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Can a person who is not a nmenber of either House of
Parliament be swornin as the Prime Mnister of " India? That
is the main question of public inportance that the
petitioner has raised in this petition brought Under Article
32 of the Constitution. According to the petitioner, the
first respondent, Shri H D. Deve Gowda, the present Prime
M nister of India, not being a nenber of either House of
Parliament was, under the Constitution, not eligible to be
appointed as the Prime Mnister of India and the President
of India, Dr. Shanker Dayal Sharma, the third respondent,
conmtted a grave and serious Constitutional “error in
swearing him in as the Prime Mnister. This action 'of the
third respondent, says the petitioner, is-violative of
Articles 14, 21 and 75 of the Constitution and, therefore,
void ab initio and deserves to be quashed by an appropriate
wit of this Court which may be issued in exercise of the
powers conferred by Article 32 of the Constitution. The
petitioner has also inpleaded the Union of “India, the
Speaker of the Lok Sabha and the Leader of the Muislim League
in Lok Sabha (wi thout naming the individual) as respondents
2,4 and 5 respectively.

A Constitution Bench of this Court had woccasion to
consi der whether a person who is not a nenber of either
House of the State Legislature could be appointed a Mhnister
of State and this question was answered in the affirmative
on a true interpretation of Articles 163 and 164 of the
Constitution which, in material particulars, correspond to
Articles 74 and 75 bearing on the question of appointnent of
the Prime Mnister. In that case, Shri T.N  Singh was
appoi nted the Chief Mnister of Utar Pradesh even though he
was not a menmber of either House of the State Legislature on
the date of his appointnent. H s appoi ntnment was chal | enged
inthe H gh Court by way of a wit petition filed under
Article 226 of the Constitution. The High Court dism ssed
the Wit Petition but granted a certificate under Article
132 of the Constitution. That is how the matter reached this
Court .

Now, Article 164(4) provides that a Mnister who for
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any period of six consecutive nonths is not a nenber of the
Legislature of the State shall at the expiration of that
period, cease to be a Mnister. It was, however, urged that
on the plain |anguage of the said provision, it is obvious
that it speaks of appointment of a Mnister who is a nmenber
of the State Legislature but who loses his seat at a |later
date in which case he can continue as a Mnister for a
period of six nonths during which he nust be re-el ected or
ot herwi se, nmust vacate office. Interpreting the said clause
in the context of Article 163 and other clauses of Article
164, this Court held that Cause 4 of Article 164 had an
ancient |ineage and there was no reason to whittle down the
plain thrust of the said provision by confining it to cases
where a person being a nenber of the Legi slature and a

M nister, for sonme reason, loses his seat in the State.
Accordingly, the decisionof the H gh Court was affirnmed.
See Har Sharan Verma v: Shri Tri bhuvan Narai n Singh

Chief Mnister, U P. and Another, (1971) 1 SCC 616.

The sane  petitioner again raised the issue when Shri
K. P. Tiwari~ was appointed in Novenber, 1984 as a Mnister
of the U.P. Government even though  he was not a nenber of
either House of the State Legislature. He contended that
the decision rendered by this Court in the case of Shri T.
N. Singh was not good law since the Court had overl ooked
the anendnent of Article 173(a) effected by the
Constitution (Si xt eent h) Amendnent Act, 1963. [ The
corresponding provision in regard to Parlianment is Article
84(a)]. Dealing with'this contentionthis Court pointed out
that the object of " introducing the amendnent in clause (a)
of Article 173 of the Constitution was to provide that not
only before taking his seat shall a nenber of Legislature
take the oat h prescribed by the Third Schedul e as required
by Article 188 of the Constitution ~but that even  before
standing for election a candi date nust take the sane ' oath,
This was to ensure that only a person having allegiance to
India shall be eligible for menbers; the Legislature. The
Court further pointed out that clause (4) of Article 164 of
the Constitution provides that a Mnister (which includes a
Chief Mnister also) who, for any period of six consecutive
nonths, is not a menber of the Legislature of ~a State
shall, at the expiration of that period cease to be a
M nister. In other words the Court held that a person who
was not a nmenber of either House of the State Legislature
could al so be appointed by the Governor as the Mnister
(Which includes the Chief Mnister) for a period not
exceedi ng six consecutive nonths. The Court, therefore, did
not see any material change brought about  in‘the |ega
position by reason of the amendnent of Article 173(a) of the
Constitution from that as explained in the earlier decision
in Shri T.N. Singh's case (supra). This decision is reported
as Har Sharan Verma v. State of U P. 1985 (2) SCC 48.

Not content w th these two decisions rendered by this
Court, the very same petitioner once again questioned the
appoi ntnment of Shri Sita RamKesri as a Mnister of State
of the Central Cabinet since he was not a nmenber of either
House of Parliament at the date of the appointnent.
Spurning the challenge, this Court held that to appoint a
non- nenber of the Parlianent as a Mnister did not nilitate
agai nst the constitutional mechanismnor did it mlitate
agai nst the denocratic principles enbodied in the
Constitution. The Court, therefore, upheld the appoi ntnent
under Article 75(5) of the Constitution read with Article 88
t hereof, which Article, inter alia, conferred on every
M ni ster the right to speak in, and otherw se to take part
in the proceedi ngs of, either House, in joint sitting of
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t he Houses, and in a Committee of Parlianment of which he
nay be naned a nenber, though not entitled to vote. The
Court, therefore, on a conbined reading of the aforesaid two
provisions held that a person not being a menber of either
House of Parliament can be appointed a Mnister up to a
period of six nonths. This case cane to be reported as Har
Sharan Verma v. Union of India and Another (1987) Suppl. SCC
310.

W may now refer to two decisions rendered by the Hi gh
Courts of Delhi and Calcutta in which the appointment of the
present Prime Mnister Shri H D. Deve Gowda was chal | enged
on nore or |less the sane ground. One Dr. Janak Raj Jai filed
a wit petition No.2408 of 1996 in which he questioned the
appoi ntnent since the present Prine Mnister was not a
menber of either House  of Parliament on the date he was
sworn-in by the President of India as the Prime Mnister of
India. He contended that while under Article 75(5) a person
can be ~appointed a Mnister, he cannot be and shoul d not be
appointed 'a Prine Mnister. Dealing with this subm ssion the
H gh Court,  after referring to Articles 74 and 75 of the
Constitution, held that "when Article 75(5) speaks of a
"Mnister" it takes within Jits enbrace that Mnister also
who is described in the Constitution as Prime Mnister". In
ot her words that H'gh Court found that the Constitution did
not make any distinction between the Prime Mnister and
other Mnisters. The H gh Court dism ssed the petition

In the Calcutta H gh Court C. O No.1336 (w) of 1996 was
filed by one Ashok Sen Gupta, a Senior Advocate, challenging
he appoi nt nent of Shri. H. D. Deve Gowda as the Prine M nister
of India on the ground that he was not eligible for
appoi ntnent as he was not a  nenber of either ‘House of
Parlianment. The |earned Single Judge of the H gh Court in a
wel | considered Judgnent held that Article 75(5) of the
Constitution permits the President” of India to appoint a
person who is not a menber of either House of Parlianment as

a Mnister, including a Prinme Mnister subject to the
possibility of his conmandi ng the support of the majority of
nenbers of the Lok-Sabha. On this Iline of reasoning the

petition was dismissed in [imni.

Fromthe aforesaid three decisions of this Court and
the High Courts it becones clear that a person who is not-a
menber of either House of Parliament or of either House of a
State Legislature can be appointed a Mnister in the Centra
Cabi net (which would include a Prime Mnister) or a Mnister
in the State Cabinet (which would include a Chief” Mnister),
as the case may be. But the petitioner herein renains not
sati sfi ed.

The petitioner who argued the case in person with
great passion, zeal and enotion, claimng to be concerned
about the survival of the denbcratic process and the

pristine glory of our constitutional scheme, subnitted that
if a person who is not the elected representative of the
people of the country and in whom the people have not
pl aced confidence, is allowed to occupy the high office of
the Prime Mnister on whomwould rest the responsibility of
governing the Nation during peace and war (God forbid), it
woul d be taking a great risk which the country can il
afford to take and, therefore, we should so construe the
rel evant provisions of the Constitution as would relieve the
country of such a risk. Wen his attention was drawn to the
case law aforenentioned he stated that those decisions were
old and needed to be reconsidered in the changed
circunstances. He subnitted his submissions in witing which
are by and large a repetition of the avernents in the
petition.
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W cannot but observe that the avernents in the
petition are of a ranbling nature and | ack cohesion. It is
regrettable that a petition challenging the appointnent to
the high office of the Prime Mnister of this country should
have been drafted in such a cavalier fashion betraying |ack
of study, research and seriousness. The petition abounds in
casual and irrelevant avernents ranging from cases on
freedom of speech to fraternity, fromjudicial independence
to judicial review, fromcivil code to cow slaughter and so
on and so forth. In fairness to the petitioner we nmust state
that he desired to refer to cases on these subjects but we
did not permt him as we thought it would be a sheer waste
of public tinme. W, therefore, asked himto confine hinself
to the principal issue, nanely whether a person who is not a
nmenber of either House  of Parlianent can be appointed a
Prime Mnister. Even on this point his subm ssions were nore
in the nature of ~enpty rhetoric than of substance. In fact
on reading the petition and his witten subm ssions, the
wor ds of Chandrachud, C. J. in Mthilesh Kumar Sinha, etc. v.
Returning Oficer for Presidential = Election & Os., etc.
[ (1992) Supp. 1l SCR 651] cone to m nd:

"It is regrettable that election

petitions challenging the election

to the high office of the President

of India should be filed in a

fashion as cavalier as the one

whi ch characterises t hese two

petitions. The 'petitions have an

ext enpor e appearance and not even a

second | ook, |eave alone a second

t hought, appears to have been given

to the nmanner of drafting these

petitions or to the contentions

rai sed t herein. In or der to

di scourage the filing of such

petitions, we would have been

justified in passing a heavy order

of costs agai nst t he t wo

petitioners."

In order to appreciate the contention raised in this
petition, and to determine if the aforesaid decision on
which the learned Attorney General relied has any bearing on
the point at issue in the present petition, it would be
advantageous to read Articles 74 and 75 in juxtaposition
with Articles 163 and 164 of the Constitution :

74. Council of Mnisters to aide

and advise President.-- (1) There

shall be a Council of Mnisters

with the Prine Mnister at the head

to aid and advi se the President who

shall, in the exercise of his

functions, act in accordance with

such advi ce:

[Provided that the President may

require the Council of Mnisters to

reconsi der such advi ce, ei t her

generally or otherwise, and the

President shall act in accordance

with the advice tendered after

such reconsi deration. ]

(2) The question whether any, and

if so what, advice was tendered by

Mnisters to the President shal

not be inquired into in any court.

75. O her provi si ons as to
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M nisters.--(1) The Prinme Mnister
shal | be appointed by the President
and the other Mnisters shall be
appoi nted by the President on the
advice of the Prime Mnister.

(2) The Mnisters shall hold office

during the pl easure of the
Pr esi dent .

163. Council of Mnisters to aid
and advise Governor.-- (1) There
shall be a Council of Mnisters

with the Chief Mnister at the head
to aid and advise ‘the Governor in
the exercise of his functions,
except in so far ~as he is by or
under this Constitution required to
exerci se his ~functions or- any of
themin his discretion.

(2) I'f any question arises whether
any ‘matter is or is not a matter as
respects which the Governor is by
or under this Constitution required

to act in his discretion, the
decision of the Governor in his
di scretion shall ~be final, and the
validity of anything done by the
Governor shall 'not be <called in

guestion on ‘the ground that ~he
ought or ought not to have acted in
hi s discretion.

(3) The question whether any, and
if so what, advice was tendered by
M nisters to the Governor shall not
be inquired into in any court.

164. O her provi si ons as to
M nisters.-- (1) The Chief Mnister
shal | be appointed by the Governor
and the other Mnisters shall be
appoi nted by the Governor on the
advice of the Chief Mnister, and

the Mnisters shall hold office
during the pl easure of the
CGover nor :

(3) The Council of Mnisters shal
be collectively responsible to the
House of the People.

(4) Before a Mnister enters upon
his office, the President shal
administer to him the oaths of
of fice and of secrecy according to
the forms set out for the purpose
in the Third Schedul e.

(5) A Mnister who for any period
of six consecutive nonths is not a

menber of ei t her House of
Parlianment shall at the expiration
of that period cease to be a
M ni ster.

(6) The salaries and allowances of
M ni sters shal | be such as

Parliament may fromtine to tinme by
| aw determ ne and, until Parlianent
S0 det er m nes, shal | be as
specified in the Second Schedul e.

Provided that in the States of
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Bi har Madhya Pradesh and Orissa,

there shall be a Mnister in charge

of tribal wel fare who may in

addition be in charge of the

wel fare of the Schedul ed Castes and

backward cl asses or any ot her work.

(2) The Council of Mnisters shal

be collectively responsible to the

Legi sl ati ve Assenbly of the State

(3) Before a Mnister enters upon

his office, the Governor shal

adm nister to him the oaths of

office and of secrecy according to

the forms set out for the purpose

in the Third Schedul e.

(4) A Mnister who for any period

of six consecutive nonths.is not a

menber of the Legislature, of the

State shall at the expiration of

that' period cease to be-a Mnister.

(5) The -salaries and all owances of

Mnisters shall be such as the

Legi slature of the State may from

time to tine by | aw determ ne and,

until the Legislature of the State

SO det er m nes, shal | be as

specified in the Second Schedul e.

When we conpare Articles 74 and 75 with Articles 163
and 164 the first ‘point of difference is that while the
fornmer deal with the President and the Prime Mnister, the
latter deal with the Governor and the Chief Mnister.
Article 74(1) and Article 163(1) are substantially the sane
except that the sentence beginning with ‘except’ and ending
with 'discretion’, special to the CGovernor’s function, is
not to be found in Article 74(1). The proviso to Article
74(1) which grants a special privilege to the President is
not to be found in Article 163(1) whereas clause (2) of
Article 163 is not to be found in Article 74. Clause (2) to
Article 163 is a corollary to the exception  clause in
Article 163(1) and has no relevance to the-issue on hand.
Article 74(2) and Article 163(3) are verbatimthe sane.

Article 75(1) and (2) are identical to Article 164(1)
except that in the case of the latter, the two clauses have
been conbined into one. The proviso to Article 164(1) which
is special to States, is not to be found in Article 75. The
rest of the clauses of the two Articles are identical except
for consequential changes.

On a plain reading of Article 75(5) it is obvious that
the Constitution-nmakers desired to pernmt a person who was
not a nenber of either House of Parliament to be appointed a
M nister for a period of six consecutive nonths- and if
during the said period he was not elected to either House of
Parliament, he would cease to be a Mnister. This becones
clear if one were to read the debates of the Constituent
Assenbly (the draft Articles were 62 and 144 for the present
Articles 75 and 164). Precisely on the ground that
permtting such persons to be appointed Mnisters at the
Union or State levels would "cut at the very root of
denocracy”, an anendment was mnoved to provide: "No person
shoul d be appointed a Mnister unless at the time of his
appointnent, he is elected nenber of the House:" whi ch
amendnment was spurned by Dr. Anbedkar in the follow ng
wor ds:

"Now with regard to the first

poi nt, nanely, that no person shal
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be entitled to be appointed a

M nister unless he is at the time

of his appoi ntnent an el ect ed

menber of the House, | think it

forgets to take into consideration

certain imnportant matters which

cannot be overlooked. First is this

and it is perfectly possible to

i magi ne that a person who is

otherwi se conmpetent to hold the

post of a Mnister has been

defeated in a constituency for

"some reason and which, although it

may be perfectly good; mght have

annoyed the constituency, and he

m ght have incurred the displeasure

of that particular constituency. It

is not a reason why a nenber so

conpetent as that should not be

permtted to be appointed a nenber

of the Cabinet on the assunption

that he shall be able to get

hi nsel f el ected from the same

consti tuency or from anot her

consti tuency. After al | the

privileges that ' he is permtted is

a privilege that extends only to

six nonths. It does not confer a

right on that individual to sit in

the House being elected at all. My

second submi ssion is this that the

fact that a nom nated Mnister is a

menber of the Cabinet does not

either violate the principle of

col l ective responsibility —nor does

it viol ate the principle of

confi dence because he is a nmenber

of the cabinet if he is prepared to

accept the policy of the Cabinet

stands part of the Cabinet  and

resigns with the Cabinet when he

ceases to have the confidence of

the House, his nmenbership of the

Cabi net does not in any way cause

any inconveni ence or breach of the

fundanental principles on which

parliamentary government is based.

Therefore, this qualification in mny

judgrment is quite unnecessary."

At the end of the discussion, the Constituent Assenbly
rejected the proposed anendnent. Furthernore, as pointed out
in the decision of this Court (1987 Supp. SCC 310), such an
appoi nt nent does not mnmlitate against the denocratic
principles enbodied in our Constitution. Wth respect, we
agr ee.

The petitioner then invited our attention to Hal sbury’s
Laws of England (Third Edition) page 347 wherein at para 745
it is stated: "By conventional usage the Prime Mnister is
invariably a nmenber of either House of Commobns or House of
Lords"; footnote (i) proceeds to add that the person
selected is preferably to be a nmenber of the House of
Conmons. The petitioner further wurged that even if the
Constitution is construed to pernmit a person who is not a
menber of either House of Parlianent to be appointed a
M nister for six nonths, there is nothing in Article 75(5)
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to suggest that he can be appointed the Prine Mnister of
the country. He urged that the status of the Prime M nister
is distinct fromthat of a Mnister and, therefore, it is
essential that a person who occupies the high position of a
Prime Mnister should be an elected representative of the
peopl e. This subm ssion overlooks the fact that the person
who is appointed the Prine Mnister is chosen by the el ected
representatives of the people and can occupy the position
only if he enjoys the confidence of the mgjority of the
el ected representatives in the Lok Sabha. Secondly, we mnust
bear in mnd the schene of our Constitution and if our
constitution permts such appointment, that should put an
end to the controversy.

Now Article 75(1) envisages a Council of Mnisters with
the Prime Mnister at “the head to aid and advise the
President, and the latter is expected to act in accordance
with such advice but if he has any reservations he my
require the Council of  Mnisters to reconsider such advice.
Thus, the President has to act in accordance with the advice
of the council of Mnisters as a body and not go by the
advice of —any single individual. Only a person who, the
President 407 thinks, commands the confidence of the Lok
Sabha would be appointed the Prime Mnister who in turn
woul d choose the other Mnisters. The Council of Mnisters
is made collectively responsible to the House of the People.
The form of the oath prescribed in the Third Schedul e under
Article 75(4) is the sane for the Prime Mnister as well as
a Mnister. |In other words, the Constitution does not draw
any distinction between the Prime Mnister and any other
Mnister in this behalf. This is not to say that the Prinme
M ni ster does not enjoy a special status; he does as the
head of the Council of Mnisters but the responsibility of
the Council of Mnisters to the House off the people is
col l ective. Besi des, the caption of article 75 as a whole
is "other provisions as to Mnisters". No separate provision
is to be found dealing with the appointnment of the Prine
M nister as such. Therefore, even though the Prine Mnister
is appointed by the President after he is chosen by such
nunber of nenbers of the House of the People as woul d ensure
that he has the confidence of the House and woul d be able to
comand the support of the majority, and the Mnisters are
appointed on the advice of the Prime Mnister, the entire
Council of Mnisters is nmade collectively responsibleto the
House and that ensures the snooth functioning of the
denocratic machinery. |If any Mnister does not agree with
the mpjority decision of the Council of Mnisters, his
option is to resign or accept the najority decision. If he
does not, the Prine Mnister would drop himfrom his cabinet
and thus ensure collective responsibility. Therefore, even
though a Prine Mnister is not a nmenber of either House of
Parliament, once he is appointed he becones answerable to
the House and so also his Mnisters and the principle of
collective responsibility governs the denocratic process.
Even if a person is not a nenber of the House, if he has the
support and confidence of the House, he can be chosen to
head the Council of Mnisters without violating the norns of
denocracy and the requirenment of being accountable to the
House would ensure the snmooth functioning of the denocratic
process. W, therefore, find it difficult to subscribe to
the petitioner’s contention that if a person who is not a
menber of the House is chosen as Prine Mnister, nationa
interest would be jeopardised or that we would be running a
great risk. The English convention that the Prine Mnister
shoul d be a menber of either House, preferably House of
Conmons, s not our constitutional schene since our
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Constitution clearly permts a non-nenber to be appointed a
Chief Mnister or a Prime Mnister for a short duration of
six nonths. That is why in such cases when there is any
doubt in the mind of the President, he normally asks the
person appointed to seek a vote of confidence of the House
of the People within a few days of his appointnent. By
parity of reasoning if a person who is not a nenber of the
State Legislature can be appointed a Chief Mnister of a
State under Article 164 (4) for six nonths, a person who is
not a nenber of either House of Parlianent can be appointed
Prime Mnister for the same duration. We nust al so bear in
mnd the fact that conventions grow from |ongstanding
accepted practice or by agreenent in areas where the lawis
silent and such a convention would not breach the |aw but
fill the gap. If we go by that principle, the practice in
India has been just “the opposite. In the past, persons who
were not elected to State Legislatures have become Chief
M ni sters and those not elected to either House of
Parlianment have been appointed Prine Mnisters. W are,
therefore, of the viewthat the British Convention to which
the petitioner has, referred is neither in tune wth our
constitutional scheme nor has it been a recogni sed practice
in our country.

The petitioner had contended before this Court when his
petition was called on for hearing on 30.7.1996 that he had
filed a sinmlar petition bearing No.774 of 1996 in the
Madhya Pradesh H gh Court and that the H gh Court had
ordered notice to issue exercising jurisdiction under
Article 226 of the Constitution. He sought permission to
withdraw his petition. Here we nust nention that in PIL
cases, the petitioner is not entitled to wthdraw his
petition at his sweet-will unless the court sees reason to
permt withdrawal. |In granting the permssion the Court
woul d be guided by considrations of public interest and
woul d al so ensure that it does  not result in abuse of the
process of law. Courts nmnust guard against possibilities of
such litigants settling the natters out of the court to
their advantage and then seeking wthdrawal of the / case.
There are unpteen ways in which the process can be abused
and the courts nust be aware of the sanme before permitting
wi t hdrawal of the petition. This is not to say that this was
one such case. Here we did not allow wthdrawal as we
noticed that the very sane question was being raised from
court to court. It was raised in the H gh Courts of Delh
and Calcutta. Notwithstanding the decisions rendered in the
said two cases, to which we have already referred, we were
informed by the petitioner hinself that he had raised the
issue in the Madhya Pradesh High Court and another . such
petition was filed in the Allahabad H gh Court. To avoid
such snowballing leading to nmultiplicity of cases we thought
it in public interest to exanine the issue withta view of
avoiding conflict of opinions. That is the reason why we
refused to permt wthdrawal of the petition and decided to
settle the issue of |aw one way or the other, which we do by
thi s deci si on.

Before we part, we cannot help nentioning that on
i ssues of constitutional laws, litigants who can lay no
claimto have expert knowl edge in that field should refrain
fromfiling petitions, which if we may say so, are often
drafted in a casual and cavalier fashion giving an extenpore
appearance not having had even a second look. This is the
i mpression that one gets on reading the present petition. It
is of wutnost inportance that those who invoke this Court’s
jurisdiction seeking a waiver of the locus standi rul e mnust
exercise restraint in moving the Court by not plunging in
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areas wherein they are not well-versed. Such a litigant nust
not succunb to spasnodic sentinments and behave like a
knight-errant roaming at will in pursuit of issues providing
publicity. He nust remenber that as a person seeking to
espouse a public cause, he owes it to the public as well as
to the court that he does not rush to court wthout
undertaking a research, even if he is qualified or conpetent
to raise the issue. Besides, it nmust be renenbered that a
good cause <can be lost if petitions are filed on half-baked
i nformati on without proper research or by persons who are
not qualified and conpetent to raise such issues as the
rejection of such a petition may affect third party rights.
Lastly, it nmust also be borne in mnd that no one has a
right to the waiver of the locus standi rule and the court
should permit it only when it is satisfied that the carriage
of proceedings is in the conpetent hands of a person who is
genui nely concerned in public ~interest and is not moved by
ot her extraneous  considerations. So also the court nust be
careful to ensure that the process of the Court is not
sought to be abused by a person who desires to persist with
his point- _of view, alnbst carrying it to the point of
obstinacy, by filling a series of petitions refusing to
accept the Court’s earlier decisions as concluding the
point. W say this because when we drew the attention of the
petitioner to earlier-decisions of this Court, he brushed
them aside, without so nuch as showi ng wllingness to dea
with them and without giving them a second |ook, as having
become stale and ‘irrel evant by ~passage of time and
chal l enged their correctness onthe specious plea that they
needed reconsi deration. . Except for saying that they needed
reconsi deration he had no answer to the correctness of the
deci sions. Such a casual approach to considered decisions of
this Court even by a person well-versed in | aw woul d not be
count enanced. Instead, as pointed  out earlier, he referred
to decisions having no bearing on the question, like the
deci sions on cow slaughter cases, freedom of speech and
expresssion, uniform civil code, ( etc., we need say no nore
except to point out that indiscrimnate of this inportant
lever of public interest [litigation would blunt the |ever
itself.

We woul d have ordered the petitioner to pay the cost of
this petition but we refrain fromdoing so on this occasion
inthe hope that he will exercise restraint in future,
failing which he may ina simlar or |ike case be visited
with an order of cost. Wth these observations we dism ss
the petition the interim order staying proceedi ngs pending
el sewhere shall stand vacated with a directionthat they
shal | be di sposed of in the Iight hereof.




