one purpose
and that is for the purpose of cross-
examination of witnesses when they
depose in a court of law. This Par~
liament. sifting here, cannot go into
statements which are not admissible,
which a man can say or is free to say
is not his statement., This Parliament
cannot comment on it that this man is
speaking truth or .speaking half truth
or untruth or that he is a liar. How
can that be done?
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Then, ‘the case diary cannot be
glven. It s not given even to the
accused.

This charge that the CBI report has
not been given to them is a polilically
motivated charge and this threat of
Satycgraha is a deliberate one and is
a part of the compaign to destroy and
weaken the democracy. I am sorry
that Morarji Bhai has also fallen a
victim to if. Several hon. Members
rose.

SHRI S. A, SHAMIM (Srinagar):
Please permit me. You will call only
leaders of parties. I was recognised
as a leader by the Deputy Speaker.
I have as much right as Mr, Vajpayee
and others. I was declared elected
by a greater number of votes than Mr
Vajpayee. Mr. Guptaji, please let me
have my submission.

With your permission I will request
the entire House to hear me for a
minute. I do not have a body of
members behind me to shoul on my
behalf. This country has so many
sacred cows which are not to be men-
tioned. Supreme Court is one. Then
there are the courts. Then this Par.
liament, of course, 15 there and then
the President and my friends are now
trylng to create another one m the
name of CBI, that no aspersions
should be cast on CBI.... (Interrup-
tions).

Now, the whole case is built up that
the CBI agency should as such should
be. like Caesar’s wife, above board.
1 want to bring to your notice twa
pieces of information. One is that I
happened to meet a CBI officer who
refuses to disclose his identity but
we did confirm that he was associated
with this inquiry....

SHRI VAYALAR RAVI (Chirayin-
kil): No, no. He canndt say that.

PROF. MADHU DANDAVATE
(Rajapur): ¥e has not mentioned
any name.

SHRI S. A. SHAMIM: They do not
%hear what he said. He gnid that the
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report cannot be presented. But
what he said was that the story that
only two signatures were validly made
is not a correct one, that all the
signatures are correct signatures.
That is one.

Secondly, for your information, I
am in possession of the CBI report.
I seek your permission. If you like,
I will give that copy to you and you
fay it on the Table. I have said it
earlier and I repeat it that the copy
of the CBI report, the 300-page rcport
I have. You either confirm or deny
it. I have got it....

SHRI MADHU LIMAYE: You
read from it Speaker’s permission
is not necessary.

SHRI S A. SHAMIM: Not at ths
juncture. 1 only wanted to tell ynu
that I have got it. You can lay it
1 will give it to you. It is upto vcu
now.

The case that they were forged
signatures is not a correct story. An
the signatures have been genuine
signatures and all this story has been
cooked up when thev found that so
many Members of Parliament will be
implicated. Therefore, Sir, the cB1
should not bhe given this right to sit
over this Parliament,

SHRT INDRAJIT GUPTA (Alipo1+):
1t was my misfortune that I could not
be present here when you gave your
ruling.

It follows from your ruling that the
fundamental matter which is at is-ae
has not yet been settled conclusively
as you yourself have admitted in the
ruling. That fundamental issue is:
whether or not a solemn assurance ov
assurances given on the floor of ‘he
House can be implemented, whether
the Parliament has got the power Lo
get such an assurance implemented in
full or not. That is the question at
stake. I am more concerned, not with
the technical and legal nicetics of it
but the fact that the image of Parha-
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ment is being denigrated in the eye
of th public, the sovereignty of Par-
Jament, its capacity to see that the
assurances given on the fioor of the
House are implemented fully and in
time, as you had occasion to mention
here—whether that capacity rests in
the Parliament or does not rest. That
I consider is a very serious matter on
which the whole future of parlia~
mentary institutions in this country
may depend. That 1s the reasoa why
] also to-day find myself on this
point, though I do not normally do,
in the company of Mr, Morarji1 Desai,
barting his threat about Satyugraha
and all that about which we will see
later on.

SHR!I ATAL BIHAR] VAJPAYEE-
He is coming

SHR1 INDRAJIT GUPTA: He is
quite correct when he savs that the
honour of the Parliament, the honou-
¢f every Member of Pailiament, the
honour of the Government and, in all
humility, vour honour as Speaker of
this soveretgn Parhament and of this
Lok Sabha 1s at stake,

How is that going to be solved? You
have said quite categorically in vour
ruhing—

“As I stated in the House on the
12th November, the assurances
given by thé Home Minster and
the Law Minister.. .”

—which you have earlier quoted—

“were categorical and the Cov-
ernment were bound by them.”

Then, Sir, you have absolved them of
the privilege question by saying that
they did not deliberately do anything,
either decline to implement the assu-
rance or any other thing One can-
not question the ruling. Then you
said;
‘“There may be a dispute that the
assurance was not implemented
#ully or in due time, and it can only
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be resolved by a debate in the
House.”

And then you said:

“The House knows that it has
various remedies available to it to
call the Government to account and
secure compliance with its direc-
tions.”

I assume by this you mean that we
have the remedy open to ask for a
discussion by tabling a Motion, which
does not necessarily mean that that
will secure compliance with the dir-
ections of the House, because, as you
know, such motion would naturally
be voted out by the majority here.
In this part of your ruling you have
clearly indicated to us that ‘there may
be a dispute’—legitimately there may
still be a residual dispute left over—-
cven after the question of privilege
has been decided by you, namely,
whether that assurance was imple-
mented ‘fully or in due time'. Now
this is a very disturbing question
because none of us wants that the
public at large, the people at large
in this country should get any im-
pression that only half of the assu-
rance 1s implemented and that parlia-
ment is incapable of getting it fully
implemented and so only or that Gov-
ernment js trving to hide something.
1 don't know what they want to
hide.

I can understand one point and my
iriends, Mr. Sathe and Mr. Bhagat
perhaps implied this, as I have under-
stood them saying that it is undesir-
able that reports of the CBI should
be laid on the Table of the House.
Now, Sir, the question would not
have arisen in this case but for the
assurances which were given. It is
only because an assurance was given-—
of course, they did not say in so many
words that the Report will be laid
on the Table,—that is not there, that
is true. But, Shri Uma Shankar
Dikshit, the then Home Minister said
this:

“The first thing that we will do
is to come to Parliament and say,
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this is where we have arrived;
please tell us what we should do.
It is only after that, according to
the wishes of Parliament, that we
will proceed. We are not closing
the door for further investigation
by Parliament.”

This is what you have guoted in the
course of your ruling. I hope my
friends will take an objective view
of this thing, in terms of this specific
assurance given by the Home Minis-
ter at that time. Any fair line of
interpretation would lead ug to the
conclusion that he led the House to
believe that the report of the in-
vestigation would be made available
to the House and that the House
would advise the Government as to
how to proceed in the matter. You
vourself stated in the ruling categori-
cally that ‘propriety demands that the
Government should have made a
statement in the House on the 11th
November and taken the matter to the
court thereafter’, which they did nov
do. I do not wish to labour the point
any further. Our suggestion would
be what we have been making re-
peatedly from our party at various
times during the last two weeks that
1t is inescapable now. I do not for a
moment suggest that CBI reports in
future also should be laid and this
will become a precedent. I am willing.
on behalf of my party, to abide by
any particular procedure which you
may suggest by which the House and
the Government can be assured that
in this particular case it will be made
categorically clear—it may be in the
form of another ruling by you, Sir,—
that this will not constitute under any
circumstances ‘a precedent for the
future’. But, in this particular case,
there is no escape. And, in view of
the ruling that Was given, I repeat,
there is no escape. Therefore, we
have been suggesting that this can be
looked into by a committee where all
the different parties and opinions are
represented, a Committee over which
you would preside. At least that
committee must be given unrestrain-
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ed access to the entire report and not
only Part I or Part II or whatever it
is. When Mr. Shamim who says he
has got the report, authenticates it
and lays it on the Table of the House,
then it will become the property of
the House in any case.

What will happen then? Therefore,
from the broader view-point and
interest of defending the souvereign
right of Parliament wvis-a-vis assu-
rances given on the Floor of the
House and to see that the reputation
and dignity of thce Parliament js not
denigrated in the eyes of the publie
outside, you must as a follow up of
this ruling advise and help us to sce
how that report can be made avail-
able so that we can not only tell to
the people in the country that we
have been able to assert our super=
macy and been able to secure im-
plementation of the assurance given
but also that will make the other
debates in future regarding Mr., Tul.
mohan Ram’s conduct really meaning.
ful and purposive without which it
will not be possible,

SHRI N. K. P. SALVE (Betul):
Sir, a cool and objective approach is
required to ensurc that the image of
Parliament is not denigrated. I
ordently hope that this vccasion and
the concession which you allow to
different Members to make their sub-
missions would not be nbused by
flaunting invectives on one and an-
other. First and foremost, I really
wished Shri Indrajit Gupta had done
better than hunting with the hound
and running with the hare. I really
wish he could understand what exact-
1y his party wanted,

SHRI INDRAJIT GUPTA: Who is
the hound and whp is the hare?

SHRI N, K. P, SALVE:: If Shri
Indrajit Gupta cannot know who is
the hound and who is the hare it is
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his misfortune, 1 cannot enlighten
him about this here, Be that as it
may, I think, it is no longer a ques-
tion whether the CBI report is to be
tabled or not to be tabled. The more
basic jssue is whether we have to
abandon all the rules of procedure
and the conventions which have been
holding good for wll these years 1n
Parliament or do we have to run this
Parliament under sheer intimidation.
(Interruptions),

Sir, if we are in majority here it 1s
as a result of elections. People have
voted us here. It is not at opposi-
tion’s mercy and charity,

I beg to submut for the considera-
tion of Shri Morarji Desai. He has
been connected with judiciary and he
has known the due process of law.

Sn, 1t could be his view; it could
be the view of Shri Indrajiy Gupla
and 1t could also be the view of the
entire Opposition that implicit in the
assurance given by the Home Minis-
ter was an underiaking to place the
C.B.I, Report on the Table } (A
their view of the matter. Shri Indra-
jit Gupta also said that it 1s mm-
plicit; it could be one view of the
matter that it has to be tabled. There
could also be another view of the
matter that it 1s not immplicit Are
we debarred from holding the wview
that it is not implicit as such in the
assurance? An undertaking is, 1n
fact, not implicit to that effect. And,
if there is a controversy, can this
House not decide that it has to he
resolved—not by haviog a satyagraha
but in accordence with the rules and
procedures jaid down by Parliament?
Sir, it is an accepted convention of
Parliament that if Parliament has
any controversy, it has to be resolv-
ed by dcbate. The Parliament will
be denigraded not because the C.B.L
Report is not tabled but because they
are threatening to abandon all the
conventions and rules of procedure
which have held the field for several

years.
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So, my respectful submission is
that your ruling which is absolutely
clear is binding on one and all in
this House, And it they want to
challenge the ruling and defy it in
this House, we make it clear that this
intimidation of satyagraha—not once
but hundred or thousand times—is net
going to intimidate us. We shall abide
by whatever you decide in the matter,

MR. SPEAKER: They started to
make one submission. And now
everybody wants to make a submis-
sion.
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“These allegations of bribery and
forgery which have ben prima facie
established by the C.B.I. are cer-
tamnly very seriouy an®tnbecoming
of a Member of Parliament, and he

may be held guilty of lowering the
dignity of the House”,
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T steae gt s vl aar ag ¥t sy
wien 7Y & fie =t quelg ww & @
A @Y 7wy A9 Yo ao wrdo AT 3H
ey er T &4 i g 7 Yersig T
# W WAy ¥ 9w 2 fow ®
R weft B gu & < o whaai A
gewafa ¥ fa=r = gavgs T SEg
qreg ol FTEFI G ?

g welt & wrerraw A WA w970
T & A ey wgy v IR Arrgw F#7
T T QAU ALY BFar | qraw ITAY
Iga feary INF Fw@em W oW
T YFR §:

“The investigations did no{ dis-
«close that any of the officers who

dealt with the matter were involved
in the commission of the offence.”

TEd g e WA g AT gEg
AT UF W AT I favar
“In the course of investigation no
evidence becamc available {o cor-
roborate the statement of Shri S. N.
Pillai. It was this intention which
I had communicated in my state-
ment and nothing more should be
reag into my observation.”

AT HAR TG HAT T T ST FTAIE P 17
qeft Stk g @ & a1 /Y TR oar
famr d@o Yo Wro & fYaid q@ FF
& gwar g7

A FgTE Wi Aslrdzfraqes
¥ gEgaT g
“The House knowg that it has
various” remedies available to it to
«call the Government to account

and secure compliance with its
directions.”

T AT & ? HGEE G A 49
Tk & fog frod ga & oFf ¥ 59
3T 9T, § IGAY AT famrmt A s
* § 1 W Yo dto wrfe ¥ fid AT &
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o srrer e e st oy % 1 Sty < STERTS
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qT ghr ?
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“After the results of the investi-

gation are available, we shall take
the House into confidence. The

whole matter is open to the House
to consider atl that time.”
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Tt g8aT @1 A o gareet 2ol & ag
HTAAT I5M@T § | IFIT H1E ga$T 74Y
& &1 AT w1 & fra ag aag fw
e A # fore | ST @ oY qav
g1 &, g ¥ w9 & aaew off gadg
aw FrufTer M g At g L.,

ot =TGT | (WFrAr) o wwi W
#Hifsg 1

= wew fagrQ ardy: g9t faw
QT Qe &7 dro Ao Ko it fefid
& famr g =91 Agl Y Tt &1 Ty
grad ¥ IO A€ & A7 WY FAC TH
FAT FX | 4T YT T HAAT A § £
TEG g1 ITY W /A § FHI qeqTT
qrfera g1 9T ? ag v wg) g Fuitw
f&T ot ag waTer @er Wt iy Ao o
mrfo FY XV 7t #dY wrs ) W F
QRTATIIA| % GFIIGHIG Y 9¢ &, /I
ArEHY § QTR 9T AT F AT T F |
o dto Hrio A i grarT dm =
T Y ¢, Tefoqaer or g T
% gfee & wrar &) war § Wix 7g wifeg
TURHE T AT G Y WA



$rT - Re impert

[t wew fagrt atodat]

uw €1 & i dto ato mrdo a7 fAE W 4
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SHRI C. M. STEPHEN (Muvattu
puzha): I feel it ig most unfortunate
that a matter which was laid at rest
by prolonged hearing on the floor of
the House and a fina] ruling by you
is sought to be raked up in a manner
which 1s e¢xtremely uncomphimentary
as far as parliamentary procedure 1s
concerned. There are now two aspects
to this question, One of the argu-
ments raised by the othér s¥e is that
by way of implementation of the
assurance, the CBI Report has got to
come on the Table. The other aspect
is that if it is not so brought, theu
some exira-parliamentary action will
be resorted to get it on the Table
of the House,

With respect to the first, my humble
submission 1s that your ruling 1s
absolutely clear. You had said:

“As 1 stated in the House on the
12th November, the assurances given
by the Home Minister and the
Law Minister were categorical and
the Government were bound by
them. "However, 1t is not fhe case
of the Ministers that they would
not fulfil them. Indeed, though a
little later, they have come to the
House and have placed before the
House the gist of the inquiry beld
by the CBI, the chargesheet filed 1n
the court against the accused and
have explained the manner in which
the assurances have been fulfilled.,”
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I underling the sentence from your
ruling; you said:

“There is therefore no duébtion
that the Government havé deltbera-
tely declined to implement the
assurance.”

With respect to this assurance the
Government has taken a stand. The
stand is that the assurance does not
include the production of the CBl
report. After hearing both sides, zou
have come to the conclusion that there
was no question that the Government
have deliberately declined to imple-
ment the assurance ,implying thereby
that the production of the CB] Report
is not part of the assurance. Other-
wise you would have said that the
Government continued to deliberately
violate the assurance. Since the
production of the CBI report is not
part of the assurance, you have given
that ruling. You have not closed the
matier; you say that there may be a
dispute that the assurance was not
fully or in due time implemented and
that it might be resolved by a debate
in the House. In any democracy, the
only way to settle differences between
two sides is by a debatc and a dis-
cussion and nothing else. You have
sald so in spite of the fact that there
is a machinery under the ruley
which is empowered to go into this
question, because of the peculiar
nature of thg circumstances; in this
case,

Coming to the Tulmohan Ram jssue
you said that it might be discussed.
Therefore the two questions are open
for discussion in this House, One is
whether the production of the report
of the CBI in this House is or is not
a part of that assurance., So, ¥you
have allowed a discussion with res-
pect to this and the other aspect also.
The Opposition are not prepared to
avail of. the opportunity so provided
by you. They are not prepared to
initiate a discussion or nove any
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motion. As I submitted yesterday,
even if you decide it could not be
produced because there is no rule
which compels any body to produce
anything on the Table of the House:
the Table of the House is not a waste
paper basket for anybody to send any
rubbish; it is something more sacred.
There must be a motion before this
House, and then therc can bec a dis-
cussion. The fact that the Govern-
ment has nothing to hide is evidenced
by the fact that the Government had
passed on this to the Speaker and
said: here it is; if you feel that the
rules permit it, you may give a direc-
tion and it will be produced. The
Governmenl 1s not withholding 1it.
Nobody can} say that it should be
produced, because 1t will be contrary
to the rules. The Spcaker does not
have the authority or jurisdiction
under the rules and nothing hike this
can be orderea unless the rules per-
mit It is not thc Speaker’s posilron
which should decide whether it should
be produced ur not. Much more im-
portant is the statement made by
Mr Morarji Desai. There is an
honest difference of opinion between
two sides,

Shri Morarji Desai has said that he
will get something done not through
discussion, debate or dialogue but bv
pressure and coercion. He said, hc
will hold up the proceedings of the
House, If this is accepted, anything
that the opposition wants can be got
done by this method. This is the
crucial question. The question whe-
ther CBI report must be produced or
not pales into significance. The ques-
tion is whether any faction or group
can be permitted in a democracy to
come to the Parliament and say, we¢
will get it done by satyagraha and
forcing you to do it. That challenge
has got to be faced. This Parliament
shall not be cowed down by this
Nothing will be produced and it will
be resisted.

PROF, MADHU DANDAVATE:
Sir, 1 wish to bring to your notice
that the conduct of this House is gov-
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erned by a number of aspects and I
would like you to take all of them
into account. In the conduct of this
House, conventions are important;
rules of procedure are important;
matters of privilege are important;
even maiters of propriety are impor-
tant. I shall make a brief reference
to what Shri Morarji Desai has said
about satyagraha. All of us who
have accepted the teachings of Mahat-
ma Gandhy always believe that in
order to complete a democracy, pur-
liamentary practices are to be sup-
plemented by the gpirit of satyagraha.
Otherwise, democracy is never com-
plete. Gandhij; in relation to Parlia-
mentary practices has said that unlike
the west, in this country the process
of democracy can be completed by
supplementing _.jhe parliamentiary
processes byt,¢ p-pirit of satyagraha
outside. Tldymncre I would like to
point out tht#.' conventions are im-
portant. You have rightly said there
is full freedom for the House to de-
bate the issue, But if your ruling is
to he implementeq effectively, no
effective debate 1s possible unless the
basis 15 provided by the CBI report.
One more element has been added by
Mr. Shamim, who has said, he is in
the possession of the CBI report and
even that report will come before you
in right time. You have said in your
ruling:

“Neverlheless, I should see that
propriety demandeq that the gov-
ernment should have made a state-
ment in the House on the 1Ith
November when the present session
commenced and taken the matter 10
the court thereafter, particularly
when the case was instituted in the
court on that very day, 1ith Nov-
ember.”

13.00 hrs.

Some of us have been repeatedly
saying that on a number of occasions
impropriety has been committed by
the members of the ruling party.
You have often said that a privilege
is not attracted but there is a breach
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of propriety, I have safd on a num-
ber of occasions that you have to
evolve a mathematica]l formula as to
how many improprieties are equiva-
lent to one breach of privilege. This
is one more occasion on which a
breach of propriety has been com-
mitted.

Therefore, in order that a free and
frank debate should take place, the
' CBI Report should be made available.
If it is not available to implement
your own ruling what is the remedy
that is left to the opposition. Gan-
dhiji has always thought of satyagraha
if the parliamentary methods Ifailed
in independent India, free India, 1n
Young India. In the Harijan he had
written that a time may come c¢ven
in free India, wiryl4ehe rulers mis
behave, when saty, j-gda will have to
be resorted to. Thay/might not be
in tune with the new Gandhi, that is,
indira Gandhi, but it is in tune ‘vith
the feachings of Mahatma Gandhi, We
want the CBI report to be discussed
and it is in that context the threat
of satyagrahaya hag come, So, 1
would like you to meet all the leaders
of the opposition and the ruling paity
and find out a way by which the CB1
Report can be brought before the
House so that a full-fledged debate of
the whole issue can take place 1n
this House. ... (Interruptions).

PROF. NAVAIN CHAND PARA-
SHAR (Hamirpur): Sir, I invite
your attention to rule 352(viii) which
says:—

“A member whilc speaking shall
not—

....(viil) use his right of speech
for the purpose of obstruclting
the business of the House.”

The proceedings of this House are
meant to be conducted in an orderly
manner. It is very unfortunate that
a senior member has given the threat
of satyagraha to block the proceed-
ings of the House if a certain thing
is not lafd on the Table of the

o
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House. Sir, you in your wisdom have
given a ruling which is binding on ali
sides of the House. We will submit
to it like the members on the other
material for it? Does your ruling
block the proceedings of this House
if a certain thing is not done, it is
a threat to parliamentary democtacy
and it is a challenge which we are
ready to face both here and outside.
We would not like the procedings of
this House to be obstructed by the
threat of one member or by the
congratulation of another member.

SHR] SHYAMNANDAN MISHRA:
After the statement of the f[on
Member, Shri Shamim, the matter
has indeed become very serious and
I would implore very sympathctic
consideration by the hon. Members
of the Treasury Benches of some ot
the points that we have humbly
urged in this connection. It appears
that the hon, Member, Shri Shamim
is in possession of the entire report
of the CBI. He has given a hint that
in fact our hon friends, who were
alloged to have been uassociated with
the memorandum are not, after all,
really exonerated,

Su. the substantive matter remains,
that is, whether these 21 Mcmbers
were really associated with that
document, with that memorandum, or
not and whether the forgery has heen
committed by only one Member or
has been committed by the entirc lot
of 21 Members,

In fact, 1 did not go mainly by the
report of the CBI but mainly by the
assertions, the denials, that had been
made by 21 Members. I would largely
go by their statements of denial, It
is in their own interest, in the inte-
rest of the ruling party, to get their
names cleared finally. That is not
being done. So, the main duty of
Parliament to ascertain the truth
about the association of these Mem-
bers with that memorandum remains.

Then, there is also another subs-
tantive matter that remains, whether
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there has been ministerial responsi-
bility and the officlal responsibility 1n
the matter. Sir, you will be pleased
to recall that when the debate took
place during the last session the
question raised was not only whether
these Members were associated wilh
that memorandum or not but also
whether the mihuisterial responsibility
and the official responsibility was
attiacted or not. My hon. {riend
Shri Atal Bihari Vajpayee, who
moved the motion made certan
charges against the Minister who had
dealt with this matter. In fact, the
whole House looked forward to the
report of the CBI from this point ot
view, whether there was minister:al
responsibftity involved in this or not.
whether ihere was the official respon-
sibility involved in this or not.

Now. we do not go for ihe heads
of the officials. If any, it must be the
nunisterial head.  Any Minister
worthy of his position and honourable
ponsibility squarely and he will not
enough will himself accept the res-
shuve 1t away on the shoulders of
the officials, In fact, ih parhamen-
tary system, we are concerned with
the munisterial responsibility. In this
case, that matter also remains.

Some of the hon. Members have
iried to tell us. “If the gist of the
document has been given to vou, why
do you complain and murmur?” May
T ask them: Who wiil determine
whether the gist contains the distilate
of all the findings of the CBI? I ask
you in all humility at my command
whether the gist contains the disti-
lauon of all the findings of the CBI.
That can be determined only on the
basis of the report of the CBIL

Now, after all the experience thut
we have had in this matter that the
Minister makes a clear and calegori-
cal assurance that he would come to
the House and the Minister goes to
the court, after all that, would my

< hon, friends there seriously suggest
to us thai we should believe them?
Would you ask us to believe you?
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Here ig a trickery, a fraud, perpetrat-
ed on Parliament that the Govern-
ment goes to the court after giving an
assurance to the House that they
would come before the House,

It is not an ordinary ruling that
the honourable Speaker has given
The hounourable Speaker has lound
the Government guilty of improprie-
ty. What that impropriety means?
When 1t comes to an institution like
Government, any Government, on
the basis of your ruling, would have
come forward with resignation then
and there when being heard about 1t
because this sticks to them.

Then, the House gave two options
10 the Government. The first course
is that you must produce the docu-
ment in consonance with the assu-
rance that you have given to the
House. There is the other variant, a
moderate variant, which wuas given
by my hon friend, Shn S, M. Baner-
jee and Prof. H. N Mukerjee. The
two options have been given. You
do not accept any option, either pro-
duce the document for the entire
House or produce the document for
the consideration by a Committee of
the House. if you think that the entire
matter should not come into the open.
Now you are not cven prepared to
do that. Then your ruling would
remain only non-ruling. Ruling
means that 1t has to be observed in
all its implications, Now the ruling
1s that two discussions can take place,
one on the adequacy or inadequacy
of the information supplied and the
other on the conduct of an hon.
Member. If this document 1s not
produced, it is our humble submis-
sion, the discussion cannot take place.
How can the discussion take place?
How are we to judge? Then, your
ruling would be construed to mean,
when it comes to discussing the con-
duct of the hon. Member, Shri Tul-
mohan Ram, that we should only g°
on mounting attack on him, If
have to defend the hon. Member,
Shri Tulmohan Ram, where 1s the
material for it? Does your ruling
only amount to mounting an attack



219 Re. Import

[Shri Shyamnandan Mishra]

on him? It may well be that that
source material, that mother docu-
ment, the report of the CBIl, might
contain many aspects which mijght go
to the defence of the hon. Member,
Shri Tulmohan Ram. We are not
after the blood of this Harijan mem-
ber of this House....

SHRI N. K. P. SALVE: If he has
any serious intention of defending
Shri1 Tulmohan Ram, then I can sug-
gest a wayout, He should call tor
the man and fake his instructions;
then he will be able to defend him
much betfer than by reading the CBI
report.

SHRI SHYAMNANDAN MISHRA:
He belongs to the worker section ot
the community and he, indeed, de-
serves all the sympthy and commiser-
ation that we can muster. We would
like to have all the material which
can go to defend him.

Finally, Mr. Speecker, some hon
Memberg have takep objection 1o
satyagreha. 1 ask them: what does
satyagrahe mean? Does satyagraha
mean intimidation? No; it never me-
ans that. Satyegraha only means that
we are going to stand on truth, Now,
the hon. Members from the other
side say: are we going to be coerced
by the minority? No. I agree with
their proposition. But, by the rame
ioken, I ask them: should we be
cocrced by the majority? Mr. Spea-
ker, it is said here that a debate
can take place in the House and the
debate will iead to ascertainment of
House in the presence of the hon.
Member, God forbid, from this side
of the House is beaten by an hon
Member from the other side of the
House in the presence of the hon.
Speaker who has no eyes or ears, and
if it has to be decided by majonty,
then we would get beaten all the
time. 1 have submitted to you oD
many occasions That, in this House,
even murders may be decided by
majority, Therefore, Sir, my humble
submission to you is that you should
exercise your own discretion. 1 do
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not agree with the view that the hon.
Speaker is so helpless in this matter,
as my hon. friend from this swde
would like to suggest, that the Spea-
ker cannot direct. The Speaker can
direct and here ;s one occasion when
a direction from the Chair ig needed.
Otherwise, this House would be re-
duced to a great force. My hon
friends may bear in mind that this
side of the House may be small in
number as has been mentjoned by
them, but we do represent, in terms
of the electorate, 56 per cent of the
electorate, and we cannot be shifled
Iike this M this matter,

weaw wies U@ R W/ ¥
2T § ——aardl, e AW W
t— 29 axg A g 9T | A TG
e wfgd

sit wg o : qTHI ¥ feam 71
I Afxy, mwrTE gaifa

weaw W ¢ Y av sfawy @
g

ot vy foamd : A8 ARy §for
afgd 1 Q1 A qE 9 /A W
Fr gl =fed, 37 fad a8 vwara 17
T ifwd)

SHRI SHYAMNANDAN MISHRA:
We have come to @ dead end

SHRI MADHU LIMAYE:. I want a
supplementary ruling.

SHRI JYOTIRMOY BOSU. 1 want
a clarification. .,

MR. SPEAKER:- 1 am not{ allowing

What I propose 1s that we may take
thig up tomorrow. Meanwhile I do not
accept anylhing, except what is al-
ready tnere. I cannot accommodate
all of you before lunch time. We will
take this up tomorrow.

Now., we adjourn to re-assemble
atter lunch at 2.15 pm.
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1318 hrs.

The Lok Sabha adjourned for Lunch
1l Fifteen Minutes past Fourteen of
the Clock.

The Lok Sabha reassembled after
Lunch at Ewighteen Mimutes past
Fourteen of the Clock.

[Mr DEpPuUTY-SPEAKFR :n the Chair]

MR DEPUTY-SPEAKER Now,
Papers to be laid

oft wy fory (Tm97)  SaTema S,
| ¥ysmad faam amar 2 sk oF
AT AT AT § | FA WA A
fax Exqenw AeRfEHE ALY

MR DEPUTY-SPEAKER That 1s
not coming up today

ot wy feemy & wre ®) wfaw

|ATEATY, WIS FTEL SfT T 4T |

MR DEPUTY SPEAKER Why not
1ai1se this when 1t comes up tomor-
tow, when this Bill comes up tomor-
jow?

ot vy formm  faw At wfy g1 w°x
rar & 1 wfHw9 & 7 Y [T Sarar oF
gt efqragl @y & s aTear
g 1 famFigna N = T
2 AU el fwawa & @re
qr, sE9? AT @ e wheT
sfan @y =Y | o9 oF faae A
FEETA | T AAWIN NN F
ayra Afza T w7 fafew afear #iv
JREA & A ¥ AT IUTNFT
faa  F FgT wfwawr saman, fag
& 1t § WY jR ny wEkkay
grawal A0 aOET A Y | A
IFW TG 97 q¥> wrfe Ho &
oY frodte A7 FFATIRIFIATT,
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o samET Hfaa =y 10 @ To
fear + ¥ @AW aE § 7 A«
Atadr 1€ WET Xag F7 sava faw )
#feqr &9 g}, ST AT TFETEY
feara & oifod, 9= 354 ...

MR DEPUTY SPEAKER Order
please I say that this cap be brought
up tomorrow before we resume dis-
cussion on this Bill Why bring 1t
now?

ot oy fovd 9f TAT AN &@
T wan faq 1 ¥ FEw agy AT
a7 gt g ¥ '@ a1 swfemag
ey g ofy fY Fvar =l
q€ Argg AgY AW AFT g | wwal
e &Y fpata gagfaar gar d

“Persvnal cxplanation ¢an be made
onlv by "

MR DFPUTY SPEAKER 1 know
that This may be hrought up when
the Bill comes

ot vy fma @A ¥ [T
wwAm #1wgw difer | sw faq
ataa aYfed oft sofear @ AR
7Y gfwdld F1 sat@ gy 504w |

MR DEPUTY SPEAKER Agan I
say this 1 not the proper occasion.
When discussion on this Bill 15 resumed
you can raise this pomnt «nd at ihat
time this point w 11 be disoosed of

wft ny fomdy - wig vES sHERT?
a1 & &% 7 a1 fedy &wT w
dacin avefandaad ¥ ) aews
arfeed AT AT g, w1 "wAE
AT AT ? AT Ay T av S
@ | % T T agaT g, AATY
g A gt & whfed an avar
R § | WA rgedar S Sw
far ffaa off 1 orsFTy wrd



