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 (vii)PaKING  OVER  OF  METRO  CINEMA,

 CaLcurra  8  GOVERNMENT  OF  INDIA

 SHRI  NARAYAN  CHOUBEY  (Mid-

 napore):  Sir,  sometime  back  the  Go-

 vernment  of  India  had  taken  over  the

 Metro  Cinema  in  Calcutta.  This  was

 mainly  because  doubts  and  suspicious

 had  been  raised  about  the  alleged  sale

 abroad  of  the  American  Metro  Gold-

 wyn  Mayor  Company’s  assets  in  tndia

 to  a  certain  Swiss  Company,  whose

 constituted  attorney  had  ciaimed  the

 authority  to  run  Metro  Cinema.  The
 >  action  of  the  Government  of  India,

 in  taking  it  over  and  running  it  for

 some  time  through  its  Film  Finance

 Corporation  was  appreciated  by  the

 workers  of  the  Metro  and  also  by  pub-

 lic  opinion.  Since  then,  however,  cer-

 tain  legal  proceedings  have  followed,

 with  the  result  that  ,under  interim

 court  orders  the  Film  Finance  Corpo-

 ration  has  been  prevented  from  runn-

 ing  Metro  Cinema  and  the  constituted

 attorney  of  the  alleged  foreign  pur-

 chaser  of  Metro  is  in  control.  Mean-

 while,  the  employees of  Metro.  are

 suffering  on  account of  the  repressive
 nature  of  the  management  and  such

 irritants  as  the  recent  withholding  of
 bonus  payment  in  disregard  of  agree-

 ments.  It  ig  “essential”  that  the  Go-

 vernment  of  India  take  firm  steps  fo

 expedite  the  legal  process  and  hring

 about  a  situation  of  certainty  ebout

 the  management  of  Metro  Cinema.  It

 is  important  also  that  by  invoking  the

 Industries  Act  and  other  relevant  in-

 struments  in  the  hands  of  the  Govern-

 ment,  such  cinemas  are,  when  thought

 fit,  taken  over  firmly  and  run  by  the

 Government.  This  will  also  be  in

 conformity  with  the  declared  desire

 of  the  Government  to  bring  in  !egis-
 lation  for  safeguarding  the  interests
 of  the  Government  to  bring  in  legis-
 national  tone  to  the  industry,  which
 has  the  widest  potential  in  broadcast-

 ing  to  the  masses  both  entertainment
 and  instruction  at  the  same  time.  An

 early  statement  of  the  Minister  of  In-

 formation  and  Broadcasting  ani  some
 action  accordingly  is,  therefore,  a-

 Sently  called  for.
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 STATUTORY  RESOLUTION  RE:

 DISAPPROVAL  OF  NATIONAL.
 SECURITY  ORDINANCE  AND  NA-

 “TIONAL  SECURITY—contd,

 MR.  DEPUTY-SPEAKER  :  The

 House  will  now  take  up  the  Statutory
 Resolution  and  the  National  Security

 Bill.  Before  I  call  Shri  Rav.ndra

 Varma,  I  would  like  to  say  that  there
 is  a  demand  from  almost  all  the  lea-

 ders  of  the  opposition  parties  that  the
 time  allotted  for  general  discussion,

 namely,  5  hours,  is  not  sufficient.

 Therefore,  they  want  that  the  time

 should  be  extended.  I  would  lite  to
 know  the  views  of  the  Government.

 THE  MINISTER  OF  STATE  IN  THE
 MINISTRY  OF  HOME  AFFAIRS  AND
 THE  DEPARTMENT  OF  PARLIA-
 MENTARY  AFFAIRS  (SHRI  P.
 VENKATASUBBAIAH):  Government
 have  no  objection  to  extend  the  time,
 provided  the  consideration  of  the  Bill
 in  all  its  stages  is  completed  today.
 The  BAC  originally  fixed  seven  hours,
 which  was  extended  to  8  hours-—5
 hours  for  general  discussion,  2  hours
 for  clauses  and  1  hour  for  the  third

 reading.  If  the  hon.  Members  want
 more  time,  I  have  no  objection,  pro-
 vided  it  is  completed  today.

 MR.  DEPUTY-SPEAKER:  1  find
 from  the  list  that  there  are  9  members
 from  the  opposition  and  20  from  the

 ruling  parly  to  speak.  Therefore,
 about  29  members  have  got  to  speak.
 From  the  Government  side  they  are
 not  restricting  the  time  factor.  We
 have  a  half  an  hour  discussion  fixed
 for  today  and  this  Bill  thas  to  be  pass-
 ed.  By  how  many  hours  do  you  want
 to  extend  it?  You  want  more  time
 and  the  Government  is  agreeable.

 DR.  SUBRAMANIAM

 (Bombay  North  East):
 this  condition.

 SWAMY
 But  not  with

 MR.  DEPUTY-SPEAKER:
 a  condition.  1८  is  a  question  of  Zive
 and  take.  1  am  prepared  to  sit  even
 at  a  late  hour.  The  half  an  hour  dis-
 cussion  car  be  taken  up  after  this  Bill

 is  passed.

 Tt  is  not
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 SHRI  KRISHNA  CHANDRA  HAL-
 DER  (Durgapur):  The  Half.an-Hour
 Discussion  should  be  taken  up  at  5.30
 p.m.  sharp.

 PROF.  MADHU  DANDAVATE

 (Rajapur):  We  will  extend  it  by  two
 hours.

 MR.  DEPUTY-SPEAKER:  If  the

 House  agrees,  it  can  be  done.  We  can
 sit  late.  The  opposition  members
 must  appreciate  that  we  have  already
 extended  the  time.  We  cannot  go  on

 extending  it.

 SHRI  SOMNATH  CHATTERJEE

 (Jadapur):  Sir,  what  happened  on

 Friday  when  you  were  in  the  Chair?

 MR.  DEPUTY-SPEAKER:  I  do  not

 remember,  I  forget  them  immediately.
 In  the  night  I  do  not  remember  what

 food  I  took  in  the  noon.  We  will

 come  to  the  subject-matter.  What  is
 the  view  of  the  House.

 SHRI  (५४.  ता.  BANATWALLA  (Pon-
 nani):  We  will  complete  the  general
 discussion  today  and  take  up  the
 clause  by  clause  consideration  tomor-
 row.

 MR.  DEPUTY-SPEAKER:  I  would

 give  a  suggestion,  it  is  not  that  [  am

 imposing  my  decision  on  you.  We
 will  not  fix  any  time.  We  will  conti-
 nue  the  discussion.  The  Prime  Minis-

 ter  will  make  a  statement  at  2.45  p.m.
 After  that,  we  will  resume  our  discus-
 sion  till  5.30  p.m.  when  the  Haif-an-

 Hour  Discussion  will  be  taken  up.
 After  that,  we  will  again  take  this  up,
 sit  late  and  complete  the  Bill.

 SHRI  G.  M.  BANATWALLA:  Be
 considerate.

 MR.  DEPUTY-SPEAKER:  ‘So,  we
 have  not  decided  as  to  how  much  we
 are  extending  the  time.  We  have  only

 decided  that  we  are  going  to  complete
 it  even  if  it  is  11  O’Clock.

 SHRI  RAVINDRA  VARMA  (Bom-

 bay  North):  Mr.  Deputy-Speaker,  this
 Bill  seeks  to  arm  the  Government  with

 extraordinary  powers,  the  power  to

 take  away  the  individual’s  liberty

 without  trial  and  judgement.  Some
 hon.  Members  on  this  side  of  the  House
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 have  described  the  Bill  as  draconian.
 Eveti  those  who  have  hesitatéd  to  use
 this  word  have  described  the  Sill  as
 drastic.  Even  those  who  have  hesi-
 tated  to  say  that  this  Bill  is  a  negation
 of  law  have  pointed  out  that  this  Bill
 is  pregnant  with  the  possibility  for

 abuse,  arbitrariness  and  miscarriage
 of  justice.

 When  a  Bill  of  this  kind  which  seeks
 to  confer  arbitrary  powers  on  the

 Government  18  considered  by  this

 House,  it  is  imperative  for  the  House

 to  subject  it  to  severe  scrutiny  with
 consciousness  and  _  circumspectign.
 There  are  certain  questions  which  the

 House  cannot  brush  aside.  What  are
 these  questions?  These  are:  (i)  Are
 these  powers  really  necessary,  (ii)
 Are  the  powers  conferred  by  the  exist.

 ing  laws  inadequate?  (iii)  Will  the

 acquisition  of  these  additiona]  powers

 by  Government  solve  these  problems?
 (iv)  Can  the  law  be  enforced  without
 the  danger  of  arbitrariness?  (v)  Is
 the  power  likely  to  be  abused?  (vi)
 Are  there  adequate  built-in  safe-

 guards  against  the  abuse  of  these  ad-

 ditional  powers?  (vii)  Can  the  Gov-

 ernment  be  trusted  for  these  addition-
 al  powers?  (viii)  What  is  the  context
 in  which,  (Interruptions).  We  are  all

 here  to  listen  to  each  other.  (Interrup-
 tions).  I  cannot  be  shouted  down.

 (Interruptions).  I  will  not  be  bam-
 boozled.  If  the  truth  hurts  my  hon.

 friend,  he  is  free  to  hug  it  to  his  con-
 science.  (Interruptions).  Some  people

 understand,  others  interrupt,

 MR.  DEPUTY-SPEAKER:  Mr.

 Varma,  please  address  me.

 SHRI  RAVINDRA  VARMA:  I  said,

 some  people  understand,  others  inter-

 rupt.  What  is  the  context  in  which
 the  Government,  is  seeking  these

 powers?  (ix)  What  is  the.  record
 of

 the  Government  that  is  seeking  these

 powers?  Our  attitude  must.  depend
 on

 the  answers  to  these  questions.

 MR.  DEPUTY-SPEAKER:  ।  think

 you  are  a  little  bit  angry  today.
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 SHRI  RAVINDRA  VARMA:  Not  at

 all.  ।  am  trying  to  make  myself  heard.

 The  first  question  is:  Are  these

 powers  really  necessary?  The  Ordin-

 ance  was  promulgated  at  midnight
 which  has  earned  the  reputation  of

 being  the  customary  hour  of  the  flore-

 scence  of  this  Government.  No  case

 was  made  out  to  convince  this  House
 that  there  was  imminent  danger  to

 the  security  of  the  country.  There

 was  no  imminet  danger  of  external

 aggression,  no  imminent  danger  of  in.
 ternal  subversion.  No  doubt,  the  Bill

 refers  to  the  security  of  the  State.
 The  legal  and  peaceful}  process  of  or-

 ganising  public  opinion  an]  resent-
 ment  ag@inst  the  Government  is  not
 subversion.  It  is  certainly  not  sub-

 version.  Sir,  organising  the  opinion  of

 the  masses  or  expoting  the  weaknes-
 ses  and  the  failures  of  the  Govern-
 ment  does  not  constitute  an  attack
 on  public  order.  But  when  you  refer
 to  the  security  of  fhe  State,  and  I  am
 sure  many  hon.  Members  opposite
 will  agree  with  the  propositions  which
 I  have  made,  in  moments  of  lucidity,
 when  the  security  of  the  State  is  re-

 lated  to  an  individual  and  when  a‘new

 dogma  is  propounded  and  establisned
 religion  begins  to  hold  that  an  indi-
 vidual  is  the  nation  and  therefore,  the

 State  and  the  Government,  the  phrase

 ‘security  of  the  State’  acquires  ominus

 lethal  ambiguity  (Interruptions),  and

 undergoes  an  alchemy  which  is  fatal
 to  Fundamental  Rights  and  to  the  de-

 mocratic  system.  (Interruptions)

 Now,  let  us  turn  to  the  question
 whether  the  present  laws  are  inade-

 quate.  My  distinguished  friends,  the
 hon;  Member  from  New  Delhi  and  the
 hon.  Member  from  Jadavpur,  have
 dealt  with  this  question  elaborately
 and  effectively.  We  have  sections  108
 to  110  of  the  Criminal  Procedure  Code,
 the  COFEPOSA,  the  Prevention  of

 Blackmarketing  and  Maintenance  Act

 ett.  We  have  the’  recerif  ariendment

 to  the  Crimina)  Procedure  Cote:  Do

 they  not  give  powers  to  take  preven-
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 tive  action?  But,  Sir,  what:  the  Gov-

 ernment  is  after  is  not  the  power  to
 take  preventive  action;  what  it  is  after
 is  immunity  from  the  responsibility
 to  prove  guilt  or  intent  before  a  court
 of  jaw.  What  they  want  is  to  substi-
 tute  suspicion  for  evidence,  substitute
 the  pleasure  of  the  executive  for  con-
 viction  by  the  judiciary.  The  Bill,
 therefore,  is  not  only  an  attack  on  the

 citizen’s  rights.  but  is  also  an  attack
 on  the  judiciary,  the  power  of  the

 judiciary  to  pretect  the  citizen.

 Sir,  will  the  acquisition  of  these
 powers  solve  the  problems  that  the
 aims  and  objects  refer  to?  Communal

 disharmony,  social  tensions,  jndustrial
 unrest,  to  mention  only  a  few,  are  all
 social  problems  that  are  complicated
 and  are  of  a  longstanding  nature.  It

 ig  only  social  action  that  can  solve
 these  problems  and  not  police  action.

 Sir,  will  the  powers  be  exercised
 without  arbitrariness?  The  Bill  pro-
 vides  for  detention  without  trial.  It
 provides  for  detention  without  dis-
 closure  of  grounds.  Clause  8(i)  talks

 of  disclosure  of  grounds.  But  clause
 8(ii)  frees  the  Government  from  the
 responsibility  to  disclose  the  grounds. _
 What  is  given  by  the  left  hand  15 _
 wrenched  away  by  the  right  hand.
 What  about  the  composition  of  the
 Board?  Two  of  the  Members  of  the
 Board  can  be  appointed  on  grounds  of

 amenability.  And  when  you  look  at
 clause  11  (iii),  it  is  clear  that  if  there
 is  a  difference  of  opinion,  the  majority
 view  will  prevail.  Again,  what  is  given
 by  the  left  hand  is  wrenched  away
 by  the  right  hand,  what  is  grudgingly
 given  by  the  left  hand  is  taken  away

 by  the  right  hand.  (Interruptions).

 That  majority  is  a  cooked  up  majority,
 not  the  majority...  (Interruptions).
 How  then  can  you  ‘say  that  there  are

 ample  safeguards  against  the  abuse?
 (Interruptions).  These  are  the  seeds

 of  intolerance  which  grow  into  the

 National  Security  Ordinance,  Then,
 how  can  you  say...  (Interruptions).
 The  hon.  Minister  should  concern

 himself  with.  colour  blindness  and

 colour  television.
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 How  can  one  say  that  there  are  ade-

 quite  safeguards  against  the  abuse  of

 these  additional  powers?  These  powers
 were  abused  in  the  Emergency.  The

 tendency  to  abuse  these  powers  per-

 sists,  the  temptation  to  do  so  persists.

 My  hon.  friend,  the  Home  Minister,

 may  quote  Oscar  Wilde  and  say  that

 the  best  way  to  resist  temptation  is

 to  yield  to  it.  Already  there  is  ample
 evidence  of  this  yielding  to  the  temp-

 tation.  Many  hon.  Members  in  _  this

 House  have  pointed  this  out  and  made

 charges  against  the  lavish  abuse  of

 this  Ordinance  against  the  minorities,

 against  students,  kisans  and  others.

 Sir,  what  is  the  context  in  which  we

 are  asked  to  vote  these  powers?  The

 Government  is  in  the  throes  of  failure.

 They  have  fai:ed  to  fulfil  their  pro-
 mises  to  the  people.  Prices  are  in-

 creasing  alarmingly.  Bssential  com-

 modities  are  becoming  increasingly
 scarce.  There  is  growing  discontent

 and  disillusionment  wit;  the  Govern-

 ment,  It  is  the  failure  of  this  Govern-

 ment  that  has  caused  this  disillu~-

 sionment  and  not  the  Opposition.  The

 rage  of  my  hon.  friend,  Mr.  Stephen,

 therefore,  js  the  rage  of  Caliban  see-

 ing  his  face  in  the  looking  glass.

 We  are  toid  that  the  Opposition  has

 destroyed  the  economy  of  the  country,
 that  it  has  destroyed  the  political  fab.

 ric  of  the  country,  that  the  Opposition
 is  the  greatest  impediment  to  progress
 in  this  country:  Virtually  that  the  Op-

 Position  has  no  reason  to  exist  cx:

 cept  to  provide  an  alibi  to  the  honou-

 rable  gentlemen  on  the  Treasury  Ben-
 ches  for  their  failures.

 Sir,  although  the  Prime  Minister

 herself  prescribes  one  cute  of  conduct
 for  the  Oppositien  when  her  Party  is

 in  the  Opposition...  (Interruptions)  -

 you  gon’t  know  what  her  Party  is?—

 (Interruptions)  and  demands  another

 code  of  conduct  from  the  Opposition
 when  her  party  is  in  power.

 Sir,  we  are  told  that  the  judiciary
 igs  an  impediment  to  progress,  that
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 the  parliamentary  system  offers  #

 cover  for  the  dictatorshir  of  the  judi-

 ciary,  that  we  need  a  committed  judi-
 ciary,  a  committed  press  and  a  com-

 mitteq  bureaucracy,  that  the  division
 of  powers  is  an  anachronistic  doctrine,
 and  the  way  to  save  democracy  is
 to  concentrate  power  in  the  hands  of
 one  individua]  and  equate  that  indi-
 vidual  with  the  nation.

 We  are  tola  that  the  parliamentary
 system  is  responsible  for  the  failures,
 that  this  system  must  be  scrapped  and
 substituted  with  a  Presidential  form
 of  government,  that  the  leader  of  the
 ruling  party  who  has  made  her  entry
 inty  this  House  now  must  be  elected
 President  for  life,  that  an  individual]
 must  be  equated  with  the  nation  and

 the  State.  We  are  told  that  the  emer-

 gency  had  the  sanction  of  the  people,
 that  the  mandate  that  the  ruling  party
 received  was  a  maefdate  for  the  emer-

 gency;  that  the  emergency  should  be

 immediately  clamped  down  again.

 THE  MINISTER  OF  COMMUNICA-

 TIONS  (SHRI  C.  M.  STEPHEN):

 Who  said  it?

 SHR£  RAVINDRA  VARMA:  डि0

 many,  I  am  coming  to  that.  You  your-
 self  have  said  it,  but  you  cannot  be
 held  to  your  words,  I  know.

 The  most  unabashed  advocacy  of

 the  cmergency  came  from  my  distin-

 guished  ang  hon.  friend  Mr,  Anthony.
 Unfortunate'y,  he  is  not  here  now.  He

 out—Heroded  Herod.  We  have  been
 free  for  30  years,  yet  it  seems  Mr.

 Anthony  is  111  ct  home  प  the  atmos:

 phere  of  freedom.  He  was  pining  for

 the  Rowlett  Act,  he  was  pining  with

 nostalgia,  perhaps  for  a  moment  cf

 Michael  O’Dyer,  he  was  pining  for

 the  MISA,  he  was  pining  for  the

 emergency  because  that  was  the  near:
 est  that  we  do  got  to  the  days  of  the

 Raj.

 Now  J  come  te  Mr.  Stephen.

 MR.  DEPUTY-SPEAKER:  I  thought

 you  had  already  come  to  him.
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 SHRI  HAVINDRA  VARMA:  Poii-

 ‘ties  is  often  described  as  the  last  re-

 fuge  of  the  scoundrel.  Do  yoy  think

 be  15  the  last  refuge?

 MR.  DEPUTY-SPEAKER:  He  has

 includeq  you  also  in  that.

 SHRI  RAVINDRA  VARMA:  My
 hon.  friend  Mr.  Stephen  and  the  hon.

 Home  Minister  the  other  day  rained

 fire  and  brimstone,  they  promised  that

 they  mean  business,  that  they  intend

 ty  use  the  big  stick.  My  hon.  friend
 Mr.  Stephen  is  a  very  old  and  dear

 friend  of  mine.  His  performance  the

 other  Jay  reminded  me  of  the  pro-
 verbial  pettifogging  lawyer,  and  his

 pomposity,  of  the  lawyer’s  pomposity;
 pomposity  and  pronciencey  with  com-

 mas,  colons  and  semi-colons,  and  his
 utter  paucity  of  concept,  concern  for
 lucre  and  distance  trom  conscience.

 He  was  at  puns  to  say  that  he  was

 fulfilling  the  task  of  the  Janata  Party.
 There  are  hon.  gentlemen  who  can
 use  the  language  as  they  please,  to
 hide  whatever  they  have  to  hide,

 MR.  DEPUTY-SPEAKER:  But  no-

 body  can  hide  any  thing  from  his  own
 conscience,

 SHRI  RAVINDRA  VARMA:  That
 is  true,  but  that  is  the  rarest  commo-

 dity  on  that  side  of  the  House.

 He  tried  to  say  that  he  was.  not

 avainst  the  principle  of  preventive
 detention,—but  he  did  not  want  it  to

 be  permanently  on  the  statute-bosk,
 but  my  hon.  friend  failed  to  show

 any  clause  in  this  Bil]  or  the  Crimi-
 nal  Law  (Amendment)  Bill  which  re-

 stricts  the  period  of  the  validity  of

 these  laws  and  ensures  that  they  will

 not  be  on  the  statute-book  perma-

 nently,.  So,  he  was  talking  with  _  his

 tongue  in  his  cheek.

 He  accused  the  Janata  Party  and

 Said  that  the  Janeta  Party  faced  a

 dilemrna,  that  the  Janata  Party  in-
 troduced  a  Bill  and  then  it  withdrew

 the  Bill.

 SHRI  C.  M.  STEPHEN:  Which

 Jauata  Party?

 SHRI  RAVINDRA  VARMA;  It  does
 mot  become  you  to  make  such  an
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 interruption.  Please  say  something
 more  intelligent,—for  a  change,

 MR.  DEPUTY-SPEAKER:
 stick  to  the  subject.

 SHRI  RAVINDRA  VARMA:  I  am

 being  interrupted,  it  is  not  my  fauit.

 MR,  DEPUTY-SPEAKER:  He  tries
 to  divert  your  attention.  Be  careful.

 SHRI  RAVINDRA  VARMA:  The
 Janata  Party  did  face  q  dilemma.  It
 did  intrcduce  a  Bill.  The  crime  of
 the  Janata  Party  seems  to  be  that  it
 was  responsive  ta  public  opinion,  that
 when  it  found  that  there  was  a  strong
 volume  of  opinion  in  the  House,  in
 the  party  and  cutside  against  the  Bill,
 it  respected  public  opinion,  jt  did  not
 stand  on  faise  prestige,  but  yielded
 to  public  opinion  and  withdrew  the
 Bill.  That  is  the  greatest  crime  of  the
 Janata  Party.  For  the  rest,  it  released

 everyone  who  had  been  arrested

 under  MISA,  never,  used  the  MISA,
 and  repeated  the  MISA.  (Interrup-
 tions)

 Please

 SHRI  ९.  M.  STEPHEN:  It  was

 your  Cabinet  which  brought  it  here.

 SHRI  KAYINDRA  VARMA:  It  15
 that  very  Cabinet  that  decided  that
 the  Bill  should  be  withdrawn.

 14.40  hrs.

 (Mr.  SPEAKER  in  the  Chair)

 Then,  I  come  tg  the  Home  Minis-
 ter,

 MR.  SPEAKER:  Are  you  going  tv

 have  a  direct  dialogue  with  him?

 SHRI  RAVINDRA  VARMA:  No,
 Sir,  if  you  please,  jt  will  be  through

 you.

 He  talks  of  Sardar  Patel  occasional-

 ly  when  it  suits  him,  When  Sardar

 Pate]  moved  the  Preventive  Deten-

 tion  Bill  in  1950,  he  not  only  gave
 the  reasons  for  introducing  the  Bill,
 but  also  said:

 “T  am  glad  that  the  Bill  has  met

 with  careful  criticism,  because  when

 the  Hberty  of  any  citizen  is  sought
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 to  be  tuken  away  by  a  Bill,  it  should
 be  carefully  scrutinised,  and  the

 necessity  for  it  should  be  proved

 beyond  doubt.  It  is  not  a  pleasant
 task  to  bring  in  a  Bill  of  this  kind.

 There  ate  uccasions  on  which  there
 may  be  room  for  humour,  jokes

 and  iaughter.

 —Perhaps  he  had  premonitions  that

 this  is  what  things  would  come  to  in

 1980.—

 “But  I  assure  this  House  that  1
 have  passe?  two  sleepless  nights
 when  I  was  asked  to  take  up  this

 measure.”

 Now,  he  did  not  talk  with  strident

 levity,  strident  levity  of  the  kind  that

 the  hon.  gentlemen  sitting  on  the

 Treasury  Benches  exhibit  today.  He

 spoke  with  sadness  and  humility,  he

 was  a  great  statesman,  a  Titan,  not
 a  tin  god  with  clay  feet,  alternately

 basking  and  boasting  in  borrowed

 glory  and  grovelling  jn  abject  syco-
 rhancy.

 You  talk  of  the  emergency  and

 your  return  to  power,  you  fool  the

 people  with  vour  melodrama,  with

 vour  tears  and  false  promises.  You
 have  learnt  no  Icsson.  Don’t  brag.  The

 people  of  this  country  cannot  be  fao]-
 ed  for  all  time.  This  Bill  must  be  re.

 jected,  must  he  resisted.

 श्री  मोहन  लाल.  सुख  दिया  (उदयपुर)  :

 sere  महोदय,  जब  से  इल  बिल  पर  सदन  में
 विचार  हुआ,  तब से  में  विरोध  पक्ष

 के  नेतायों  के  भाषणों  को  बहुत  गम्भीरता-

 पूर्वक  सुनता  रहा  ।  लोकतन्त्र  के  नाम  पर

 और  व्यक्तिगत  स्वतंत्रता  के  नाम  पर  काफी

 जोरों  से  यहां  पर  बहस  की  गई  कि  व्यवित-

 गत  स्वतंत्रता  होनी  चाहिए,  लोकततर

 कायम  रहना  चाहिए,  लेकिन  लोकतंत्र  को

 मानने  वाले  राज  जिस  प्रकार  से  देश  के

 झत्दर  व्यवहार  कर  रहे  हैं,  मैं  समझता  हूं

 कि  इस  बात  को  सख्ती  से  सोचने  की

 आवश्यकता है  कि  लोकतन्त्र  की  बात  को

 जब  हम  सामने  रब  कर  चलना  चाहते  हैं
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 तो  लोकतंत्र  क  लिए  उपर्युक्त  वातावरण

 बनाना  सबकी  जिम्मेदारी बन  जाती  है  ।

 राज  उदाहरण  दिया.  जाता.  है,

 भ्रमरी का  का,  राज  उदाहरण  दिया  जाता

 है--  आन्दोलन  का,  दूसरी  जगह  जहां  पर

 लोकतंत्र  चलता  है,  लेकिन  क्या  हम  इस

 बात  को  'मानने  से  इंकार  कर  सकते  हे  कि

 जब  वहां  पर  एक  चुनाव  हो  जाता  है  तो

 उसके  ब।द  समस्यायें  वहा  भी  होती  है;  लेकिन
 उन  सदस्यों  को  हाल  करने के  लिए

 वहा ंके  सदनों के  इन्दर  विचार
 किया

 जा  सकता  है,  लोकमत  वहां  पर  तैयार  किया

 जा  सकता  है,  लेकिन  हर  प्रश्न  को  गोलियों

 का  प्रश्न  नहीं  बना  दिया.  जाता,  हिंसा

 का  प्रश्न  नहीं  बक  दिया  जाता  :  लोग

 आज  लोकतंत्र  की  बात  को  कहू
 कर

 वहँ

 में  उन्हीं  आधारों  पर  विचार  किया  जाना

 चाहिए |  भ्रध्यक्ष  महोदय, आज  सही  बात

 तो  यह  है  कि  इस  चुनाव  के  बाद  विरोधी

 पक्ष  चुनाव  में  हार  गया  है,  पार्टी  बिखर

 गई  है,  जो  कुछ  इसका  विरोध  किया  जा

 रहा है  या.  जो  कुछ  आन्दोलन किए  जा

 रहे  हैं,  सच  बात  तो  यह  है  कि  पराज

 उनके  मन  में  एक  फ़स्ट्रेशन  पैदा  हो  गया  है.
 और  उसका  इजहार  वे  आन्दोलन के  जरिए

 कर  रहे हैं

 मैं  प्राय  को  उदाहरण  देना  चाहता  हूं--

 अभी  कुछ  दिन  पहले  हमारे  बंगाल  से

 art  वाले  माननीय सदस्य  श्री  चित्त  वसु

 साहब  ने  ''किसानों को  कीमतें  ज्यादा

 मिलनी  चाहियेਂ  इस  के  बारे  में  एक  प्रस्ताव

 प्रस्तुत  किया  था
 ।
 मैं  निवेदन  करना  चाहेगा--

 जब  नेह,  की  कीमत  तय  करने  के  लिये  मुख्य

 मंत्रियों  की  बैठक  बुलाई  गई  थी,  उस  समय

 बंगाल
 की  सरकार ने  117  रुपया  गेहूं

 का  भाव  देने  के  लिये  कहां  था,  उस

 वक्त  उन
 की

 सर्कार
 ने  ज्यादा  देने के
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 लिये  न्यों  नहीं  कहा  ?  लेकिन  जब  आन्दोलन

 छिड़  गया,  तब  श्राप  भी  इंस  बात  के  लिये

 तैयार  हो  गए  कि  हम  भी  उस  में  सहयोग

 देना  चाहते  हैं.  .  .  (ब्यवंधान) .  .  जब  भी

 किसानों  को  ज्यादा  देने  की  बात  भाई,  चाहे

 गेहूं  के  लिये  हो  या  चावल  के  लिये  हो--हमेशा

 बंगाल  सरकार की  तरफ  से  कन्जयुमर का

 ध्यान  रखा  जाता  रहा  ।  किसानों  का  ध्यान

 न  रख  कर  खाने-पीने  की  चीजों  के  दाम  न

 बढ़ाये  जायें--इस बात  के  लिये  ही  कहा  जाता

 रहा  ।  लेकिन  जब  आन्दोलन  खड़ा  होने

 लगा,  तो  कहने  लगे  कि  किसानों  की  चीजों

 के  दाम  बढ़ाये  जाने  चाहियें  ।

 इसी  प्रकार  से  जब  यहां पर  चौधरी

 चरण  सिंह  की  सरकार  थी  या  उस  के  पहले

 जब  जनता  पार्टी  की  सरकार,  थी-वया  गन्ने  के

 भाव  बढ़ाने  से  arm  को  किसी  ने

 रोका.  था ?  श्राप.  बतलाइये--कौन

 मना  कर  रहा  था  कि  गन्ने  के  भाव न

 बढ़ाये  जायें  या  श्र  चीजों  के  भाव न

 बढ़ाये  जायें  ?  लेकिन  जब  आपने  देखा कि

 महाराष्ट्र  में  आन्दोलन  खड़ा  हो  गया  है  तो

 फिर  श्राप  ने  भी  कहना  शुरू  कर  दिया  कि

 गन्ने  का  भाव  30  रूपये  होना  चाहिये |

 जहां  श्राप  लोकतंत्र  की  बात  कहते  है--

 मेहरबानी कर  के  इस  बात  पर  भी  निगाह

 डालिये  कि  एक  तरफ  आप  कहते  हैँ  कि

 सरकार  कीमतों  को  नहीं  सम्भाल  रही  है,

 ला  एण्ड  आर्डर  ठीक  नहीं  चल  रहा  है,

 कम्यूनल  सिचुएशन  खराब  हो  रही  है,
 दूसरी  तरफ  यदि  प्रीवेन्डिव  डिटेक्शन

 का  कानून  लाया  जाता  है  तो  श्राप  कहते

 हैं  कि  इस  कानून  को  मत  लाइये  ।  प्रीवेन्टिव

 डिटेक्शन  का  कानून  राज  पहली  बार  नहीं

 ग्रा  रहा  है,  यह  पहले  भी  यहां  मौजूद  था  और

 जेसा  कि  पहले  कहा  जा  चुका  है,  सिवाय  2

 वर्षों  के  यह  कानूने  इस  देश  में  हमेशा  मौजूद

 रहा  है  ।
 जनता  पार्टी  भी  इस  कानून  को

 लाई  थी,  लेकिन उन  को  वापस  लेना  पड़ा,
 जन-मत

 विरुद्ध  था  इस  आ्धा  पर  वापस

 नहीं  लिया  था,  बल्कि  उन  की  अपनी  पार्टी
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 बिखरने लगी  थी,  इस  लिये  उन  को  वापस

 लेना  पढ़ा  था  ।  आज  भाप  का  यह  कहना  कि

 इस  को  जनमत  के  पधार  पर  वापस  लिया

 था,  आप  के  इस  भुलावे  में  कोई  नहीं  or

 सकता  |  यदि  ऐसा  होता  तो  श्राप  की  कैबिनेट

 कैसे  इस  बिल  को  यहां  लाने  की  अनुमति
 देती ।

 अब  जहां  तक  लोकतन्त्र की  बात  है,

 व्यक्तिगत  स्वतन्त्रता  की  बात  है,  जुडिशियरी

 की  बात  है--हमारी  प्रधान  मंत्री  जी  इस  वक्‍त

 यहां  बैठी  हुई  हैं,  प्राप  की  यह  दलील  श्राप

 के  अपने  ही  लिये  बड़ी  एम् बे रेसिंग  है  ।  इम

 लोकतन्त्र  की  दुहाई  देने  वालों  ने  खुद  ही
 इन्दिरा  जी  को  पकड़  कर  जेल  भेज  दिया

 था  (ब:  बंधान). .  लेकिन  दूसरे  दिन

 ही  मजिस्ट्रेट  ने  उन  को  छोड़  दिया,  एक  दिन

 भी  थे  लोग  उन  पर  मुकदमा  नहीं  चला  पाये  ।

 राज  श्राप  व्यक्तिगत  स्वतन्त्रता  की  बात

 कह  रहे  हैं,  लेकिन  उस  समय  यह  व्यक्तिगत

 स्वतन्त्रता  कहां  थी  ?  (ब्पबधान). .

 आजा  श्राप  लोकतन्त्र  की  दुहाई  दे  रहे  हैं--

 श्राप  देखिये,  चिकमगलूर  की  जनता ने

 इन्दिरा  जी  को  बहुमत  के  आधार  पर

 चुन  कर  यहां  भेजा  था,  लेकिन  श्राप  ने  ्

 बहुमत  के.  आधार.  पर.  उन  के

 यहा ंसे  निष्कासन का  प्रस्ताव  पास  किया
 था.  .(ब्य बंधान). .  .  श्राप का  लोक-

 तन्त्र कहां  गया  ?

 श्राप  कहते  हैं  कि  इस  सरकार  को  यह

 भ्र धि कार  नहीं  दिया  जाना  चाहिये  क्योंकि

 इस  के  दिये  जाने  से  व्यक्तिगत  स्वतन्त्रता

 खतरे  में  पड़  जायेगी  ।  मैं  निवेदन  करूं-  1965.0

 से  ले  कर  1975  तक  श्रीमती  इन्दिरा  गांधी

 हिन्दुस्तान  की  प्रधान  मंत्री  रहीं--श्राप मुझे

 बतलाइये  उस  काल  में  किस  की  व्यक्तिगत

 स्वतन्त्रता समाप्त  हो  गई  ?  यह  टीक  है  कि

 1975  के  पहले  इस  देश  में  कुछ इस  तरह

 के  हालात  पैदा  किये  जाने  की  कोशिश  की  गई,

 जिन के  कारण  मीसा  कानून को  लाना

 पड़ा,  लेकिन  प्रीवेन्टिव  डिटेक्शन का  कानून

 तो.  10  साल  पहले  से  चला  WT  रहा  क
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 इस  में  जुडिशियरी  को  कहीं  भी  बार  किया

 गया  हो,  ऐसी  कोई  बात  इस  कानून  में  नहीं

 है  ।  राज  जब  इकानामिक  श्राफेण्डस  की

 समस्या  शभ्रौर कुछ  दूसरी  समस्यायें  हमारे

 सामने  भ्रांत--तब  इस  कानून  को  यहां  लाना

 पड़ा  ।  जब  ब्लैक  मार्केटिंग  के  खिलाफ  यहां

 पर  कानून  लाया  गया  था,  मुझे  याद  है  जानें

 फर्नाडीज  साहब  ने  यहां  स्पीच  दी  थी  कौर

 कहा  था  कि  ब्लैक  मार्कीटस  और  होर्ड्स

 के  खिलाफ जो.  कानून  लाया  जा  रहा  है,

 उस  के  श्रन्तगंत  राजनीतिज्ञों को  पकड़ा

 जायेगा,  मैं  पुछना  चाहता  हूं--श्राप  बतलाइये

 कितने  लोगों  को  उस  कानून  के  अन्तर्गत

 जेल  भेजा  गया  ?  कितनो ंके  खिलाफ

 कार्यवाही की  गई,  कितने  राजनीतिक

 व्यक्तियों  को  बन्द  कर  दिया  गया  ?  इस  वक्‍त

 यही  कहा  गया  था  कि  यह  कानून  राजनीतिज्ञों

 के  लिये  लाया  जा  रहा  है  ।  राज  कितने

 राजनीतिज्ञों  के  लिए  इस  को  इस्तेमाल

 किया  गया  ।  राज  भी  यही  दलील  दी  जाती

 है।  इस  श्रार्डतिन्स को  अक्तूबर  में  जारी

 इस  श्राईनिन्स  को  जनता  के  विष्य  काम

 में  लाने  की  या  दूसरी तरह  की  ऐसी  कोई

 बात  हुई  हो,  इस  का  प्रश्न  खड़ा  नहीं  होता

 है  |  अध्यक्ष  महोदय,  असल  में  मैं  समझता

 हूं  कि  बहुत  से  विरोध  पक्ष  के  लोग  इस  बात

 की  झाजादी  चाहते  हैं  कि  कोई  कानून  ऐसा

 नहीं  होना  चाहिये  जिस  में  जिस  तरह  से  चाहो

 जो  काम  करो  कौर  कोई  कार्यवाही  न  हो  |

 देश  में  भ्र राज कता  फलाने  का  भ्र धि कार  होना

 चाहिये  कौर  फिर  इनको  यह  कहने  का  कोका

 होना  चाहिए  कि  यह  सरकार  कानून  व  व्यवस्था

 को  कायम  नहीं  रख  सकी  ।  वहू  चीज  न  देश

 चाहता  है  कौर  न  दूसरे  चाहते  हैं  ।  चुनाव

 के  मौकेपर  विरोधी  पार्टियों ने  जगह  जगह

 पर  यहा  हा  था  कि  इस  से  श्राप की  आजादी

 कम  हो  जायेंगी,  दूसरे  श्रधिकार  कम  हो  जायेंगे

 afer सब  जानते  हैं  कि  जो  राज इस  पार्टी

 को  लोगों  ने  बोट  दिया  है,  वह  यह  समझ
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 कर  दिया  है  कि  देश  के  ध्रत्दर  झमन  व  शान्ति

 कायम  रखी  जानी  चाहिये  कौर  देश  का  आागे

 से  आगे  तेजी  से  विकास  होना  चाहिये  ।

 माज  कहीं  पर  पावर  हादसे  में  स्ट्राइक  है,

 कहीं  रेलवे  के  वैगनों  की  फैक्टरी  में  स्ट्राइक  है

 कौर  कहीं  पर  कौर  चीजों  में  रुकावटें  डाली  जा

 रही हैं  कोर  रेल  का  चक्का  जाम  किये

 जाने  जैसी  चीजें  हो  रही  हैं  ।  जब  सारे  देश  में

 ऐसी  स्थिति  है,  तो  श्राप  लोग  बैठ.  कर,

 वापस  में  बातचीत  कर  के  इन  प्रश्नों  को  हल

 करने  की  कोशिश  करें  ।  जो  वाजिब  चीज  हो,

 उस  को  किया  जाए  ।  प्राज  प्रसम  के  इन्दर

 पृथकतावादी आन्दोलन  चल  रहा  है  कौर

 उड़ीसा  के  अन्दर  भी  इसी  प्रकार  की  आवाजें

 उठाई  जा  रही  हैं,  क्या  कोई  इस  बात  से

 इन्कार  कर  सकता  है  ?  प्राज  उड़ीसा  के  प्रन्दर

 जो  आन्दोलन चैला,  तो  ये  लोग  उस  को

 आगे  से  चरागे  बढ़ाने  के  लिए  उन  के  साथ  हो  गये  ।

 इस  से  एक  प्रकार की  स्थिति कौर  पैदा  हो  गई

 श्र  जानने  वाले  जानते  हैं  कि  पृथकतावादी

 ताकतें  देश  के  प्रन्दर  अपना  सर  उभारने  में

 लगी  हुई  हैं
 ।

 इसलिये  इस  बात  की  कोशिश

 की  जाती है  कि  किसी  प्रकार से  हिंसा  का

 स्वरूप  देश  के  भ्रमर  पैदा  हो  ।  मैं  श्राप  से  निवेदन

 करूं  कि  श्राज  वास्तव  में  लोकतंत्र  के.  लिहाज

 से,  मानवाधिकारों के  लिहाज  से,  मैं  ऐसी

 आशा  करता  हूं  कि  विरोधी  पक्ष  के  लोग

 इस  बात  को  ले  कर  विचार  करें  कि  राज  देश  में

 जो  कुछ  हो  रहा  है,  क्या  वह  सब  लोकतन्त्र  है?

 कया  हर  चीज  को  श्राप  लोकतन्त्र मान  क

 चलेंगे
 ?

 राज  कोई  सरकार  हो,  चाहे  यह

 सरकार  हो  औरौर  चाहे  प्रौर  दूसरी  सरकार  हो,  |

 हर  दृष्टि  से  विचार  कर  के  श्राप  चलें,  तभी.

 देश  में  लोकतन्त्र  चलेगा  ।  लोकतन्त्र  तभी

 चल  सकता  है  जब  देश  में  अराजकता  नहीं  होगी,

 देश  के  इन्दर  शान्ति  होगी  ।  जो  वास्तव  में

 लोकतन्त्र  के  मानने  वाले  हैं,  वे  यह  नहीं  चाहेंगे
 कि

 देश  में  अराजकता  हो  कौर  पृथकतावादी

 ताकतों  को  बढ़ावा  मिले
 ।

 बे  ताकतें  ज्यादा  .

 से  ज्यादा  परागे  बढ़ें,  मेरे  ख्याल  से  यह  हर

 कोई  नहीं  चाहेगा  बल्कि  वे  यह  चाहेंगे  कि
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 उन  ताकतों को  आगे  बढ़ने न  दिया  जाये,

 ज्यादा  उभरने
 न

 दिया  जाए  कौर  उन  ताकतों
 को  रोका  जाए  ।  डेमोक्रेसी  तभी  बचनेवाली

 है  जब  देश  के  प्रन्दर  अराजकता  पैदा
 न  हो  ।  राज  डेमोक्रेसी  को  बचाने  की  बात

 सिर्फ  नारे  के  तौर  पर  या  दूसरी  तरह  की

 श्रोता  पैदा  करके  नहीं  की  जा  सकती
 |

 अराजकता  की  सब  से  ज्यदा  शिकार  नगर

 कोई  होगी,  तो  वह  डेमोक्रेसी  होगी,

 इस  बात  को  ध्यान  में  रख  कर  चलना  होगा  |

 आज  विरोधी पक्ष  के  लोग  लोकतंत्र के

 लाए  यहां  वर  नना

 हमदर्दी  जाहिर

 करते हैं.  लेकिन  दिल  से  वे  लोकतंत्र

 विश्वास  नहीं  करते  हैं,  कौन  इस  बात

 नहीं  जानता  ?

 मैं  श्राप  से  निकेतन  करूं कि  हमारे

 सी०  पी०  एम०  के  भाइयों  ने  कौर  कई

 दसरे  लोगों  ने  इस  बात  पर  जोर  दिया

 कि  यह  कानून  नहीं  होना  चाहिए  ।
 मैं

 यह  निवेदन  करूं  कि  क्या  रूस  ait  चीन  के

 अन्दर  भावों  के  लिए  और  दूसरी  चीजों

 के  लिए.  कोई  हिंसक  आन्दोलन  करने  की
 इजाजत  है  ।  क्या  उन  देशों  में  इस  चीज

 को  गुंजाइश  है  कि  वे  ऐसे  मामलों  को
 ल

 कर  आन्दोलन  करें  लेकिन  जब  इस  देश  में

 यह  सवाल  खड़ा  होता  है,  तो  हमारे  सी
 ०

 पी०  एम०  के  भाई  किस  तरह  का  व्यवहार

 करते  हैं,  (व्यवधान) .  .  ....  लोकतंत्र

 में  कितना  उन  का  विश्वास  है,  यह  सब

 जानने  वाले  जानते हैं  .  (ब्यान) .  .

 wea  महोदय :  श्राप  बीच  बीच  में

 क्‍यों  बोल  रहे  हैं  ।  इन  को  भ्र पनी  बात  कहने  दें  |

 at  मोहन  लाल  सुखाड़िया :
 अध्यक्ष

 महोदय,  राज  लोकतंत्र  की  बात  कही  जाती

 है  ।  बंगाल  के  इन्दर  कितना  लोकतंत्र

 के आधार  पर  काम  करने  वाले हैं,  यह

 बात  सामने  AT  रही  है।  यह  सब  को  मालूम

 है  कि  किस  आधार  पर  उस
 को

 काम  करना

 4.44

 चाहिए  ।  मैं  एक  बात  यह  निवेदन  करना  चाहता

 हूं  कि  यह  जो  कानून  लाया  गया  है,

 -  LS—11.
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 यह  इस  लिहाज  से  नहीं  लाया  गया  है  कि  श्राप

 लोगों  को  गिरफ्तार  कर  के  रख  दिया  जाए
 |

 सही  बात  यह  है  कि  राज  विरोधी  पक्ष  में

 इतनी  ताकत  ही  नहीं  है  कि  इनको
 गिरफ्तार

 करने  की  जरूरत  पड़े  |  यह  कोई  बहुत  ताकत-

 वर  होता  तब  तो  जरूरत  पड़ती  लेकिन  श्री

 ताकत  इसमें  नहीं  है
 ।

 हमारे  विरोधी  पक्ष  को

 केवल  भय  ही  सता  रहा  है
 A

 केवल  मात्र

 एक  वातावरण  बनाने  के  लिए  वे  इस  तरह

 के  भाषण  दे  रहे  हैं
 ।

 दिल  से  वे  जानते  हैं  कि

 इस  कानून  के  जरिये  कोई  वाजिब  काम  वे

 करेंगे  तो  उन  पर  कोई  रोक  नहीं  लगेगी
 ।

 भ्र  वे  भ्रपने  पक्ष  में  जनमत  तैयार  करने  का

 काम  करेंगे  तो  उनको  डरने  की  कोई  श्री-

 वश्यकता  नहीं  है  रर  उन  के  खिलाफ  कोई

 कार्रवाई  नहीं  होगी  ।  जो  पृथकतावादी  ताकतें

 वाली  ताकतें  हैं,  जो  साम्प्रदायिकता भड़काना

 चाहते  हैं  या  कौर  कोई  इस  तरह  की  चीज  करते

 हैं  उन  पर  तो  इस  कानून  को  लागू  करने  की

 झ्रावश्यकता  पड़ेगी  वर्ना  नहीं  पड़ेगी
 ।

 विरोधी

 पक्ष  वालों  को  परगर  प्रौर  वक्‍त  मिलता  कौर

 वे  कुछ  कौर  समय  तक  सत्ता  में  रहते  तो  मुझे

 पक्का  यकीन  है  कि  वे  इससे  भी  कोई  ज्यादा

 सख्त  कानून  मीसा  की  तरह  का  ला  कर  रहते  ।

 मैं  क्यों  ऐसा  कहता  हूं
 ?

 माननीय  अटल

 बिहारी  वाजपेयी  जी  का  जो  बहुत  जोरदार

 भाषण  हुझा  है  उसको  मैंने  सुना  है
 ।

 लेकिन

 उन्हीं  की  सरकार  का  जो  मध्य  प्रदेश  में  काम

 करती  थी  जब  वह  केन्द्र  में  थे  ।

 उस  समय  मध्य  प्रदेश  में
 मिनी  मीसा

 लागू  किया  गया
 ।

 उनको  क्या  मध्य  प्रदेश

 की  सरकार  को  ऐसा  करने  से  रोकना  नहीं

 चाहिए  था
 ?

 मगर  वह  चाहते  तो  उसको
 रोक.  सकते थे  ।  लेकिन  उसको  रोकने

 की  बात  नहीं  हुई  ।  उससे  भी  कम  सख्त  यह

 कानून है  ।  उस  वक्‍त
 तो

 उनको  वह  चीज़

 रहे  हैं  कि  इस  कानून  को  हम  क्यों  ला  रहे  हैं

 और  किस  के  लिए  ला  रहे  हैं
 ।

 मैं  निवेदन
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 [at  मोहन  लाल  सुखाड़िया]

 करना  चाहता  हूं  कि  जनता  ने  जो  हमार

 ऊपर  जिम्मेदारी सौंपी  है  उस  को  हमको

 पूरा  करना  है
 |

 इस  सरकार  के  जाने

 के  बाद  इसकी  एक  एक  चीज़  श्राप  को  देखनी

 होगी  ।  पिछली  सरकार  जब  सत्ता  में  झाई

 तो  कई  कांग्रेसियों के  खिलाफ,  प्रधान  मंत्री

 तक  के  खिलाफ  कारवाई  उसने  की  ।  लेकिन

 इस  साल  भर  में  कोई  भी  बदले  की  भावना

 से  काम  नहीं  किया  गया  है  ।  साल  भर

 का  इतिहास  आपके  सामने  है  ।  इस  सल  भरने

 कोई  उस  तरीके  का  काम  नहीं  किया  गया  है  ।

 मैं  कहना  चाहता  हूं  कि  यह  कानून  देश

 के  व्यापक  हित  में  लाया  जा  रहा  है  ।  में  आशा

 करता  हूं  कि  इसके  जरिये  देश  को  नुक्सान

 पहुंचाने  वाली  जो  ताकतें  हैं  उनको  रोकने

 की  कोशश  की  जायेगी  और  मजबूती  के  साथ

 ऐसे  कदम  उठाए  जायेंगे जिन  से  देश  में

 शान्ति  स्थापित  हो  सके  |

 MR.  SPEAKER:  The  Prime  Minis:
 ter  was  to  make  a  statement  at  2,45

 p.m.  but  now  the  statement  will  be

 at  4.15  p.m.

 SHRI  CHANDRAJIT  YADAV

 (Azamgarh):  What  is  the  reason?

 MR.  SPEAKER:  The  reason  is  that
 we  have  gol  to  give  you  copies.  A
 little  more  time  is  required  for  the

 machine  ete.

 SHRI  CHANDRAJIT  YADAV:  Sir,
 the  Prime  Minister’s  statement  is  8.
 serious  statement.  (Interruptions).  1
 want  to  say  only  this  thing,  that  when
 the  Prime  Minister  makes  a  statement,
 it  is  a  very  important  statement.
 When  even  the  time  was  circulated,
 unless  there  is  g  urgent  and  im--

 Burtant  reason,  it  shovld  not  be  post-
 poned.  It  causes  it  “nvenience  to

 many  people  we  ail  came  to  liste:
 to  the  Prime  M.n.stet’s  statement.

 MR.  SPEAKER:  Cre  thing  is  there.
 lf  you  want  to  listen  to  her  without

 getting  copies,  it  cai  be  done,  but  I
 wante  vou  to  get  ccpies  of  it.

 DR.  SUBRAMANIAM  SWAMY:
 There  is  an  Estimates  Committee
 meeting  which  I  have  to  attend...
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 MR.  SPEAKER:  Mr.  Swamy,  1!

 wanted  all  the  Members  to  get  copies:
 that  is  the  reason.  (Interruptions).

 SHRI  CHANDRAJIT  YADAV:  I  am
 not  saying  anything,  but  the  Prime

 Minister’s  statement  is  a  very  imovor-

 tant  statement...

 MR.  SPEAKER:  If  you  want  to

 listen  without  the  copies,  she  can

 make  the  statement.

 SHRI  CHANDRAJIT  YADAV:  Let

 her  make  the  statement;  we  will  lis-

 ten.  We  have  come  to  listen  to  the

 statement,  not  to  read  it.

 MR.  SPEAKER:  All  right,  we  will
 do  that.

 Shri  Unnikrishnan.
 15  hrs.

 SHRI  K.  P.  UNNIKRISHNAN

 (Badagara):  Mr.  Speaker,  Sir,  from
 Mr.  Frank  Anthény  to  Mr.  Stephen
 and  Mr.  Ravindra  Varma,  this  Bill

 has  attracted  all  able  and  eloqueat
 spokesmen  of  various  hues  and  in-

 terests.  lt  was  shameful,  or  to  say  the

 Jeust,  very  distressing  to  find  the

 Treasury  Benches  applaud  Mr.  Frank

 Anthony’s  interpretation  of  Indian

 history  ‘as  a  history  of  tribalism,  as
 a  history  of  internecine  warfare  and

 nothing  more’,  which  was  reminiscent

 of  the  colonia]  masters  whom  he  ador-
 ed.  Maybe,  it  is  not  surprising  to  see
 this  from  a  Party  which  has  given  up
 the  vision  and,  probably,  the  perspec-
 tive  of  Pandit  Jawaharlal  Nehru  to
 do  this.

 Another  tub-thumping  performance,
 which  was  witnessed  here,  came,  as

 usual,  from  the  Minister  for  Commu-
 nications,  Mr.  ८.  M.  Stephen.  During
 the  Janata  days  while  Mrs.  Gandhi
 was  repeating,  not  once  but  on  seve-
 ral  occasions,  “that  there  would  not
 be  an  Emergency  for  a  thousand

 years”,  that  it  was  a  creature  of  acer-
 tain  extraordinary  situation,  Mr,  Ste-

 phen  was  not  merely  extolling  the
 virtues  of  Emergency  but  was  saying,
 “We  never  apologised  or  repented”,
 and  went  on  to  characterise  this

 National  Security  Bill,  which  I  have

 earlier  characterised  as.  the  ‘harbinger
 of  things  to  come;  as  a  measure  ‘to
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 put  down  violent  forces  trying  to

 sabotage  democracy’...

 AN.  HON.  MEMBER;  Mr.  Stephen
 was  right.

 SHRI  K.  P.  UNNIKRISHNAN:  If

 Mr  Stephen  was  right!  That  is  why

 I  had  to  characterise  it  as  ‘the  har-

 binger  of  things  te  come’.

 I  know  that  the  time  at  my  disyo-
 sal  is  brief,  and  ।  shall  confine  myself
 only  to  some  of  the  salient  features
 of  the  Bill.

 The  Statement  of  Objects  and  Rea-
 sons  of  this  Bill  give  us,  indeed,  a

 grim  picture  of  the  situation  in  the

 country  after  the  so-called  massive
 mandate.  According  to  these  ‘Objects
 and  Reasons’,  social  tensions  and  com-
 munal  disharmony  are  on  the  =  in-

 crease,  industrial  unrest  is  increasing,
 the  ‘extremist  activities’,  which  is  a
 euphetnism  used  by  the  ruling  cliques
 everywhere  for  any  kind  of  activity
 that  challenges  the  present  order  or

 Government,  are  on  the  increase.  I
 do  not  knew  whether  it  is  a  long  list

 of  confessionel  record  of  ga  Govern-
 ment  that  cia:ms  that  it  has  not  ouly
 a  mandate  but  aiso  a  programme.  to
 fulfil!  But  that  precisely  is  the  point
 that  it  has  no  vision  or  programme
 :०  iulfil.  To  meet  the  so-called  anti-
 sacial  and  anti-national  elements,  in-

 cluding  secessionists,  communal  and

 bro-caste  eiements—a  new  termino-

 logy  of  the  Home  Minister—and  all
 those  who  challenge  the  lawful  autho-

 rity,  he  has  brought  forward  this  Bill,
 according  to  his  introductory  remarks.

 Now,  I  would  like  to  know  from

 him,  if  there  was  an  immediacy  for

 bringing  forward  this  Draconian  legis.
 lation  first  as  an  Ordinance,  how

 many  black-marketeers  he  had  _  ar-
 rested  in  the  first  week  of  October
 and  November,  how  many  hoarders
 he  had  arrested  in  the  second  week
 of  October  and  November:  the  House
 should  be  enlightened  about  this  as
 to  how  many  economic  offenders  were
 Picked  up  under  this  law  and  arrested

 during  October  and  November.  I  do

 not  know  whether  he  is  in  the  hahit
 of  going  through  seme  of  his  own
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 Ministry’s  findings.  The  Home  Minis-

 try,  I  know,  hag  done  a  brilliant  study
 on  the  sources  of  rural]  tension, a  few

 years  back,  and  had  come  to  the  sad

 conclusion  that  it  was  not  want  of

 laws  or  authority  that  was  creating

 tensions,  nor  could  the  repressive
 laws  to  q  solution.  They  have  clearly

 said  that  the  question  of  relations  in

 land,  the  agrarian  relations,  the  in-

 adequacy  of  land  reforms,  is  the  basic

 problem.  Now,  that  is  precisely...
 MR.  SPEAKER:  Let  the  Prime

 Minister’s  statement  come  now...

 AN  HON.  MEMBER:  Not  in  the

 middle  of  the  speech.

 SOME  HON.  MEMBERS:  Not  now.

 MR.  SPEAKER:  I  don’t  mind,  It

 was  because  of  your  urgency  that  I

 was  calling  upon  her.

 THE  PRIME  MINISTER  (SHRi-

 MATI  INDIRA  GANDHI):  At  3.15,  I

 have  an  appointment  with  a  Fofeign

 Minister.  Either  we  have  the  State-

 ment  now  or  we  can  have  it  later...

 SOME  HON,  MEMBERS:  Let  us

 have  jt  now.

 SHRI  K.  P.  UNNIKRISHNAN:  I

 am  yielding  to  the  Leader  of  the

 House

 SHRIMATI  INDIRA  GANDHI:  I

 was  summoned,  There  is  no  question
 of  yielding  to  me,

 MR.  SPEAKER:  Now,  the  Prime

 Minister.

 15.05  hrs.

 STATEMENT  RE,  VISIT  OF  MR.  1..  1.
 BREZHNEV

 THE  PRIME  MINISTER  (SHRI-
 MATI  INDIRA  GANDHIJI):  The
 Chairman  of  the  Presidium  of  the

 Supreme  Soviet  of  USSR,  General
 Secretary  of  the  Communist  Party  of
 Soviet  Union  His  Excellency  Mr
 Leonid  Illyich  Brezhney  visited  India
 from  December  8-11.  This  was  a  visit
 to  which  both  India  and  the  USSR
 attached  great  importance  and  one
 which  was  in  response  to  an  invite-
 tion  which  we  had  extended  to  him
 in  Belgrade  last  May.  The  visit  was

 significant  also  because  of  internatio-


