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CALLING ATTENTION TO MATTER
OF URGENT PUBLIC IMPORTANCE

ALLEGED MANHANDLING OF SOME MEM-
BERS OF PARLIAMENT BY THE POLICE
AT THE P‘RI'MIK MINISTER'S RESIDENCE

Shri A. Sreedharan (Badagara): 1
call the attention of the Minister of
Home Affairs to the following matter
vf urgent public importance and
request that he may make a statement
thereon, namely:

“"Manhandling of some Members
of Parliament by the police at the
Prime Minister’s residence on the
29th and 30th July, 1967

The Minister of Home Affairs (Shri
Y, B. Chavan): Sir, the Delhi Adminis-
tration had information that some
M.Ps. from Kerala, along with a num-
ber of other persons intended to orga-
nise a picketting at the residence of
the Prime Minister on 20th July,
1967 to press their demand for increas-
ing the supply of rice toc Kerala.
Newspaper reports alsp confirmed the
programme of picketting. The Delhi
Administration anticipated that therc
might be a hold-up of traffic in front
of the Prime Minister's residence and
that cognizable offences under sections
341 and 342 IPC may also be com-
mitted, The Delhi Administration,
therefore, made necessary arrange-
ments to prevent any obstruction of
traffic on the road as well as com-
mission of cognizable offences of
wrongful restraint and confinement at
the gate: of the Prime Minister's resi-
dence, Accordingly on the 2%h July
about 220 policemen were deployed
to form a human barricade in front
of the Prime Minister's residence on

Safdarjang Road. The policemen did-

not oarry any arms, not even their
usual batons, A procession of about
45.50 persons, including 15 M.Ps.
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started from Tin Murti round-about
at about 8-15 AM. and came in front
«f the Prime Minister’s residence at
about 840 am. The pocession found
the police cordon barring its entry to
the gates of the Prime Minister's
House. Attempts were made by the
demonstrators to break through the
cordon but they were not allowed to
do so. The M.Ps, then squatted on
the road blocking the carriage way
facing the Prime Minister's House.
The traffic on thal road had, there-
fore, to be diverted. At about 815
AM. about 100 other persons, had also
assembled on the scene and tried to
join the squatting M.Ps. The police
did not allow them to do so and kept
them away on the other side of the
road, Two other attempts were made
at about 11.10 Am. and 11,45 AM. to
break through the police cordon. In
one of the attempts one group of
M.Ps. succeeded in blocking vehicular
traffic through one of the gates of the
Prime Minister's House. Since access
was still available through the other
gute no attempts were made by the
police to disturb the M.Ps. from the
positions they had occupied, even
though this was an unlawful act.

On 30th July, 1867 another small
procession reached the Prime Minis-
ter's House at 10.10 .M, This proces-
sion also made an attempt to break
through the police cordon but was
not allowed to do so. The proces-

sionists squatted on the road., The
squatted M.Ps. dispersed at about
12 noon,

When the Delhi Administration

received information of the likelihood
ol obstruction to traffic as well as
commission of offences such as wrong-
ful restraint and wrongful confine-
ment, which are cognizable offences.
it was their duty under sections 31
Police Act and 149 Cr, P.C. to make
necessary arrangements to interpose
to prevent the commission of any
such offence. The Delhi Administra-
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tion has reported that only the mini-
mum necessary arrangements were
made, that the policemen deployed on
duty were deliberately kept unarmed
‘and had been instructed to conduct
themselves with utmost courtesy.

The Prime Minister was willing and
anxious to meet the M.Ps. and discuss
matters with them. As a matter of
fact she did so on 28th and as well
as 30th. Had it been a case of any
Member of the Parliament either by
himself or in the company of others
wanting to go and meet the Prime
Minister such arrangements would
have been wholly unnecessary. Even
in this instance according to our
reports all that was sought to he done
was to prevent any blocking of the
entrances to the Prime Minister's
House or any obstruction to normal
traffic,

Shri A. Sreedharan: Sir, the Home
Minister's statement is a gross dis-
tertion of facts. He, as the Minister
in charge of the Delhi Police adminis-
tration, has committed four offences
under the law of the land. Firstly,
he has violated the law of parlia-
mentary privilege. Secondly, he has
committed 3 offences under the Indian
Penal Code. ...

Mr. Speaker: At least you may add
a question mark at the end.

Shri A. Sreedharan: ....under sec-
tion 339 wrongful restraint, under
section 340 wrongful confinement and
under section 349 assaulty T have
here the evidence of the Prime
Minister. It is reported in the States-
man of July 30, 1967:

“Finally, an hour after the
M.Ps. had arrived, Mrs, Gandhi
came out, walked up to the rope
barrier to talk to them. To their
complaints that they had been
pushed about and held back by
the police, she said she was sorry.
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and “you should have been allow-

ed to come in”
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I am quoting the Prime Minisier's
words as they appeared in this news-
paper a few days back. Neither the
Prime Minister nor any spokesman of
the Government has denied it.

When we went to the Prime Minis-
ter's house, we saw there 500 police-
men obstructing 15 M.Ps. It is not
correct for the Home Minister to say
that there were 50 people. For a
moment, T thought the policemen were
gheraoing the Prime Minister for
better service conditions. The Home
Minister said that nobody was harmed.
1t is not correct. When we went near
the police. . ....

Mr. Speaker: He need not say
everything. What is his question?

Shri Vasudevan Nair (Peermade):
The Minister made a wrong statement,
So, another statement has to be made
against that,

Shri A, Sreedharan: When
we went near the police, the
policemen knocked at our ribs and
immediately their hands went up to
say “Namaste”. They gave a blow
on my back and again they said
“Namaste’’. When the cameras click-
cd, the Namastes became profusely
These were the tactics

numerous.

adopted by the police. It is a new
innovation. This may be -called
“Operation Chavan” or “Operation

Smiling Cobra”. Mr. A. K, Gopalan
was gheraoed by the police, He was
not sitting in front of the Prime
Minister's House; he was sitting under
a tree. He was kept in confinement
for a few hours. Government should
take cognizance of these things and

* [ would like o ask whether Govern-

wil] appoint a parliamentary

ment
to go into the whole

committee
matter?
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Mr. Speaker: The Home Minister has
made the arrangements. Why should
the Prime Minister answer it?

Shri ¥. B, Chavan: The hon. Mem-
ber has not asked me any question.

Shrl Vasudevan Nair: He asked
whether an emguiry will be made.

Shrl Y. B. Chavan: There is no
question of making any enquiry, 1
have given the facts as I know them
and I believe in them. The counter-
statement of facts that the hon, Mem-
ber has made is completely a piece of
imagination. He has not merely made
counter-charges against me, but the
statement is full of abuses on their
side,

It is their culture to abuse me, but
I do not want to give counter abuses.

Shri N. Sreekantan Nair (Quilon):
Sir, I rise to a point of order. Is it
in order for a Minister, who was not
on the spot, who got only reports,
to say that the personal experience
of an hon. Member of this House
which he narrated on the floor of the
House is all wrong and his wversion
which he got from the police is

right?
Mr. Speaker: There is absolutely
no point of order. Difference of

opinion is bound to be there and the
Minister will have to depend only
on reports that he gets. Suppose
something happens in Assam or some
other place....

Shri N. Sreekantan Nalr: He can
say that it is his report. He cannot
say that what the hon. Member has
sald is wrong.

Shrl Vasudevan Nezir: Even you, Sir,
took pains to come and meet us.
Even the Speaker of Lok Sabha was
good enough to come and meet us on
the road. We are always grateful to
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you for that. This Minister did not
have the courtesy to come and see for
himself what was happening,

Shri Jyotirmoy Basn (Diamond)
Harbour): Sir, I rise to a point of
order. The Home Minister said that
it is our culture to abuse him. The

Minister should withdraw those
words. it is not our culture to
those words. It is not our culture to

abuse, it may be his. What a silly
thing to say, for a Home Minister!
He is too big for his boots.

The Prime Minister and Minister of
Atomic Energy (Shrimati Indira
Gandhi): Sir, the hon. Member has
read out something from a news-
paper. I am not in the habit of con-
tradicting everything that comes in
the newspapers because otherwise my
whole time would be spent in doing
this. I did say to Shri Gopalan and
other hon. Members that if they had
been troubled by the police I was
sorry and I did not wish the police
to trouble them. I did not say that
the police should allow them because
I had said that to the police earlier.
The police official had asked them and
had told them that they were wel-
ccme to come into the house to meet
me and, also that I was willing to go
out and meet them, but the reply
given was: ‘“We see her every day
in Parliament. We do not want to
meet her. We have come only for
rice”, Even then I went out and had
a word with them on both the days.

Shri Shivajirao 8. Deshmukh (Par-
bhani): Sir, I rise to a point of order.
My point of order arises from what
the hon. Member has said. It arises
out of the Calling Attention Notice
and the answer given by the hon.
Home Minister. From the facts as
disclosed in the reply of the hon.
Home Minister and as beautifully con-
firmed by the reply of the hon. Prime
Minister and Leader of the House, it
is clear that a batch or section of this
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House went to the residence of the
hon. Prime Minister with an inten-
tion to confine her to the precincts of
her residence. That by itself prima
facie, on the face of it, by every
appearance, is not only a cognizable
offence under Section 341 of the
Indian Penal Code but also amounts
to a grosg breach of privilege. There-
fore, I wish to know whether vou
would be pleased, by yourself, tu
freat this act as a breach of privilege.

Mr. Speaker: Privilege  issues
should be sent to me in Writing and I
must have time to consider.

Shri Shivajirao S§. Deshmukh: It
is not a question of giving notice in
writing. The Leader of the House. . ..

Mr. Speaker: The hon. Member may
resume his seat. He has had hissay
If he wanis to repeat the whole
thing, wherce will it lead us.

Shri Indrajit Gupta (Alipore): Sir.
many of us were eye witnesses of
this unfortunate incident that day. ]
do not think the Home Minisler was
an eye witness. In any cise, we arc
not concerned with whether the Ad-
ministration wanted to make a fooi
of themselves by putting 500 police-
meyp against 15 Memberg of Parliu-
ment or not. That is their concern
He made much in his statement about
cognisable offences, wrongful rest-
raint, obstruction of traffic etc. that
these 15 hon. colleagues of ours were
supposed to have gone there lo do.
I want to know what prevented the
police from proceeding according to
the law. They could have arresicd
these people or done anything like
that. They went there as picketers
and they were quite prepared to face
arrest or anything. What was the
necessity for the action that the
police took which we saw with our
cwn eyes and which was depicted in
s¢ many photographs which have been
published in the local dailies? Many
of our hon. colleagues—Shri Adichan
and Shri Esthose—were manhandled.
They were thrown on the road and
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dragged. Their photographs have ap-
peared in the papers. Some of them
were surrounded with a rope and
gheraoed. They were gheraced with
a rope and kept like cattle are kept.
It is a question of the indignities that
have been perpetrated on the Mem-
bers of this House and that is why
we want to raise this question. We
do not want to hear about cognisable
offences and all that. They could
nave taken other action; they could
have arrested them according to law
or done anything else, What was the
need for manhandling them in  this
undignified and brutal way?

Shri Y, B. Chavan: Incidentally they
are Memberg of Parliament but sup-
pose any citizen or anybody wants to
go and picket the residence of Prime
Minister or any other Member, what
is the police expected to do? It was
not a question of deliberately  im-
posing indignity on anybody. Sup-
pose, some body wantls to go and sit
o1 the gate of the hon. Member.
What is the police expected to do?
Tt is their duty to take preventive
action, They certainly  prevented
some ugly incidents that would have
followed.

Shri P, Viswambharan (Trivan-
drum): 1 have no complaint against
Shri Chavan: 1 think, what happen-
ed at the Prime Minister's residence
on those days was under the direct
command of Shri Chavan and it was
only an exhibition of the depth of
his cultural level. So, I have no
complaint against him. But I want
to ask one guestion of him. Since
the Prime Minister has expressed her
disapproval of the police action there,
what action has the Home Minister
taken to discipline the Prime Minis-
ter?

Shri Y. B. Chavan: Action is need-
ed to discipline the people who want
o go and picket the Prime Minister's
house . . . (Interruption).
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Shri Y. B. Chavan: It is rather a

very peculiar argument and logic that
the hon, Member has employed in
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asging that question. He asked why
section 144 was not exercised, If I
had made use of saction 144, I would
have been asked why I resorted to
section 144. Then he asked whether
there was not any other way of deal-
ing with Members of Parliament who
wanted to go and picket there. (an
I ask a counter-question? Was there
not any other way open to them to
get their grievance redressed ‘han
resorting to it? Is it the only way
that Members of Parliament go and
picket the house of the Prime Minis-
ter? It is not a question of a dharna.
The information that we had was-—
that was issued in a press note—thut
they wanted to go and picket the
House of the Prime Minister.

Shri Jyotirmoy Basu: What eise
could they do?

Shri Y. B. Chavan: That is a diffe-
rent matter. Picketing involves the
prevention of movement and activi-
ties of people. Therefore we had to
take necessary action about it. ..
(Interruption),

12.20 hrs.
PAPER LAID ON THE TABLE

ANNUAL REPORT (PART I) or REGISTRAR
oF NEWSPAPERS

The Minister of Information and
Broadcasting (Shri K. K. Shah): Sir,
I beg to lay on the Table a copy of
the Annual Report (Part I) of the
Registrar of Newspapers for India on
Press in India for the year 1966.
[Placed in Library. See No. LT-
1342 67).

PUBLIC ACCOUNTS COMMITTEE
SECOND AND THIRD REPORTS

Shri M. R. Masani (Rajkot): Sir,
I beg to present the following Reports
of the Public Accounts Committee:—

(1) Second Report on Audit Re-
port (Civil) on Revenue Receipts,



