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Posers on the code

In clearing PM Modi's speeches, the EC
risks its reputation for even-handedness

n an election that lasts seven weeks, it is not only the
Itask of conducting the polls that is humongous; pol-

icing the conduct of political parties and candidates
can be equally demanding. The Opposition has been
complaining frequently about what it believes is the
Election Commission’s leniency towards the ruling BJP,
and Prime Minister Narendra Modi. The focus is now on
the manner in which the EC is dealing with complaints
against Mr. Modi for some of his controversial campaign
speeches. While complaints against other leaders were
promptly dealt with, there was an obvious delay in tak-
ing up those against Mr. Modi. Few would have failed to
notice that he has been running an abrasive campaign.
He has stoked fears over India’s security, claimed credit
for the performance of the armed forces and implicitly
underscored that his party stands for the religious ma-
jority. It was only after the matter reached the Supreme
Court that the three-member EC began to dispose of the
complaints. It has found nothing wrong in most of the
remarks about which complaints were made for possi-
ble violation of the Model Code of Conduct. What is dis-
concerting is the EC’s finding that none of his remarks
touching on the role of the armed forces under his rule
violates the directive against the use of the armed forces
for political propaganda. That some of these decisions
were not unanimous, but marked by dissent from one
of the Election Commissioners, points to the serious-
ness of the credibility crisis the institution is facing.

For instance, a remark Mr. Modi made in Wardha on
April 1 - that Congress president Rahul Gandhi was con-
testing from a constituency “where the majority com-
munity is in a minority” — was deemed innocent, and it
took four weeks for the EC to give this clean chit. The se-
cond one, for a speech at Latur on April 9, was even
more astounding. There, the Prime Minister made a di-
rect appeal to first-time voters that they should dedi-
cate their votes to the Air Force team that struck at Bala-
kot, and the martyrs of Pulwama. The technicality the
EC used to absolve Mr. Modi was that he did not directly
appeal for votes in the name of the armed forces. So far
the EC has rejected six complaints. The prohibition
against the use of the armed forces in election propa-
ganda is to underscore their apolitical nature and to de-
ny ruling parties the opportunity to project their per-
formance as their own achievements. Yet, the EC has
decided that none of the references to air strikes, the
nuclear option and dealing with Pakistan attracted the
bar under the MCC. It is difficult not to speculate that
had the same remarks been made by other candidates,
they may have attracted a ban on campaigning for a pe-
riod. The EC has so far retained its well-founded reputa-
tion, although there have been occasional complaints
in the past that questioned its impartiality. It is unfortu-
nate that this reputation for independence and even-
handedness is starkly under question in this election.

Deserved | penalty

SEBI's order on the National Stock Exchange
is a welcome regulatory action

four-year-long investigation into a possible scam
in an Indian securities exchange has finally come

to an end. The Securities and Exchange Board of
India (SEBI) last week ordered the National Stock Ex-
change of India (NSE) to pay a fine of about Rs.1,000
crore within 45 days for its supervisory laxity that led to
some of its broker-clients gaining preferential access to
certain market data. Two former NSE chiefs have been
ordered to pay back a part of their past salaries as pun-
ishment for their failure to ensure that the exchange
was fully compliant with all provisions of the norms go-
verning securities exchanges. In its order, SEBI noted
that the NSE’s use of the tick-by-tick server protocol had
allowed certain high-frequency trading firms using the
exchange’s secondary server to receive important mar-
ket data before other market participants, who were
thus put at a disadvantage. While it has not yet been
proven decisively that the firms with preferential access
to data from the exchange managed to profit from such
data, the episode raised serious questions about market
fairness. After all, millions of retail investors believe
that stock exchanges provide a level playing field to all
the players. SEBI ruled that it did not find sufficient evi-
dence to conclude that the NSE committed a fraudulent
act, but was unequivocal in ruling that the Exchange
had failed to exercise the necessary due diligence to en-
sure that it served as a fair marketplace. The fact that
the NSE had opted to switch to a new data transmission
system, which relays data to all market participants at
the same time, prior to a whistle-blower’s complaint in
2015 may have worked in the NSE’s favour.

Despite the sizeable fine that it imposes on the NSE,
the SEBI verdict must surely come as a relief to the er-
ring stock exchange for at least two reasons. First, the
fact that it has not been found to have intentionally fa-
voured certain market players over others should help
it retain investor confidence. Also, the exchange, which
had been barred from proceeding with its initial public
offering during the pendency of the SEBI probe, will
now finally be able to tap the capital markets to fund its
growth, after a six-month moratorium. While there is
bound to be debate about the magnitude of the fine, ov-
erall the financial penalty is a welcome regulatory ac-
tion. Millions of investors choose to do their trading on
market platforms like the NSE every year in the belief
that the marketplace offers an equitable environment
to carry out their trades. As the markets regulator, SEBI
must deal with breaches of their supervisory brief by
exchanges in an exemplary manner to ensure that small
investors retain confidence in the fairness and sound-
ness of key institutions that enable a market economy.

A miscarriage of justice

Will the honourable Justices stand up as the collective conscience of the Supreme Court?
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inally, the in-house commit-
Ftee has spoken: “No sub-

stance in the allegations con-
tained in the Complaint dated 19th
April, 2019 of a former Employee
of the Supreme Court.” In the ab-
sence of any known procedure,
the non-observance of the princi-
ples of natural justice and the ab-
sence of effective representation
of the victim, the report, even
though not for the public, is non-
est and void ab initio.

The story so far

The complaint made by the victim
of sexual harassment to the judges
of the Supreme Court had two
equally serious facets. One related
to sexual harassment, a very se-
rious charge. The other related to
the victimisation of the complai-
nant and her family “at the hands
of the Chief Justice of India [CJI]”,
as claimed by her. It is this latter
charge to which the nation needs
to pay equal, if not greater, atten-
tion. The charge on this count, as
per her affidavit, involves the fol-
lowing: after the alleged incident
on October 11, 2018, her transfer to
the Centre for Research and Plan-
ning on October 22, change of po-
sition to “Admin, Material Section”
on November 16, issuance of a
memorandum on November 19 by
Deepak Jain, Registrar, accusing
the victim of violating conduct
rules and seeking an explanation,
her third transfer to the Library Di-
vision on November 22, the is-
suance of a memorandum on No-
vember 26 rejecting her
explanation and proposing further
action, her suspension on Novem-
ber 27, and the communication of
December 18 from the Registrar
that the charges against her stood
proved. On December 21, she was

dismissed from service.

Meanwhile, according to her af-
fidavit, on November 27, her hus-
band, a head constable with the
Delhi Police, Crime Branch Divi-
sion, was transferred to the Third
Battalion. On December 8, her
husband, and the latter’s brother,
also a constable with the Delhi Pol-
ice, were suspended over tele-
phone, and the orders followed
the next day. On January 2, 2019,
an inquiry was initiated by a Depu-
ty Commissioner of Police against
her husband on the ground that
“unsolicited calls were made to
the Office of the Hon’ble Chief Jus-
tice amounting to official miscon-
duct”. On January 11, the victim
and her husband were summoned
to Delhi’s Tilak Marg police station
by Station House Officer (SHO) Na-
resh Solanki. In their presence,
the SHO called the Registrar, Mr.
Jain, to discuss ways to reach the
residence of CJI Ranjan Gogoi. The
SHO, the victim and the husband
went there, and in the presence of
Mr. Jain, the victim was forced to
fall at the feet of the CJI's wife.

Upon their return to the police
station, the SHO had a long con-
versation with the victim and her
husband. On January 14, the dis-
abled brother-in-law of the victim,
who had been appointed tempor-
ary Junior Court Attendant under
the orders of the CJI himself on Oc-
tober 9, 2018, was removed from
service. On March 3, an FIR was re-
gistered on a complaint by a per-
son named Naveen Kumar at the
Tilak Marg police station in res-
pect of an alleged demand made
by the victim in June 2017 for a
bribe of %10 lakh for getting him a
job in the Supreme Court and his
payment of 350,000 as advance.
Based on this FIR, the victim and
her husband were arrested from
their village in Rajasthan, hand-
cuffed and subjected to cruel and
inhuman treatment. The victim
was remanded for a day on March
10. She was released on bail on
March 12.

The affidavit in support of the
complaint appears truthful and
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honest. The details are heart-rend-
ing and extremely troubling, and
reflect a deep malaise that appears
to have set in in high offices. These
incidents are all corroborated by
official records. Collectively, they
establish beyond doubt the victi-
misation of the woman, her hus-
band and other family members at
the hands of the state machinery,
including the Registry of the Su-
preme Court.

Violations of rights

Each of these actions is either un-
constitutional or illegal or criminal
in nature. Clearly, they establish a
well-designed conspiracy to victi-
mise the victim beyond redemp-
tion so as to ensure that neither
she nor her husband and her fami-
ly members could raise their
heads again to seek justice in res-
pect of the complaint made
against the CJI. Together, they con-
stitute gross violations of the con-
stitutional and fundamental rights
of the victim and her family mem-
bers, including those guaranteed
under Articles 14 and 21. Clearly,
the motive behind ensuring gross-
ly inhuman, illegal, unconstitu-
tional and disproportionate pun-
ishment to the victim and her
family members seems to be to
suppress her will and spirit so that
she does not raise any charge
about the incident of October 11,
2018.

One thing is clear: complainant
Naveen Kumar, who alleged that
the victim demanded a bribe and
willingly offered, according to his
own case, 350,000, has made him-
self an accomplice to the alleged

bribery to secure public employ-
ment. He must therefore face the
rigour of the law. The case on its
own showing appears to be con-
cocted and its timing raises serious
questions about its authenticity. If
the bribe was demanded in June
2017, it is a curious coincidence
that the complainant from Jhajjar,
Haryana surfaces in March 2019
and that too in Tilak Marg police
station to make the complaint. It
activates the entire police machin-
ery against the victim and her
family.

This was the final nail in the cof-
fin, as the proverb goes, pushing
the victim and her family to the
wall and igniting in them the cour-
age to stand up against the CJI and
make the complaint on April 19.
Those who have doubts about the
so-called delay in the complaint
must be prepared to put them-
selves in the shoes of the victim, a
Class III employee pitted against
the Chief Justice of India, one of
the highest and the most powerful
constitutional functionaries. Her
approaching lawyers who are
widely respected as human rights
activists was natural and cannot
be viewed with suspicion under
any circumstances.

The Constitution Bench of the
Supreme Court in Olga Tellis v.
Bombay Municipal Corporation re-
cognised procedural safeguards as
necessary and said they have “his-
torical origins in the notion that
conditions of personal freedom
can be preserved only when there
is some institutional check on arbi-
trary action on the part of public
authorities”. In Uma Shankar Sis-
tani v. Commissioner of Police, Del-
hi (1996), the Supreme Court or-
dered the Central Bureau of
Investigation to investigate the cir-
cumstances under which a false
complaint was registered against
the petitioner, leading to his ar-
rest. The FIR against the victim in
this case needs the same treat-
ment. Equally, the punishment of
dismissal imposed on her is gross-
ly disproportionate, even assum-
ing that the charges against her

Conservation minus the people?

Unlike the rest of the world, India is stridently moving away from community-involved conservation models
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world’s 17 megadiverse coun-

tries issued a court order which
stood to evict more than a million
forest-dwelling people from their
homes. More damningly, India, a
state that supports about 8% of
global species diversity and over
100 million forest-dwellers, did
not even put up a legal defence be-
fore its top court. Although this or-
der was subsequently stayed,
though temporarily, it provides va-
luable insights into India’s conser-
vation objectives and approaches.
Given the country’s size and biodi-
versity-richness, a decision of this
nature has consequences for glo-
bal natural heritage.

Involving communities living in
and around natural resource-rich
areas in the management and use
of these resources is an effective
tool of conservation that has been
recognised across the world. This
was affirmed by the 1980 World
Conservation Strategy of the Inter-
national Union for Conservation of
Nature (IUCN), and the Earth Sum-
mit’s 1992 Statement of Forest
Principles and the Convention on

In February this year, one of the

Biological Diversity. Further fillip
came from the IUCN’s Policy State-
ment on Sustainable Use of Wild
Living Resources in 2000, and the
Convention on Biological Diversi-
ty’s 2004 Addis Ababa Principles
and Guidelines for the Sustainable
Use of Biodiversity.

Poles apart

India has been a vocal member of
these conventions. But at home,
things operate rather differently.
India’s conservation legislation is
separated into those that protect
forests and its produce, and those
that target wildlife conservation.
Both the Indian Forest Act, 1927
and the Wildlife Protection Act,
1972 create different types and
grades of protected areas, and
contain provisions to restrict or
outlaw local use of natural re-
sources and landscapes. From the
1980s, there were a number of pol-
icies that mirrored the global shift
towards inclusive conservation,
such as the 1988 National Forest
Policy, the 1992 National Conser-
vation Strategy, the National Envi-
ronment Policy of 2006 and the
2007 Biosphere Reserves
Guidelines.

While these people-friendly
policy statements made their way
into India’s conservation docket,
its earlier exclusionary conserva-
tion legislation continued to stay
in place. Potentially, in an attempt
to bridge this divide, the 1990 Joint
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Forest Management Guidelines
(JFM) created community institu-
tions for co-management, in col-
laboration with the forest bureauc-
racy. Although it initially
registered some success stories in
certain parts of the country, JFM
committees are widely critiqued
as being bureaucracy-heavy, with
little real devolution of powers to
local communities.

A dramatic shift in the Indian
conservation paradigm came in
2006 through the Forest Rights
Act that went beyond sanctioning
local usage, to conferring rights to
local communities over forest land
and produce. The Ministry of Tri-
bal Affairs was mandated with op-
erationalising the Act, while con-
servation remained under the
domain of the Ministry of Environ-
ment, Forest and Climate Change.
Given a hostile bureaucratic envi-
ronment, the legislation faltered,
except in certain pockets. Despite
its limited realisation, the Forest
Rights Act succeeded in raising the

hackles of those within the forest
bureaucracy and wildlife organisa-
tions, who challenged its constitu-
tionality before the Supreme
Court.

India’s conservation policies
and legislation over the years re-
veal a dichotomy of intent and ac-
tion. Certain progressive policy
documents are put in place check-
ing off India’s international com-
mitments. However, a wholly dif-
ferent picture emerges during the
course of its operation on the
ground. If there was any uncer-
tainty regarding India’s stand on
inclusive conservation, the past
three years reveal that even the
pretence of community involve-
ment has largely been done away
with.

Under the bureaucracy

The Third National Wildlife Action
Plan, introduced in 2017, with the
stated intent of complying with in-
ternational commitments, is cate-
gorically of the view that locals
hinder conservation. Where com-
munities are to be involved, it dis-
tinctly avoids the attribution of
rights and instead frames usage
within a bureaucracy-controlled
format. In 2018, there was a Draft
National Forest Policy that empha-
sised the protected area model of
conservation that leaves little
room for communities. The Su-
preme Court’s order in early 2019,
currently held in abeyance, man-

were proved. The Supreme Court
has consistently frowned upon
such punishments. In Ranjit Tha-
kur v. UOI (1987), the court inter-
preted the doctrine of proportion-
ality “as part of the concept of
judicial review” to ensure that if
the sentence is an outrageous de-
fiance of logic, then it can be
corrected.

Grounds for judicial review
Irrationality and perversity are re-
cognised grounds of judicial re-
view. The court has held that if the
punishment is outrageously dis-
proportionate and the court con-
siders it arbitrary in that it is whol-
ly irrational or “a punishment is so
excessive or disproportionate to
the offence as to shock the con-
science of the Court the same can
be interfered with”. On each one
of these counts the punishment of
dismissal imposed upon the vic-
tim is completely arbitrary and
perverse. It must go.

Where can she and her family
members get justice if the police at
the highest level is pitted against
them? Will they ever get a fair in-
vestigation and fair reports in the
criminal cases? It is doubtful. Can
she and her family get justice at all
at the hands of the judiciary, consi-
dering the respondents would be
the CJI and the Supreme Court?
Only time will tell. But certainly
for the present, the picture is dark
for them.

All these raise extremely trou-
bling and discomforting thoughts
in the minds of many. Is it the Su-
preme Court as an institution that
is responsible for what has hap-
pened, or is it the CJI? The dicho-
tomy will emerge only when other
Justices act independently, uphold
the majesty of the law and steer
the institution out of troubled wa-
ters. If they fail, the institution is
doomed to serious loss of face and
credibility. It is time the collective
conscience of the Justices prevails.

Dushyant Dave is a senior advocate and
the former President of the Supreme Court
Bar Association

dated the eviction of those forest-
dwellers whose claims under the
Forest Rights Act have been reject-
ed, in disregard of the bureaucrat-
ic violations, lapses and technical
constraints that have played a part
in such rejections.

In March 2019, a comprehen-
sive overhaul of the Indian Forest
Act was proposed. This amend-
ment introduces provisions for ex-
tinguishing rights granted under
the Forest Rights Act. Further, it
grants the forest bureaucracy un-
precedented powers to enter and
search the premises of forest-
dwellers on suspicion, arrest with-
out warrant and use firearms to
meet conservation goals. State
authority that is usually reserved
to tackle terrorism, insurgency
and organised crime is now to be
deployed to safeguard biodiversi-
ty. An amendment to the Wildlife
Protection Act is reportedly in the
offing. India’s conservation poli-
cies in recent years leave no doubt
as to the model of conservation
the country is intent on pursuing.
While other countries are recog-
nising the value of community-in-
volved conservation models, India
is stridently and steadfastly mov-
ing in the opposite direction.

Mridula Mary Paul, an environmental
lawyer, is a Senior Policy Analyst with the
Ashoka Trust for Research in Ecology and
the Environment (ATREE), Bengaluru.
The views expressed are personal
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On the campaign trail
There seems to be no
respite for the common
man from the hate
speeches of politicians. The
Election Commission of
India is ineffective as a
moderator as the offenders
are high-profile
representatives such as the
Prime Minister and key
Opposition leaders (Page 1,
“Battle is over, karma
awaits you, Rahul tells PM”,
May 6). The only way out
may be to have shorter
rallies with tougher
controls. People should be
made to vote based on the
performance of parties.

KSHIRASAGARA BALAJI RAO,
Hyderabad

m [t is the established
practice that when it comes
to the departed, it is nil nisi

bonum (which means that of
the dead nothing but good
should be said). The Prime
Minister could have been
dignified as far as examples
in his political speeches are
concerned, the reference to
Rajiv Gandhi being a case in
point. Does he think that
people are so ignorant not to
understand his words?

N.A. MURAHARI,
Vellore, Tamil Nadu

Job and work

The article, “The difference
between a job and work”
(Editorial page, May 6 ),
draws attention to one of the
most pressing issues of
modern society — the
creeping de-personalisation
of employment. The job-
work dichotomy, however, is
not a peculiar aberration of
the 21st century. It entered

public and academic
discourses during the
Industrial Revolution when
the squalid conditions of
factories used to be
highlighted by writers and
political thinkers alike. The
wretchedness of factory jobs
as a symbol of human
degradation has now been
replaced by the metaphor of
the cog-in-the-machine
monotony of automated
office work. It is debatable,
however, whether the state
can be construed as a moral
creature that is obliged to
infuse employment with
meaning and purpose. The
modern political economy is
not an ethical construct. It is
an economic edifice that
rests on the foundation of
economic security by
providing jobs to those who
need it. The health of an

economy is measured by the
number of jobs it provides to
citizens, whether full time or
part-time, whether life-long
or contractual, and not by
the subjective satisfaction
that people find in their jobs.
The point is that finding
dignity in the jobs is a task
that belongs to the realm of
individual enterprise.

V.N. MUKUNDARAJAN,
Thiruvananthapuram

Growing up years

The article, “Mothering
across generations” (‘Open
Page’, May 5), took me down
memory lane. When I was a
schoolboy two decades ago,
my grandmother doted on
me as [ was under her care
until my working mother
returned late in the evening.
My grandmother would
permit me to play with my

friends and caution me to
run back home before my
mother’s return. In turn, my
mother was sharp enough to
realise what was happening
and would often scold my
grandmother for being too
liberal. During my boyhood,
I was more under the
guidance and care of my
grandmother than my
parents. It was Shakespeare
who said, “A grandma’s
name is little less in love,
than is the doting title of a
mother.”

S. ARJUN PRASANNA,
Bengaluru

Mentor

S. Krishnan was a gentleman
to the core (‘Sport’ page,
“Former Sports Editor
Krishnan passes away”, May
5). Soft-spoken and
unassuming, he always had a

kind word for everyone and
preferred to look at the
positive side of things and
the positive nature of the
person he was interacting
with. It was his far-sighted
approach which opened the
doors for numerous sports
reporters of The Hindu by
sending them for important
international assignments, as
so many have acknowledged.
Thoughtful and meticulous,
as sports editor he was also
instrumental in the many
welcome policy changes in
the sports pages. Playing
under his captaincy in the
annual J.K. Bose trophy
tournament for journalists
was a lesson in practical
cricketing knowledge.

PARTAB RAMCHAND,
Chennai
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