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FOURTH REPORT OF THE :R.ULES COMMITTEE 
(Tunm LoK SABHA) 

/'" 

\~he Rules Committee held their sitting on the 9th November, 
1966, and approved certain amendments (See Appendix-I) to the 
Rules of Procedure and Conduct of Business in Lok Sabha (Fifth 
Edition). 

2. On the 25th November, 1965 and the 16th March, 1966, Shri 
Madhu Limaye, M.P., gave notice of certain amendments to the Rules 
af Procedure and Conduct of Business in Lok Sabha (See Appendix-
II). The Committee considered these amendments at their sittings 
held on the 26th April, 4th, 10th, 12th and 18th August, and 2nd 
September, 1966. The Committee also heard Shri Madhu Limaye 
on the 26th April and 18th August, 1966 on the amendments pro-
posed by him. The conclusions arrived at by the Committee on them 
are contained in the Minutes of the Committee which are appended 
to this Report and form part of it. 

3. The recommendations of the Committee on the amendments 
proposed by them are contained in this their Fourth Report which 
the Committee authorise to be laid on the Table of the House. 

4:. With regard to the amendments proposed in Appendix-I to 
this Report, the Committee observe. as follows: 

5. Rule 46 (Serial No. 1 of Appendixl-I) .-The existing rule pro-
vides that a question not reached for oral answer may be answered 
after the end of the Question Hour with the permission of the 
Speaker, if the Minister represents to the Speaker that the question 
is one of special public interest to which he desires to give a reply. 
The Committee note that on many occasions in the past members 
have represented to the Speaker in the House to allow an important 
question which was not reached for oral answer to be orally 
answered. The Speaker has expressed his inability to give per-
mission without the consent of the Minister as it would impinge on 
the GOvernment time. Nevertheless. there has been a regular 
demand that a procedure should be devised whereby members' 
requests could be acceded to. The Committee have considered the 
whole matter carefully and have come to the conclusion that an 
important question, not reached for oral answer during the Question 
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Hour, may be permitted. by the Speaker to be answered at the-
end of business for the day, if he is satisfied that the question is one 
of special interest to which oral answer should be given. The Com-
mittee, however, consider that in order to save time of the House 
such a question may be asked on a day on which no short notice 
question or a calling attention notice is put down. The Committee 
have accordingly proposed a second proviso to that effect to rule 461 

-' 
6. Rules 55 and 194 (Serial Nos. 2 and 3 of Appendix-n.-The-

Committee note that at present members can raise discussions on 
matters of urgent public importance under rule 193: Such discussions 
are generally held for 2 hours which is, at times, increased to 21 
hours in the discretion of the Speaker. In the absence of any specific 
provision in the rules regarding the days and hour when 
discussions of shorter duration can be raised, members are-
handicapped. in raising matters of urgent public importance for 
shorter duration similar to 'half-an-hour' discussions arising out of 
replies to questions under rule 55. Consequently, they have to resort 
to other methods in the form of adjournment motions or call 
attention notices for raising such matters. The Committee feel that 
members should have greater opportunities of raising discussions of 
shorter duration on matters of current general public interest. Such 
discussions can be taken up at the end of the business for the day 
wherein short speeches may be permitted-allowing a few minutes 
each for the mover, the Minister's reply and the mover's reply. The 
Committee are of the view that 'half-an-hour' discussions under rule 
55 and the proposed short duration discussions on matters of urgent 
public importance may be regulated by spreading them over the 
whole week. The Committee, therefore, recommend that 'balf-an-
hour' discussions arising out of replies t~ questions under rule 55 
should be allowed on three sittings in a week and a provision should 
be made in rul~ 194 to provide for discussion. on general matters of 
urgent public importance at the end of the business for _ the day on 
two sittings in a week for the duration llOt exceeding one hour~ 
In this manner, it would be possible to provide adequate oppor-
tunities to a larger number of members who are interested in raising 
discussion on a variety of subjects, which are of current interest. 
Amendments to rules 55 and 191 are proposed accordingly. 

7. Rule 197 (Serial No.4 of Appen.dix-I) .-Under the existing rule, 
only one calling attention matter can be raised at the same sitting. 
In actual practice, on some days, two such matters are taken up in 
the House-one after the Question Hour and the other at the end of 
the business for the day. The Committee feel that the existing 
practice of two such matters being raised. at the same sitting may be 
incorporated in the rules. 
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Under the present rule, althaugh only one such matter can be 
raised at a sitting, the Committee find that often a member gives a 
large number of notices for calling attention on different matters at 
the same sitting. The Committee feel that there is no point in the 
same member giving more than one notice for calling attention on 
different matters at the same sitting. The member giving notice 
must decide as to which of the matters he seeks to raise is more 
important than the others. Thus there is hardly any purpose served 
by a member giving more notices than the number of matters that 
can be raised at a sitting. Since it is proposed to provide for raising 
two such matters at a sitting, the Committee feel that no one mem- . 
ber should have the right to give more than two such notices for the 
same sitting. In order to give chances to more members for raising 
such matters, the Committee consider that the members who have 
raised the first calling attention matter. should not raise the second 
matter at the same sitting. 

The Committee have noticed that often large number of names 
are clubbed to a Single matter of calling attention in the List of 
Business and considerable time of the House is spent in calling all 
those members to ask questions on the statement made by the 
Minister in response to the calling attention notice. With a view 
to saVe the time of the House, the Committee feel that it would 
suffice if upto five names of members giving notice for calling 
attention on the same matter, in order of priority of receipt of notices, 
are entered in the List of Business and only those members are per-
mitted to ask a question each for clarification of any point contained 
in the statement made by the Minister in response to the notice. 
For this purpose, where a notice is signed by more than one mem-
ber, it should be deemed to haVe been given by the first signatory and 
where two or more notices are received at the same time, a ballot 
Should, in accordance with the current practice, be held to determine 
their priority inter se. 

The Committee also consider that all notices which are not taken 
up on the day for which they have been given should lapse and they 
should not be kept pending at the end of the day. If the matter is 
of a continuing nature and a member feels on a subsequent day that 
it is important enough to call for a statement by a Minister. he may 
repeat the notice on a subsequent day or days. 

Necessary amendments to rule 197 are proposed accordingly. 

8. Rule 342 (Serial No. 5 of Appendix-I) .-During the course of 
the discussion l in Lok Sabha on the Fifty-fifth Report of the Public 

1. L. S. Deb., 22-8-1966, cc. 607~6236. 
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Accounts Committee (1966-61), whiCh was allowed by the Speaker aa 
that Report dealt with a specific issue on which there was disagree-
ment between the Government and the Public Accounts Committee. 
the consensus of opinion in the House was thaf there should be no 
substantive or substitute motion on the Report of a Financial Com-
mittee as that would mean voting on it which would hamper the 
efficient and effective working of the Committee. It was also feLt 
that division on the Report of a Financial Committee. which 
eonsisted of members of the various parties, would put the 
members in an embarrassing position, as the question would arise 
whether there should be loyalty to the Committee or to the respective 
parties. Ultimately, the substitute motions which had been tabled 
earlier were not put to vote, consequent on the House adopting the 
following two motions:-

(i) 'That Rule 342 of the Rules of Procedure and Conduct of 
Business in Lok Sabha in its application to the substitute 
motions moved ~y, be suspended.' 

(ii) 'That no substitute motion moved today, be put to the vote 
of the House.' 

During the course of discussion2 in the House, a suggestion was 
made that the question of allowing substantive motions on the recom-
mendations of the Financia1i Committees be. referred to the Rules 
Committee and that a rule should be made to the effect that when-
ever a motion for the consideration of a report of a Financial Com-
mittee was brought before the House, no substantive motion should 
be permitted thereon. 

The Committee suggest the proposed proviso to rule 342 to give 
effect to the aforesaid decision of the House. 

9. Rule 387B (Serial No. 6 of Appendix-I).-Under article 356 
of the Constitution, the President may by Proclamation declare that 
the powers of the Legislature of a State shall be exercisable by or 
under the authority of Parliament. On such a Proclamation being 
issued, Parliament is empowered to make laws in respect of that 
State or to confer on the President the powers of that Legislature to 
make laws. When such a Proclamation is issued, Lok Sabha has to 
pass demands for grants, Appropriation Bills and take up other 
business which would normally come before that Legislature but for 
the President's Proclamation. Whenever such Proclamations have 
been issued in the past (e.g. in respect of the States of Punjab, 
Andhra Pradesh, Orissa, Kerala etc.), business concerning those 
States has been transacted by Lok Sabha in accordance with the pro-
visions of the Rules of Procedure and Conduct of Business in Lok 

I. Ibid. 
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Sabha, with such modifications and variations as the Speaker deemed 
fit. In the absence of a specific provision in the Rules of Procedure 
of Lok Sabha to deal with such matters coming up before the House, 
the Rules of Procedure. of Lok Sabha have been followed in pursu-
ance of the Directions of the Speaker under rule 389 of the Rules of 
Procedure and Conduc~ of Business in Lok Sabha. The Committee 

. feel that there should be a specific provision in the Rules of Proce-
.dure of Lok Sabha which should expliCitly make the Rules of Pro-
cedure of Lok Sabha applicable mutatis mutandis to the business 
pertaining to the States under the President's rule coming up before 
the House. Rule 387B is proposed accordingly. 

10. The Committee recommend that the draft amendments to the 
Rules of Procedure and Conduct of Bwrlness in Lok Sabha (Fifth 
Edition) shown in Appendix-I may be made. 

NEW DELHI; 
The 21st November, 1966. 

HUKAM SINGH, 

Chairman, 
Rules Committee. 



APPENDIX I 

A mendments to the 8ules of Procedure and Conduct of Busine88 ift 
Lok Sabha (Fifth Edition) as recommended by the Rules Com-. 
mittee. 

RULE 46 

1. In rule 46, after the proviso, the following further proviso shall 
be added, namely:-

"Provided further that on a day on which no short notice ques-
tion is answered or no statement under rule 197 is made by 
a Minister, a question not reached for oral answer may be ans-
wered at the end of the business for the day, with the permis-
sion of the SpeakeI', if he is satisfied that the question is one 
of special public interest to which an oral answer should be 
given."-

RULE 55 

2. In sub-rule (1) of rule 55, after the words "half an hour" the 
words "on ~ree sittings in a week" shall be inserted. 

RULE 194 

3. In rule 194, for the words beginning with the words "and is of 
sufficient importance" and ending with the word "circumstances" the 
following words shall be substituted, namely:-

"he may allow two sittings in a week on which such matters 
may be taken up for discussion and allow such time for 
discussion not exceeding one hour at the end of the sitting, 
as he may consider appropriate in the circumstances." 

RULE 197 

4. (1) After sub-rule (1) of rule 197, the following proviso shall 
be inserted, namely:- , 

"Provided that no member shall give more than two such 
notices for anyone sitting." 

(2) At the end of sub-rule (2) of rule 197, the following shall be 
added, namely:-

"but each member in whose name the notice stands in the 
list of business may, with the permission of the Speaker, 
ask a question and not more than five members, in order 

6 
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of priority of receipt of notices, shall be shown in the list 
of business. 

Explanation.-Where a notice is signed by more than one 
member, it shall be deemed to have been given by the 
first signatory only and if two notices are received at the 
same time, a ballot shall be held to determine the relative 
priority of each such notice." 

(3) In sub-rule (3) of rule 197, for the words "one such matter", 
the words "two such matters" shall be substituted. .. 

(4) After sub-rule (3) of rule 197, the following proviso shall be 
inserted, namely:-

"Provided that the second matter shall not be raised by the 
same members who have raised the first matter and shall 
be raised at the end of the business for the day." 

(5) For sub-rule (5) of rule 197, the following shall be substituted, 
namely:-

"(5) All the not;ces which have not been taken up on the day 
for which they have been given shall lapse at the end of 
the day." " 

RULE 342 

5. To rule 342, the following proviso shall be added, namely:--
~'Provided that when a motion is that a report of the Committee 

on Estimates Or the Committee on Public Accounts or 
the Committee on Public Undertakings be taken into 
consideration, no substantive motion shan be moved nor 
shall there be any voting on such motion. 

ExpZanation.-A motion for consideration of the report of any 
of the Committees specified in this proviso shall not 'be 
admissible unless the report or part of the report deals 
with a specific matter on which there has been disagree~ 
ment between the Committee and the Government." 

RULE 387B 

6. After rule 387 A, the following rule 387B shall b~ inserted, 
namely:-

) ;r;;:ication of rules to bus ;ness 
e ing to a 

State under the 
President's rule. 

387B. These rules shall,'with such variations or 
modifications, as the Spea'ko", may from time to 
time make, apply to the business yertaining to a 
State, the powers of whose Legislature are, by virtue 
of a Proclamation issued by the President under 
article 356 of the Constitution, exercisable by OF 

under the authority of Parliament." 
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:APPENDIX D 

Amendments to the Rules of Procedure and Cond'UCt 
of Business in £Ok Sabha given notice of btl 
Shri. Madhu Limaye, M.P. 

Text of amendment 

RULE 38 

.# At the end of this Rule add: 
"Provided that no two Ministries from among 

Home Affairs, Foreign Affairs, Finance, Def.., 
ence and P.M. and. Atomic Energy shan be 
grouped together on anyone day;" 

RULE 43(1) 
Delete the words, "When in his opinion it is an 

abuse Qj the right of questioning or is calC'Ulated to 
obstruct or prejudicially affect the procedure of the 
House or". 

RULE 44 
The proviso to the Rule should read as follows: 
"Provided that the Speaker shall, as fa.r as pos-

sible, call upon the member who has given 
notice of a, question for oral answer to state 
in brief his reasons for desiring an oral 
answer and, after considering the same, may 
direct that the question be included in tha 
list of questions for written answers." 

RULE 46 
The proviso to this Rule shall read as follows: 
"Provided that a question not reached for oral 

answer may be answered after the end of th& 
Question Hour with the permission of the 
Speaker." 

RULE 50 
At the end add the following sub-Rule: 
50(3): . "If the answers of Ministers are, in the 

opinion of the Speaker, perfunctory or irrelevant, the 
Speaker may call the Minister to oroer and direct. 
him to give a proper answer." 

8 
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Text of "mendment 

RULE 55(3) 

From this sub-rule the words "and may not admit 
a notice which, in his opinion seeks to revise the-
policy of Government" be omitted. 

RULE 56 

This Rule should read as follows:-
"56(1): Subject to the provision of these rules, an 

ordinary or special motion for an adjournment of the 
business of the House for the purpose of discussing a 
definite matter of urgent public importance may be 
made, with previous intimation to or the consent or 
the Speaker respectively. 

56(2): An ordinary adjournment motion which may 
be made four times a week, shall be for the purpose 
of raising half an hour discussion and special adjourn~ 
ment motion shall be in the nature of a censure-
motion. 

56(3): During a discussion on an ordinary adjourn-
ment motion, to which Rule 60 shall not apply, no 
speaker shall speak for more than three minutes except 
that the Minister may take five minutes and the mover 
may make a two-minute reply at the end. 

56(4): The priority of such a motion from among. 
those held in order by the Speaker on any day shall 
be determined by ballot." 

RULE 60 

In Rule 60(2) the number "50" shall be substituted' 
by the number "25". 

Rule 60(1)-Delete the words "The Speaker if he-
gives consent under Rule 56 and" and substitute the 
following "If the Speaker holds that the matter is in 
Ql'der ...... 

RULE 174 

Delete the words, "When in his opinion it is an 
abuse of the right of moving resolution or calculated 
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Text of amendment 

to obstruct or prejudicially affect the procedure of ,the 
House or" .. 

RULE 182 

Add the following sub-rule 182(3): 

"182(3): At any time after a resolution has been 
moved a Member may move that the debate be' ad-
journed and taken up on the next appropriate date 
and House may give its consent ~o such an adjourn-
ment if in its opinion there are reasons which require 
such an adjournment." 

RULE 187. 
Delete .... the words, "When in his opinion it is an abuse 

of the right of moving a motion or is calculated to 
obstruct or prejudicially affect the procedure of the 
House or". 

RULE 190 
Add the following proviso: 
"Provided that at least not less than two such No-

Day-Yet Named Motions are taken up for discussion 
in a short Session and three 'such MQtions during tlie 
long Session." 

RULE 197(1)' 
Sub-Rule 197 (1) shall read as under: 
"197 (1): A Member may, with previous intimation 

to the Speaker, call the attention of a Minister to any 
matter of urgent public imp9rtance and the Minister 
may make a brief statement . or ask for time to rrlake 
a statement at a later hour or date." 

RULE 197(3) 

Delete the existing sub-Rule 197(3) and substitute 
the following: 

"Not more than two such matters, to be chosen by 
ballot from ru;nong the notices held by the Speaker 
in order, shall be allowed to be raised on anyone 
day." 
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Text of amendment 

RULE 197(4) 
Delete the existing sub-Rule 197(4) and substitute 

the following: 
"No member shall give on anyone day more than 

two notices concerning matters which in his opiniOll 
are of urgent public importance." . 

RULE 198(2) 

For th number "fifty", substitute twenty-five. 
RULE 200(2) 

Rule 200(2): For the existing .Rule 200(2) &ubstitute 
the following: . 

"On receipt of a notice under sub-rule (1) a 
motion for leave to move the resolution shall 
be entered in the list of business in the name 
of the member concerned, on a day fIxed by 
the Speaker, provided that the day so fixed 
shall be as soon as may be convenient after 
fourteen days from the date of the receipt of 
notice of the resolution." 

RULE 201 
Delete sub-rules (2) and (3) of Rule 201. 

RULE 211 
Delete tbe words "is an abuse of the right of moving 

cut motions or" 
RULE 222 

For the existing Rule 222, substitute the follow-. ~~ , 
ing: 

"A member may, with previous intimation to the 
Speaker, raise a question involving a breach 
of privilege either at a member or of the 
House or of a Committee thereof." 

RULE 225 
Delete 225(1) and 225(2) and substitute the follow-

ing: 
"Rule 225(1): If the Speaker holds that the notice 

is in order and is satif;fied that there is prima 
facie breach of privilege he may direct that 
the motion may be given priority and be 
taken up before the list of business is entered 
upon. 
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Text oj amendment 

Rule 225(2): If the Speaker holds that the notice 
or notices are in order they shall be entered 
on the list of business for the day but shall 
not receive priority." 

RULE 256 

Style existing Rule 256 as Rule 256(1) and insert 
the following as Rule 256 (2) : 

"256(2): In nominating the Consultative Com-
mittee for a State where President's rule 
under Article 356 of the Constitution bas been 
established due regard shall be had to party 
view points reflected in the dissolved Assem-
bly of the State, and in respect of other nomi-
nated Committee, the Speaker shall, as far as 
possible, accommodate all distinctive view 
points in the House." 

RULE 330 

Substitute the following for the existing rule: 

"330. The Committee on Rules shall be nominat-
ed. by the Speaker in such a manner that all 
the distinctive view points are represented 
on it and shall consist of 15 members includ-
Ing its Chairman. The Speaker shall be an 
ex-officio member of the Committee but shall 
not be its Chairman!' 

RULE 331 
Change Rule No. 331(4) to 331(5) and add the fol-

lowing sub-rule to be- styled as 331 (4) : 

"Rule 331(4): A member desirous of suggesting' 
amendments to the Rules of Procedure and 
Conduct of Business In Lok Sabha may do' 
Boby gi'mlg a notice in writing and the 
Speaker shall f<?rward them to the Rules 
Committee for its consideration, whose duty 
it will be to report on: these suggestions to the-
House within a forlnignt of the receipt of such 
a notice, the interval during two Sessions not 
being counted in calculating this period of a 
fortnight. ft 

Rule 331(4).-Thls rule shall be re-numbered as-
331(5). 
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RULE 331(6) 
Add the following new sub-rule 331 (6) : 

"On a demand by a Member that the recom-
mendations of the Committee on the amend-
ments of Rules initiated by themselves or 
on the amendments suggested by Members 
be debated in the House, the Speaker shall 
allot reasonable time for discussing these 
recommendations at the end of which the 
recommendations shall either be accepted or 
rejected or accepted subject to modifications 
by the House." 

RULE 373 

373(2). Unparliamentary words 
"If any member objects that certain words used in 

debate are unparliamentary he shall be asked by the 
Speaker to state them to the House as he conceives 
them to have been spoken and if the Speaker agrees 
that the words used are unparliamentary he shall ask 
the member to tender explanation, and if the explanar 

tion be not found convincing, to withdraw them. 
On refusal to withdraw the Speaker shall ask the 

member to withdraw from the House for the rest of 
the day." 

RULE 374 

:27 374(2). S1L8pension of Members 

"If a Member be so named the Speaker shall forth-
with put the question, on a motion being made by the 
Leader of the HQuse, that the Member be suspended 
from the service 61 the House no amendment, ad-
journment or debate being allowed. 

Provided that the Speaker may allow, if the Mem-
ber against whom the monon has been moved so 
desires, to make a brief statement before putting the 
question. 

(3) If any Member be suspended under 374(2) his 
suspension on tHe first occasion in a session shall 
continue until the fifth day, and on the second occa-
sion until the twentieth day, but on any subsequent 
occasion till the remainder of the Session until the 
House shall resolve that such suspension be terminat-
ed." 



MINUTES OF THE SITTINGS OF THE RULES COMMITTEE 

1 

[ExTRACTS FROM MlNuT.ES· OF THE SITl'JN~ OF THE RULES CoMMI'l'TEZ 
HELD ON TuEsDAY, THE 26TH APRIL, 1966] 

"The Committee met from 15.30 to 16.00 hours. 

PRESENT 

Sardar Hukam Singh-Chairman 

MEMBERs 
2. Shri S. V. Krishnamoorthy Rao 
3. Shri Jagannath Rao Chandriki 
4. Shri Gokulananda Mohanty 
5. 8hri Chhotubhai M. Patel 
6. Dr. Rajendra Kohar 
7. Shri Era Sezhiyan 
8. Shri Satya Narayan Sinha 
9. Shri N. M. Wadiwa. 

Shri Madhu Limaye, M.P.-Present on his request 

Shri Jaganatb Rao, Minister of State in the Department of 
Parliamentary A1fair~Present by invitation. 

SECRETARIAT 

Shri S. L. Shakdher-Secretary. 
Shri M. C. Chawla-Deputy Secretary. 

2. The Committee took up consideration of Memorandum No. 13 
regarding the notice of amendments given by Shri Madhu Limaye, 
M.P. Shri Madhu Limaye desired that a copy of the memorandum 
prepared by the Secretariat thereon might be given to him so tha~ 

. he might go through it. This, according to him, would facilitate the 

-Laid on the Table of the House on the 16th May, 1966. 
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disCU$sion. The Committee considered that in view of what Shri 
Limaye had urged, a copy of the Memorandum· might be given to> 
him and he should submit his further statement on his amendments. 
within a week or ten days. 

The Committee also observed that as the Committee would be 
reconstituted with effect from the 1st May, 1966, the matter would 
have to be placed before, and considered by, the new Committee 
after Shri Limaye had submitted his further statement. 

ShTi Madhu Limaye then withdrew. 

• • • • • ." 

, 

• A copy of the Memoarandum was given to Shri Madhu Limaye at the 
aitting. 
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New Delhi, Thursday, the 4th August, 1966. 

The Committee met from 15.30 to 16.00 hours. 

PREsENT 
Sardar Hukam Singh-Chairman 

MEMBERS 

2. Shri A. E. T. Barrow 
3. Shri Laxmi Narayan Bhanja Deo 

-4. Shrimati Renu Chakravartty 
5. Shri Jagannath Rao Chandriki ... 
'6. Shri Ghanshyamla1 Oza 
7. Shri Jaganath Rao 
8. Pandit K. C. Sharma 
:9. Shri Balkrishna Wasnik. 

SECRETAlUAT 

Shri S. L. Shakdher-Secretary. 
Shri M. C. Chawla-Deputy Secretary. 

2. The Committee took up consideration of the draft amendments 
10 the Rules of Procedure and Conduct of Business in Lok Sabha 
(5th Ed.) given notice of by Shri Madhu Limaye, M.P. The Com-
mittee considered draft amendments to rules 38 and 43(1), as set 
10rth in Appendix II· of Report. 

3. Rule 38 (Serial No. 1 of Appendix II of Report).-The Com-
mittee observed that the grouping of Ministries for the purpose of 
answering questions in the House was dqne in such a way that there 
was an equitable distribution of questions in each of the five groups. 
Another important consideration in grouping the Ministries was the 
need of putting Ministries dealing with allied subjects in the same 
group so that each Minister was required to be present in the House 
only onCe in a week for answering questions. The Committee con-
sidered that the existing system was working very well and should 

-See items Nos. 1 and .2 in Appendix n of Report. 
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not be changed. The Committee, therefore, did not accept the pro-
posed amendment. 

The Committee did not also agree with the alternative suggestion 
made by 8hri Madhu Limaye in the written statement, submitted 
by him in justification of his amendments, that in ~very session two 
additional days should be reserved for the .questions relating to the 
Ministries in Group A which included the Ministries of External 
Affairs, Defence and the Prime Minister's Secretariat, as it would be 
at the cost of the other Groups and would upset the equitable d:stri-
bution of time at present allocated to the questions relating to the 
different groups of the Ministries. 

4. Rule 43 (1) (Serial No.2 of Appendix II of Report) .-The dis-
cussion on the amendment was not concluded. 

5. The Committee adjourned to meet again on Wednesday, the 
10th August, 1966, at 15.30 hours. 
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all the Questions given notice of for oral answers might be included 
in the List of Starred Questions. She felt that many questions which 
should find a place in the List of Starred Questions were included in 
the List of Unstarred Questions. It was explained that where there 
were sufficient grounds for unstarring a question, it was unnecessary 
:to call upon the member as a matter of course to state the reasons 
for desiring an oral answer to the questions. Further such a course of 
action would lead to a lot of unnecessary correspondence and delay 
in deciding the admissibility of questions. The discretion of the 
Speaker to decide whether or not to call upon a member to :;1;ate the 
reasons for desiring an oral answer to a question before arriving at 
a decision was necessary. It should not be obligatory for the 
Speaker to call for reasons in every case. He might do s'o where he 
considered it necessary. Guide lines could be stated in the minutes 
as to what kinds of questions E:hould be put in the Lists of Starred 
Questions and what kinds in the Lists of Unstarred ones. The Com-
mittee desired that a list of the categories of questions which should 
normally be in the 'Unstarred List might be prepared and put up 
before them. 

As regards the point that some questions which were given notice 
of as Starred Questions were included in the List of Un..<-tarred 
Questions, it was explained that this was due to the fact that ac-
cording to the present practice, only 30 questions were included in 
the Lis,t of Starred Questions and all others were automatically in-
cluded in the List of Unstarred Questions. It was pointed out that 
increasing the number of questions in the Starred List would be 
an unreal thing as even when 30 questions WE're placed on the list of 
Starred Questions, the House could cover only 5 or 6 questions and 
the remaining questions automatically became Unstarred Questions. 
Moreover, if the distinction between a Starred Question and an 
Unstarred Question was done away with, it would entail huge 
amount of work on the part of the Ministries as they had to prepare 
full briefs for the concerned Ministers in respect of questions includ-
ed in the List of Starred Questions. 

Shrimati Renu Chakravartty suggested that efforts should be 
made to have more questions put through during the Question Hour. 
She suggested that the Speaker, instead of calling all the members 
whose names had been clubbed to the question to ask supp1emen-
taries, should use his discretion and select members for the purpose. 
After a question had been adequately answered, the SpeakE!i' could 
pass on to the next question. She, however, said that she would 
first discuss. this matter with the Leaders of the various opposition 
groups before making any formal suggestion. 
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5. Rule 46 (Serial No.4 of Appendix II of Reporl).-The Com-

mittee noted that the principle underlying the existing proviso was 
that when a question was answered after the Que~tion Hour, it made 
an inroad into the normal Government time. Hence, normally a 
request was not made by members for answers to questions which 
had not been reached for oral answers. The Speaker, however, gave 
permisdon to a Minister to answer a question after the Question 
Hour on the Minister representing that the subject matter of the 
question was one of special public interest and also as the Minister 
took Government time. 

The Committee also noted that a similar amendment given notice 
of by Shri H. V. Kamath had been con..~dered by the Rules Com-
mittee at their sitting held on the 11th November, 1965 and the 
Committee had felt that it was not necessary to amend the rule as 
proposed by Shri H. V. Kamath (vide Rules Committee Minutes, 
dated 11th November, 1965, p. 2, para 4). 

It was also explained that at present, besides half-an-hour dis-
cus:ions and calling attention matters, one or two Short Notice 
Questions were being put down on the Order Paper almost every 
day and they served the same purpose. 

Shrimati Renu Chakravartty suggested that to avoid an inroad 
into Government time, an important question, not reached for oral 
answer during the Question Hour, could be taken up for oral answer 
either five minutes before the end of the Question Hour or after the 
normal sitting hours of the House but the discretion to allow it should 
vest in the Speaker and it should not be left to the Minister to re-
present to the' Speaker that he desired to give a reply. The Com-
mittee felt that that could be considered, provided time was allowed 
to such a question being asked on a day on which no .short Notice 
Question or Calling Attention matter was put down. The Commit-
tee desired that a draft rule might be prepared and put up before 
them. 

6. Rule 50 (Serial No. 5 of Appendix II of Report) .-It was ex-
plained that it would not be necessary to frame a rule in the terms 
suggested. The power was inherent in the Speaker for the proper 
conduct of proceedings of the House. In actual practice also. the 
Speaker had often help£d members to elicit more information in 
answer to questicms in appropriate cases. This power of the Speaker 
could ~ more effectively exercised when not expressly stated. 

7. The Committee then adjourned to meet again on Friday, the 
12th August, 1966 at 15.30 hours to resume consideration of the re-
mafning items of the agenda. 
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New Delhi, Friday, the 12th August, 1966. 

The Committee met from 15.30 to 15.50 hours. 

PRESENT 

Sardar Hukam Singh-Chairman. 

MEMBERS 

2. Shri A. E. T. Barrow. 
3. Shri Laxmi Narayan Bhanja Deo. 
4. Shrimati Renu Chakravartty. 
5. Shri Ananda' Nambiar. 
fi. Shri Era Sezhiyan. 

SECRETARIAT 

Shri S. L. Shakdher-Secretary. 

2. The Committee resumed further consideration of the draft 
amendments to the Rules of Procedure and Conduct of Business in 
Lok Sabha (5th Ed.) given notice of by Shri: Madhu Limaye, M.P. 
The Committee considered draft amendments to rules 55 (3) and 56, 
as set forth in Appendix II* of Report. 

3. RuLe 55(3) (Serial No.6 of Appendix II of Report).-The Com-
mittee noted that the subject matter of the amendment proposed by 
Shri Madhu Limaye had already been considered by the Rules Com-
mittee on the 14th April, 1953 who were of the view that matters seek-
ing to revise the policy of Government should not be raised during 
harf-an-hour discussions. 

The Committee observed that the purpose of half-an-hour discus-
sion was to elicit more information or obtain clarification on a ques-
tion and also to emphasise a particular point which arose out of the 
question more precisely than could be done within the time available 
during the Question Hour. If large questions calling for a revision 
of policy were permitted, the utility o'f the half-an-hour discussion 

*See items Nos. 6 and 7 in Appendix II of Report. 
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would be lost. The Committee, therefore, did not accept the propos-
.ed amendment and decided that the existing provision in the rule 
:$hould not be changed. 

4. Rule 56 (Serial No. 7 of Appendix II of Report) .-The Com-
mittee felt that adjournment motions could not be divided into two 
categories of motions-ordinary adjournment motions and special 
adjournment motions, as suggested by Shri Madhu Limaye. An ad-
journment motion must relate to a definite matter of urgent public 
importance. Ordinary motions could always be made under rule 184 
which related to motions generally. The Committee, there'fore, did 
not accept the proposed amendment. 

5. At this stage, the Chairman received a letter from Shri Madhu 
'Limaye, M.P., requesting for permission to appear before the Com-
mittee to make further oral submissions on his amendments. The 
-Chairman read out the letter to the Committee who decided to accede 
,to Shri -Madhu Limaye's request. 

6. The Committee then adjourned to meet again on Thursday, the 
18th August, 1966 at 15.30 hours to hear Shri Madhu Limaye. M.P. 
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New Delhi, Thursday, the 18th August, 1966. 

The Committee met !rom 15.30 to 16.55 hours. 

Sardar Hukam Singh-Chairman. 

MEMBERS 

2. Shri Laxmi Narayan Bhanja Deo. 

3. Shrimati Renu Chakravartty. 

4. Shri Ananda Nambiar. 

5. Shri R. S. PaMey. 

6. Shri Jaganath Rao. 

7. Pandit K. C. Sharma. 
Shri Madhu Limaye, M.P.-Present on his request. 

SECRETARIAT 

Shri S. L. Shakdher-Secretary. 
Shri M. C. Chawla-Deputy SecT'etary. 

2. The Committee took up consideration of Memoranda Nos. 13 and 
19 regarding amendments given notice of by Shri Madhu Limaye, M.P. 

3. At the outset, the Chairman asked Shri Madhu Limaye, who was 
present on his request, to say whatever he desired to supplement what 
he had already stated in his written statement· submitted to the 
Committee on the amendments to the Ru1es of Procedure and Con-
duct of Business in Lok Sabha earlier given notice of by him. 
Rule 38 

4. Shri Madhu Limaye explained that from the analysis of ques-
tions answered during the last three or four sessions, it was noticed 
that there were larger number of questions on Mondays, i.e. questions 
in respect of Ministries listed in Group A He suggested that eIther 
the five Ministries included in Group A shou1d be allocated different 

• See Annexure. 
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days or if there were any difficulties, as bad been pointed out by the 
Secretariat, at least one or two additional days might be allotted to 
that Group in a session. The Chairman stated that the allotment 
of additional days would be at the expense of other Ministries. More 
questions for Ministries in Group A could not be answered unless a 
Ministry from that Group was shifted to some other Group. 

Rule 43(1) 

5. Shri Limaye stated that even after his amendment was accept-
ed, Rule 43 (1) would give sufficient power to the Speaker to disallow 
a question or part of a question or a supplementary question. The 
additional discretionary power specified in the rule was not necessary 
because the conditions laid down in the rules were exhaustive. He 
added that the Rules of Procedure contained expressions such as 'with 
the permission of the Speaker', 'with the consent of the Speaker' etc. 
These expressions conveying additional powers of the Speaker were 
not necessary as, in his opinion, every presiding authority had certain 
inherent powers to hold a particular motion or question in order or 
out of order. That was inherent in the presiding authority, witho;,xt 
which no assembly in the world could function. So, there was no 
reason why this additional power of 'consent' should be there. It 
gave an impression that some absolute unfettered discretion was 
being vested in the Speaker. 

Rule 44 

6. Shri Limaye said that he often found that many questions which 
he thought should be put down as Starred Questions were put down 
as Unstarred Questions and some questions which he would not mind 
being put down as Unstarred ones were included in the list of Starred 
QUestions. It was explained that Quesiions had to be considered in 
point of receipt df. time. Notices of unimportant Questions might be 
received earlier and they had to be put down first. Moreover, ques-
tions in excess of 30, though given notice of as Starred Questions, 
were included in the list of Unstarred Questions. 

Shri Limaye stated that many of his important qUestions had been 
disallo~ed on the ground that they were in excess of five. He, there-
fore, desired that the restriction on the number of Unstarred Ques-
tions for a day should be removed. The Chainnan stated that he 
could not help if the number of questions in the name of a member 
for a particular day was in excess of five. As regards the removal of 
restrictions on the number of Unstarred Questions to be adtnitted in 
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the name of a member, it was for the members to decide. But the fact 
was that each question, whether Starred or Unstarred, cost a great 
deal to the Exchequer. Thousands of questions were being r~eived 
'from the members these days. Shri Limaye suggested that questions 
which were frivolous in nature should be disallowed. 

Rule 46 

7. Shri Limaye stated that a question not reached for oral answer 
might be answered after the end of the Question Hour with the per-
mission of the Speaker. He desired that the power to permit such a 
question being answered should be vested in the Speaker who would 
naturally use it sparingly. The Chairman pointed out that after the 
Question Hour, the official time commenced, i.e. time for transaction 
·o'f Government business. After the Question Hour, the members' 
time ended and if more time was to be taken, that would be out of 
time for Government business. It was, therefore, that the Minister's 
desire or request w~ necessary to answer a question not reached for 
oral answer during the Question Hour. Shri Limaye pleaded that 
the power to be vested in the Speaker would be very sparingly used. 
Sometimes, the question might be very important but embarrassing 
for the Government to answer. It should not, therefore, be le'ft to the 
Minister to make a request to answer such a question. 

Rule 50 

8. Shri Limaye said that the Speaker should have the power to 
call the Ministers to order, if their replies were found to be per-
functory or irrelevant. The exettise of such a power would improve 
the quality of the Question Hour. 

The Chairman stated that the Question Hour could be more 
lively if only three or four supplementaries were allowed on a ques-
tion. Shrimati Renu Chakravartty had promised earlier that she 
would discuss this matter with the leaders of the various Opposition 
Groups. Shri Limaye agreed that it was quite fair if supplemen-
taries on a question were generally restricted to three or four only. 
The names of members to be called for supplementaries could be 
decided by ballot. He, however, urged that the amendment pro-
posed by him to rule 50 should be considered by the CommitteeJ 

Rule 55 (3) , 

9. Shri Limaye urged the Committee to consider whether the 
words 'and may not admit a notice which, in his opinion, seeks to 
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.revise the policy of Government' occurring in rule 55 (3) were 
really necessary. 

Rule 56 

10. Shri Limaye stated that he had no objection if the ordinary 
adj ournment motion as suggested by him, was merged with the 
half-an-hour discussion or on some days they could have half-hour 
adjournment motions. He said that at present half-an-hour discus-
sions arose from replies to questions only. The ol'dinary adjourn-
ment motion should be on any important matter which could be 
taken up immediately. It would not be in the form of a censure 
motion. Under this motion, the member would have a right of 
reply. He did not want long speeches oIl: such motions-a few 
minutes each for the mover, Minister's reply and the mover's reply 
could do. The Chairman stated that at present important matters 
were taken up in the form of an adjournment motion or calling 
attention notice. If an half-hour adjournment motion to discuss 
general matters was desired, it could be done but in that event the 
facilities to raise matters by way of calling attention arid adjourn-
ment motions might go. Shrimati Renu Chakravartty pointed out 
that provisions for longer discussions existed under rules 184 and 
193. There was no provision for discussions of a shorter duration. 
She suggested that like half-an-hour discussions arising out of replies 
to questions, they could have a category of short duration discussions 
on general matters between 17.00 and 17.30 hours without doing 
away with the present adjournment motions Or calling attention 
notices. 

Shri Limaye suggested that during a week, two days could be 
reserved for half-an-hour discussions arising out of replies to ques-
tions and' three days for discussions on general matters to topical 
interest. He had no objection if both were combined provided they 
had enough time. 

Rule 60 

11. Shri Limaye desired that the subject matter of an adjourn-
ment motion should ibe mentioned by the Speaker in the House before 
it was ~ed out of order. The Speaker could say that it was not 
admissible or it did not fulfil the conditions. , There should not be 
any additional element of 'consent of the Speaker' in this regard. 
The Chairman stated that some times the motion might be such as 
need not be mentioned in the House because the mere mention of 
it might do some mischief or harm. Therefore, the discretion must 
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vest in the Speaker to decide whether it should be mentioned in the 
House or not. Whenever he considered that it was of importance, he 
always mentioned it. 

Rules 174 and 187 

12. Shri Limaye stated that the reasons advanced by him for his 
amendment to rule 43(1) equally applied. to these rules. 

Rule 190-

13. Shri Limaye stated !Jui.t at least two 'No-Day-Yet-Named 
Motions' should be taken up during a short session and three d~ 
a long session. It was explained that a larger number of such 
motions was already being brought forward during each session. 

Rule 197 

14. Shri Limaye suggested. that the words 'with the previous inti-
mation to the Speaker' should be substituted for the words 'with the 
previous permission of the Speaker'. When it was suggested that 
calling attention notices might be limited to ~ne or two per Group, 
Shri Limaye said that there should not be any restriction on 
tabling such notices. He felt that the right of a member should 
not be taken away in this regard. Notices held in order could, 
however, ·be balloted. for selection. 

Rule 198(2) 

15. Shri Limaye desired that the number of members required 
for grant of leave to move a motion of no-confidence in Ministers 
should be reduced from 50 to 25. He said that every day there was 
difficulty about quorum and it was difficult to mobilise members. 

Rule 200 (2) . 

16. Shri Limaye desired that his amendment should be considered 
by the Committee. 

Rule 222 

17. Shri Limaye said that the element of 'consent of the Speaker' 
should not be there in the rule because th;e right to raise a question 
involving fl bre~ch of privilege, either of a member or of the House 
or of a Committee thereof, ""as a right which was conferred by the 
Consti,tution. Rules of Pro~dure we~ there o~y to give effect to 
that right and the Speaker had to regulate the exercise of that right. 



29 

Where the Speaker held that a Prima facie case of breach of 
privilege had been made out, he should give it priority. In other 
cases, members should be free to table motions which could be 
placed on the Order Paper in due course. He did not mind its 
being left to Government to find time for such motions. 

Rule 256 

18. Shri Limaye suggested that while nominating members to 
the Consultative Committees on States under President's rule, the 
strengths of the various Parties in the concerned State Legislature 
might also be taken into consideration. 

Rule 33() 

19. Shri Limaye said that the Rules Committee and the Privi-
leges Committee were very impoi"tant Committees, and senior mem-
bers who took active interest in the functioning of Parliamentary 
System should be appointed to them. 

Rule 331 

20. It was explained that the procedure envisaged by Shri Madhu 
Limaye in his amendment was already being followed. He said that 
if that was so he had nothing to say in the matter. 

Rule 373' 

21. Shri Limaye desired that the members of the Committee 
should go through the two letters he had appended to his statement 
'already submitted to the Committee. He said that when any objec-
tion was taken by a member that an unparliamentary expression 
had been used, the Speaker should allow the member who had used 
the expression to explain his view-point. The Chairman stated 
that in that event a discussion would follow and the member might 
bring in many more things which might make matters worse. 

Rule 37-t 

22. Shri Limaye said that he strongly felt a/bout the period for 
which the members were suspended from the service of the House. 
The Chairman stated that the punishment could depend only on the 
circumstances prevailing at the time when the offence W:jils com-
mitted. \ If a more serious offence was committed, merely because 
it was the first, it should be five days-could not be possible. He 
added that Shri Limaye had presumed that all cases would be of the 
same nature and, therefore, the first suspension should be for five 
days. It all depended on the circumstances and merits of each case. 
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Shri Madhu Limaye then withdrew. 

23. The Committee then adjourned. to meet again on Monday, the-
29th August-, 1966, at 15.00 hours to resume consideration of the 
remaining items of the agenda. 

·The sitting for Monday, the 29th August, 1966 could not be held for lack of quorum 



ANNEXURE 

\<See para 3 of the Minutes of the Rules Committee, dated the 18th· 
L- August, 1966). 

Statement submitted by Shri Madhu Limaye, M.P., for the considera
tion of the Rules Committee, regarding the amendments to the 
Rules of Procedure of Lok Sabha, given notice· of by him. 

The Chairman, 
Rules Committee, 
Lok Sabha. 

AMENDMENTS TO THE LOK SABHA RULES OF PROCEDURE-
A JUSTIFICATION 

By 

MADHU LIMAYE 

The question of procedural reform must be approached from the 
stand-point of the effective functioning of our parliamentary institu-
tions. Lok Sabha will become a venerable institution only to the 
extent it faithfully reflects the joys and sorrows, the hopes and as-
pirations of the people. Parliamentary procedure must facilitate de-
bate and discussion of important issues. It should not be an instru-
ment in the hands of the Government for stifling criticism of its 
policies or exposure of its misdeeds. Parliament will lose all signi-
ficance if it is allowed to be exploited by the ruling party merely as 
a rubber stamp. 

Parliamentary procedure must protect minority rights and afford 
genuine opportunities for discussing matters of public importance in 
the House. It must also enable members to question and cross-
examine the ministers and subject the administration which wields 
vast power to a close scrutiny. 

We must give up the practice of citing English Parliamentary con-
ventions and usage only when it suits the ruling party. What should 
be done is to approach English Parliamentary. practice critically, 
adopt and apply its liberal, democratic principles and, if possible, 
improve upon them. 

·See Appendix II of Rep on. 
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Article 118(1) of the Constitution confers on each House of Par-
liament the right to frame its own Standing Orders and Rules of 
Procedure. It is a pity, however, that the Lok Sabha never had any 
full-dress discussion on its own procedure. The Rules of Procedure 
were not even laid on the Table of the House till 1954, and the prac-
tice of submitting changes in the Procedure for the approval of the 
House was introduced four years after the Constitution came into 
force. 

The existing procedure confers on the presiding authority abso-
lute, dictatorial powers in many matters. The result is not Rule of 
Law but arbitrary rule by an individual who belongs to one political 
party, viz. the ruling party; Since we have not adopted the English 
practice of the Speaker severing his connection with his political 
party upon election to the chair, this is all the more reason why the 
Speaker's discretionary power in India should be limited to the essen-
tial minimum. Discretionary power is an expression which has been 
much abused in our ... parliamentary institutions. Discretionary power, 
if it is to be reasonably exerCised, must be severely restricted. 

A student of comparative parliamentary procedure in the Com-
monwealth countries has in his book, "The Office of the Speaker", 
observed that India's Speaker possesses far wider powers than 
Speaker in any other Commonwealth country. 

With these introductory remarks, I shall proceed to state why the 
amendments suggested by me sh-ould be accepted. 

AMENDMENT 1 

If an analysis of the number of questions which External Affairs, 
Home Affairs, Finance, Defence and Prime Minister attracted during 
the last winter session and current budget session is made, it Will be 
seen that the above-mentioned Ministries are attracting a very large 
number of questions. If the five main Ministries are distributed over 
the five working days, there is possibility of larger number of ques-
tions relating to these Ministries coming up for oral answers. If 
the Prime Minister is persuaded to spend a lot more time in the Lok 
Sabha, the difficulty about "allied Ministries" can be overcome. The 
Prime Minister, if present, will be able to intervene in matters in-
volving more than one Ministry. Alternatively, in every session, 
two additional days should be reserved for Group A, which includes 
the important Ministries of External Affairs, Defence and the Prime 
Min~ster. 
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AMENDMENT 2 

It is argued that if this rule is not there, frivolous questions or 
questions· involving baseless allegations and mudslinging will have 
to be admitted. But a careful perusal of the conditions governing 
the admissibility of the questions will convince any reasonable per-
Bon that such frivolous or scurrilous questions have no chance of 
being admitted under the conditions laid down in the Rules of Pro-
cedure. The additional discretionary p.ower granted by Rule 43(1) 
is therefore totally unnecessary and also unreasonably restrictive 
of the members' rights to ask questions. Since the Chair has the 
inhe!"ent right to hold whether a particular question is in order or 
not, this additional veto is unnecessary. 

The contention of the Rules Committee, .1954 that the rules were 
more in the nature of a "guide" cannot be accepted. In fact it is a 
very dangerous principle. Where the Constitution or the Statute or 
the Rules of Procedure are clear, there should not be any.departure 
from those rules. In so far a.<:: the matter is not covered by the 
Rules, the presiding authority or the House can certainly derive 
guidan-::e from the rules. But where the rules are specific any de-
parture from them can only work against individual members and 
smaller groups. In this connection, I would like the remarks of 
Speaker Onslow to he brought to the notice of the Rules Commit-
tee:-

"Mr. Onslow, the ablest among the Speakers of the House of 
Commons, used to say, "It was a maxim he had often 
heard when he was a young man, from old and experien-
ced Members, that nothing tended. more to throw power 
into the hands of administration, and those who acted with 
the majority of the House of Commons, than a neglect of, 
or departure from, the rules of proceeding; that these 
forms, as instituted by our ancestors, operated as a check 
and control on the actions of the majority, and that they 
were, in many instances, a shelter and protection to the 
minority, against the attempts of power." So far the 
maxim is certainly true, and is, founded in good sense, 
that as it is always in the power of the majority, by t».eir 
numbers, to stop any improper measures proposed on the 
part of their opponents, the only weapons by which the 
minority can defend themselves against similar attempts 
from those in power are the forms and rules of proceeding 
which have been adopted as they were found necessary, 
from time to time,and have become the . law of the 



House, by a strict adhetEmce to which the weaker party 
~an only be protected from those irregularities and abuses 
which these forms were intended to che::k, and which the 
wantonness of power is but too often apt to suggest to 
large and successful majorities. 

And whether these forms be in all cases the most rational or 
not is really not of so great importance. It is much more 
material that there should be a rule to go by than vihat 
that rule is; that there may be a uniformity of proceeding 
in business not subject to the caprice of the Speaker or 
captiousness of the members. It is very material that 
order, decency, and regularity be preserved in a dignified 
publi:: body." 

(JEFFERSON'S MANUAL) ... 
The English practice in thi:; regard is very clear. At page 349 

of May's Parliamentary Practice it is stated: 

"The Speaker's responsibility in regard to questions is limited 
to their compliance with· the rules of the Home. Respon-
sibility in other respects rests with the Member who pro-
poses to ask the question.'~ 

Why then cannot the members of the Lok Sabha be trusted to 
aet with a sen~e of responsiJbility? T\1e present discretionary power 
is sometimes misused by the Secretariat to shut out inconvenient 
questions or extend protection to Ministers in potentially embar-
rassing situations. I shall only mention two concrete instances about 
which I had occasion to correspond with the Secretariat. 

On 17th November, 1965, the Minister for External Affairs made 
a declaration to the effect that it was the policy of the Government 
of India to extend sympathy and support to the free Pakhtoonistan 
movement and that if Khan Abdul Gaffar Khan were to come to India 
to sponsor this movement, he would be most welcome and that the 
Government would give him all the a:sistance that he might require. 
I asked a question as to the impact the Tashkent Agreement would 
have on this declaration and whether the policy embodied in this 
speech continues to represent tlie current policy of the Government. 
My question was disallowed witliout telling me in what way this 
que :tion failed to comply With tlie conditions laid dOWn in the Rules 
of Pror-edure. Similarly, my question regarding under what clause 
of the Constittitiori the Ptilne Minister claimed a "very special posi-
tion" for henrelf and the names of the coutrtries in whicli, according 
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to her, the Prime MiIri$ter enjoys such a privileged position, was 
repeatedly disallow~ in spite of my perseverence. Similarly. I feel 
that there shculd be no restriction on the number of unstarred ques-
tions a member may ask provided the que:tions comply with the 
conditions laid down in the Rul£s. 

AMENDMENT 3 

If a member is assured that he will be heard by the Secretariat 
before changing his questions from starred to unstarred, the tend-
eney to style all que:tions as started will be curbed. He will then 
use his own discretion in starring the question. At prrsent the 
power to change a question from starred to unstarred some times 
deprives the member of hiE right to ask 3 starred qUfsticns. 

AMENDMENT 4 

The English practice in regard to ministerial discreticn not to 
answer questions not reached during question hour is sometimrs 
quoted with approval, but the fact is that because of the exictence 
of the two party system, the Ministrrs are far more careful in ans-
wering questions there than they are in this country and so larger 
number of questions are clli'posed off there than in our Lck Sabha. 
Besides if the amendment suggested by me is more democratic why 
should we not-adopt it. Why should we be slaves of the Brit;sh 
practice where only ministerial prerogative~ are concerned? 

AMENDMENT 5 

According to the British usage, the Ministers may refuse to 
answer a question on any of the following grounds:-

(a) It is not in public interest to disclose the information asked 
for, 

(b) Labour involved in collecting ti1~ information is not com-
mensurate with the results achieved, and 

(c) Information is not available. 

(May, Page 351, XVV Edition) 

I do not wish to take away from the Ministers their right to re-
fuse ~ers to questions on the above grounds, but increasingly we 
are witnessing a very frustrating tactic adopted by the Ministers to 
return irrelevant answers or give perfunctory replies. What my 
amendment seeks t6 do is to ~ble the'Speaker to call the Ministers 
to order and make him give relevant answers. This will. not only 
take any of the essential rights of MinisterS but will only make them 
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more responsible and careful in answering questions. It will act aa 
.an effective check on their irresponsibility and superciliousness and 
make the ministers do their home-work properly. Incidentally it 
will also save the valuable time of the House which is taken by the 
members' raising points of order or seeking Speaker's protection and 
the Speaker's then repeating the question for the minister's ben~t. 
It is not proper to say that the member should find out his own 
remedy. This is a counsel of despair and will deliver a death blow 
to the members' faith in the efficacy of parliamentary procedures. 
This is a most essential amendment and will considerably improve 
the quality and level of the Question Hour exchang~ 

AMENDMENT 6 

The object in asking questions is certainly to elicit information 
,Y~ matters of pbblic importance. However, it is implicit that the 
--"ember asking questions is thereby seeking a change in the Gov-
ernment's policy on the subject or at leaBt a reconsideration of that 
poLey. The scope of Half-an-Hour Discussion arising out of ques-
tions is somewhat wider and in admitting notices the fact that it 
asks for re-consideration of policy should not be considered a dis-
qualification, if the alternative policy suggested is of a specific and 
limi ted character. 

AMENDMENT 7 

In order to distinguish the two types of adjournment motions sug-
gested in the amendment. two separate forms can be printed. The 
first form may be entitled "ordinary adjournment" and the second 
form "special adjournment" with the words "relating to failure of 
the Government" below in brackets. Rule 60 and also 63 shall not 
apply to ordinary adjournments. 

In case of ordinary adjournments the Speaker shall be required 
tl) decide only whether or not they are in order. Those found to 
be in order will be balloted. The motion which receives priority 
alone shall be taken up for discussion on Half-an-Hour adjourn.-
ment. The fears that this will create chaos are absolutely ground-
less. The notices which fail to receive priority may be allowed to 
be revived the next day. Let every member take his chance. If 
his name alone is balloted then he can be permitted to choose from 
among his notices held by the -Speaker in order. The notices held 
in order but not discussed may be revived the next day and if they 
receive top priority may be taken up next day. 
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I In the case of "special adjournments" which are in the nature of 
censure motions, the present procedure may be followed. In accord-
ance with the present practice in respect of these adjournments, the 
Speaker may be allowed to have additional power of a discretionary 
nature over and above his inherent power to hold whether a motion 
is in order Or out of order, that is to say whether it complies with 
the conditions laid down in the Rules relating to such adjournments. 

That frivolous motions will come up in the form of "special ad-
journment" is an unconvincing and specious argument because under 
my amendment the Speaker will continue to have discretionary 
power in respect of adjournments which are in the nature of censure 
motions. 

The distinction between the inherent right of the Speaker to hold 
v:hether a particular notice or motion is in . order and the power to 
give or withhold the consent is of great significance. Power to hold 
a particular notice in order is a very restricted power but is abso-
lutely necessary for the orderly conduct of business of any Assembly. 
My grievance against the existing rule is not that it gives the pre-
siding authority this absolutely essential power but that it also 
clothes him with absolute, discretionary power which cannot but re-
sult in the suppression of discussion of important issues in the House. 
The rules can provide that there will be no voting on ordinary ad-
journment but only on Special Adjournment which may be permit-
ted to be raised if 25 members rise in their seats to support it. 

The objection that the ruling party will try to shelve the adjourn-
ment motion (in the. nature of a censure motion) by making their 
members absent themselves from the House is most unconvincing. 
The efficacy of the parliamentary system assumes willingness of 
the ruling party to work it, to let the minority examine and criti-
cise Government policies. Since it has the majority's support in 
the House it can always defe~t a censure motion. The existence of 
the Government is not at stake. 

AMENDMENT 9 

I do not concede any residuary' power to the presiding authority 
to disallow a resolution or motion. This 'fantastic claim was put for-
ward by Mr. Mavlankar in 1954. It is not at all necessary for execut-, 
ing the office of the Speaker properly or for regulating 
the procedure 0'1. the House.' It is anti-democratic, and intro-
duces arbitrariness in parliament procedure. We 'should revert to 
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the pre-1954 practice or that laid down in my amendment which is 
far more democratic than present one. 

AMENDMENT 10 

The charge that the limited time will be monopolised by one 
member is baseless. He has already secured priority in the ballot; he 

, is only trying to exercise it. Others whose names have come out in 
the ballot shall not suffer. The next is bound to be taken up; )nly 
the first will be protected. 

Suspension of the rule does not solve the problem. As an instance 
I quote the incident relating to Mr. Bhagwat Jha Aazd's resolution 
on the Commonwealth which was taken up along with the resolution 
on ceasefire on the last day of the Monsoon session of the Lok Sabha 
without formally suspending the rules. But since the whole House 
concurred in this, it was taken as having the effect of suspension of 
the relevant rules but the fact remains that no formal motion was 
made for suspending the rules that day. However, when this part-

" heard resolution .... came up for discussion in the next session, strict 
adherence to rules was insisted upon despite the fact that a very 
special procedure had been adopted on the last occasion to enable the 
Commonwealth resolution to be taken up and' discussed. This ('on-
tradictory procedure and rulings by the Chair resulted in the :otifling 
of discussion on this important issue. 

AMENDMENT 11 

The considerations urged in respect of amendment 9 relating to 
resolutions are applicable even to this amendment relating to motions. 

AMENDMENT 12 

Acceptance o·f motions should not be dependent on the sweet will 
of the Government. The procedure in this regard should bp. regu-
larised. The motions held in order by the &peaker and recommended 
by the Sub-Committee should be balloted and at least the first two 
should be taken up for discussion in a short session and thre"e in the 
budget session. If the practice already conforms to the amendment 
suggested by me then there can be no harm in accepting the amend-
ment. The amendment only lays down the minimum and so the 
argument of flexibility does not apply. 

AMENDMENT 13 

The fears about confusion and chaos resulting from this amend-
ment are groundless. As I have poiAted. out there is a vital difference 
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I between holding a notice out of order and withholding permission or 

consent. 

What I am opposed to is the additional, subjective discretionary 
power claimed. No Calling Attention Notice will lapse. It can be 
revived the next day. All that will happen is that names will be 
balloted and the person whose name receives priority in the ballot 
may be allowed to choose from among his notices held in order by the 
Speaker. 

AMENDMENT 15 

Rule relating to notice will be necessary if the Speaker's power is. 
restricted to holding the Notice in order or out of order, that is, if 
the additional discretionary power of withholding consent is takeR 
away. The question of the priority of these notices shall every day 
be decided by way of ballot. (See Enclosure III). 

AMENDMENT 16 

There is nothing sacrosanct about the number 50. The attendance 
in the Assemblies all over the world is thin except on very special 
occasions and most Assemblies dispense with the provision of quorum. 
After all the motion is taken up only for the purpose of discu'lsion. 
A party enjoying legislative majority is always in a position to defeat 
the motion. It is absurd to maintain that the Government party in 
this country can kill that motion by raising the quorum issue. Raising 
the question of quorum will not solve the difficulty, because the 
question will come up again after the adjourned House reassembles. 

AMENDMENT 17 

This amendment is not verbal. It is necessary and besides does 
not harm anybody. 

AMENDMENT 18 

There is no need to seek the Speaker's prior permission to raise 
the issue and seek the leave of the HOl.!Se.The right to move resolu-
tions for the ~Ai!Dloval of the Speaker. and the Deputy Speaker is a 
right conferred, l;wtbe Constitution. Y QU cannot make the exercise 
of this right ~pendent ontheacquies~nce of 49 other members. 
Even if a single Rl,elD.ber $hould want to move such a resolution that 
right shGwd be conceded to him. !tWill act as a check on the pre-
siding authority and .will ensw:e not only tMt he or she is impartial 
but ;Wpears ¥J-.ae ,so even~ minority grpups in the House. Tohold 
that.members would want to move sudl~IIPJutions every day )8 ta-
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In fact that existence of such a right will make it unnecessary for the 
members to have recourse to it in actual practice. 

To move the motion Sub-Rule 201 (2) is not necessary. Just as 
Gther" motions entered in the list o'f business are taken up without 
prior leave being sought similarly resolutions for the removal can be 
taken up without first seeking the leave of the House. 

AMENDMENT 20 

This amendment is most important. Presiding authority in legis-
latures must always distinguish between two classes. of members' 
rights. The first class of rights are derived from the Constitution, 
such as the right to move resolutions for the removal'llf President, 
Speaker, Deputy Speaker, No-Confidence Motion and Privilege 
Motion. They all flow 'from the prOvisions of the Constitution. The 
presiding authority" should not deny these rights to members. The 
other class of rights, such as the right to ask questions or to move 
adjournment motions flow from the Rules of .ocedure and are deri-
vative rights, or rights of a secondary nature. An extensive list of 
the conditions in respect of these rights is understandable. But 
exercise of the rights which have their origin in the Constitution 
cannot and should not be restricted. The present procedure in res-
pect o'f privilege motions is not only against the English practice and 
usage on the subject but also against the spirit and letter of OUT COn
stitution. In raising a matter of privilege, there is no need to seek 
permission of the Speaker. The absolute discretionary power con-
ferred on the Speaker by the present Rules has made the ministers 
reckless in making statements. They show scant regard for the 
privilege of the House or its members. The HODse today does not 
even discuss the question whether leave should be granted to a 
member to raise the privilege question or not. It is the Speaker who 
decides it arbitrarily. What can prevent Parliament from evolving its 
own law of privilege? Since it has not chosen to do so so far, it is 
incumbent on us to follow the procedure of the House of Commons. 
Any departure from the House of Commons procedure which in-
volves the restriction of the members' right to raise privilege motions . 
is to my mind unconstitutional. The English practice that privilege 
motions which in the opinion of the Speaker have made out a prima-
facie case should receive priority but other motions too be put down 

" on 'the" order paper and taken up in" ordinary course of business, 
should, therefore, be adopted. 
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, Under the amended Rule the Speaker will not be bound to hold 
whether there was a pri:m,q,...facie case or not. He may of he may 
not. 

AMENDMENT 22 

If the Kerala Consultative Committee is not a Committee nomi-
nated by the Speaker than I agree that the amendment is out of 
order and the remedy is to amend the relevant statutory provisions 
on the subject. 

AMENDMENT 23 

Why should the Speaker chair these committees? What is the. 
principle involved? If it is held that it is derogatory to his honour 
and prestige then he should keep out of these committees altoge-
ther. l 

AMENDMENT 24 

If 14 days, time is found to be too short fc)r a mature considera-
tion of the changes su' "'ested then it may be extended to one month. 
The present amencime'~l'were submitted by me on 24th November 
and despite many reminders the first intimation. about the meeting 
of the Rules Committee I received was in the third week of April. 
such a delay is wholly unnecessary. 

AMENDMENT 25 

Rules of Procedure are considered very important in England. 
Special Select Committees on Procedure are appointed to examine 
amendment of the Rules and Standing Orders in the light of new 
conditions and new needs.' The report of this committee is always 
discussed in the House. It is, therefore, necessary to make discus-
sion of changes in the Rules mandatory. 

AMENDMENTS 26 & 27 

The procedure in regard to holding of certain words and expres-
sions unparliamentary needs to be regularised. In my letters to 
the Speaker on the subject the position in regard to amendment 
26 aIld 27 has been clearly outlined. I am appending these letters 
as justification for amendments 26 and 27. 

\ 

Encl: Three Enclosures. 

Sd.j MADHU LIMA YE, 
6th Mall, 1966. 

-Sd.j- KAPUR SINGH. 



8ardar Hukam Singh, 
Speaker, 
Lok 8abha, 
New Delhi. 
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ENCLOSURE I 

188, NOIlTH 4¥Dl11C, 
NEW DELHI. 

March 15, 1966. 

Re: Rule 374 regarding suspension of Members. 

Sir, 

I write this with a deep sense of sorrow over the happening in 
Lok Sabha last Friday. But for the kind intervention of Sardar 
Kapur Singh, Shri Nath Pai and Shri U. M. Trivedi and your own 
indulgence and good sense. I would have been thrown out for the 
remamder of the session. I have now a complete sense of insecurity 
and I wonder how Parliamentary democracy can survive if the 
ruling party, on the strength of its vast numerical majority, tries 
to browbeat solitary members of the opposition into submission. 

We are all members of India's representative assembly. I do not 
know about others but as far as I am concerned, I can say that my 
electors have not sent me to Parliament to exchange pleasantries 
with those sitting on the treasury benches. Simply because what I 
say is unpleasant or hurts, or because I am given to using forceful 
language and picturesque expressions, they do not have a right to 
terrorise me and also pressurise you into doing something which 
you are not inclined to do and which is also against the established 
procedure and rules. 

I do not question your right, Sir, to enforce the conditions listed 
in Rule 352. Nor do I challenge you right to prohibit a Member 
from making incriminatory or defamatory allegations. I also 
readily concede your right to expunge words or expressions ~hich, 
in your view, are unparliamentary from the proceedings of ~ 
House. Further, although our rules are silent on this point, on the 
basis of May's Parliamentary Practice, from which we often seek 
guida~ce, I ~ prepared to say that you have every right to ask a 
~~ber to withdraw unparliamentary expressions. But what I 
wanted to say when I rose on a point of order, and what I 'Want 
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I to say now with all the emph~ ~t IllY co~. is ~t the presid-
ing auth9rity should be allowed to exercise these rights in accord-
ance with the established procedures and rules and that the Speaker 
and the minority groups should not be subjected to mob rule as 
'You and I were subjected last Friday by the Congress Party. When 
will the Congress Members realise that the job of the presiding 
authority in Parliament is not to prevent use of strong language or 
biting sarcasm but only to maintain order in debate and prevent 
defamatory, indecent and unparliamentary expressions being used. 
by Members whilst speaking? 

Whenever such occasions arise may I suggest that it would be 
quite in order for the Presiding Authority (Speaker) to-

(a) insist that Members, objecting to certain expressions, 
should demand that words objected to be taken down; 

(b) allow the Member who is speaking to explain the meaning 
of the words; and 

(c) let the Speaker coolly and dispassionately, without being 
subjected to howling, to rule whether the expression ob-
jected to was, in his view, unparliamentary or indecent. 

I stress the need for clear and specific rulings because ours is a 
new parliamentary democracy and I wish that these rulings should 
be treated as precedents on which Members can rely in future cases. 
I have carefully gone into the procedures -described in May's 'Parlia-
mentary Practice' in this regard. 

At page 462 of the Seventeenth Edition of May's 'Parliamentary 
Practice', the following ancient usage is mentioned:-

"The Chief features of the ancient practice were:-

(1) the duty of the Chair to call a Member to order and 
require the withdrawal of oft'ensive wOl'ds, etc., coupled 
with the right of any Member to draw the attention of 
the Chair to breaches of order; 

(2) the power of the Chair to name ~ Member for the pur-
pose of referring his actions to the judgement of the 
House; aM 

(3) the right of a Member to move that offensive words be 
~n down with a view to appropriate action being 
taken." 



May further details the procedure about "words taken down.": 

. "When disorderly words are used by a Member in debate, 
notice should be immediately taken of the words objected 
to; and if a Member desires that the words be taken down, 
he must repeat the words to which he objects, and state 
them to the House exactly as he conceives them to have 
been spoken.... Failing the tender 01 explanation or 
apology, the consideration of the matter is appointed for 
the next sitting, and the Member incriminated is ordered 
to attend. Immediate complaint to the Chair is, how 
ever, the most effect~ve mode of dealing with offensive 
words ....... " 

"Where any disorderly or unparliamentary words are used. 
whether by a Member who is addressing the House or 
by a Member who is present during a debate, the Speaker 
intervenes and calls upon the offending Member to with-
draw th; words. If the Member does not explain the 
sense in which he used the words so as to remove the 
objection of their being disorderly, or retract the offensive 
expressions and make a sufficient apology for using them, 
the Speaker repeats the call for explanation, and informs-
the Member that if he does not immediately respond 
to it, it will become the duty of the Chair to take one or 
other of the steps which are about to be -described. If 
the Member still refuses the Speaker will then take fur-
ther action in pursuance of S.D. No. 23." 

Practice of repeated warnings, ordering him to withdraw etc. 
are described here. 

"S.D. No. 23: Mr. Speaker Or the Chairman shall order Mem-
bers whose conduct is grossly disorderly to withdraw 
immediately from the House during the remainder of 
that day's sitting; and the Serjeant-at-Anns shall act on 
such orders as he may receive 'from the chair in pursuance-
of th'isorder ...... " 

"S.D. No. 24: (1) Whenever a Member shall have been named 
by Mr. Speaker or by the Chairman, immediately after 
the commission of the offence of disregarding the autho-
rity of the chair, or of persistently and wilfully obstruct-
ing -the business of the House by abusing the ruies of the-



House, or otherwise, then, if the offence has been com-
mitted by such Member in the House, Mr~ Speaker shall. 
forthwith put the question, on a motion being made . .' .. " 

"(2) if any Member be suspended under this order, his sus-
pension on the first occasion shall continue until the fifth 
day, and on the second occasion until the twentieth day, 
on which the House shall sit after the day on which he 
was suspended, but on any subsequent occasion until the 
House shall resolve that the suspension of such Member 
do tenninate." 

"Occasions" have been held to refer to a single session, not 
the whole term of Hte Commons. 

I have given these long excerpts from May to bring out certain 
important points. The procedure with regard to the taking down of 
words ensures that nobody takes objections on the strength of one's 
impressions of what was spoken or on the basis of what the objector 
imagines has been spoken. The procedure of the House of Com-
mons gives the Member a right to explain the meaning of the ex-
pression he has used in both cases: in the case of his words being 
taken down and in the event of the Speaker holding that his words 
were objectionable. . 

The Standing Orders of the House of Commons do not allow the 
suspension of a Member for the rest of the Session on the first 
occasion. Such an absolute and dictatorial power is bound to be 
exercised in an arbitrary manner by a party which has a huge 
majority and especially where the opposition is not only weak but 
divided. A modification of the existing rule is, therefore, necessary. 
The adoption of the House of Common's standing order will not in 
anyway whittle down the authority of the Chair; it will only put 
some curb or check on the power of the majority to act in an arbi-
trary manner as WaE· heing dene last Friday. 

Now coming to the actual expression that I used on Friday last, 
I would like to submit most humbly that what I said in relation to 
the Prime Minister was neither indecent nO!!" unparliamentary. 

* * * • • 
I am prepated to submit myself to the opinion' of the Parliament. 

of the World's three mature democracies. 

*Omi:ted a~ the objectionable words had been expunged from the proceedil1gs of the H01Ue 
on the lIth March, 1966. • 
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May I kliOW Wftetlier the stateril~nt, "I was wondering whether 

this was a ~endlUlt Of. Jeflersoit and Linoob speaking or of the 
autocratic Kfng George III or of militarist Tojo" be considered 
objectionable in the American Senate or the House of Representa' 
tives? 

wili this remark, Sir, "Was it the off-spring of Chatham, Lloyd 
George and Churchill speaking or the off-spring of Mussolini and 
ltitler" , be considered unparliamentary in the House of Commons? 

Will this rhetorical que3tion, "Is this a child of French Revolution 
or Clemenseau speaking or a child of the Nazi Gaulieter of the 
occupied zones speaking?" force the President of the National 
Assembly of France to intervene and ask a Memb:cr to v/ithdraw 
these words? 

I say all this ~use I resent that there should even be a sugges-
tion that I have said anything indelicate or discourteous to a 
woman. You know me well enough to tteat such an imputation as 
anything but a·bsurd. 

All these years I have worked for the advancement of th:> caus~ 
of the oppressed and poor and also of women. Far be it from me to 
say anything derogatory to the honour of a woman and I would, 
therefore, like you to convey my feelings to Mrs. Indira Gandhi. I 
would also request you to hold consultations with the various opposi-
tion groups and the ruling party to amend the rule relating to discip-
linary action and adopt the relevant Standing Orders of the House 
of Commons which, without in any way taklng away the Speaker's 
diSCiplinary powers, put a check on anything being done in anger or 
in a huff. 

With regards, 

Sardar Hukam Singh, 
Speaker, 
Lok Sabha, 
NEW DELHI. 

Yours sincerely, 
Sd./- (Madhu Limaye) 



ENCLOOURE II 

MADHU LIMA YE 
MEMBER OF PARLIAMENT 

(LOK SABHA) 
The Speaker, 
Lok Sabha. 

168, North Avenue, 
New Delhi. 

Dated the 2~rd March, 1966. 

Re: Rule 381 relating to expunging o-f certain expressions. 

Sir, 
In continuation of my letter dated 15th March, 1966 regarding the 

existing rules about the expunction of certain words from the pro-
ceedings and the Speaker's orders to members to withdraw unparlia-
mentary expressions, I wish to draw your attention to the anomalous 
sitUation that has been cn!at-eci by the hasty decisions and rulings 
given by the Speaker under persistent pressure from the huge 
Congress majority in the House. In all the cases that I am going to 
cite, I would like to emphasise that the move to expunge the expres-
sions objected to was never initiated by the presiding authority on 
his own, but was always the result of the clamour raised by the 
ruling party. 

The first occasion that I remember is the incident of 8th April, 
1965 when in the course of my supplementary on a Calling Attention 
Motion regarding Mr. Phizo's activities, I used the Hindi expression 
"OJ,!·~ "'ifo" (impotent policy) to describe the Government's 
policy in relation to- the Chinese aggression, activities of Sheikh 
Abdullah in Algiers and Mr. Phizo's secessionist game. 

The External Affairs Minister objected to the use of this Hindi 
adjective (impotent policy) and you said that you agreed with him. 
However, in spite of the repeated demand by some -senior Co-ngress 
members, you refused to expunge the expression from the proceed-
ings on the ground that it was unparliamentary, indecent or undigni-
fied. The howling of the Congress party and the resulting confu-
sion, however, led to my quite unjustified suspension from the 
service of the House for a fortnight. 

The next occasion that I can recall is the use of the expression 
.** **.' which I used to describe those who were exploiting 
Gan,dhiji's name to make a living. In this case also, the Speaker 
did not on his own object to the expression or order its expunction 

--------------- ----
1 Om'tted as the objectionable wods had bee-n expunged frOlll the prOcc( d 'ngs of the 

House on the 4th an1 8th Ma ·ch, I9S6. 
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from the proceedings. It was the Commerce Minister Shri Manubhai 
Shah, who seems to be allergic to forceful language and picturesque 
expressions and also singularly devoid of a sense of humour, that 
objected to this. Unfortunately you upheld the objection and 
ordered these words expunged from the proceedings. However, on 
another occasion, Dr. Ram Manohar Lohia drew your attention to 
the fact that this expression was perfectly parliamentary and that 
in Christian literature, the expression "widows of Jesus Christ" is 
used very often and that it is not considered in any way indecent. 
Curiously enough the words "~'T lffil~ Ofi: ~cm:t" (widows of Jesus 
Christ) remained in the proceedings .... ·'. 

The third instance is the well-known one o'f the Hindi word··· .. • 
(skull) which Dr. Ram Manohar Lohia used not very long ago. On 
an objection being taken by the External'Affairs Minister, you ordered 
this word expunged. Here also the presiding authority did not feel 
impelled to act"'on his own but was subjected to pressure by the 
treasury benches and this decision was, so to say, extracted out of 
him. There was, however, a discussion on this subject subsequently 
and the word was allowed to remain in the proceedings of the House 
on this occasion. 

About the fourth occasion and the storm caused by the innocuous 
use of the ArabiC word .... ', I have already written to you at great 
length and do not wish to add anything more to my argument. I 
would only draw your attention to the anomalous position resulting 
from the same expression's beipg used on a subsequent oc~asion and 
its being allowed to remain in the official proceedings of Lok Sabba. 

Acharya Kriplani told me the other day that "trouble arises 
because you do not speak in English". He said that he had that very 
afternoon in the course of his Budget speech used the expression 
"beneath the skull of the Minister there is small quantity of grey 
matter, but nothing happened. Probably the Minister to whom it 
referred did not understand its meaning". 

The lesson of all this is very clear. Because of the huge majority 
that the Congress party enjoys in the House it has begun to think 
that it can diCtate and impose its own ideas of proW'iety and im-
propriety, decency and indecency on the whole House. Another 
thing to which I wish to draw your attention is the fact that this is 

1 ibid. 

2 Omitted as the objectionable word had been expunged from the prcceed-
ings of the House on the 4th March, 1966. 

3 Omitted as the objectionable word had been expunged from the proceed-
ings of the House on the 11th Marcl1, 1966. 
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happening almost always in the case of those who use an Indian mass 
~age, Hindi. Since English is not native to this soil and most 
people's knowledge of it is necessarily very superficial, neither the 
Speaker nor his hearers understand the nuances, th~ fine shades of 
meaning, emotional overtones and associations of English words and 
expressions. However, Hindi being a native tongue, use of forceful 
expressions, picturesque phrases and perfectly legitimate and 
parliamentary sarcasm, hurts and hurts deeply, as probably it is 
meant to, the ruling party. These Hindi expressions therefore pro-
voke stormy protests from the Congress Party. Any body who is 
familiar with the usages of the House of Commons will understand 
that the Members of Parliament there are far more hard-hitting in 
their speeches than anyone of us in this House. The Congress Party, 
which has a two-thirds majority in this House, should not be so 
thin-skinned and touchy about criticism from the opposite side. They 
must show far greater spirit of tolerance' than they are today dis-
playing. Some changes in the procedure also are called for so that 
the Chair is not forced to do anything under pressure and without 
applying its mind to all the aspects of the question relating to 
objectionable words and expressions. A certain time-lag between 
the time of objection and a decision on that objection and, further, 
a provision that the user of the alleged objectionable expression 
should be heard first before deciding the matter are, therefore, 
absolutely necessary. 

I hope you will give this matter the serious attention it 
deserves. 

Madhu Limaye, M.P. 

The Speaker, 
·Lok Sabha, 
New Delhi. 
Sir, 

ENCL0SURE III 

Yours sincerely, 
Sd/ - MADHU LIMA YE 

168, North Avenue, 
New Delhi. 

Dated 5-5-1966 

Since you do not permit us to urge reconsideration of . your 
decision to disaUow OUr Calling Attention Notices on the floor of 
.the House, I request you to do so by way of a letter. 
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Rule 197 relating to this subject speaks of matters of urgent 
public importance but I have a grievance that the so-called discre-
tionary power is being used to shut out important issues of utmost 
urgency from the House. 

After all man is a rational being and in 90 cases out of 100 there 
can be no difference of opinion among reasonable men about the 
simple issue or urgency and public importance of a particular 
notice. 

For instance last week you have disallowed the following notices 
about whose urgency and importance there can be .no doubt 
whatsoever: 

,(1) Resumption of diplomatic ties between the rebel white 
minority Rhodesian Govt. and U.K. and the impact of 
this on Indian and Afro-Asian policy. 

(2) Allegation in the well-informed New York Times that 
in some countries 75 per ~ent of the American diplo-
matic personnel are under cover agents of the C.I.A. 
and the impact of this on India's security. 

(3) Spying by C.I.A. agents on India's atomic energy pro-
gramme. 

(4) Death of 12 persons in mine explosions after the with-
drawal of Pak forces in Fazilka Khem Karan sector. 

(5) Kidnapping by the Mizo rebels of an S.D.O. and his deten-
tion in Pakistani territory. 

(6) Expiration of the permit of M. Scott, discovery of a plastic 
bomb in Dimapur waiting Room and increase in Naga 
hostile activity. 

(7) Talks of P.M. with Bhutan Maharaja and the latter's 
demand that India sponsor Bhutan's U.N. membership. 

(8) Starvation death in Nasik Distt. of Maharashtra certified 
by a Govt. village official i.e., Police Patel. 

(9) Outcome of Asoka Mehta's mission to U.S.A. regarding 
resumption of aid suspended (but already pledged) and 
new aid for the Fourth Plan. 

Now what reasonable person can say that these issues should not 
'be raised iIi the House? (Probably it can be said that No. 9 is a 
bit premature). Since Short Notice Questions depend on the sweet 
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j will of the Minister and since Starred Questions submitted imme-
diately after the issuance of the summons a~one can receive priority 
there is no other method of raising these issues except by way of a 
calling attention notice. 

During the last year and half I have observed that you are very 
liberal in admitting notices on ordin~ry Railway accidents. Why 
can we not establish the convention of the Railway Minister's mak-
ing a statement on these accidents on his own? And if these acci-
dents are matters of urgent public importance how can it be main-
tained that the ones listed by me above are not? 

If the preSiding authorities do not use these discretionary powers 
reasonably and shut out discussion of important issues the people 
'are bound to lose 'faith in Parliamentary institutions. 

I pray therefore that you kindly reconsider all the above notices 
and generally adopt a liberal attitude in admitting them in future. 

Yours sincerely, 
Sd/- MADHU LIMA YE. 
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New DeLhi, Friday, the 2nd September, 1966 

The Committee met from 15.00 to 15.25 hours. 

PRESENT 

Sardar Hukam Singh-Chairman 

MEMBERS 

2. Shrimati Renu Chakravartty (Attended later). 
3. Shri Ananda Nambiar 
4. Shri J aganath Rao 
5. Shri Era Sezhiyan 
6. Pandit K. c;. Sharma 

SECRETARIAT 

Shri S. L. Shakdher-Secretary. 
Shri M. C. Chawla-Deputy Secretary. 

2. The Committee resumed consideration of the draft amend-
ments to the Rules of Procedure and Conduct of Business in Lok 
Sabha (5th Ed.) "given notice of by Shri Madhu Limaye, M.P. The 
Committee considered draft amendments to rules 60, 174, 182, 187. 
190, 197, 198, 200, 201, 211, 222, 225, 256. 330, 331, 373 and 374, as set 
forth in Appendix n*of Report. 

3. Rule 60 (Serial No.8 of Appendix II of Report) .-The Com-
mittee noted that the Standing Orders of the Central Legislative 
Assembly with a membership of 140 members only provided the 
num"ber of supporters to be 25 for leave being granted for an ad-
journment motion. This number was increased to 50 in 1952 when 
the Lok Sabha came into being with a membership of about 500 
on the consideration that the supporters should at least be equal 
to the quorum of the House so that they might, by themselves, be 
able to form the House. The Committee felt that the existing 
provision was a wholesome one from the practical point of view. 
First, it acted as a restriction on frivolous motions coming up for 
discussion before the House: Secondly. any discussion on a motion 

*See items g to 27 in Appendix II of Report. 

52 
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taken up by interrupting the normal business, but which did not 
have the support of even one-tenth of the membership of the House, 
would be unreal and would mean waste of time of the House. The 
Committee did not accept the amendment. 

As regards amendment to rule 60(1), the Committee noted that 
it was incidental and consequential to the amendments proposed 
by the member to rule 56 which the Committee had not accepted 
earlier. 

4. Rule 174 (Serial No.9 of Appendix II of Rep<rrt).-The Com-
mittee observed that the same reasons applied to this amendment 
as were applicable to a similar amendment proposed by the mem-
ber to rule 43 (1) (Vide Minutes, dt. 10-8-1966, para 3). 

5. Rule 182 (Serial No. 10 of Appe1lIiix II of Report) .-The Com-
mittee noted that there was no provision in the Rules of Procedure 
under which any resolution, except a part discussed one, might 
find a place in the List of Business without securing a place in the 
ballot. The rules regarding ballot had been so guarded that anyone 
member might not monopolise the limited time allotted for private 
members' resolutions. The Committee felt that if, in the opinion 
of the House, there were reasons to warrant adjournment of debate 
to a fixed date and thereafter for resumption of debate without 
ballot, the House being !lupreme, could do so by suspending the rule 
in appropriate cases. The Committee. therefore, did not accept the 
proposed amendment. 

6. Rule 187 (Serial No. 11 of Appendix II of Report) .-The Com-
mittee observed that the same reasons applied to this amendment 
as were- applicable to a similar amendment proposed by the mem-
ber to rule 43 (1) (Vide Minutes, dt. 10-8-1966, para 3). 

7. Rule 190 (Serial No. ,12 of Appendix II of Repart) .-The Com-
mittee noted that in actual practice a larger number of 'No-Day-yet-
Named Motions' ,was already being brought forward during each 
session. The Committee, therefore, did not accept the amendment 
proposed by the member. 

8. Rule 197 (1) (Serial No. 13 of Appendix II of Report) .-The 
Committee observed that permission of the Speaker could not be 
~one away with. If matters could be raised by mere intimation 
to the Speaker, no orderly business could be transacted in the House. 
The Committee did not agree to the proposed amendment. 

9. Rule 197 (3) & (4) (Serial Nos. 14 and 15 of Appendix II of 
Report) .-The Committee decided to accept the suggestions con-
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tained in the amendments proposed by the member and desired 
suitable draft amendments to be placed before them. 

10. Rule 198 (2) (Serial No. 16 of Appendix II of Report) .-The 
Committee observed that the same reasons applied to this amend-
ment as were applicable to 'a similar amendment proposed by the 
member to rule 60(2). (See para 3 above). 

11. Rule 200(2) (Serial No. 17 of Appendix II of Report).-The 
Committee felt that the amendment proposed by the member to 
this rule did not make any improvement of substance and was also 
unnecessary from the point of view of drafting. 

12. Rule 201 (Serial No. 18 of Appendix II of Report) .-The Com-
mittee noted that if sub-rule (2) of rule 201 was deleted, as sug-
gested by the member, the concerned member could not even move 
the motion. Furthet", t1\at sub-rule forbade any speech by the mem-
ber while moving for leave to move the resolution for removal of 
the Speaker or the Deputy Speaker. If a speech was allowed at that 
stage, then the member seeking leave of the House would make 
all sorts of allegations against the Chair and lJ.ater if the leave to 
move the resolution was not granted, all those allegations would go 
unanswered. The Committee further noted that rule 203 already 
permitted speeches including that by the mover after leave was 
granted. The Committee, therefore, felt that the deletion of sub-
rule (2), as proposed by the member, would not be in the interests 
of maintaining the dignity of the Chair and decorum in the House. 

As regards the amendment to sub-rule (3), the Comaittee ob-
served that the same reasons applied to it as were applicable to the 
amendment proposed by the member to rule 60 (2) (See para 3 
above). 

Shri Madhu Limaye had argued that the right to mOve a resolu-
tion for the removal of the Speaker or the Deputy Speaker was a 
right conferred by the Constitution and could not be made subject 
to the restriction that forty-nine other Members should support him. 
The Committee noted that Articles 94 and 96 (1) of the Constitution 
prescribed only that a fourteen days' notice of a resolution for the 
removal of Speaker/Deputy Speaker was necessary and that the 
Speaker or the Deputy Speaker should not preside while a resolu-
tion for his removal from office was under consideration. It did not 
confer any unrestricted or absolute right on a Member to move a 
resolution for the removal of the Speaker or the Deputy Speaker. 
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Under Article 118(1) of the Constitution, the House could make 
rules for regulating, subject to the provisions of the Constitution, 
its procedure an~ the conduct of its business. The existing rule 201 
did not come into conflict with any provision of the Constitution. 

The Committee also noted that the Allahabad High Court had, in 
the case of Dr. A. J. Faridi v. Shri R. V. Dhu.lekar, Chairman, U.P. 
Legislative Council, and others (ALR. 1963 All. 75), held that the 
conditions prescribed in Art. 94 (Art. 183 in the case of State Legis-
lative Councils) were not the only conditions which might govern 
a resolution for the removal of Speaker or Deputy Speaker from his 
office, but only two essential conditions in addition to anv others 
subject to which,· according to the Rules of Procedure of th; House, 
a resolution might be given notice of or moved. Rules of Procedure 
of the House providing for leave of the House to be obtained before 
such a resolution could be moved and prescribing the Irummum 
number of members on whose rising in their places leave would be 
deemed to have been granted by the House were constitutionally 
valid. 

13. Rule 211 (Serial No. 19 of Appendix II of Report) .-The Com-
mittee observed that the same reasons applied to this amendIl1ent 
as were applicable to a similar amendment proposed by the member 
to rule 43 (1) (Vide Minutes, dt. 10-8-1966, para 3). 

14. Rule 222 (Serial No. 20 of Appendix) .-The Committee noted 
that the requirement in rule 222 of obtaining the prior consent of 
the Speaker for raising a question of privilege in the House had been 
made obligatory so that the time of the House was not wasted by 
raising a point which prima facie was not admissible. The Com-
mittee also noted that the practice embodied in rule 222, which was 
first framed in 1950, was much older and dated back to the time of 
the Central Legislative Assembly. The Committee observed that 
while giving his consent, the Speaker did not decide whether there 
was a prima facie case of breach of privilege. He only determined 
whether the matter was fit for being placed before the House, i.e., 
the matter was not one which was patently absurd or something 
that was on the face of it hardly worth bringing before the House 
in, which case he withheld his consent. The Committee were, 
therefore, of the view that the prior consent of the Speaker was the 
normal discretionary power of the Speaker which was aimed at 
orderly conduct of business in the House. The Committee, therefore, 
did not agree to the amendment proposed by the member. 



56 

15. Rule 225 (Serial No. 21 at Appendix Ii at Report) .-The Com-
mittee observed that the amendments proposed by the member to 
this ruie BOUght to do away with the existing requirements of asking 
for leave of the House to raise a question of privilege and also these 
would have the effect of taking away the inherent power or discre-
tion of the House to decide the admissibility of a question of priyi-
lege. Every question of privilege which was· included in the 
List of Business would be raised in the House and adjudged by the 
House on merits without a preliminary discussion by the House whe-
ther the matter was fit to be raised in the House and worthy of 
occupying the time of the House. These amendments would 
amount to giving a licence to any member to raise any matter in 
the House under the garb of privilege, howsoevet frivolous it might 
turn out to be and also be damaging to the reputation of the. indi-
viduals against whom aUegations were made on the floor of the 
House which might be totally unjustified and groundless. These 
amendments, while taking away the power or discretion of the 
Speaker to decide "whether or not a certain matter was fit to be 
brought ~fore the House as a question of' privilege, would impose 
a duty on the Speaker to decide whether or not there was a prima 
facie breach of privilege for the purpose of according priority to the 
matter over the prearranged programme of business for a day. The 
Committee, therefore, did not accept the amendments proposed by 
the member. 

16. Ru.le 256 (Serial No. 22 of Appendix II of ~eport) .-The Com-
mittee noted that Consultative Committees were constituted under 
the provisions of the relevant State Delegation of Powers Act in 
respect of States where President's rule under Article 356 of the 
Constitution was imposed. Such Committees were different from 
Parliamentary Committees on which all shades of views in the House 
found representation in proportion to the respective strengths of 
each Party/Group in Lok Sabha. These Consultative Committees did 
not work under the direction of the Speaker nor did they present 
their reports to the House or to the Speaker. Under the respective 
State Delegation 01 Powers Acts, the Speaker was required to nomi-
nate members of Lok Sabha on such Committees strictly in accord-
ance with the statutory provisions contained therein. The Com-
mittee felt that whenever such Delegation of Powers Bills came 
before the House, it was open to members to move amendments for 
making provision for the nomination of members to the Consultative 
Committees on States under President's rule on'the basis of strengths 
of the various parties in the .' concerned State Legislatures. The 
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Committee, therefore, did not agree with the amendment proposed 
by the member. 

17. Rule 330 (Serial No. 23 of Appendix II of Report) .-The 
Committee noted that while nominating members to the Rules Com-
mittee as also to other Parliamentary Committees, the Speaker al-
ways consulted the Leaders of Parties/Groups in the House with a 
view to give representation to the various shades of opinion in the 
House on those Committees. 

As regards the other amendment that 'the Speaker shall be an 
ex officio member of the (Rules) Committee but shall not be its 
Chairman', the Committee observed that the Speaker who presided 
over the sittings of the House, should also, in the fitness of things, 
naturally preside over the sittings of a Committee of which he "-
was a member. Even in the case of the Deputy Speaker who 
presided over the sittings of the House in absence of the 
Speaker, it was expressly provided in rule 258 that if the 
Deputy Speaker was a member of any Committee, he 
should be appointed the Chairman of that Committee. On the same 
principle, where the Speaker was a member of a Committee, he 
should be the Chairman of that Committee. The Committee, there-
fore, did not agree to make any change in the existing rule. 

18. Rule 331 (Serial Nos. 24 & 25 of Appendix II of Report).
The Committee observed that at present suggestions for amendments 
to the Rules of Procedure were received not only from the members 
of the House through formal notices, but also emanated in the House 
during the course of discussions on points of order, rulings, observa-
tions and decisions made from the Chair on procedural matters. 
Sometimes, the Rules Committee also proposed new amendments 
during the course of their deliberations on the proposals placed before 
them. The effect of the amendment proposed by the member would 
be to restrict the sources of such suggestions for the amendment of 
the Rules of Procedure, without leading to any substantial advant-
age. Even at present, as the provisiOns stood, it was open to any 
member to give notice of amendment~ to the Rules of Procedure 
and they were considered by the Rules Committee. The minutes of 
th~ Committee, containing their decisions on the proposals consider-
ed by them, were laid on the Table of the House. The amendments 
approved by the Rules Committee were also incorporated in their 
Report which was laid on the Table of the House. As regards the 
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time limit of 14 days suggested by the member for consideration of 
proposals for amendments to the Rules of Procedure and their report-
ing to the House by the Rules Committee, the Committee felt that it 
was impracticable as the implication underlying each amendment 
had to be thoroughly examined and some proposals might require 
longer time for examination. 

The Committee observed that the Procedure envisaged by the 
member in his amendment proposing a new 'sub-rule (6) was a~ready 
being followed under the existing sub-rule (2) of rule 331 and the 
reports of the Rules Committee were discussed in the House. 

The Committee, therefore, did not accept the proposed amend-
ments. 

19. Rule 373 (SeTial No. 26 of Appendix II of Report) .-The Com-
mittee felt that the procedure suggested by the member in his amend-
ment, if incorporated in the Rules of Procedure, would have to be 
applied to every case of unparliamentary expression and therefore 
might lead to arguments and counter arguments from members. In 
that event a discussion would follow and the members might bring 
in many more things which might make matters worse. It was only 
when the Speaker was not clear about the meaning of an expression 
taken objection to that he might call for the explanation from the 
member who had used it. But where the implications and meaning 
of an expression and the context in which it had been used were 
clear, it would be declared unparliamentary and the member straight-
way be asked to withdraw it. The Committee, therefore, felt that 
instead of making a provision in the Rules of Procedure, it might be 
left to the discretion of the Chair to call for the explanation from 
the concerned member about the meaning of an expression taken 
objection to, where the Chair had any doubt about the sense in 
which the expression had been used. The Committee, therefore, did 
not accept the proposed amendment. 

20. Rule 374 (Serial No. 27 of Appendix II of Report) .-The 
Committee noted that the member, in his amendment, wanted that 
the motion for suspension of a member should be moved by the 
Leader of the House. In actual practice it might not always be 
possible to do so as the Leader of the House might not be present 
when the Speaker named a member. The Committee, therefore, felt 
that the existing practice whereunder, whenever a member was 



59 

named by the Speaker, a member or a Minister could move a motion 
that the member so named by the Speaker be suspended from the ser-
vice of the House for a particular period which should not exceed the 
remainder of the session, should continue. 

As regards the second suggestion of the member that the mem-
ber being suspended should be allowed by the Speaker to make a 
brief statement before the question was put to vote, the Committee 
-were of the opinion that that would create practical difficulties. The 
Committee observed that the naming of a member invariably follow-
ed a member insisting on having his say in spite of the Chair not 
allowing him to do so or on the member persisting in making objec-
tionable remarks. If the member was given a chance to have his 
say before the motion for suspension was put to vote, he would 
merely try to justify his behaviour or make some remarks which 
he was not earlier allowed to do. Moreover, the statement of the 
member, if permitted, might lead to arguments, explanations, or sub-
missions by other members and ultimately lead to a prolonged dis-
-eussion in the House. The Committee, therefore, did not agree to 
~he suggestion of, the member. 

As regards the graduated period of suspension, as suggested by 
the member in his amendment, i.e. suspension for a period of 5 days 
on the first occasion in a session, 20 days on the second occasion and 
till the remainder of the session on any subsequent occasion, the 
Committee felt that the punishment could depend only on the cir-
cumstances of the case and the gravity of the offence committed. 
If a more serious offence was committed, merely because it was the 
first, it should be five days, would not be proper. The Committee 
observed that the member presumed that all cases would be of the 
same nature and, therefore, the first suspension should be for five 
_days. The elasticity would be lost if the periods of suspension in-
creasing with each successive offence were rigidly laid down in the 
Rules of Procedure as suggested by the member. . In that case, the 
period of suspension would be related merely to the succession of 
the offence rather than to the gravity of it and the circumstances of 
each case which were material considerations in determining the 
period of suspension in a case. The Committee also noted that this 
matter had been discussed at length by the Rules Committee at their 
sitting held on the 28th November, 1955, and they had considered the 
presen..t provisions as more suitable. (Vide Rules Committee 
Minutes, dated 28-11-1955, para 20). 

The Committee, therefore, did not agree to the proposed amend-
ment. 

The Committee then adjourned. 
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VII 
New Delhi, Wednesday, the .9th November, 1966. 

The Committee met from 15.30 to 16.00 hours. 
PRESENT 

Sardar Hukam Singh-Chainnan. 
M:EM:BzRs 

2. Shri A. E. T. Barrow. 
3. Shri Laxmi Narain Bhanja Deo 
~. Shri Ananda N ambiar 
5. Shri Jaganath Rao 
6. Shri Era Sezhiyan 
7. Pandit K. C. Sharma 

SECRETARIAT 

Shri S. L. Shakdher-Secretary. 
Shri M. C..; Chawla-Deputy Secretary. 

(2. The Committee took up consideration of the draft amend-· 
ments to the Rules of Procedure as set forth in Annexure-I. 

3. Rule 46 (SeriaL No.1 of Annexure-I).-The existing rule pro-
vided that a question not reached for oral answer might be answer-
ed after the end of the Question Hour with the permission of the 
Speaker, if the Minister represented to the Speaker that the question 
was one of special public interest to which he desired to give a 
reply. As decided by the Committee at their sitting held on 10th 
August, 1966 (vide para 5 of the Minutes, dated the 10th August, 
196'6), the Committee felt that an important question, not reached 
for oral answer during the Question Hour, might also be permitted 
by the Speaker to be answered at the end of business for th~ day, 
if he was satisfied that the question was one of special interest to-
which an oral answer should be given. Such a question should, 
however, be asked on a day on which there was no short notice 
question or a calling attention notice put down. The Committee 
approved the addition of the second proviso to that effect to rule .~J 

4. Rules 55 and 194 (Serial Nos. 2 and 3 of Annexure-I) .-As dis-
cussed by the Committee earlier (vide para 10 of the Minutes, dated 
the 18th August, 1966), the Committee decided that 'half-an-hour' 
discussions arising out of replies to questions under rule 55 might be 
allowed on three sittings in a week and a provision should be made 
in the rules to provide for discussions twice a week on matters of 
urgent public importance nut exceeding one hour at the end of the 
sitting of the House. This would afford members greater opportunI-
ties of discussion on matters of general interest. The Committee-
agreed to the proposed amendments to rules 55 and 194 accordingly. 
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5. R1.I.le 197 ·(Serial No.4 of Annexu.re-I) .-As co~dered by the 
C~mmittee at their sitting held on the 2nd September, 1966 (vide 
para 9 of the Minutes, dated the 2nd September, 1966), under the 
existing rule, only one calling attention matter could be raised at 
th.e same sitting. Thus. there was no point in the same member 
giving more than one notice for calling attention on different mat-
ters at the same sitting. The member giving notices must decide 
as to which of the matters he sought to raise he considered as more 
important than the others. The Committee also noted that in actual 
practice, on some days, two such matters were taken up in the 
House-one a~ter the Question Hour and the other at the end of the 
business for the day. The Committee, therefore, felt that the exist-
ing practice of two such matters being raised at the same sitting 
might be incorporated in the rules and that each member should 
have a right to give not m:>re than two such notices for the same 
sitting. 

As agreed to by the Committee earlier (ibid), the Committee 
felt that it would be sufficient if upto five names of members giving 
notice for calling attention on the same matter, in order of priority 
of receipt of n:>tices, were entered in the list of business and only 
those members might ask a question each for clarification of any 
point contained in the statement made by the Minister in response 
to the notice. For this purpose, where a notice was signed by more 
than one member, it shDuld be deemed to have been given by the 
first signatory and where two or more notices were received at the 
same time a ballot should be held to determine their priority 
inter se. 

The Committee decided that the members who had raised the 
first calling attention matter should not raise the second matter at 
the same sitting. 

The Committee also decided that all notices which were not 
taken up on the day for which they-had been given should lapse and 
~hould not be kept pending at the end of the day. The Committee 
considered that in case the matter was of a continuing nature and a 
member felt on a subsequent day that the matter was important 
and a statement was required, he should repeat the notice on a 
subsequent day or days. 

The Committee accepted the proposed amendments to sub-rules 
(1), (2), (3) and (5) of rule 197 with the proposed proviso to sub-
Tl,ll"e (3~ [Item 4(4) in Annexure-I] modified ¥ follows:-

"Provided that the second matter shall not be raised by thf' 
same members who have raised the first matter and 
shall be raised at the end of the business for the day." 
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6. Rule 342 (Serial No.5 ,oj Annexure-I) .-The Committee noted-
that, since Independence, the Reports of the Financial Committees 
had not been discussed in Lok Sabha. They also noted the practice 
followed in India in the earlier years in respect of the Reports of 
the Public Accounts Committee and aho the practice obtaining in 
U.K. in this connection [See Annexures II and III]. 

On the 22nd August, 1966, Lok Sabha had, however, discussed 
the 55th Report of the Public Accounts Committee (1966-67) on the-
following motion moved by a member:-

"That the Fifty-fifth Report of the Public Accounts Committee 
on the statement made on the 18th May, 1966, in the 
House by the Minister of Food, Agriculture, Commun-
ity Development and Co-operation relating to para 4.128: 
of the 50th Report of the said Committee, presented to 
the House on the 5th August, 1956, be taken into 
consideration." [L.S. Deb., 22-8-1966, c. 6090]. 

A discussion on that Report was allowed by the Speaker, as the 
Report dealt with... a specific issue on which there was disagreement 
between Government and the Committee. 

Some members tabled substitute motions to the above motion 
and with regard to them the Speaker observed: 

"The most important thing that I have to bring to the notice 
of the House is that the PAC is a House in miniature. 
Its decisions should be respected and its dignity enhanc-
ed. There all parties work together in team-spirit and 
no note of dissent is appended nor allowed. They v.ork 
in the interest of the nation and of the House on behalf 
of the House. 

Now, certain substitute motions have been tabled from both 
sides. If these motions and amendments are allowed, 
there would be great divergence of opinion and the Re-
port of the Committee would be criticised; either they 
would be complimenting the Committee or criticising it, 
which would not be desirable for the future smooth 
functioning of the PAC." [L.S. Deb., 22-8-1966, ce. 6077-
78]. 

During the course of dis::ussion, the consensus of opinion in the 
House was that there should be no substantive or substitute motion 
on the Report of a Financial Committee as this would mean -·loting 
on it and would thus hamper the working of the Committee. It was 
also felt that a Division on the unanimous Report of the Committee, 
which consisted of members of the various parties, would put the 
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'whether there should be loyalty to the Committee or to the re!'pec-
tive parties. Ultimately, the substitute motions were not put to vote, 
consequent on the House adopting the following motions: 

"(i) 'That Rule 342 of the Rules of Procedure and Conduct of 
Business in Lok Sabha in its application to the substi-
tute motions moved today, be suspended.' 

(ii) 'That no substitute motion moved today, be put to the 
vote of the House.''' (L.S. Deb., 22-8-1966, cc. 6235-36). 

During the course of discussion in the House, a suggestion ,,'as. 
made that the question of allowing substantive motions on the 
recommendations of the Financial Committees be referred to the 
Rules Committee and that a Rule be made to the effect that when-
ever a motion for the consideratIon of a Report of a Financial Com-
mittee was brought before the House, no substantive motion should 
be permitted thereon. . 

The Committee approved the proposed proviso to rule 342 to' 
give effect to the aforesaid decision of the House with the addition 
of the following explanation thereto: 

"Explananion.-A motion for consider:ation of the report of 
any of the Committees specified in this proviso shall not 
be admissible unless the report or part of the report 
deals with a specific· matter on which there has been 
disagreement between the Committee and the Govern-
ment." 

7. Rule 387B (Seria.l No.6 of AnnextLTe-I).-The Committee felt 
that there should be a specific provision in the rules of the House 
for regulating the business pertaining to a State, the powers of 
~hose Legislature were, by virtue of a Proclamation issued by the 
President under article 350 of the Constitution, exercisable by or 
under the authorit)" of Parliament. The Committee agreed to the 
proposed new rule 387B for making a provision to that effect. 

G The Committee then considered the categories of questions 
wlifch should normally be put down in the List of Questions for 
written answers. The Committee approved that, apart from the 
existing practice of including in the List of Questions for written 
answers all those starred questions which were in excess of 30 for 
anyone day and also which were in the names of membel'6 who 
had more than three questions in a day's list, the follOWing types of 
questi6ns, even though given notice of as starred questions, should 
be included in the List of Questions for written answers:-

(i) Questions asking for information of statistical nature~ 
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iii) Questions going inoo details where it is obvious that the 
reply will be long, e.g., resolutions of a coriference or 
recommendations of an expert committee and action 
taken thereon etc.; 

(iii) Questions which raise only matters of local interest, e.g., 
the opening of a level-crossing, flag station or public 
call offices; 

(J\') Questions relating to representation in the Services of 
communities protected under the Constitution such as 
Scheduled Castes and Scheduled Tribes in which no 
question of policy is involved for elucidation on the floor 
of the House; 

(v) Questions relating to administrative details, e.g., the 
strength of staff in a Government Office/Department etc.; 

(vi) Questions on which prima facie there could be no scope for 
supplementaries, such as when the matters are under cor-
respondence or diplomatic negotiations or sub judice; 

~ 

(vii) Questions asking for statements to be laid on the Table; 
and 

(viii) Questions of interest only to a limited section of people, 
e.g., provision of creches in mines or rest houses for ticket 
examiners on railways etc. 

The Committee noted that the above list was not exhaustive and 
the Speaker could in his discretion admit a question for written 
answer for any other reason. 

9. The Committee then took up consideration of the draft amend-
ments to the Rules of Procedure and Conduct of Business in Lok 
Sabha (5th Ed.) given notice of by Shri Madhu Limaye, M.P., and 9 
other members. The Committee decided to accede to Shri Madhu 
Limaye's request for permiSSion to appear before the Committee to 
make further oral submissions on those amendments. 

10. The Committee authorised the Chairman to lay their recom-
mendations regarding the amendments approved by them on the Table 
of the HouSe in the form of a report. 

The Committee also authorised Shri S. V. Krishnamoorthy Rao, 
and, in his absence, Shri Era Sezhiyan, to lay the Report on the Table 
()f the House. 

11. The Committee then adjourned to meet again on Wednesday, 
the 16th November, 1966 at 15' 30 hours to hear Shri Maclliu Limaye. 
M.P. 



ANNEXURE I 

(See para 2 of the Minutes of Rules Committee. dated. the 9th 
November, 1966). 

Amendments to the Rules of Procedure a.nd Conduct of Business in 
Lok Sabha (Fifth Edition). 

RULE 46 

1. After the proviso, the following further proviso Ehall be added, 
namely:-

"Provided further that on a day on which no short notice ques-
tion is answered or no statement' under rule 197 is made 
by a Minister, a question not reached for oral answer may 
be answered at the end of the business for the day, with 
the permission of the Speaker, if he is satisfied that the 
question is one of special public Interest to which an oral answer should be given.". 

RULE 55 

2. In sub-rule (1), after the words "half an hou~ the words "on 
three sittings in a week" shall be inserted. 

RULE 194 

3. For the words beginning with the words "and is of sufficient 
importance'" and ending with the word "circumstances" the follow-
ing words shall be substituted, namely:-

"he may allow two sittings in a week on which such matters 
may be taken up for discussion and allow such time for 
discussion not exceeding one hour at the end of the sitting, 
as he may consider appropriate in the circumstances." 

RULE 197 

4. (1) After sub-rule (1), the following proviso shall be inserted. 
ml~ely:- . 

"Provided that no member shall give more than two such 
notices for anyone sitting.". 



66 

(2) At the end of sub-rule (2), the following shall be added, 
namely:-

"but each member in whose name the notice stands in the list 
of business may, with the permission of the Speaker, ask 
a question and not more than five members in order of 
priority of receipt of notices shall he !!hown in the . list of 
business .... 

Explanation.-Where a notice is, signed ,~y ~ore, than Ol)e 
. member, it shall be deemed to have, been given by the first 

signatory only and if two notices are received at the same 
time, a ballot shall be ,held to determine the relative priori-
ty of each such notice." 

(3) In sub-rule (3), for the words "one mch matter", the words 
"two such matters" shall be substituted. 

I·' , 

(4) After sub-rule (3), the following proviso shall be inserted. 
namely:-

"Provided that the second such matter ~hall be raised at the 
end of the business for the day.". 

(5) For sub-rule (5), the following shall be substituted, namely:-
, . 

"(5) All the notices which have not been taken up on the day 
for which they have been given shall lapse at the end of 
the day." 

RULE '342 
5. To rule 342, the following p~oviso shall be added, namely:-

"Provided that when a motion is that a report of the Committee 
on Estimates ot the Committee on Public Accounts or' tbe 
Committee on Public Undertakings' be taken into con-
sideration, no substantive motion shall be ;moved nor shall 
t~ere be, any 'voting on such, ypotion,",' ", 

RULE 387 B 

6. After rule 387A, the following new rule 387B shall be inserted, . 
namely:- ' --, 
"Application of 387B. Th~se I;ules :;;haH, wtth SJlch var}ati~ns ~or 
niles' to' busineSs 'modifications, as the Speaker may' from time' to 

, pertaining to a time make, apply to the business pertaiiling to '8 ' 
State under the . Sta~, the pqwer~ oC,w.hqseLegil.lature are, by 

President's rule.' virtue of a Proclamat~on i~sued, by the President 
under article 356 of the Constitution, exercisable 
by or under the authority of Parliament.". 



ANNEXURE II 

(See para 6 of the Minutes of the Rules, Committee elated the 
9th November, 1966) 

P.ractice regarding discussion of the Reports of the Public Accounts 
Committee during the pre-Independence period 

In India, the first time that a motion to take into consideration 
the Report Qf-the Public Accounts Committee was moved. wii;;tbe 
motion moved by the Finance Member on the 31st March,. 1930, in 
the Legislative Assembly that the Report of the Public Accounts 
Committee on the accounts of 1927-28 be taken into consideration. 
Further consideration of the motion was resumed by the Assembly 
OD the 7th July, 1930. Winding up. the debate, the then .. Deputy 
President who was in the Chair, gave the following ruling: .' 

.. "I would like to inform the House that. accepting· the recom-
mendations of the Public Accounts Committee, ttle 
Honourable Mr. V. J. Patel. in consultation with the 
Honourable the Finance Member, had decided that there, 
would be nQ vote on this motion before the House. It was 
decided that the House would be given an opportunity. to 
have a general discussion on the Reportef the P~A.C. 
Therefore no question will be put to the House on the 
Report." 

2. On 11th February. 1931, the report of the P.A.C., on the 
Accounts for 1928-29 was taken into consideration. After the Fin-
ance Member had replied to the debate, the President put the 
motion to vote: 

"That the Report of the P.A.C. on the Accounts of 1928-29 be 
taken into consideration." 

The motion was adopted. 

3. This procedure continued to remain in force for more than a 
decade. But when on the 21st November, 1944, the Finance Mem~r 
moved the motion: "That the Report of the P.A.C. on the Accounts 
of 1942-43 be taken into consideration", one of the members of the 
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Assembly, Shri T. S. Avinashilingam Chettiar, moved an amend-
ment to this motion as follows: 

"That after the words 'taken into consideration' the following 
be added: 

'and having considered in the House is of opinion that as 
grave irregularities have been observed in expenditure 
of large amounts in war publicity and other mattets, 
steps would be taken immediately to put down these 
irregularities' ." 

While acceptutg the amendment, the Finance Member stated: 

"In regard to the Amendment, I have already indicated that 
I should have no objection if that is added to the resolu-
tion before the House." 

The amendment was adopted by the House and the amended 
motion was passed. 

~ 

4. The last Report of the P.A.C. that was discussed by the House 
was the Report of the Public Accounts Committee on the Accounts 
of 1943-44. The consideration motion was moved and discussec:t on 
the 31st October, 1946. A peculiar feature of this motion was that 
while replying to the debate, the Finance Member also moved for 
the regularisation of the expenditure actually incurred in excess of 
the voted Grants in the year 1943-44 under the various Demands. 

5. After 1946 till 1966, there has been no instanee where the 
reports of the P.A.Cs have been considered by the House. 



ANNEXURE III 
(See para 6 of the Minutes of the Rules Committee; dated ale 

9th November, 1966) 

Practice obtaining in United Kingdom regard.ing ReplJ'r'fs·tit •• 
Pu.bLic Accounts Committee 

·EarLier Pt"aCtice.-Accortiing to Basil Chubb. ''lmportant as is 
much contained in reports, it is only when they mention a subject 01 
particular current interest of a scandalous nature or wtth political 
repercussions that the House finds them ~., '.enough to give 
time for discWIBiDn.·· ,Debates ,of this ·natw-e -cccurreGl iD. mara.c. 
Deb .• ,2t-'7.J.l:M:3j ·oc. llti-l:tiO]; '}9.16 J.HlC . .Deb.. 24-16-1916. cc. lObs-
1066]; 1942 LH.C.Beb., W0-1942, «.l2S9-la2OJ; 1~7 .[H.C. i>eb., 
21-7-1947, cc. 868---944]. 

2. By an amendmenttD StaD4in,g D*r .No, IIHn J9U, ;j.t <is pr~vid
ed '.ihat: ~11I:s may be debated on 0De« ,the..u<>**ect -aw1y,dap, 
but in fact. "they never ha'Ye*eIi.··. 

'3~ 'AJ'Iltt n-om ifhe speCia1·deMt~ ,I!Ml'tiened JtII'1be lftWfOUCIPmt'" 
grap'hs, 'orily -one aftempt 1Iad 1Je4m 1iladeto plWtiiQ.8 !legaJ:tlrUDllual 
ditbate on-rep<>I+.i, 1!t!ld'tlutt 'attelPPt, in lth~ ~ t865-4D.~hbWed 
cone1usivt!ly that ~s were -genem11,. 1olDIUita~" Jfm'.~ ,.tt. 
cussion. Such debates were held on 26th July. 1905 [H.C. Deb .• cc. 420-
459]; 23rd August, 1907 [H.C. Deb., 138'7-1425]; 16tb Dec .• !9l>8 '[R.C. 
Deb;, ·c. 1897]:and. 1st lJuly,1910 [H.C. Bee., ta'C. tllf-1tUI2J. 

4. According to Basil Chubb, the reports of *he Public Accounts 
Committee "are never formally approved and have alnwst always 
beenignoret!" With ODe aceptim:t wlrldh ~ iIIl 194'7. Ill! tt4T, an 
amendment to the mcrtion W'liS moved tty 'a ~_4 *_ 'Mt" 
after 'the -diVision thel'louse ~: 

"That tBis -HGusedoth aaree with the.seooDi report of the Com-
- mittee of Publie Acoounts." ,[R.C. ,Deb .. 21-7-104'. c. MIl. 

'Dae motiaa lar CGUider.ati_ gf the Reportmeved OR taat parti-
cular OCCAsion was .as fallows: 

.,'!'bwt -dIis . Houae liuth ~ wAh the 5eoIbct Report of the 
Pulttie ~OIfIlts CmmBittt:!e, cd ~es its regret 
that the Secretary of State for War did not disclose in 
Committee of Supply on 18th February the full extent cf 
the losses incurred by the Exchequer." 
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The Houie of Commons Debates dated 21st July, 1947, cc. 868-944 
may please be seen in this connection. 

5. The fonn of the motion in the U.K. had normally been "That 
the Report of the Public Accounts Committee be now taken into 
consideration." [H.C. Deb., 23-8-~907, c. 1393; H.C. Deb .• 1-7-1910. 
c.·.1~61· 

In 1910, the motion was withdrawn after discussion by the Mem-
ber, who moved the motion by leave of the House. [H.C. Deb .• 1-7-
1910, c. 1292]. 

Present Practi'Ce.-From the year 1960-61, it appears that a day is 
bein~ allotted under 'Supply' for discussion of P.A.C. Reports. The fir~t 
discussion took place on the 19th December, 1960, then 30th Novem-
ber, 1961 and on 6th December, 1962. It seems that this is now an 
annual feature. 
-, The Chairman ·of the Public Accounts' Committee II10VeS amend-

menf:to the motion and initiates discussion. On the 19th December, 
1960 he stated "Tod~'s debate, Mr. Speaker, is a new departure in 
Parliamentary practice. There are no precedents to guide us, but I 
am sure that we all hope that it may be beginning of a development 
which, within rather restricted limits, may be useful both to the 
HoUse and to the tax-payer, in controlling Government expenditure" . 

. _. The amendment was moved on these lines: 

"That this House takes note of the Second .... Report from the 
PAC ...... with particular reference to paragraphs 25 to 45 
o.f the Report." 

c· 

.: ' In 1960 the amendment was withdrawn by leave of the House. In 
196:1, after the amendment was withdrawn by leave of the House, the 
motion was also withdrawn by leave of the House. In 1962 the amend-
men.\ WtlS moved not by the Chairman of the Committee but by 
~o~er M~~ber; In that year the main question as amended was 
pUt Iln'd agreed to and the House resolved: 

''Thai this House takes note of' the First Second and Third 
Reports from the Committee of Public Accounts in the 

." tilst Session of Parliament, and of the Special Report 
from the Committee of Public Accounts." 

GMGIPND-LS 1--2092 LS-22-11-88 -800, 
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