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SEVENTH REPORT OF THE COMMITTEE OF PRIVILEGES 
(THIRD LOK SABRA) 

t..:....iiitrMHCfl()b Bii«l PrOtea~ 
i. the Chairman of. the Committee,of Privileges~ . having been 

ap.tho~ci to submit the report .. on their behalf, pres~nt. this report 
to the House on the matters arising '?t1t., ~ the ;tef'~i'eTic~l back of 
their Fourth Report by the House on the 15-th April, 196ft 
. 2. The C01l1ftt1ttee ot Ji>rivil~ges (1965~) cbn~idei'ed the matter 

at tHeir sitting held 011 Hi/! 25th ApHl, 1961t 
" , "L" " 3. As the term of that Committee was to expire ·on .the 30th J\pp'~ 

1966, that Committee, at their sitting held on the 28th April, 1966. 
decided!! that since they would not be able to finalise their report 
bl!fote, tl1~ expiry of their tettnl ail the relevant papers on th~ matter 
sQ,ot.ild be rltadt:! available to the tI.~ Committee for report to the 
House. 

4. The Committee for 1966-67 was constituted .with effect from 
the 1st May, 1966 and they considered the draft report and adopted 
it at their sitting held on the 3td May, 196fi. 

tt-FaCts (jf the CaSe 
/5. On the 14th April, 1966, Dr. Ram Manohar Lohia, M.P., sought 

to raise a question in the House regarding omission of certain paS--' 
sages from the Note of ,Sardar Kapur Singh appended to the Fourth 
Report of the Committee of Privileges (in Shri Madhu Liniaye's 
case), presented to the House on the 30th March, 1966. During the 
proceedings in the House, a sug~estion was made that the matter 
might be discussed bY tht! Speakt:!r at a meeting of the Leaders of 
v~rious Groups in Lok Sabha. The suggestion was accepted by the 
speaker. 

6. A fueetiriK 6f the' Speaker v:ith the Lt!adcrs df the various 
Groups JnLo~' S~bh~ w.~shaecording\Y/' he1d on the ~anie ,day, viz. th~;' 
14tp APt:il, .1~~6, at 16.00 ours at wruell tnter alta the' follOwing de:. 
cislons w~re taken:-

. -' 

"2. The QUestion re: the inclusion of the written statt1ment 
sU:1:imitted by 8M Madhu Litnaye, M. P., Mld the oral 
evidence given by hitt} before the Co'mmittee in the Fourth 
Report of the Committee of Privileges presented to the 
House on the 80th March, 1966 wa$ al$o ~6nsidefed arid it 
was decided that t~ matter be referred hack to the CdtD.~ 
mittee of. Privileges to consider thi$ as also the ornitt~(l 
passages from the Minute of S8rdar Kapur Singh appended 
to the Report. . 

1 L. S. Deb. dt. 15-4-66. " 
• SlxtJi .Report cf.the Coanatittteot Privileges (Third Lot Sabhl); pretellted to 

the House on the 30th April, 1966. ; 
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3. -It was also decided. that the Leader Qt the House shoul<J 
make a motion in the House on the 15th April, 1966 re-
ferring the Fourth Report of the Committee of Privilege. 
back to the Committee." 

7. The following motion was then moved. by the Leader of the 
House (Shri Satya Narayan Sinha) and adopted by the House on the 
15th April, 1966: 

"That the Fourth Report of the Committee of Privileges pre-
sented. to the House on the 30th March, 1966 be referred 
back to the Committee."/ 

8. As regards the appending of the written statement submitted 
by Shri Madhu Limaye, M.P., and the oral evidence given by him 
before the Committee of Privileges, to the Fourth Report of the Com-
mittee, the following decision was taken by the Committee at tlieir 
sitting held on the 21st March, 1966:-

"The Committee decided that the written statement submitted 
by Shri Madhu Limaye, M. P., and the oral evidence given 
by him before the Committee earlier need not be appended 
to the report of the Committee." 

[Fourth Report of Committee of Privileges (Third Lok Sabha), page 
15, para 3] 

This matter was again brought before the Committee on the 7th 
April, 1966, on receipt of a letter from Shri Madhu Limaye, M. P., 
requesting for reconsideration by the Committee of their earlier de-
cision. The Committee, however, decided that Shri Madhu Limaye 
might be informed that since the Fourth Report of the Committee 
had already been presented to the House, the Committee were no 
longer seized of the matter. 

m-FlndJDp of the CommJttee 
9. The question whether the evidence, oral or written, given 

before the Committee should be appended to the Report of the Com-
mittee, is decided by the Committee in pursuance of the provisions 
of Rule 275 (1) of the Rules of Procedure and Conduct of Business 
in Lot Sabha (5th Ed) read with Direction 70(2) of the Directions 
by the Speaker. In the past also the Committee of Privileges have 
decided not to append to their Reports, the evidence, oral or wrifien, 
given before the Committee [for example: (i) Eighth Report (2nd 
Lot Sabha) , Minutes dt. 18.2.1959, page 12, para 3; (U) Eleventh Re-
port (2nd Lok Sabha) Minutes dt. 17-11-1960, page 6, para. 5]. 

, 10, In Shri Madhu Limaye"Ys case (Fourth Report) , the Com-
mittee, in view of the subsequent statement' made by ShIi Madhu 
Limaye, M.P. when he appeared before the Committee on the 18th 
March. 1966, expressing regrets for the impugned statements made by 
him. in his Writ Petition filed before the Circuit Beneb of the Punjab 
High Court, did not consider it necessary to append his earlier 

• Reproduced at pap 6, para 19 of the Fourth Report; S" lito Mloutet dt. 
18-3-66 at pqe 14. para 2, ibid. 
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lengthywrltten statement and the oral evidence given by him before 
-:the Committee, to their Report 011 that case./Since ,Shrl Madhu 
:Limaye and some other Members have requested that the said 
written statement and the oral evidenCe of Shrl Madhu Limaye 
1Ihould be made available to the House, the Committee have no objec-
tion to the same being reproduced in the Appendix to this Report, 
and this may be deemed to be a part of the Fourth Report of the 
-Committee presented to the House on the 30th March, 1966. 

11. As regards the omission of certain passages from the Note of 
:Sardar Kapur Singh appended to the Fourth Report of the Com-
.mittee, it may be stated that the Chairman of a Committee can omit 

or expunge words, phrases or expressions which in his opinion are 
'unparliamentary, irrelevant or otherwise inappropriate, from the 
Note given by a Member for being appended to the Report of the 

. Committee (t'ide Direction 91 of the Directions by the Speaker). 

12. The Committee have carefully perused the two impugned 
:paragraphs Nos. 7 and 9 which had been omitted by the Chairman 
from the Note of Sardar Kapur Singh appended to the Fourth 
Report. The Committee after considering the tone, tenor and con-
tent of the said paragraphs, are of the opiniOn that the decision of the 
~hairman to omit the said paragraphs from the Note of Sardar Kapur 
Singh was justified and in conformity with the rules and practice of 
llhe House. The Committee, therefore, feel that no further action in 
respect thereof is necessary 1 

NEW DELHI; 
'The 3,-d May, 1966. 

o. V. KRISHNAMOORTHY RAO, 
Chairman, 

Committee Of Privileges. 

.- } 
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Fbit\ ' Sittin, 
New Delhi, MOnday, the 25th, April,. 1"8~ 

The, Committee met from 15.00 to 16.05 hours. 
PltESEN'r' 
~ 

Shri, S. v.' Krlsh'namoorthy ~ao; 
M~ERS 

2 .. Sbri N~ C. Chltterj~ 
3. Shri Nihar Ranjan Laskar 
4,· Shri :H. N.: Mubrjee, 
5:, ShIli C. R. Pattabhl Raman 
6: Shri J aganath Rap 
7. Shri Asoke K. Sen . 
8. Shri, Surtlat Prasad\ 

SECRli:TAlUAT 
Shri M. C. Chawla-Deputy Secretary . 

• • • • 
4. The Committee' then took up for consideration the matters aris-

ing oUt of the reference back of their Fourth Report. 
The· Committee decided· that the written statement submitted by 

Shri Madhu Limaye, M.P. and the oral evidence given by him )Jefore 
the Committee, might be printed and deemed to be a patf 'of the 
Fourth Report of the Committee .. 

5: The Chairman read out to the Committee in extenso "aragraphs 
7 and 9 (wbich had also been earlier circulated to all the members 
of the Committee) omitted by him from the Note of Sardar Kapur 
Singh appended to the Fourth Report of the Committee. 

The Committee decided that the decision of the Chairman to CRDit 
the said paragraphs from the Note of Sardar Kapur Singh was ju8ti-
fled and in conformity with the rules and practice of the House. 

6. The Committee decided to meet again on Tuesday, the 3rd May. 
1966, at 16.15 hours to consider their draft Sixth Report . 

•• •• •• .* The Committee then adjourned. -----------------.Paragraphs 2 and 3 relate to another case and ~aye been included in the Mi •• ta 
01 the Fifth Report 01 the Committee of PrIvileges, pp. 16-17, prelented.. the 
House on the 3cth AprU. 1966 . 

• • Para8raph 7 relates to another cUe and will be included in the Min_ 01 die 
relevant Report. 
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Second Sittin~ 
New Delhi, Tuesday, the 3rd May, 1966. 

The Committee met from 16-15 to 16-45 hours. 

PRESENT 

CHAIRMAN 
Shri S. V. Krishnamoorthy Rao. 

MEMBERS 

2. Shri N. C. ChatteI:jee 
3. Shri V. C. Parashar 
4. Shri C. R. Pattabhi Raman 
5. Shri J aganath Rao 
6. Shri Sumat Prasad. 

SECRETARIAT 

Shri M. C. Chawla-Deputy Secretary. 
2. The Committee considered their draft Seventh Report and 

adopted it. 
3. The Committee considered the 'Addendum' forwarded by 

Sardar Kapur Singh, M.P. with his communication, dated the 28th 
April, 1966, for being appended to the Seventh Report of the Com-
mittee. The Committee noted with regret that unfair and baseless 
allegations had been made against the Chairman and Members of the 
Committee by Sardar Kapur Singh in his 'Addendum'. The Com-
mittee decided not to include the 'Addendum' in the Report. 

4. The Committee authorised the Chairman and in his absence, 
Shri Jaganath Rao, to present the Report to the House on the 16th 
May, 1966. 

The Committee then adjourned. 



ArPEm)lX 
(Jiet })*ra 10 of the l\ep9rt) 

Minutes of Evidence taken befOl'8 the Committee of Privileges 
(FOURTH REPORT, TluJu) LOK SABHA) 

Friday, the 4th Maroh, 1866. 

PRESENT 

CHAIRMAN 
Shri S. V. Krishnamoorthy Rao. 

MEMBERS 

2. Shri N. C. Chatterjee 
3. Sardar Kapur Singh 
4. Shri H. N. Mukerjee 
5. Shr~ Jaganath Rao 
6. Shri Sumat Prasad. 

SECRETARIAT 

Shri M. C. Chawla-Deputy Secretary. 

Wft'NlI$$ 
Shri Macihu ~aye, M.P. 

(The Gommittee met at 14.30 hours). 
EVIDENCE OF SHRI MADHU LUdAn, M.P. 

Shri Madhu L.ima.74': May I l1lake a req~st? My Bill is coming up 
in the House now. Would you, therefore, grant me an adjournment 
upto Wednesday? 

Shri Kapur Singh: You might do so because his presence is re-
quired in the House. 

Mr. Chairman: We won't take much time. We will only record 
your statement. We have your statement which has been distributed 
to all the Members. If you have got anything to say, we will record 
it and adjourn for further consideration. 

Shri Madhu Limaye: I will make a short statement in conclusion. 
Shri Kapur Singh : After his statement we have to put some ques-

tions to him and this may take time. 
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. Mr.Ohail'8liln: The Bill which is now before the House will take 

another one hOllr or 80. We can finish this work before that. 
Shri Madhu Llmaye: All right. I have already submitted a written 

statement. I will only summarise what I have said ir. that statement 
Mr. Chainnan: That is with us. There is no need to summarise it. 

If you want to add anything to that, you may do so now. 
Shri Madhu Limaye: My request is that the matter should be-

dropped in view of the explanation which I have offered. The points 
that I wish to make are these: 

(1) I have made it clear, and I will make it clear again, that I had 
no intention either to commit a contempt of the Speaker or of the 
House. 

(2) In the petition which I had filed before the Punjab High Court, 
I had not sought the intervention of the Court, nor had I requested 
the Court to make any order in regard to the statement I had made 
about the Speaker. In fact I had said that this was an internal 
matter about which I did not seek the intervention of the Court. "I 
am seeking intervention of the Court only in respect of Art. 113 read 
with Rul€'s 208 to 2] 0". 

(3) In my petition for special leave, I had not made any mention 
of this allegation. 

Shri Kapur Singh: It was dropped altogher. That is true. 
Shri Mauhu Limaye: Fourthly. I have not said anything about it 

outside the Court, whether in a newspaper article or a pamphlet or a 
speech. I have looked for precedents in May, Campion and other 
authors. I have not succeeded in finding any precedent. 

The last point I Wish to make is that whatever happens within 
the precincts ()f the judicial branch and whatever takes place within 
the legislative branch, these are two distinct and separate things. The 
best course will be not to take cognizance of whatever has been said 
in the Court about the Legislature or vice versa. That would be the 
best policy. 

In view of this explanation, I suggest that there is no purpose in 
continuing these proceedings against me and my statement that I 
had no intention to commit any contempt should be accepted. 

Shri Jagllllath Rao: You made some allegations against the 
~aker with a view to prove his mala fides. Otherwise your peti-
tion would not have been admitted. 

Shri Madhu Lirnaye: Nothing of the kind. 
Sbri Jagaaatb Rao: You said that because you pressed for a dis-

CtlSSiM 01'1 th~ deMands of the l..ok Sabha Secretariat, the Speaker 
took at'tion against you . 

. Shri Madbn Limaye: That was really not relevant to my petition. 
In fact my petition was on an entirely different ground, legal and 



, cOnstitutionaL In fact, if this statement ha4 not· been made; .that 
would not have 'in any:way aftected·be ,merits of my petition. 

Shrl N. C.' Chatteljee: In your petition you made a statement 
attributing mala fides to the . Speaker. Are you prepared towlth-
draw it? 

Shri· Mldhu Llmaye: How can I withdraw 8 statement made on 
• affidavit? 

Shri N. C. Chatterjee: You have made certain allegations against 
the Speaker even in this representation. They are, I think, in para-
graphs 22, 23 and 24. Ih para 23, you say.: 

Please see paragraph 23 at the end of which he has stated as 
foUO-ws: 

"I humbly submit that it is not the function of the Speaker to 
say whether members should use strong adjectives or not. 
-:'hat he is required to do is to state whether a particular 
. ·.pression is parliamentary or unparliamentary. Several 
Congress. members, including the Secretary of the Con-
gress Party, asked him to pronounce lit "unparUamentary". 
But he refused to do so, and rightly. It was, therefore, in-
comprehensible to me as to why he should have suddenly 
exploded ~d named me, thereby giving the Minister. for 
Parliamentary Affairs an opportunity to throw me out for 
two weeks." 

You are still thinking that some kind of vindictive action was 
taken against you. Also see paragraph 24. 

"I also quoted the precedent of Mr. Kamath's case and said that 
Mr. Kamath had patently disobeyed the Speaker. which I 
had not, and, therefore, he should reconsider his decision 
in view of the records. I waited patiently for several days. 
Dr. Lohia and Mr. Kishen Pattnayak had also requested 
the Speaker to reconsider his deCision, as was done in the 
precedent-setting Kamath case. But th~se letters and 
appeals produced no effect. I had to stay out for 14 long 
days." 

You still feel that some preferential treatment was meted out to 
you. Then, you say in paragraph 32 also the same thing. 

"Now can anyone honestly maintain that the Speaker showed 
patience and. tolerance towards me on 8th April, 1965? He 
named me without cause. Then he defended the motion 
moved by Shri Satya Narayan Sinha on the ground that I 
had made provocative and insulting remarks about the 
Speaker and the House." 

This is practically reiteration of the charge 'lack of bona fide"~ 
"I have nothing to say about the proceedings on this day but 

when the official records showed the next day that I was 
'wholly innocent and when. I drew the Speaker's,attention 
to these records the least that I expected of him was a 
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request to ,the House ,that my suspension was due to a mis-
un:derSt~diDg and that the matter should be reconsidered. 
But, he did not make any move for reconsideration." 

After referring to the printed proceedings, you continue to say: 
"The dignity of the Speaker's office can be maintained not by a 

show of high handedness and arbitrariness but by mutual 
tolerance and respect!' 

You are repeating the charge you have earlier made, though not 
exactly in the language of mala fide intentions. 

Mr. Chairman: Let us"consider all these things later on. If you 
like you may put some questions. 

Shri M.dhu Limaye: About the question Mr. Chatterjee has raised 
just now, I would like to say that it is the feeling which I have in the 
matter that I have tried to convey. I will give you a recent example. 
On this Haveli Ram episode the Hon'b1e Speaker made a certain 
statement which I knew to be incorrect. But I kept quiet. Afterwards 1 
II wrote to him drawing his attention to the fact that probably he has 
unw~ttingly-I deliberately used the word 'unwittingly'---conveyed 
a wrong impression of Haveli Ram's letter. Later on when I met him 
he told me that he ,was prepared to apologise. I said 'I don't want any 
apology; I do not want to humiliate you in any way nor do I want 
you to correct the statement'. I suggeited to him that the honourable 
way out would be to have a short notice question admitted or Half-
an-hour discussion. From this you will see that my intention has 
never been to bring the Speaker's office into contempt ...... . 

Sbri Jaganath Rao: But only to vindiCate your position. " 
Shri Madhu Limaye: From the proceedings it is absolutely clear 

that while leavmg the House I did not disobey him, as 'Mr. Kamath 
did in the precedent-making case. I said. 'I am prepared to obey'. 
When I started leaving. some ruling party member shouted at me. 
Then I said 'you have a majority; you can jolly-well throW' me out'., 
This remark was not addressed to the Speaker or to the House as a 
whole; otherwise, this question of majority would not arise. When 
my innocence had been established by official records, I expected 
the Speaker or the Minister of Parliamentary Affairs to make 
amends. When nothing was done, I was angry. In that anger I made 
the statement; that was because no amends were made. In the 
example I have just now given the Speaker was good enough to say 
that he made a mistake. That is "Wh~:I have given a ,quotation from 
a book on Speaker's Office in Britain in my written statement. 

Shri Kapur Singb: :1 have seen your statements and the explana-
tions you have given. Would it be correct to -say that, when you 
made that statement in your petition before the Court that you had 
not been treated in a manner which,showed presence of bona fides 
you did not mean to make any substantial contenti@ but you merely 
wal)t,ed to give a cont~xt to yOUI' !i~~. of g~ieVBnce.ou,t of which 
,yo~r ,sub.stantial .corit~~tton, ar:~~f?~' 1"_:' -

"Shri'Mitdhu Limaye:"-you are rldt~.::t.t,;;Vht~ r-.~rring t.o 
this, I made It absolutely clear-probably some representative from 
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the Parliament Secretariat was present and will bear me out-to the 
Court that the question of disciplinary proceedings was strictly an 
internal matter and probably thi~ Court had no jurisdiction nor did 
I have any prayer to make in the matter. I merely made a Feference 
to this in order to illustrate how when Lempers were frayed some 
injustice was likely to be done. In this particular case injustice had 
been done to me. 

Shri Kapur Singh: S;nce you have stated more than what was 
strictly warranted as a reply to my question. I would like to ask a 
supplementary question. Am I correct in understanding that when 
you made the impugned statement your intention was to formulate 
only the subjective sense of grievance which you have or which you 
ha::l and not to make any substantial contention on this point? 

Shri Madhu Limaye: That is correct. 
Shri N. C. Chatterjee: There was no intention to bring the 

Speakt>r into disrepute or contempt. 
Shri Madhu Limaye: Not at all. That is why I did not make 

any prayer. In fact, I told the Court that I had no prayer to make 
in this matter. 

Shri Kapur Singh: You merely gave expression to the subjective 
sens,> of grievance and bevor,d that you did not intend to go. 

Shri Madhu Limaye: Yes. 
Shri Sumat PTasact: It appears you never wanted to cast any 

aspersion on the Speaker but the language used has not been 
proper. Are you prepared to express regret and to withdraw tbose 
words? 

Shri Madhu Limaye: I have a difficulty here because this is an 
atTidavit made by me before a court of law. I can only say some-
thing by way of explanation or give the backgrour'd or tell ~ou 
2bcut m~ intention. The affidavit is there. How can I retract from 
it ? . 

Mr. Chairman: We do not want you to retract from that. In 
your petition vou have stated that the 'action of the Speaker i'D 
naming me and of the Minister for Parliamer.tary Affairs in making 
a motion for my suspension "was not only against the Rule$: btl,t 
mi " / fide'" In this statement you have used the words 'maLa fide'. 
This is a clear charge against the Speaker. It is for you to express 
regret or say what you have to 9if:/; 

Shri Kapur Sin~h : He has replied alrE'ady. Mr. Limaye, just now 
a question has been put to you as to whether you are prepared to 
withdraw these words. To this you said that you have expressed 
your difficulty and inability to withdraw them. Do I understand 
you correctly that when you have said that, you want to convey 
that you nev~r intended to say anything contemptuous about the 
Speaker or the House? YO'l h;wo m:->dA no substanLal contt'ntion 
with regard to the words 'mala fide' and thereby, as a matter of £aet 
vnu havE' withdrawn those words without saying it ir, so ~any words: 
Elo I 1indet8tand~ you con4M:tly.? ' .. , ., - . 
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Sbri Madhu Limaye : 1 can only reiterate tpat I had no intention 
to say anythmg' against the' Speaker: I bn.ly expressed a sense,?~ 
personal grievance, There V;'as no subs~antlve pray~r, or contentIon 
raised. Ndr was it repeated In the SpeCIal Leave. P~tttlon. 

. Mr. Cl1ainilan : ,We are ,not concerned with Special Leave Petition. 
What we ' re concerned With hete is whether you would withdraw 
the "tords' used against the Spt!ak~r. ' ' .• 

Shri Kavur S1t1gh: Would you contradict lP if I say that the 
implication ~. already th re ? In: your . pleadings before this 
Committee, those words do · not constitute a,'substantial ifisinuatH:1tl. 
or allegation against the Speaker. ' . 

Shti Madhu Limaye: Yes, Sit. 
~hrl iI. N. Mukerlee: From the correspondJnce i gather an ~. 

'pression-it is also the impression,in the llouse ...... ,· .. whether . it is .riglit 
or wrQllg, that is a differeIit matter-that my hon, friend, 8hri Madliu 
!..imaye, considers this to be a rightful position and as a Memhe, 9£ 
the House, he feels hesitant to retract from what he ha~ stated in 
the Petition whIch he has taken up in the Court. But, I see from 
hfs letters that he makes a clear point which my friend Shri Kapur 
Singh has brought out viz., that it was only in order to give some 
kind of all understandable description to the court of wha had 
happened that he had referred; perhaps by inadvertenc'e, that it was 
tnala fide on the part 01 the Speakei', OonsideI'ing that his tights 
ur .. der the Constitution were not being upheld by the Chair( be had 
gone to the Court. Therefore, his bona fides in that regard are clear. , . 

Mr. Chalrltlan: We shall discuss these' 18 et 6nJ ~. . .... ..~ 

Shri H. N. Mukerjee: I want to understand the context. This is 
not lik a Court. I appr elate this in his' p'osi ion that even tH6'ugh 
.j: do not like that he has used that exptessiQn With tegai'd t6 {he 
,Speaker, I find that having gone to the Cou,it, he toun,d HltiiSeU fA 
a difficulty for his asking for the prayer that He' was asking fd¥ 00 . 
He says that be had no intention to say a-nything and- be s wJttten 
also that there was no intentIOn of maligning the Spe-ak-ef. Ii. l're 
expresses regret at least in evidence, we would all ue happy. If he 
says that in evtdene~ at lEia~t, we call wash off 6u.i< hands: Would 
you agree to say here at least ip evideJ?,ce before' us that you had 
no intention to malign the Speake~? " . 

My feeling is t4at ner.e is a mattero£ an ¥.P. 'who has ' argued hi's 
case carefully and has referred to certain things whicb are rather 
important fo,r Members of the' House also. He haS' taken his stand 
h ing a prin 'pled type of person; he has ~aken a rig-fd alltitud~. 
This has produced the impression in the House that it is derogatory 

the wo,r-king of it. For this, if he feels sony for it, e m tter 
nds ther~ . Are you ready to say that? . 

. ,~hr1 Madh~ .Lim.~ye:. I have a.lreaq.x sa~din so ~a.ny ~orda that 
It ,IS a1'l: affid'c\vt . . t liave Ii cel'tam diffic;uIty about .th.at. . 

• .' ( \ 1, ,.1" '_/ l • ' 

. Shti e . .€flBttei] ·' f D tb '. citf6te from . Ma '/s' P" r'IUtl'b~~r 
.P~ ~_ o~ ~ . d ~~' whicl\: ·Ifav~. been) '&id~ 

• J • 
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constitute breaches of privilege and contempt of the, House as 
follows:- " 

"1. Reflections on the character of the Speaker and accusations 
of partiality in the discharge of his duty." Do you suggest that you 
have no intention to cast that reflection on the character of the 
SPeaker and accusations of partiality in the discharge of his duty 
when you used the words 'mala fide'? May we take it like that? 

Shri Madhu Llmaye: I have studied the May's Book. It refers 
to speech('~ and writings. If I had written in a newspaper an article 
all~ mala fide against the Speaker, then I would have come 
under this. . 

Mr. Cbalrman: You know that the Court' proceedings are public. 
• Sbri Madhu Llmaye: Therefore, whenever a petition is filed, 
there is a signature of the Lawyer appended to that. But this 
petition was drafted by me. His name is also there, as I thought 
it best to make the case foolproof by engaging a lawyer. I have 
seen many petitions. In the writ petition, the remark about mala 
fides was made only in parenthesis. It was not a substantive conten-
tion. I have already explai~d that I have not made a speech nor 
have I written an article. 

Shri N. C. Chatterjee: May I suggest to you that in spite of what 
you have, stated in the affidavit, there is no bar in your saying that 
you have no intention of casting a reflection on the Speaker of 
partiality in the discharge of his duty? 

Shri Madhu Limaye: Yes, Sir. I have said that I had no inten-
tion of committing a contempt either of the Speaker or of his Office 
or bring the House into disrepute. ' 

Mr. Chairman: The Speaker and the House feel that there is a 
reflection on the character of the Speaker and accusations of 
partiality in the discharge of his duty. Why don't you say that 'I 
express regret for that'. . 

Shri Madhu Limaye: My statement is enough and I request the 
Committee Members to accept that. 

Mr. Chairman: The Committee might discuss about that. 

Sbrl Kapur Slngb: This is a hypothetical statement. Suppose 
you say something against me. Afterwards you say that it was not 
intentional. Would you not say in that case that you are sorry for 
it? 'I do not want to hurt you. Please excuse me if I have done 
that.' This is a simple gentlemanly statement. It shows good 
manners. It does happen thi~ way. 

Shri Madhu Limaye: Here is the other side of the story. In spite 
of that I am saying .... 

Sbri Jaganatb Rao: According to you, you never intended to 
cast any refiection on the Speaker. However, if that impression has 
b~~nct:.~$ted.inthe ~ind of t~e Speaker andthelfou~ what harm 
~f~~reJ! ,you say, ~ am sorry'. If you want, youcanrecollllder. 
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SIIrl Madia. Llmaye: aaving made my position clear, you will, 
I hope, understand that I was the person aggrieved; I was suspended 
for 14 days. 

Mr. ChaltmaD.: All that may be true. But is that any justification 
for you to make any allegation against the Speaker? 

Shri Jaganath Rao: If factually it was correct, I would. not have 
asked you. But factually it was· not correct. 

Shrl Madhu Umaye: There is a background to that. On 2nd of 
April, Shri Satyanarayan Sinha said I should be named for having 
raised the question of Parliament Secretariat Demands. 

Shri Sumat Prasad: That is a mitigating circumstance. But if 
you express regret, the whole thing may be closed. 

Shri Kapur Singh: If the Committee so agrees, I would suggest 
that vlte may now adjourn and meet on some other day. 

(The witness then withdrew) 



Statement submitted br Shri Madhu Limaye, M.P. 1m" the 
conSideration 0 the Committee of Privileges 

The Chairman, 
Committee of Privileges, 
Lok Sabha, 

168, North Avenue, 
New Delhi. 

.Dated 9th Feb1'U4ry 1966. 
New Delhi. 

Sir, 
In April last year I flIed a Writ Petition before the Circuit Bench 

of the Punjab High Court, New Delhi challe~ the constitutionality 
of the Speaker's decision of 4th Apri~ 1964, (reiterated in Lok Sabha 
Secretary's letter, dated 8th April, 1965 to me) regarding the non· 
admissibility of Cut Motions to Parliament Secretariat Demands. In 
this writ petition I had referred, incidentally, to my suspension from 
the House for a fortnight and had stated that the action of the Speaker 
in naming me and of the Minister for Parliamentary Affairs in making 
a motion for my suspensiop. "was not only against the Rules but malo 
'fid~." 

2. This statement of mine made in a proper legal proceeding 
before a competent court of law and the notice issued by the Division 
Bench of the Punjab High Court were made the subject matter of a 
Privilege Motion against me and Mr. JustiCe Grover and Mr. Justice 
Kapoor by Mr. V. C. Shukla. 

3. Mr. Shukla's motion came up before the House on 11th May 
1965. The Speaker kept this motion pending till the final disposal of 
the matter by the courts. 

4. In view of the wording of Article 121 that the conduct of the 
Judges in the discharge. of their duties cannot be discussed in Parlia· 
ment. it was the clear duty of the Speaker to rule out of order that 
portion of Mr. Shukla's motion which related to the Jud~s. But 
curiously enough the Sp~aker chose to keep the charge of the can· 
tempt o. the House hanging like the Democles' sword over the heads 
of the Judges. It was only when I protested against this on 29th 
November 1965 that it was agreed to drop the charges against the 
Judges. This, I humbly submit, was not a proper procedure to adopt. 

5. The question now before the Committee is, I believe, the 
following: --

"Whether Shri Madhu Limaye committed a contempt of the 
House or a breach of privilege by alleging mala fide. 
against the Speaker of the Lok Sabha." 

14 
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6. Th~ above reference to the Committee has confused and mixed 

~p two separate concepts: contempt and breach. of privilege. 

7. The distihction between the power to punish for contempt and 
. the power to punish for breach of privilege is a real and lega1)y 
established distinction. In Halsubury's Laws (3rd Edition, vol. 28, 
page 464), this distinction has been defined as follows:-

"The,power of both Houses to punish for contempt is a general 
power similar to that possessed by the superior courts of 
law and is not restricted to the punishment of breaches 
of their ackrlowledged privileges." 

8. This is what May has to sayan the vital distinction between 
the power to punish for contempt and the power to punish for breach 
of privilege:-

"Except in one respect, the surviving privileges of the House 
of Lords and the House of Commons are justifiable on the 
same grounds of necessity as the privileges enjoyed by 
legislative assemblies of the independent Members of the 
Commonwealth and certain British colonies under the 
common law as a legal incident of their legislative autho· 
rity. This exception is the power to punish for contempt. 
Since the decision of the Privy Council in Kielley 'V. 
Carson (e) it has been held that this power is inherent in 
each House of Parliament not as a body with "legislative 
functions, but as a descendant of the High Court of Parlia-
ment and by virtue of the lex et consuetudo parliamenti." 
(May, 17th edition, page 43). 

9. Now with regard to the privileges of Indian Parliament, Article 
105 of our C;onstitution says:-

"105. (1) Subject to the provisions of this Constitution and to 
the rules and standing orders regulating the procedure of 
Parliament, there shall be freedom of speech in Parliament. 

(2) No member of Parliament shall be liable to any proceed-
ings in any court in respect of _anything said or any vote 
given by him in Parliament or any committee thereof, and 
no person shall be so liable in respect of the publication 
by or under the a~thoritv of either House of Parliament 
of any report, paper, votes or proceedings. 

(3) In other respects, the powers, privileges and immunities of 
each House of Parliament, and of the members and the 
committees of each House, shall be such as may from time 
to time be defined by Parliament by law, and, until so 
defined. shall be thOse of the House of Commons of the 
Parliament of the United Kingdom, and of its members 
nnd committees, at the commencement of this Constitution." 

10. The authority conferred by our Constitution on Parliament to 
define· by law its privileges, powers find immunities has not so far 

,been used by it to legislate on the subject. Some members of Par .. 
. Jiament, among whom was the writer of this letter, had in a public 
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statement said that it was not proper .that the Parliament of a· 
sovereign, . independent republic should leave its privileges legally 
undefined and dependent wholly upon the lex et consuetudo parlia. 
menti of a power which held us tn bondage for nearly 150 years. But 
since no such law has been passed by the Indian Parliament, we have' 
to go back t..) English Parliamentary practice. 

11. I wish to draw your attention here to a fundamental difference 
between tile position of British Parliament and the Legislatures in 
India. "Parliamentary privilege.(in Britain) is the sum of the peculiar 
rights enjoyed by eaeli House collectively as a constituent part oj the 
High Court of Parliament." (May, page 42, 17th Edition). In India, 
Parliament is not a descendant of the High Court of Parliament as in 
Englan~l.. It can claim privilege only on the ground of necessity, as a 
lesal inci.dent-or-tts legislative au:thority.· Legislatures-in India will 
Cea-seto command respect if they try unreasonably to stretch their 
privileges beyond this limit and claim for themselves right to punish 
contempt which properly belongs only to a superior court of record. 

12. Ou~ Constitution has nowhere described our legislatures as 
courts of record with the inherent power to punish for contempt. 
But as far as the Supreme Court and the High Courts are concerned, 
there are specific provisions about their power to punish contempt. 
Article 129 says:-

"The Supreme Court shall be a court of record and shall have 
all the powers of such a court including the power to 
punish for con~~mpt of itself_" 

13. Similarly Article 215 confers on the High Courts all the 
powers that belong to courts of record, includin,l{ the power to pUnish 
for contempt. No such power and status has been conferred' by the 
Constitution on our Legislatures. In view of this constitutional posi. 
tion. the decision given by the Privy Council in !Gelley 'I). Crown 
should be considered valid and applicable in the case of Indian legis-
latures which should alone claim such powers as are absolutely 
necessary for the performance of their legislative functions. It would 
no! be out of place to mention here that this decision is regarded as 
authoritative by May and the present Clerk of the HO!J,se of Com-
mons. Accordin~ to the latter, there is another distinction between 
breach of privilege and contempt: " ...... If an offender commits 
breach of one of the known privileges, it is properly described as 
breach of privilege and if the offence is more vague or less easily 
distinguished then it is called generally a contempt". He has also 
said that contempt is held to be a less serious offence than breach of 
privilege properly so called. (Report of Committee of Privileges, 
Session 1964-65, concerning speech by Mr. Patrick Duffy, M.P.). 

14. Coming to the specific charge against me, I wish to state that 
I have not committed any offence against the known privileges of the 
House of Commons at the commencement of our Constitution. May 
has exhaustively dealt with the known privileges of the British 
Parliament in Chapters IV, V and VI of "Parliamentary Prac-
tice", 17th Edition. Nowhere has a statement or an affidavit made-
in the course of a proper legal proceeding before a court of law been 
considered a breach of the known and established privileges of the:. 
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H.qWle of Commons. These privileges as listed by May and' Campion 
areas under: -

Freedom from arrest.' 
Liberfy of speech. 
Access to the royal person. A favourable construction of a11 

their proceedings. 
The Right to control publication of Debates and Proceedings. 
The Right implied to punish its own Members for their conduct 

in Parliament. 
Right of the House to provide for its proper constitution. 

Filling of casual vacancies. 
Determination of disputed returns. 
Determination of legal disqul!lliftcations. 
The Right of expulsion. 

15. We often speak of the supremacy of Parliament in the United 
Kingdo"l1. But even there' it is a well-recognised principle that no 
new privilege can be creat,ed by either House of Parliament. In 
1704, the Lords communicated a resolution to the Commons at a Con-
ference, "That neither House of Parliament have power, by any vote 
or declaration, to create to themselves new privileges, not warranted 
by the known laws and customs of Parliament"; which was assented to 
by the Commons. (May, page 47, 17th edition). 

J6. Unless the Committee is able to establish that I am guilty 01 
an offence against any of the known privileges of the House of 
Commons as on 26th January, 1950, it cannot go into the present case 
at all. Since it has no power to punish for contempt which only a 
superior court of record or its descendant can claim, any proceedings 
-on the ground of contempt of the House, will, I respectfully submit, 
be against legal and constitutional propriety. 

17. Without prejudice, to my above contention, I wish to state that 
the statement that I made in the writ petition before the High Court 
does not constitute contempt of the House. In Chapter VIII, May 
has exhaustively dealt with examples of contempt tried and punished 
by the House of Commons. There is not a single case of a statement 
or affidavit made in a proper legal proceeding before a court of law 
being construed into a contempt of the House. The reason is not far 
to seek. The separation of the judicial and legislative departments 
is absolutely essential for a proper functioning of democracy and it 
would be better for the judiciary and the legislature to take cogni-
zance only of proceedings before them and leave alone what is said 
or done within the precincts of the other even if it be considered 
contumacious by the other. As to alleged contempts both outside 
the courts and the legislatures, the jurisdiction of the judicial and 
legislative branches can be regarded as concurrent, each case to be 
dealt with by the two on merits. In the present case, Mr. Shukla's 
Privilege Motion (of May 11, 1965) in so fa,r as it referred to the 
judicial conduct of the High Court Judges, despit~ the explicit prohi-
bition of Article 121, constituted a contempt of the Court .. Because 
-of immunity granted by Article 105(2) the Court,of course, could not 



18 

"ake COl.)StUutional notice of this contempt. But even if this imnl1.inltY 
had not been there would it not be better for the court to ignore what 
had been said within the precincts of a coordinate branch of the 
Government? Similarly would it not be just and proper for the 
legislature to ignore whatever was said in the course of a legal pro-
.ceeding before the Court? 

18. It may be stated generally that any act or omission which 
obstructs or impedes either House of Parliament in the performance 
,of its functions, or which obstruct~ or impedes any member or officer 
of such House in the discharge of his duty. or which has a tendency, 
directly or indirectly, to produce such results may be treated as con-
tempt. Now can it be seriously maintained that the statement made 
by me in a writ petition before the Punjab High Court has obstructed 
or impeded the House in the perfonnance of its functions or its 
members in discharge of their duty? I . think it cannot be 80 
mainta.ined. 

19. Having conceded the right of a member to go to the court to 
~eek r.elief for the alleged denial to him of certain rights, it is not 
proper for the House totak.e up the statements made bv him in his 
'writ petition ~d make i~ the ~round for starting contempt or breach 
of privilege proceedings against him in the House. 

20. The member charged with contempt in this case has not made 
any statement against the Speaker or the House outside the High 
Court. He has not made. any contemptuous observation on the floor 
of the House nor made any contemptuous utterance outside the 
House. In fact it was never his intention to s~y anything contemp-
tuous about the Speaker or the House. In the writ petition referred 
to above, the remark about mala 'fides was made only in parenthesis. 
There was no prayer to the court on the issue of my being named by 
the SpeM-ker and I did not seek the intervention of the High Court 
in regd!'d to my suspension. In fact in the course of the arguments I 
advanced I said that although I considered my suspension unjust and 
mala fide, I had no desire to seek the intervention of the court in the 
matt~r, since it was a procedural aspect and as such wholly within 
the jurisdiction of the House and the Speaker. In my second writ 
petition before the Punjab High Court. and the petition for special 
leave before the Supreme Court, this pOint had not even been men-
tioned. Thi$ alone will suffice to prove that I never intended to 
commit contempt of the House or the Speaker. 

21. It is necessary here to narrate the series of events that led 
to my suspension from the service of the House on 8th April 1965. 
Although the l44.nister of Parliamentary Affairs, apparently. moved 
this motion on account of my supposedly disorderly behaviour (I 
outright deny from my own knowled.~e and on the basis of official 
records. that my behaviour was disorderly, leave alone ··~rossly dis.. 
orderly", on 8th i\.pril 1965) in my opinion the Minister really wanted 
to punish me for my havine: raised the question of cut motions to 
the Parliament Secretariats demands. My grounds for this belief 
were two in number:-

(a) That on 2nd April 1965 when I sought to raise the question of 
Cut Motions to Parliament Secretariats demands on a perfectly legi, 
timate point of prd.er (under Article 113 of the COJ'}stitution and Rules 
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208-211) the Minister demanded of the Speaker: that he should name 
me, for he knew: that under the Rules of Procedure of Lok Sabha he 
could not mlike a motion for suspending me from the service of the 
House until and unless the Speaker had gamed me. 

(b) When it was established by records that I had not committed 
any cor.tempt of the House or of the Speaker on 8th April 1965 and 
when I had made an explanatory statement, with the Speaker's per-
mission, on 23rd April 1965, the Minister, even when asked by two 
Members, Mr. Kishan Pattnayak and Mr. Nath Pai to make· amends, 
did not think it fit to do so and kept quiet. 

22. I therefore concluded in the light of the Minister's previous 
dem$.lDd on 2nd April 1965 that the Speaker should name me (for 
my having raised the question of Cut Motions to Parliament Secre-
tariats demands) that the Minister had taken advantage of the fact 
that the Speaker had at last named me on 8th April 1965, and had 
quickly moved for my suspension for no less than a fortnight. In 
my opinion, this action of the Minister smacked of sheer vindictive-
ness. I was hurt by this display of what I regarded as hatred by the 
Minister and also to an extent by the Presiding Officer for whom I 
had always shown the greatest respect. 

23. I would be less than truthful if I do not refer to my feelings 
about the Speaker's action. It is true that my main grouse was 
against the Minister's motion suggesting tny suspension for a fort-
night. But, as I have said before. this motion became possible under 
the Rules only because of the fact that the Speaker had named me. 
lt is my honest belief that the Speaker did me a grave injustice by 
naming me that day. I was not guilty of any "unruly behaviour" or 
"disorderly conduct". I put a question to the Minister for External 
Affairs about China and Phizo, after having been properly identified 
by the Speaker. At the end of my question. I had asked whether 
the Government intended to revise its impotent policy in relation to 
China. The Minister objected to use of the adjective 'impotent'. The 
Speaker said he agreed with the Minister. This was not proper. I 
humbly submit that it is not the function of the Speaker to say 
whether members should use strong adjectives or not. What he is 
required to do is to state whether a particular expression is parlia-
mentary or unparliamentary. Several Congress members, including 
the Secretary of the Congress Party, asked him to pronounce it 
lIunparliamentary". But he refused. to do so and rightly. It was, 
therefore, ~comprehensible to me as to why he should have suddenly 
exploderi and named me, thereby givinl! the Minister for Parliamen-
tary Affairs an opportunity to throw me out for two weeks. 

24. On 9th April, I read the official record of the proceedings that 
took pla'.~c after I had left the House on 8th April. The records 
clearly established-what I knew all along-that not only had I not 
disobeyed the Speaker but had in fact obeyed. him even after he 
refused to hear my submission (in my opinion very unjustly). But 
even if he had thought (wongly, I should say,) that I had said some-
thing contemptuous about him and the House while leaving it, it 
should be remembered that I wrote to him the next day saying that 
the punishment meted out to me was unjust and without cause. and 
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that he should reconsider the matter on the basis of the official re· 
cords of thli! proceedings. I .lso quoted the precedent of Mr. Kamath·s 
case (Lok Sabha Debates, 26th and 30th August, 1955) and said that 
Mr. Kamath had patently disobeyed the Speaker, which I had not, and, 
therefore, he should reconsider his decision in view of the records. 1 
waited patiently for several days. Dr. Lohia and Mr. Kishen 
Pattnayak had also requested the Speaker to reconsider his 
decision, as was done in the precedent-setting Kamath case. But 
these letters and appeals produced no effect. I had to stay out for 
14 long days. 

25. Now what conclusion was I.to draw frOm this? After aU I am 
a human being, and when I saw that I was being persecuted for no 
cause, I concluded that I was being so treated because I had dared 
to raise, through my cut motions, the followinJit questions which not 
only brought on me the wrath of the Minister of Parliamentary Affairs 
but also caused great annoyance to the Speaker. 

26. I had sought through my cut motions, among other thin~to 
ventilate the following grievances: 

(a) The right of the employees of Parliament Secretariats to 
form an association of their own. 

(b) Need to pass law regarding the service conditions of the 
Parliament Secretariats employees. 

(c) Appointment of Mr. M. N. Kaul as Honorary Secretary 
without legal or constitutional authority, and allotment to 
him of a room when the Opposition Members .are denied 
a separate room of their own and have to share space 
with English and Hindi typists and stenos. 

(d) Unsatisfactory canteen facilities for members and the 
staff ~tc. 

27. As a person connected with the working class movement for 
nearly a quarter of a century, I was greatly angered by the denial 
to the employees of the basic trade union rights when even the em· 
ployees of defence establishments had been granted this fundamen-
tal right. The reason for the Speaker's refusal to reconsider my 
suspension, I concluded, was due to annoyance at my persistent and 
strong opposition to the Government as also at my having raised 
the above grievances through Cut Motions to Parliament Secretariats 
Demands. 

28 I agree that the Speaker's Office is of great dignity and 
~:mo:.1:". The Speaker of the Lok Sabha has greater powers than 
Speakers of other Commonwealth countries, as Mr. Philip Laundby 
in his book "The Office of Speaker" has said: 

"The duties of the Indian Speaker correspond in large 
measure with those of the House of Commons, although 
in some respects, as will be seen below, his powers ex-
ceed those of his Westminster counterpart ... (page 414)". 

"The standing orders of the House of the People eonfer wide 
discretionary powers on the Speaker ... (page 415)". 
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"The authprity of the Indian Speaker is thus wider than that 
of any other Speaker in the Commonwealth. Most 
Assemblies insist on maintaining a wid~ measure of con-
trol over their procedure and practice, but in India the 
Houge of the People has been content to entrust the shap-
ing of its rules to its presidin~ officer ... (page 418)." 

29. This greater authority makes it absolutely essential that the 
Speaker in India should execute his office with great impartiality. 
Even in United Kingdom "Confidence in the impartiality of the 
Speak~r is an indispensable condition of the successful worki~ of 
procedure, and many conventions exist which have as their object 
not only to ensure the impartiality of the Speaker but' also to ensure 
that his impartiality is generally recognised." (May, page 247, 17th 
Edition). 

30. In regard to angry exchanges that sometimes take place be-
tween a member and the Speaker, Mr. Philip Laundby, in the above-
mentioned book, has this to say: 

"The House of Commons is, of course, an intensely human 
assembly and its Speaker, like any other mortal is not 
infallible. Tempers do become frayed and exchanges do 
sometimes take place between a Member and the Chair ... 
It is not unknown for the Speaker to apologize to a Mem-
ber of his own volition. On 9th March, 1951 Speaker 
Clifton-Brown offered an apology to a Member on whom 
he felt he had been unnecessarily harsh. Speaker Lowther 
once remarked that a Speaker's best course if he fell into 
error was to stand by his decision but to apologize the 
next day. In this way he can hope to preserve both his 
reputation for drmness and his popularity with the 
House." (Page 97). 

31. Sir William Harcourt once outlined what the House of Com-
mons expected of its Speakers. He said::-

"We expect dignity and authority tempered by urbanity and 
kindness; firmness to control and persuasiveness to coun-
sel; promptitude of deciSion and justness of judgment; 
tact, patience and firmness; a natural superiority com-
bined with an inbred courtesy, so as to give by his Own 
bearing an example and model to those over whom he 
presides; an impartial m,ind; a tolerant and a reconciling 
disposition; accessible to all in public and private as a 
kind and prudent councillor." (The Office of Speaker, 
page 359.) 

32. Now can anyone honestly maintain that the Speaker show-
ed patience and tolerance towards me on 8th April 1965? He named 
me without cause. Then he defended the motion moved by Shri 
Satya Narayan Sinha on the ground that I had made provocative 
and insulting remarks about the Speaker and the House. I have 
nothing to say about the proceedings on this day but when the offi-
cial records showed the next day that I was wholly innocent and 
when I drew the Speaker's attention to these records the least that 
I expected of him w..as a request to the House that my suspension 



22 

was due to a misunderstanding and that the matter should be re-
considered. But, he did not make any move for reconsideration. I 
al:3~ drew his attention to the Kamath precedent of 1955. I have 
enclosed copies of both these letters as Annexure II and Annexure 
III. But all this was without effect. The dignity of the Speaker's 
Office can be maintained not by a show of high-handedness and 
arbitrariness but by mutual tolerance and respect. n the Speaker ot 
the House of Commons who wields far less power than our Speaker, 
can be 90 magnanimous as to apologize to an ordinary. Mem-
ber of the House, why cannot the Speaker of the Lok Sabha en-
joying wide discretionary powers over the Members be tolerant 
enough to move reconsideration of the punishment meted out to 
helpless Members of the minority groups without cause and justifi-
cation'? . 

33. I had said in the House and I declare again that I had. no 
intention of committing contempt either ot the Speaker or of the 
Hous·~. In this case I am the aggrieved party and if my stand 
brings the Committee and the House. face to face with the question 
of the mutu~l responsibility of the Speaker and individual Mem-
bers and .the majority party and minority groups, I would deem 
these privilege proceedings to have served a useful purpose. 

34. To sum up: I have not committed any breach of privilege of 
the LoX: Sabha, nor anyoontempt. I question the rig}),t of the 
Indian Parliament or its Committees to try and punish for contempt. 
Further I say that I am more sinned against than sinning. For it 
needs to be emphasised that Article 105· speaks of privileges of 
Membe·.·sand not only of the Speaker. It confers on them freedom 
of speech and other rights. It is the duty of the Speaker to protect 
these rights. The Members, too, on their part must show respect to 
the Speaker. In the nature of things there has to be a reciprocity in 
the relations between the Speaker and Members. What I am seeking 
to defend is this principle of reciprocity and mutuality of respect 
and tolerance between the Presiding authority on the one hand and 
individual Members on the other. 

With regards, 
Yours sincerely. 

Sd/- MADlW LIMA YE 



Am,exurl:! I appended- b1J Shri Madhu. Limaye to his written 
Statement. dated the 9th Febnwry. 1966. 

MADHU LlMAYE. M.P._ 168, North Avenue, 
New Delhi. 

Dated 25th November. 1965. 
The Speaker, 
Lok Babba, 
New Delhi. 

Sir, 
On 18th August, 1965, you took up Mr. V. C. Shukla's Privilege 

Motion against me and the two JustIces of the Punjab H1gh Court, 
Mr. Growr .and Mr. Kapoor,for our having sought to nullifY the pro-
cedure of the House and also for my having alleged that the action 
of the Speaker in naming me and of Mr. Satyanarayan Sinha in mak-
ing a motion fot' my suspension on 8th April 1965 was mala fide. 
You asked me to explain my position and I said that I wished to go 
to the Supreme Court in appeal and that the Privilege Motion may 
be held over till the supreme tribunal of the land had finally dis-
posed of my petition. I also made it clear that if you were not pre-
pared to postpone consideration of the Privilege Motion, I would not 
mind its being referred to the Privilege Committee. You were, how-
ever, good enough to postpone the matter and gave me sufficient time 
to go to the Court. . 

2. In view of the above, I wish to inform you that I filed a new 
petition before the Punjab High Court challenging the Appropria-
tion Act on the gro~d that the procedure adopted by Presiding 
Authority in prohibiting Cut Motions on Demands Nos. 109 and 111 
was illegal and unconstitutional and praying that these votes and the 
related portion of the Appropriation Act No. 2 of 1965 should be 
declared ultra vires and should be set aside. This petition was dis-
missed 011 16th October, 1965 "in view of Article 122" and the 
petition praying for certificate to appeal, too, was refused.' The ~pe­
cial Leave petition came up before the Supreme Court for hearing, 
after notiCe to Respondents today, and was dismissed by the Court 
aftet' hearin~ my arguments for nearly an hour. 

3. I made the following submissions before the Court: 
(a) My constitutional rights viz. (i) to take part in proceedings 

of the Lok Sabha; (ti) to move Cut Motions under Article 
113 and Rule Nos. 208-211; (iii) to speak on these motions; 
and (iv) to vote in favour of reduction have been taken 
away by the ruling of the Speaker of 4th April 1964 on 
which he had relied in rejecting the whole set of my Cut 
Motions to Demands 109 and 111. . 
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(b) That there is a total, absolute want of power and jurisdic-
tion in the Speaker .to reject a whole class of demands for 
a priori reasons, without applying his mind to each in-
dividual motion. I cited the observation of the Supreme 
Court in the famous Searchlight VB. S. K. Sinha case on 
"the total want of jurisdiction." 

(c) That the Speaker's ruling meant rewriting the prOvisions 
of the Constitution, namely 112 (3) and 113 (2), by making 
particular Demands non-reducible and 113 (1) by making 
them non-discussable; that this would be a virtual throw 
back to the position under the Act of 1919 when certain 
demands could be discussed only with the consent of the 
G-G in Council; and would mean the beginning of the end 
of the principle of accountability in financial matters. 

(d) I said that apart f~m 113 there were other elaborate provi-
sions in the Constitution about procedure such as quorum 
[100(4)]; impeachment of the President (61). Was it 
within the power of the Speaker to contravene these 
articles? Cannot the aggrieved. party move the court; 
cannot the Supreme Court intervene when not irregu-
larity of procedure but ~gality and unconstitutionality 
is alleged? Will it be open to the Speaker to rule, next 
year, that defence estimates running into Rs. 850 crores, 
are non-reducible and non-discussable? I cited, again, 
the decision of the Supreme Court in the Sharma case, the 
Advisory Opinion in Special Reference of 1964 as also 
Article 119 of the Constitution which lays down that if a 
law were passed about the financial procedure it shall 
prevail over rules (and therefore rulings and conven-
tions). 

(e) I submitted that the Constitution imposes certain duties on 
the Speaker, e.g. to enforce the provisions about quorum 
[100(4)], to examine and admit cut motions (113); etc. and 
said that assuming that the Court cannot go into the ques-
tion of improper ~xercise of power or even into the total 
want of power and jUrisdiction, what about his iSpeaker's) 
failure to perform the duties laid on him, especially if 
somebody's rights are affected? Article 351 protects the 
President not only in the matter of exercise ot power but 
also duty~ but 122(2) does not so protect the Speaker from 
interference by the Court in respect of his refusal to carry 
out his duties. 

(f) I said that I agreed that there should be a relationship of 
respect between the legislatures a~d the court, and that 
intervention of the court should not be sought in a frivolous 
manner on trifling matters, thereby bringing the legislative 
work to a standstill, but this wa,s, I stated. a serious matter 
on which depends the future of Parliamentary democracy 
and the place of the Supreme Court and Parliament in our 
constitutional scheme. 
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. (g) About conventions, I said, they must yield to the written 

Constitution, and citing May, I poiilted out that these have 
been evolved iil U.K. to· protect minority and individual 
.members' rights. ' 

4. The Supreme Court (C01lBtit~tion Bench) gave me a patient 
hearing, and said that Article 122(1) and 122(2) were an absolute 
bar and that they had no jurisdiction to go into the question of 
either of improper exercise of power or of the total want of power 
or jurisdiction. Nor could the court enforce performance of duties 
by the Speaker in view of Article 122. 

In regard. to what I said about the hypothetical cases of the 
impeachment of President and the ruling by a Speaker that the 
defence estimates were non-discussable and non-reducible the court 
said that these were extreme cases but even in these cases, in their 
view, the courts would be powerless to do anything in view of Article 
122. "You have to seek relief elsewhere", they said. The Special 
Leave Petition was, therefore, dismissed by their Lordships. 

5. Since this matter has been finally disposed of, you may take 
up the Privilege Motion of Mr. V. C. Shukla, if you do desire. 

(a) lIn regard to his charge that by going to the court, I have 
tried to nullify the procedure of Lok Sabha I would only 
say that you yourself have said number of times that the 
question of unconstitutionality should not be canvassed 
in the House but in the forum of the courts. There is, 
therefore, no question of any breach of privilege involved 
here. 

(b) In regard to mala fide I would say that I made a reference 
to that in passing in my first petition, but had not made 
any prayer nor sought the court's intervention in respect 
of my suspension. 

(c) The official records of 8th April, 1965 have established 
that the action taken against me was without any basis 
whatsoever. I had drawn your attention to that imme-
diately through a letter and citing precedents had 
requested a reconsideration of your decision. But you did 
not reopen the matter. However you were good enough 
to allow to make a statement later. That, too, is on record 
and shows that I was punished without cause. 

(d) I was, of course, disappointed that you did not say that 
you named me because of a misunderstanding but you at 
least allowed me to explain my position. But what about 
the Minister of Parliamentary Affairs? Mr. Nath Pai and 
Mr. K. Pattnayak asked him to make amends, but he did 
not respond. On 2nd April, as the records will show, he 
had even asked you to name me when I was trying to 
argue my point about the Cut Motions. 
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(e) In the matter of my suspension on 8th April 1965, my 

conscience is. therefore. clear and II feel that I am more 
sinned against than sinning, as the phrase goes. With 
this I close. 

6. I shall be obliged if you will kindly place my letter before the 
House. 

With regards. 

Yours sincerely, 
Sd/- MADHU LIMAYE. 



Anne.rure II appended by Shri Madhu Limaye to his written 
Statement, dated the 9th February, 1966. 

MADHU L1:MAn:, M.P: 

The Speaker, 
Lok Sabha, 
New Delhi. 

Sir, 

I 
168, North Avenue .. 

New Delhi. 
Dated 9th April, 1965. 

Your order to me to leave the House yesterday has pained me-
greatly. 

2. The motdon of Mr. Satya Narayan Sinha that I should bE' 
suspended from the service of the House for a fortnight smacks of 
sheer vindictiveness. 

3. I have carefully read the proceedings of the House on 8th 
April. On page 1158910U have stated that I had called the whole 
House, "impotent", an had committed its contempt. If your justi-
fication for my suspension is based on this II can only say that this 
is completely untrue. I newr called the House, or any Member for 
that matter, "impotent". I only described the Government policy 
as "impotent". Surely this expression is not unparliamentary. 

4. I know the Speaker can ask a Member to withdraw under 
rule 373 if his conduct, an his opinion. is "grossly disorderly". But 
my conduct was not disorgerly, much less "grossly disorderly". 

5. When one Congress Member demanded that my reference to 
the "Government's present impotent policy in relation to China" 
should be expunged I said that the expression was not unparlia-
mentary and so the question of expunging it did not aI1ise. At no 
stage did you pronounce the expression as unparliamentary either. 
You asked me whether I would not hear the reply. I said I would 
and immediately sat down. 

6. It was again the Congress Members, Messrs. Raghunath Singh 
and R. K. Khadilkar who stood in their seats and objected to the 
expression. You had not identified either of them. They were 
technically interrupting the proceedings. 

7. I said to Mr. R. K. Khadilkar that he too was a symbol of this 
"impotent policy" and that he should sit down as I wanted to hear 
the reply to my question. My remark addressed to the Congress 
benches could not even remotely be called "grossly disorderly". 
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8. Earlier when Dr. Lohia was speaking, with your permissiOIlt 
()n a point of order, Mr. Raghunath Singh interrupted "him. You 
did not punish him for this nor did anyone of us request you to 
do that. 

9. After you asked me to withdraw I said that I would obey but 
that I would like to make a submission, for .it was not I who had 
interrupted the proceeding but Mr. Khadilkar ~ You. did not allow 
me to make my submission, and so I collected my papers and turning 
to those' Congress Members who were asking for my "blood" I 
retorted while leaving as follows:-

"That you have a majority and can certainly throw me out 
and jolly well continue your policy of impotence." 

10. This is all that I said and in this I cast no aspersion whether 
<>n the Chair or on the House. My remarks were solely addressed to 
the Congress Members who were loudly interrupting me. 

11. You had therefore no cause whatsoever to punish me. Justice 
demands that you reconsider your action. If you have based yourself 
on the "totality of my interruptions" then I would submit that 
interruptions by other Members, whether of the Congress Party or of 
the Opposition are much more frequent and persistent than our inter-
ruptions. You never take any action against them and rightly so; 
These Members seem to enjoy a "privileged position" in the House. 
I do not want that they should be denied this privilege. I would 
'OnlysugC2st that we' should be accorded the same right. 

12. If, however, the action ~gainst me is for some other reason, 
then I shall say nothing till I know of that reason. 

With regards, 

Yours sincerely, 
Sd./- MADHU LlMAYE. 



Annexure 111 appended b'll Shri Madhu Limaye to his written 
Statement, dated the 9th Febrll4Ty, 1966. 

MADnu LlMAYE, M.P. 

The Speaker, 
Lok Sabha, 
New Delhi. 
Sir, 

168, North Avenue. 
..:> New Delhi. 

Dated 12th April, 1965. 

FW'ther to my letters dated 8th and 12th April, I wish to draw 
your attention to the proceedings of the Lok Sabha debates of 26th 
and 30th August, 1955. 

On 26th August, an Hon'ble Member, Mr. H. V. Kamath had 
risen on a point of order." The Deputy Speaker, who was in the 
Chair then, ruled him out and asked him to resume his seat. Mr. 
Kamath said, "II am sorry I cannot resume my seat until you have 
heard my point". At .this the Deputy Speaker asked him to with-
draw from the House. Mr. Kamath obeyed him and collected his 
papers. But while leaving he was heard to remark "fantastic non-
sense". The Deputy Speaker thought that the remarks were 
addressed to him. He did not accept Mr. Kamath's explanation that 
they were addressed to Members who were trying to jeer him and 
Motion suspending him for a week was adopted. On 30th August 
(at page 11465-72) Mr. Kripalani suggested that the suspension 
order should be rescinded. The Deputy Speaker agreed" and put the 
question to the House. The motion was adopted. 

In my case, as the proceedings will show, I had never defied the 
Chair. As to my so called "provocative remark" after my being 
asked to withdraw, the proceedings will make it clear that they 
were addressed to the Congress benches and not to the Chair or the 
whole House. I request you dn the light of the actual proceedings 
to reconsider your decision and put the matter before the House as 
the Deputy Speaker did in the above-mentioned case. 

With regards, 
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Yours sincerely, 
(Sd.) MADHU LIMA YE. 



Annexure IV appended by Shri Madhu Limaye to his written Statement, 
dated the 9th, February, 1966. 

(EXTRACTS FROM LOK SABHA DEBATES, DATED 2ND APRIL, 1965, 
CC. 7459-7468) 

And, therefore, It t'S incumbent ~ .." ~ 'm ~ 1 ~ "'i 
UPOn the Government to bring for- . 
ward n Bill, if they cannot maIntain ~ ~ qrf ~ 1 ~ ~ ~ j fit; 
Quorum. Your predecessor, Sir, Mr. ~ ~ ifo 1 09 ~1i ~ ~f"'(U&l4 
Mavalankar. had also directed them ~ ~ it ~ 'f4T ~ q"( ~ m ~ 
that they should brIng forward a Bill. I . 

If they do not do it. at least they fu1t lfi1f ~ ~ ~ ~T ,? 
should not permit their own Party 
Members to curtail the right of any 
Member of the House. 

Mr. Speaker: He should not make a 
speech. Only attention is to be direct-
ed to such and such an item. 

Shri Hari Vishnu Kamath: I have 
been raising this repeatedly. No-
thing has been done. On the other 
hand. it is not being implemented 
and they are curtailing the right of 
the Members of the House to raIse 
points ot order with regard to quo-
rum. 

~ "'I n.rc : ~ ~, ~ 
to' ffi;f ifR '!If ~ ~ ~ fjfi ~ it 
\if) ~ '1iT WRR t ~ ~ IIl'T 
4t1lf.,MI '1iT ~ ~ ~ ~ arT 
~ I ~~lJAID~ 1 ~f~~ 
~ cmr m ~ ~ ifPif ~ ~ t1;lfi 
faRt ft:rfYf <rnfT ~ ~ t I 'fT'f 

~~~~~~fit;~m~ 
m ~ <it Of;:~ <:<fli lIT '*r 1!ro fc;rr 
~<rnfT~~~lfA~1 
q t:t'fi ornr I 

~ ornr irU ~ ~ fit; ~ q"( 

~ '1iT ~ ~ ~DT lI1fT ~ q 
1 9 ffi'fu.r ~ '1iT ~ flfm I ~ iI'R 

~ ~ ~ qr fit; ~ ifi1i m 
.ao 

~~:~~~I 

-ft"'!~: ro~~~1 

aaftt~: :~~mit~ 
tt "!..'1iT t I 

-ft "'l ~ : 1!ro ~ q"( ~ 

1tiT~ t 1 want" : ~ q"( ~ 'liT 
~~~I 

-t\' f"1' ~ ~ (~) : 
~ ~, ~ ~ ~ 'IT fit; 
;;riI' ~ ~ ~ '1iT ~ ':3'011n' en 
itt fQ ~ ~ it wAr 'fTt{1' it lftT 
'fI' . . . . 

Qt.1A1 ~ : ~ ~ m t I 'f(tf 

lIiT~m~ I~iffif~it~ 
~1 

-ftP'f 'A~ :.~ 
fit; ~ m m: ~r ~ I 1!fi ~ ~ ft:ro: 
{mr~~~ 11fm~~~? 

~~ :~~~tl 

~f'I""~ :-alr~~ 
i!ton ~~ I 



~~:~~~1tiQ 
m mrr fif; i3f.;rn-~ t 1 'Rl{ m m 
~tl 

.(t 1Q'0 ,to ~ (~) : ~ 
~, ron 'IT, 1fTIr lfil ~ ~, 
Nm'hl~ it ~ !til ~ ~ if; ~ 
'ilf.,4f(a, ~ it ~ m1J" WT 'Tf 
tfi, mrtT (( ...... 14 () ttt Off vfi, ~ IR 
~ -tt ~ 1 ~ am: it m lfiT"tcfTt 
~'1'f~~~"f~ 'IT 1 ~ 
~~ ron qr m.: ~ ~ mtw 
rot!' qr . 

~ "0 Slo mn : ilIf.f;;r mH ~ 
~mit~~~mltt 
~~ft'~m~mi\'qw 
IJT~"'~I 

.-it fiAA ~ (tli04it'l$<) : 
IEfm'f ~ .... 

IQ'Qt1f ~ : IEJl1r ~ 't1if t u 
~~mlfitron .... 
.-it~~:~~~ 

~ '" ~ ~ ~ m ~~T GfHl' i .. 
~~:~1IiW~, 

~1'T tt<rr !fi1iIT ~ t 1 

1ft ~ Q!.,'4'" : lfi ~ m ~ 
tft 1 ((!t'i m ~ ~ ~ itnlro IR ~ 
~~~lRmq~mr~ 
~ ~ I ~ Itil ;;ft ~ fltWrr ~ i1rn 
~~~~~I~l~ 
~ ",fii~WJ01 'fiT ~ tAi t ~lt'ffi2'!lIOj 

~ lfT ~, q: ~ ~ ~ ~ \ifTiiT 
~1~~m~~~1 
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I'" ~ ........ 

IQ'Qftf ~ : IEJl'T ((1fi ~. ~ it 
iii{ ~ 1 

.-it ~ Q!.,i4. : q: ~ am: t 
\iA' ~~ ~ ~ smR ~if; mit 
1flT(~~~ 1 ~~'4Tffi~ 
~~~itl 

'lr ~ ;m'TQ'IIT ~ : ~ ~ 

~ m- ~~, ~ lfT~ 1 it~­
fIt;;r 'fiT ~ ~. 1 

IQ'QRt ~ : The Proclamation issu-
ed by the Vice-President of India dis-
charging the functions of the 
President on the 24th March, 1965. 
;;ft ~ ;m 'fiT ~ mIIT ~ mcm: ~ 
~~~Cffif~~1 

eft m ;rmqvr ~ : llfif ~ 
~ ~fiti~1IT~~~~ .. 

~~:~~if;~ 
'fiT~~~~~~1 

Ift~~~:it~~ 
~. f.f; ~ ~ ~ ~ cp;: ~ ~ 1 ~ 
'{(f ~ 'li1 ~ m fiti \jfiI' ~ 1fiT{-

" 
~ ~ ~ ~ ~ 'iTmT, m-
rnfuq f~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ 1 

~ ~ ~ If>1'Rf : in:T ~ ~ 
~t,m~'fiT~~ I 

..n~~~: rn~'fiT 
~ ~, f.rfir.rr J;TT!T ~ ~ ~ ~ 

~ m I ~, ~ ~, t;fTTf 'tiT 
~ ~ ffi it iI¥ w.<if ~ ~ fiti ~ 
~ 'tiT ~ ~ fort'l' ~ 'R: ~ ~ 1 
ft~~"-TT~~,fr~~ 
t f.t; If.''fT If.11T ~ ~~ ~ <tT ~ ~ 
IfUfT ~ I ~ fP'i ~ ~.~ ~.~ 
'fiT, ~ lfi1i l11'fi Oj~ ~. ~ ~T ~ itt 
'I1f p;fi tIWfr it ifi5.T, ~ ~ ~ 
'iT, ~ ~ ~ I 



11ft""" ("<"I.~"II) : ~ ~ 
~ Aim 1fiT m ~ ~ ~ 1Ii1ft 
finft' ~ fiR;r • ~ I 

~ ,,~ : ~ amr tTlIi ~ 
tl{«~if~~m~ 
~I 

~~~~:~mm 
fqa- if IfiTt 'filt ~ lfRffi I 

~~ :~~~1t1f~ 
tl 
~ ~ ~ ~ : o1lJ ~ I ilrfiR 

ftiflt~f.t;~m~~q: 
~~~~'fTI~~~ 
w m • tft ~ 'fT f.t; ~ ~ t:\l 
~ t I ~ ~ lfi1fT Cfi1ft ~ ~ 
t tit ~ ~ m ~ ~ lfi<OT ~, 
1M~~~~~~~ifl 
w-ft m ~ 'fiT ~ ~ ~ fct>m 
~~~~~I 

IJft mft (~h:) : ~ ~ ~ 
1fiT ~'T ifi"{ iftm I ~ ~ <ttif 
~m~f.r. 

~~~:~~rnif 
~~~~~ I ~tftw 
~~if~ 1~~l!if#~'fT I 
~~~~f.r.\;fOf~~~ 
.m:~~tf(~tIT~ittm 
~~Cfilf~1 

~~~~:~1Rit 
~I 

aam~ :~~~t~ 
~~~qaf1fT~~ 
~1~~ltiT~~ 
~ tit "I"fiT Ifi'( i, ~ ~ ~ m 
~ ;:rtf t I (Inurrupticns) 

• 
~ ~ ~ ::lIm: C(fs~ill" WT1f 

~ ~ ~. m n SIT ~ I 

~~~fq:'qt~ 
(C(?ffl' ltiT ~ qm I SIl!f it ~ ctR 
t it ~ ~ '11: 1ft'< ~ I ~ 'Q'1T'( ,. 
q ~ 1 ri ~ 21 ri it; m it 
~tIT~·~~ifRf~ I ~ 
~ ltiT m If>1i ~ (T RsVF<d ~ t I 

5 rio 4 ri ~ ao ~ t, ~ ~ 
~aorRlfTI~~ ~ 
{r ~ 'fiT ~ -af,rn ~ t I ~ 
~ ~ ~ it ~ f.t; ~ 1IT<n' WT 1Ii1: 
~~I~m~~fiT;fltT~ 
itT {r qifi" Q 1IT<n' vf.t <it ~ ~ trf 
t I ~~~~fif;\VI'tqm 
~'ltT~f.t;~~m~srra I 
15ft' ~ it; ~ 'fiTt ~ f.,aVF«1 
~~f.t;q 1 rim 21~t~if 
tt~~lliT~ I ~~tt~ 
<tt ~ ~ t, ~ m-q ~ ~"pr ~ I 

~ ~ ~ ifiT It>1f ~ ~ 
~ I t ~ If( ifiTf ~ <tt dffi1' ~ 
1fi"( ~ ~ m;p.f ctm t ~ e- '=<¥Ifd 
ifi1: ~ t $ ~ ct\" ~ ~ lfi{ 
~ t fir; ~ ~ dffi1' if;) lfR ~ Ai 
1folI' ~ '1i1r ~ ~ ~ ~ firt;r if(f 
m ~ ~, fS+i I~~« ~ ~ iiI'f.t ~ I 
~~~f.1;\iI1~~~q 
~ TT ~ ~ I Aim 1ft ~ q"( 

~ ~, ~ ~ iftfit ~ ~ 
cnrffi ~ tit ~ m ~ it ill flr;re-
~ ~ I ~ ~ ~ 25 flr;re- W ~ 
t I lfi!: ~. ~ ltiT tm I 'Afu l'I1 
~ t I ~ mm wA 'fiT iIilf ~ 
~1~~ifiC~tl~ 
qrq- iif'U tl,,";hdl ~ ~ ~ m ~ I 
!flIT \VI' 'fiT ~ Ul{l( ~ .~ ttiT qt 
~ ~? ~ ffi1T firt;r clzm: 1Ii1: 
~« Isrrqt~~~;UFJ 



~ I ~ ~ 61fi ft cH,!"If(\ ~ 
fiti ~-~ m ~ Iti1ft ~ . qlfi 

m ~ qlfi, ~ ~ eft fir;re tR: ~ 
~~~~qt~l~ 

~ ~ ~ lfi1( WTf.ttt ~ I ~ 

~ ~ ~ ~ ~ 'liT mf.:rft ifi1l 
~~m~~~t.:rT~ I 

~ ~ firnI """" : ~ ~ 
~~I 

-tt mq ;m'I1A fq: ft m ~ 
~ fit; ~ I lfTl«f ~ ~ ~ if; 
~ ~ ~ tflClF$;fl\il ~ ~ I 
~im . 

~l ~ ~ """" : ft ~ ~ 
i1iT~~~m~~ I 

~l ~ ~ f~ : 'm'tI' ~ 
~ fl«f 'fiT ij fI &11 t;~ I ~ 'm'tI' 
.~ "Ifft om'\' ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ 
eft fi" ~ ~ I ( Interruptions ) 
~, "ll ~ ~ ~, "ll ~ ~ 
'm'tI' ~ I 

.n~~..mm:~~ri 
~ q ri 0CJi ~ cfR ri ~ W: ri 
.ij1ti I 

Sbri Daji: You put a Calling Atten· 
tion Notice after the lunch interval. 
Then everyone will be present. 

Pm~ :~~i1iT~ 
~ 1!fl ifilf ~omr ;rtf ~ I 

,.ftmq'~~:~~ 

~tl 

Shrl Sbinkre: I have got one sub-
mission to make. Most of the Mem-
bers are sitting in the Central Hall. 
As soon as the Quorum Bell is rung, 
the Members come in. They are sit· 
ting in the Central Hall. So, some 
provision be made to stop them from 
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permanently occupying the Central 
Hall. 

~~:~~~~ 
fit;ft~~~if;~ ~9;. 

mftmif;ft;N~~ I 

,.ft -'0 .0 ~ (il<<<:lij'.!<): 
itri~~~mo~(j1fi~~ 

to.rr ~ I 
sft~~fq: l~ it; 

mlflrT~~~m~ifil~ 
~ ~ I ~ ;it F~'Hrat~ it; m it 
~~;r~~I~~ 
~fit;nm~~~lfiT1f~~~ I 
~ ifil eft ~ ~ ~ ~ fit; "ll F-t'ilr~~ 
~ W ~, fJr.T if; em: it ~ ;r ~ 
~ f.I;1;rr ~, ~ ifil tT i1g·n Fe"l 
If>(iIT ~ I mtt ;r eft !filfmr <iT ~ 
fit; 1ff6lf('f 

'" 
&Tl tto.o ~ : ~ ~ if; 

qm ~ ~ ~r ~ ~ afu:R ~ lfft, 
~ Ai< 1ft ~ '1"{f ~ I 

-tt ~ ~ ~ : lf~t f.Rft ifil 
~ tIT if ~ <tr om'\' ~ ~ I "ll 
~ FOitlif<d· ~ ~ it; ft;N ~ if; 
~ iU ~ ~ fl:rWrr ~ if; 
ft;N I ~ ~ ;ft i ~i! ifq ~ lfi1 

~~~~ ~if;~m1feft 

~ 1 ~, ~ lfiTf ~ ~ iITCf ~ 
~ fit; t:r~ mw;:r 'tiT w.mr ~, C4"1f{ 

~ ~ ?fil ~ eft ~ eft mitm tT I 
~ ~ 1ft "ll ~ ~ ~ A.lfT 
if A.lfT ~ tR: ~ ~ ~ 
~~~~ml 

sft " ~ : ~ ~, IRT . 
.. :;...+ T ~ 7 il'NAlO1<" SITof,lf'iT ~ ... ' •. 

Pm~:mtt~~1 



rl ..,~:.~~. 
m it ~ \!OflIT qr .... 

~~ :~mrrif;~ 
it mit ? ' 

~~~:;;ft~1 

~~'" :~.m:it~. 
~~~~ I ~W~'f>1"" 
~ \ill" ~ I ~ ~ \!OflIT ~ 
'IT~~~'f'iTt I 

111ft "'t ~: ~ 1ft' If{ ~ 
~~l 

aam~:ff'~~ ~ 
1!tT~m1t~~~~ r 

"" ~ ~~ : mm.r if; ~ 
~~rm~ I ~mmrrifi~ 
~~I 

~~,:m~~it~ 

~ ,\-<fiT t I 

1Ift~": q:~~,.m 
~1~~'lil~~1 

~~ :~~ifI1 ~ 
~,~.;:rty ~,~ I 

cft~~:~~.m 
~<ftet!)j~~.rttil I 

Q'IIN ~ : ~ ~ ",",' <Jf12m 
.~~ 

Shrl B. N. Mui:erlee (Calcutta Cen-
tral): There was a question which, the 
hon. Minister did reply to. which you 
also had mentioned to him. a-boutthe 
Kerala Proclama1klil. 

Mr. Speaker: The 110tice of that mo-
tion ot resolution ha'g come. Tl'Ie hon. 

. , 
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l\&eQ:lbeI' WaAt$ to know when it is 
likely to be taken up. ' 

~'"t~ :~fttt"i~ 
~,~ ~ if; ~ 1m 1R • 

t· .. 
IQ'Qm ~im : ~ tt"i ~ ~ ~ 

~~m,pftqit~~~! I 

~~~:~~~~~ 
t I ~~if;m~~\!OflIT 

t,~~~~fPn~1 

.~~~:~~ 
~~~I 

'l't~~:~~!tiT 
SITof~~~~?~~ 
f~~? ~~;r"fITt~ 
~ ~ ~ I WT1:f ~ ~ ~ !fiT f.:rcm;r 
~ IfiT ~ m,t I ~ ~ 1rtT 
~it~~ I 

~ ~ql .. ('f'" ~ (~~ 
mm) : ~ ~ ~ m 
ih'!1'1R¥mt ~1Iil~",~ t 

~T q, fi=lqQ- : ~ W it ~ !tiT 
~onfftl . 

• iNM+li\il ~: • ~ f1Ri'i 
~qtt~~~ ... 

~~:m-~~<fiT 
ro~i!)n~~.,.~~ ~ 

p;fto QT'#t : ~ ~ it m it ro 
~fW? 

'If'1f~ ~ : ~ ~ if ~ 
~I 

,-_ ... : 



Annexure V appended by Shri Madhu Limaye to his written Statement, 
'dated the 9th Febtruary, 1961. ' 

(EXTRACTS FROM LOK SABRA DEBATES, DATED 8TH ApRIL" 1965, 
ce. 8429-8454). 

U.&lbn. 
CALLING ATTENTION TO 
. MATTER OF URGENT PUBLIC 

IMPOft'FANCE 

A 

(i) REpORTED PROpOSED VJBl'l1 OJ' PlUZO 
TO CHINA 

Mr. Speaker: Now, we shall take 
up the calling attention notice. Shri 
Hukam Chand Kachhavalya. 

'IT Uq, .. <Ii,... (~) : ~ 
~, 1{11 ~ ~ 800 t:n: ~ 
~~~~~;ft~~~ 

~t~~~~~1 

~~:~:ittr.f~ 
~~~m~q1;A'~1 

-n (, .... r+c : ~ ~ ~ ~ 

~~~i··· . 
~.",~ .. :, ~ t I 

~, '<'''''cHi ..... :. ~ ~ 
!fiT 'Sf1R ~ ~ ~ I 

~~~ :Wlt~lfiT 
~ liIFf t ? 
~ ~ : ~ m- !fiT t.'lfA 

~m~~tfitrfbm~ 
~ 'i!lTeit ~ ri'ift !fiT ~ ~l1;tT 

~ ~T\ W ~T itt ~~ '3Il ~ 
m=~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ,,1!,4I i4<f1' t 
m It q:;<f, ~ ~ m vim ~, 
m~<tit'~'~Q 
~!lIft ~m i~ TIT m'~, 
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~ ~ t. m ~ ~ i:r ~ ir.r.rr 
~~f.l;~~crRw~ 
lfil~if;~~~m 
~ 'f,lf cNtmm t ? w It qN 

ltfT em ~~,? 
~q'~: p.fr~~ 

~I 

'IT f'"' ~ ~ (itcmr) : 
,. 7IIfCC,(ijRtofl4 ~ ~ ~ f.\+:;rf..,flid 

~ .",. m ~-m -qm ""' 
!Zfr.1r' ~ ~ 71fT{ SfT1i;rr ~'~ 
fIIr ~ ~ ont It ~ ~ ~ :-

"'-iT 'Z0 11'0 f1i'3ll ltfT ;fR 'liT 
S1fdlfC4d ~ if; ~ CIlIT ~ 'R 
1l'I'm ~ Cf;T $I fd f"fl4 , I" 

The Minister of External Affairs 
(Sbri SWaran Singh): The report in 
the Indian Press is based on a news 
item from the London correspondent 
of the "Dawn" of Karachi. 

Mr. Phizo bllS been in England since 
1960. He bes opted for and been 
lJiven Britisb citizenship. 

Our reports indicate that he has 
received no encouragement in England 
in recent months from official quar-
ters in his aiitation for the so-~alled 
independenCe of Nagalaud. 

Whether Mr. Phizo will be allowed 
to go to Peking is a matter for the 
British Government to de~ije, since 
he is now a British netional. 

We would not be in favour of a 
Briti4h national being liven facilities 



for travel to indulge in activities 
which are against the interests of our 
country. 

~ fP' ~ ~ : ~ \;JlififT 

~~fiI;~~~~~~ 
tmq~it~tlfT~? 
~~ ~mfuqmf{t~t~ 
<tiT ~ it; 1lif ~ iflfT ilm: ~ t ? 

Shri Swaran Singh: He does not 
come to Nagaland. He is in England, 
as I have already stated. As to what 
the effect of the peace talks on his 
mind is, I have no information. 

8hri DaJI (Indore) : Get him 
psycho-analysed. 

~ '"""" ~ (~).: tm 
~ ~ ~ ~ f1f; 1Noft ;.fi;r v;ffi 
qlfc'I~I'" iT fcmrc ~ flfo ~ w 
mfu cmrt it « lfi?1 ~ ~ m 0fTltr-
m- !fiT Cfi'tt ~ ~ ~ ~ 1flf ~ 
~ mrr ~ f1f; ~~ ~ ~ 
~ '<fuw ~ ~ m.: flf 0 f~T i1W 
~~f'li~~m~~;ft 
m:'fiR ~ ~ it iflfT 'lil: W ~ ? 

Shri SwaraD Singb: The ge~eral 

Question of the peace talks that are 
going on in Nagaland is a matter 
which has been discussed here more 
than once. That does not arise out 
of this call1ng-attention-notice at all. 

8brl S. M. Banerjee (Kanpur): The 
hon. Minister has expressed the 
anxiety of our Government not to 
allow Shri Phlzo to go to China. Since 
Indin is a member of the Common-
wealth. may I know whether the 
Government of India will make a 
request to the Government of the 
United Kingdom to see that Shrl 
Phlzo does not get a passport for 
China because that will aggravate the 
situation and would be damaging to 
India, and whether Brtiadier Sen 
who is one of the officers ...... . 
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Mr. Speaker: The hon. Member 
should be satisfied with one ques-
tion ..... . 

Sbrt S. M. Banerjee: Tbat is con-
nected with this question. 

Mr. Speaker: So many questions 
should not be clubbed tOlether. 

Sbrt S. M. Banerjee: May 1 know 
whether Brigadier Sen, the Advocate-
General of Nagaland, has been sent 
specially to England and one of his 
assign men ts is to see Shrl Phlzo in 
this connection? 

Shri Swaran Singh: We h2ve aske:l 
our High Commissioner in London to 
convey our views in this respect to 
Her Majesty's Government. He will 
certainly do that. 

I have no information of the depu-
tation of Brig. Sen. But I can say 
that there is no question of his going 
to see 'Phizo in any form on our 
behalf. He has nothing to do with 
Phizo. 

Sbrt Daji: In ,view of the well-
known hostile nature of PhilO'S acti-
vities. which will be multiplied if he 
goes to China. ['nd in view of the. fa:t 
that already there is a' lot of wrong 
anti-Indian propaganda ,about Naga-
land going on-Dawn bad put it on 
its front page that napalm bombs 
were used by us in Nagaland; this 
was mentioned in. the House--have 
Government made it clear to the Gov-
ernments of U.K. and China that 
Phizo is persona non grata with us 
and any s",.h facilities given to him 
to go to China would be treated as 
an unfriendly act towards India? 

Shrl S.aran Singh: I agree with 
the hon. Member that a lot of wrong 
propaganda is being carried on. It is 
entirely incorrect to say ~hat napalm 
bomb was used In any part of Naga-
land. That is a story which is entirely 
incorrect and 1 would like to repudiate 
it very strongly. It' was never used 
and any suglestion to that effect is 
absolutely incorrect. I am ~lad that 



the 'hon. Member mentioned it.. giving 
me an o,pportunity to state the facts. 

I have already said that we have 
asked our High Commissioner in 
London to clearly tell the U.K. Gov-
ernment that we are totally opposed 
to it and. that they should not permit 
a British national to undertake an 
activIty which is against our interest. 

"" ~ (~) : ~ <n 
'lfdfqNlIi ~ 1frol ~W ;Ft ~ 
rn ~a1'1€11 if; m:t ~ ~ ~ 
~ ~ ~ ttl m ~ ~, q ;ft;r 
~~~,,!:~~. 

~ ~ : 'Itttf ffi q: ~ 
m~~~~, ~T~~ 
~ ~ m1f 'tii' I 

~~: tr~~~\ifT 
W~~~~ q~ tr ~ 
'f~~~~~~~ 
~~~'~~~,R;nff~ 
~ ~ I 

a~ ~: wn, ~ w.mt 
'P'fT ~ ffi 'Itttf ~ ~ I 

~, ~,: m mr 'fiT mq 

~~ "fTi? ~ 'I~'Ilfif ~f.t lifT ~17ri"f 
it ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ I .T 
tr fil;T ~ tT ~ ~ P I :;m:;:;r 
&-iT ~~ ~ <tiT ~ f~r$H 1'1 ~ 
'il~ 1 F'1!ti mor ~ ~~ ~ OfQ 
f~r$f{1I'1 if; ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ 
~ ~ ~ Cf<Il SlllU 'iTn.<:f m1fiT7: 
'IT itit ffiCiT 'tiT ~ ~ 'tiT ~ 

~~,~~~~~(ffi' 
m 'tit fit; 'IfR if; ~ ~ 
~) ~ ~ ~ fcmT1 if ~ (ffi' \iff 

lfil: ~ if; ~ ~ lfil: m, ~ ? 
~ ~~ 1mCi ~ m 'tiT ~l ;r 

<-

m:w~~~CiT~~~ 
1fiT~~~~if~'R 

S7 

~ ~ ;ft;f it; fifq ~. ~ 
tltT~? 

aam~q:1 ~.~ ~ 
'{~ ~ '!fiT ~ ~ tr i9lfT ~ 

~ !fiT 'fiR ? aon: ~ i'\' .~ ~ 
'1ft it ffi '1ft ~ ttil ~~ fit; ~ 
~ fftl '!fiT ~ it I srrq ~ ~ fit; 
~~f1r;~~amf 1!tro 
rnT, Q,m ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ 
srrq;sro~m1!t~~~ I 

~ ~T: ~!fl'~, in:r 
~ ~ ~ ~ ~ I w.r ~ . ..rrt 
~~~ffi~~,I~Ta1 
~ if m ~ ~q;, ~ ~ CiT ~;rrn 

~~~~~~er~ 
~'fi1m~~~~ 
~ \llqftl"''1~ ~ ~€1("ICfl ~ 

~ e ... 
aam~:~~~ 

~~f.i;~~~~ 
f.i; ~ ~ ~ ~. ~ <t>1 :;:fr.f 
if; iji'lJ~~ l!ti ~ ~ ~ lfil: ~ 
m ? iflfT ~ /fiT ~ ~ f1r; 
Off,; T<T ~ ~ ~ 'lifl1 ~ ~ ~ 
if iTm ? ~-1T J;Jo :q:o ~ , 

~o mf"~ ~ (~m­
~) : ~~el 1T61~, irn f% ~ 
'!fiT ~ ~ I tr mq <tiT ~~ f1!YIT;r 
~ ~ far; 9,lI'1 it ~ ~ lfii om: 
~ ~ far; ~qr~OT ~ rm 
~ c:J'ti 1fiTlf 'ir.r.T ~ 'tiT .qr CfiTl:r 

'tiW ~ I 'lifl1 mr ~ ~ q"t ~ 

~~~~ffi"l1~~ 
~T ;fifcr <tt ~t ~ ::r.r 'fiT tA I., I"'~UI 

w:mcr ~ 6'ro 'IT ~ 3fr ~ ~ ~ 
m'1 ~ ~~ ~ q"t ~ m $'(l1flf1' t 
rft ~ ;ft;:r ~ ~ if ififu:r ~ 
~~~T~;ftfuit~T~ I 



· .... ~:IR~·...". 
~m~~"f(f~~t I 

~o ~ ~ ~:tt ~~ 
~ 1fft ~ 9;fTIf 1fil ~ m ~ ~ I 

~~~~:~~~ 
~~~tAi~om~~tl 

WTo ~ ~ ~~:~­
~ it ft ~ '1'ro' p;ft-
~~~~~,~~t 

~ it ~ -ao >iW!T ~ ~ 

" ~ ~ I mlf it ~ <i11Il it> m 
it ;;fr ~, WR ~ C<i11l' it em: ~ 
'fl, al ~ ~ !, ~ W11: 
tlij f\1 wI ~ oftft:r lfiT ~ ~, m ~ 
if ~ W<fi ~ ~ Ai tt'f> ~ ~ 
~ ~ it "IT iR 'ii'i ~ ~ ~ 
~~~w~if 
~ ~ ~ w ~, ~rr 00 <liT ifi ~ 
ft ~ ~ <ft ;f\"ft:r orfT ~ -tT 
~ I ~ tlTA'-m<fiTfllT ~ it ~ 
lfT~~if'{ifi~~~~ 
m~, m ~ ~..". ~ ro 
~~~?ltOO~~ 
m;fi :;ffit.if .m: ~ q-{ ~ i!ft 
wr.fT "(11f mifi ~~ m ~ 
r. 'lOf CAr ~ ~ ~ ~ t, ~ 
fttR:~~tq~~Utf 
.t~~tlal~~it 
ift i:Ai ~ ~ ~ ~ 'ftf miIm, 
_ (Ar ~ if finft ~ it P,ifr ~ 
lIlT, sf\' ~ !fiT lIT m.: ~ ~ 
~~Im_~q-{~ 

WT!i ~ ~ ~ ~ f'ti m f$O~f" 
.~lffT~~;:rW~W~ .... 

Shri Ra"hunath Slnlrh (Vrranasi): 
This is practically a short speech. 

Shrl Frank Anthony (Nominated-
Anglo-Indians): Long speech. 

• 
wto~·"'·~:~ 

~if~~~~! I~­
~ 1fft ~ ~ "{Ai ~ !fiT ~ 
R'zn' t, ( IftrerrvplWns ) . W ~ 
~ it; ~ i!ft 1fT"{-m \mifT ~ 

t I ( Interr'4>tions) ~ ~ 
1it~~~ 00 ,. ,..... ~ 
q"{ ~ Ifi"{<ff ~ I 

11li1 Rach1lnath Sindt: This is 
p~cally a speech. 

.... ~:~~.t 
mm~~m~1 

WTo '"'" ~~ ~ : tt if'{ 
'f1tim t I 

~~~:~~~ml 

W'Co mi ~~ Wt~ : om ~ 
~~~~~~;f.Tf~ 
~ ~, CR cr.mr crT~ ~ !fiT 
~ ~ 'ftf ~ ~ ~R irif it 
irA m ~? tm;roil 'Ui'fi ~l ~, 

'" 
~ ~ cr.T ~m m..". ro ~ 
t? ([nurruplions) 

~Gt 'l~ : ~f~ ~ ~ 
'tiT Jllif lfiiJ CAi ~ ? ~ mlf lJil 
~ m 'tiT ~ ;rtf ~T vft I 

~~!fiT~~~it 
w mq it WorT ~ ft:rlIT t I ~~ it 
ifiTt~IfiT~~~~ I 

~ ~ ~ ~, ~ ~ 'ltit ~;; 

~I 
"' 

'-'0 'O'f ,,~ '"~ : 0,"" 
t, ..,fT ~ifT1II' ~ wr.fi 4 <'¥Ifill 
m~1 

Shri P. C. Borooab (Sibsagar) : 
Although Mr. Phizo has changed his 
Indian nationality and· embraced 
British nationality. he has been des-
cribed as the President of the Naga 



National Council in statements of ftre 
under«rouftd· Nagas. (fMttrl'1l9tions). 

aam~:~~~~~ 
~ tft WR'fT ~ ? .n ~ ~ !til ~ 
lfl~~Wi? 

WTo tpf ~ ~ qrJJW 

~,ffrni ~ I 

Shrl P. C. 8or~: He. Is directing 
these activities from a country like 
U.K. which is tile leader of the c0m.-
monwealth of Nations. May I know 
whether mere chanie ot nationality 
prevents OUr Government from takLnt: 
any action against his nefarious acti-
vities? 

~~:~~ 
~~I~~itJ!I1:~~ 
~~~fit;q:~~~ I 

Shn P. C. Borooah: Yes. I have 
finished. 

Shri Swara.n Singh: In the state-
ment that I made. I have said that 
he has not been receiving eny 
encoura.iement from the U.K. Gov-
ernment with regard his activities. 

Slui Ranga (Chittoor) : In recent 
months. 

Shri Swaru Slnrh: The hon. Mem-
ber said he was directing the activI-
ties from J,.ondon. Our information 
is that the hostile leaders who are 
now functioning in N ... land them-
selves are doini whatever they want. 
They are Indulging ·In objectlonable 
ac,Uvities. but there is not much evi-
dence that Phizo Is directing their 
activities. 

Sbrl r.c. Borooah: He i. detcribed 
as the President of the Naga National 
Council in statements of the under-
ground Nagas. 

Mr. Speaker: A part has been 
answered. I will not allow the whole 
thing to bt! answered. 

I1DiDiItf Savl1lt " !ItIIiIl " ~~a): 
In view of.· ~ t,ot t.ba1 our aop~s ~! 
success in our' negoUations .nth tie 
Naga rebels have Deen depeildeftt on 
the efforts of the peace mission, in 
this new situation when Mr. Phizo 
has declared openly that he is Indulg-
ing !n anti-nationlll activities. I want 
to know whether Government is 
Intend In, to chanle the policy 01' 
whetber it is still depending on the 
peaceful negotiations of the ' f)eace 
mission? 

Mr. Speaker: Has he followed it? 

Shrl Swann SinS-h: I may be per-
mitted to say that we have no inten-
tion to change the policy which. for-
tunately. has received the su,pport of 
the Members of Parliament of both 
the Houses who visited those places 
and made their reports. 

11ft ., "",q. (lJ'iR) ~ 
~ ~ ~ ~ ~ .f.t;qr '-fT, 

~ ~ ~ iffif ltiT ro'Rr f.f;1n- ~ 
fit; ~ ~ if, m-~ if, mCl'fiR 
CfiT l1A' ft:r1fT ~ m w. ~' ~ ~ 
it~if;~~~~I~~ 

~ ~ it ~ mm SAi?: IIfr ~ Ai ;ft;r 
"fl1TT m if; m-f.:n:rt1Jr if; ~ 
IIil m l1A' ~ J;fR ~ 'til m;fA- ~ 
~ ft;ro: ~ t ~m I ~T sr~ ~~ '~~l:l'-

" f.rll<r it; ~ it t I ~ ~ m lfTlTT 
m~~tIlrrtR~~ 
mt~~m~~tl~ 
~ m-~ !tiT ffi?l r~111 if; ~ 
~~ct>1~"'~~t~ 
~ it wm \!Ilijj t I·~ Q;iIi ~ 

:;ftrr, ~, fir;cnfT IfR: ~Itff ~ *" 
~ !til ~ W ~ lIT ~ ltiT 

~ ~ ~, ~ ~ r~1~i .. ~ 
q;fi ~. . . . . 

"""' ~ : ~ ~ 'f( 
~~I 



"ff .... , ~ : !R'~qfi ~q, ~t 

"mr i I Il iI15' ~~q- ~ q ~ ~ 
l{ i~~ <;)fIT i o1W~ It>If mfq ~ ~T 
~ I !R'.1h:T~m~~T~ I ~~~ 
mq-~ ~ ~ <tft Of m 1 

m-f.roilf it; "fT1J ~ """' ~ ~ 
it; ~ Q;lti ~ !fiT ~ ~ ~ ~ 
ifiT ~ ~ ~ CfiT ~ IfiT wmr 
~~~I~~~~~f.fi 
~~;;fAif;w~m~ 

~ifiT~~im~~~~ . "-

~ l;rT :a-m 'W1ofi ~ ~ "f1l'~ 
;fifu ~, ~ ~ ~r I ~ ltu 
SITrr ~ I 

Shri Swaran Singb: It is wrong 
for him to use such adjectives with 
regard to this policy and I take strong 
objection for using such expression. 

Mr. Speakei': I agree. 

~ "'! ~ : ~ ~ ltil ~Of Ci"""l I (01 

~ ~~ ~ fifi ~r ;ftfu-~ 0f1.!.~ 
;:ftfu ~ 1 (! merruplions ) 

~ .. 
~ ... ~''' .. : ~, m'i1: I 

~~~:~~~ 
~ron~, 

~ "'! ~q : ~ rn ifiT 
~ ~ ? ~ ~ lfiTf \HTM14 ~ 
tft ~ I (Interruptions) 

aam ~ : ~, m-n I ~ 
~ \ITq' \iNIif ~ ? 

~",!~:~l 

aam ,,~ : ~ ~, ffi mq 
~~to~I~~.' 

"Ao 
12.l8 bra,. 

SUSPENSION OF MEMBER 

(ShriMa.dhu Limaye) 

8brl Ragbunatb Singb (Varanasi): 
The word 'napumsak' should be 
expunged. 

Sbrl Khadllkar (Khed): May I ask 
one question? Will it be proper to 
use that expression? 

~~~~ (~): 
&lti~,~~m~tl 

'It "'! ~ ( ~) : !R'Tq' ~ 
~.~ ;:ftfu it; ~ ~ I \ITq' ~ ~ I 

(Interruptions). ~ ~ WI' ~ ~ 1 

~ ... ~m:ft·~m~ 
~ ~ Ai ~ ~ ~, P.iIT ~ ~, 
~ ifiR'r snffift';ij CfiT '4Ii'~iff! rn 
Cfll CfiTfww ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ 
mititcfr.r~~~f.fi~~ 
~ Cfll 'til~clit'! otW ~, ~ ~ m ~ 
'tilqqlt'! ~ I ~ 'fI1qq1tfr ~ ~ ~ 
m~~m~f.fi~CfiT~~ 
~~~lft~~~~~1 

II' ~ fifi ~ ~ ~ lfiTf ~ 
~I~~~~~~~~I 
~ ~ ~ ~ ~ i:r ~, TfiTT lfo':, 

~~f.fi~~d~1 

'It ~ ~ (ij;iI\1~() : 

4t~~~~1 

~ "'! ftlrqq : ~ ~ mm 
~ WIT;n;prr, ~ I!~ ~ 
rirn~, 

aam f(~ : \I1f !R'Tq' ~ ~ I 

~"'!~:itm~~~~ 
_ijjrt=, F~ir.:\1r.::1'ti,..,.< ~ ~ ~ 't 1 ~ m iif\!n1I' WI' 
~ 'IT I 

~~:~\f11l~~1 



..w.~' qa,.,q",' : .~ ~.'~ 
~~~.,:ft~~~'~~' 

m ~'rn ~, ~ ~ ~ lfiT 
~ ~ am: !flit m ;;mfT ~ ? ~ 
~~~m<tmft~1 

-ft (l¥\ijEHI"I·( (~) :~. 

~~, ...... . 
-ft ~'! "",it : ~ mf f.rIm;r 

ttm I mq 'liT ~ ~, ~ ~ I 
;rf~ cr.r ;ftfu tR ~, m ~ 

~ ~ 

'iRmiT I 

[Shri Madhu Limaye then left the 
House] 

~ ,,~ : ~ =m-cr ~ iN 
fit; fir« ~ <tiT ~ \iIW; f.f; ~ 
~ ~ ~ :qm ~, ~ ;;rm ;;rm 
m Q:~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~;:rrWr ~ 
~I~~it~~~~~~ 
~~lfiT~~Im-m 
qg: ;;rf.t u V<rn 'fi'1: cit ~ u:m'i 
~, ~f.<f ~ar i>ff.t <tiT 'ifT m ~T ;snm 

~ 
The Minister of ParUamentsry 

Aftairs (Shri Satya. Narayan Sinha): 
I beg to move: 

"That Shri Madhu Limaye. a 
Member of this House. ;.)nd named 
by the Speaker, he s'lspended 
trom the service of the House for 
a fortnight." 

"" f'iI' 'iA 1fI11~ : ~ ~ 
RW 'film ~ I 

-ft (lqecHi"~ : ~ ~ .. , 

~. ~. : ~ ~. If'( f.:r*f 
~,,~ GTmI 

..t\' JiW (~) : 'qT'!f • ~ 
~ f.:ruTtf ~ fCfi if~ ~qlf~ljlffe() 

'" ttrr ;y(f -~ I 

~:·gpeaker: Ord~r, oider .. i bave . 
to PUt' the qUestion. (Int,TriLptlbi\); 

. ""~"~~': ~ ~ t ~. ~ ifi"("IT ~ I ~ ~. 

ifHIT ~ ~ ~ I ~'m lfiT ~ 
~·~,tl 

'lft~~: ~ ~~. Ai ~ ~ 
m f.f; ~ 41ft'lllltiHl ~., ~ m-
~ ~ I ~.~ ;:ffflr ~ 4'1r.:1~1li'i!U· 
~itq~ it 'ffifr ~ lIT ~ mar ~' I 

~ lfA"iN ~ : ~ ~ 
~ fif;1rr ;;rr ~ ~ I 

aam'l~m:~~~~ 
lfiT~~ I ttmi~~~<tiT~ 
if~~I~~~~~,~ 
<tiT mer ~ I fifim' ~ if; ~ t, 
mlt~~~ifi{t~<w~ I 

'" ~ij'H1~ : irtt orm wr ~ I 

aam~:~~~~ 
~ ~ G')f;;rit I IRT4' ;fo m<1 I 

15ft' (IQQq(I.,;"{ : m:r ~ 'liT 

~ SITo1' ~ I 

Shrl Raghunath Singh: The motion; 
is before the House. 

~ ~)qq : rolft ;;ft ~ mqcf.r 
.~'(WRf 'film~ I ~~ 
1ft cf.tf ~ ~lift I ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ 
~ fit; m4' W ~'~ ~ &:T lfi<: iil'Twrr 
!I!~ if ~ Wrr ~I 'qT'q' \iTif ~ & 
~ ~T ~ ~ ~ .m,.;,. ~ ~ ~ 
& ,.m: 1ft om: om: ~ If{ \fT ~ ~ 
~ I ~~~ I oncf.r~~~ 
~ ~ ~\irn' ;r,urr ~ \3'il ~ ~ 
~~~ l~w~CfiT 
mq-~ ~m ~ if ~ ~ fit; ~ 
'liT ~ rsr~fi:<iI"I ~ ~ 1ft il if ~ ~ I 
~~m~iIilTi~~ 



~.~ ~ ~ 'tit mil' it ~ 
~ ;rit ~ t I q: iffir ~ t ,.mn 
~t I ~~~m~lfitI'tm: 
~ it ~ 1f>1' ~ ~., ~ 
~ VTlim ~ \JI'ffiT i I 

'" (lillI'hl.,;q : ~ ~ ~ t 
it ~ ~.~ ~ ~ 1ft tt ~ 'flIT 'IT I 

~ tn: "l'N ~ ;:r ~ I 1rtT ~ 
~ mtRillfiT{ ~ 91fT ~ at m ~ 
tt ~'llql"''''11 "!fimT ~ I it 'JI1"I\i1I1fi( 
~ {tit :;fur ~ CfiW ~ ~ ~ 
~ ~ I mTT It if ~ ~ W ~, ~ it 
~iF;rm~w~ I 

rr ~: ~ rr tm rr ~ <i4T: 

rr ~ ~ ~ rr ~ rill I 

~~tn:~OOltit~ 
~ ~ ~ I ~.~ ~ 'JIl ~ ... 

~~:~'fiT~~ 
t I 

tJft ~1I"w'*4 : 'JIi'1l1filtl it; ~ 
~~mwr~I~~~ 
it; ~ 1Ji(f~ ~ t m: 'I' til ~ 
~ ~ Of mft:rrr I ~ it; m.r 1Ti1:: 
tI 'JIl ~ t-( Cf!(ctli Ii) ;m ~ 
~t.· .. 

'" ~ (~) : ~ at ~ 
;t ~ I 

'5ft <liliFii(I.,'C : ~ wr-rr 1ft" ~ 
~ t I tt ~ (t l!i{ ~ i fit; lrft 
~ t ~ ~ ~""" " m m 
~tt~SI11ff~ I ~~1ft" 
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ShrI Surendra.nath Dwivec!y (Ken-
drapara): You were pleased to 
observe that YOU had iSSUed several 
warnings to the hon. Member. Since 
he did not listen to you and obstruct-
ed the proceedings of the House, you 
asked him to leaVe the House and he 
obeyed your orders and has gone out. 
I do not think further action on this 
matter is called for at this moment. 
If that hon. Member again behawl!! 
in that manner, then the House may 
consider about taking any further 
action. At the moment, I would plead 
with all hon. Members of the House 
and I will urge upon even the Minis-
ter of Parliamentary Affairs not to 
press that motion but withdraw that 
motion. 

Several Bon. Members: No. no. 

Shri B. N. MukerJee (Calcutta Cen-
tral): I would like to submit that 
when you took the decision in regard 
to Shri Madhu Limaye, none of us 
here had the slightest inclination to 
object because it would Dot have been 
proper to do it. but what I discovered 
to my consternation was that the 
Minister of Parliamentary Affaira 
who does not come to the assistance 
of the Chair ..... . 

Slut BaDra (Chlttoor): Nor t.be 
Leader of the House. 

Sbrl B. N. Mukedee: ....... t a time 
when it should be done, comes up 
at a time when no help is necessary 
and quite gratuitously makes a 1JU1~ 

restion about another hon. Member 
who perbapl!! ill-advisedly had made 
certain observations. You took that 
step after your patience had been 
tried for a very long time. You have 



'Hid yourseU that it baa been con-
tinuing from day to day and you have 
taken that step. We naturally bowed 
down to that. But there was no point 
in the hon. Minister of 'Parliamentary 
Affairs suddenly ,ettin, up to mOVe 
a motion with regard to another 
member, who had ill-advisedly made 
certain observations? To propOSe a 
punishment against that other mem-
ber, which was a great deal more 
serious than the punishment which 
you in your wisdom had already 
meted out to Shri Madhu Limaye was 
an act which has no relation to the 
tacts of the situation. 

Mr. Speaker: He has referreti to 
ibe Parliamentary Affairs Minister 
making a motion about another mem-
~r. What does he mean? 

Shri B. N. Mukerj~: That was 
about Shri Kishen Pattnnyak. 

Shri Sureudranath Dwlnd,.: He il 
mistaken. The motion made by the 
Minister of Parliamentary Affairs wa. 
about the same member. 

Sbri R. N. Mllkerjee: My submil-
lion in that case 1s, when you have 
taken that step against the member 
and asked him to withdraw and that 
member was withdrawini:, there wu 
no reason at all for him to be given 
another punishment. A person can-
not be liven two punishments for the 
same offence. Either the Speaker 
cala upon a member to withdraw or 
there is a motion requiring that some 
member be suspended from the ser-
vice of the House for a certain period 
eI time. In this caM when you han 
liven the punishment it is wrong for 
tb. Minister of Parliamentary Affairs 
to come forward proposinl a second 
punishment. 

Mr. Sped:er: I must submit to bon. 
leaders of the opposit1on here wbe-
ther they do not realise that thl. 11 
happenlnr every day and the House 
y held to ransom for lIome time each 
day. It I. the occurrence not on one 

43'" 
day alone. I have been warning ,for 
the last few days that it is accumu-
lating and the total effect on me 
would be very bad. I have been ask-
inl those one or two hon. members 
to avoid It. But they bave been 
taking the pitch to a certain point-
99 per cent-and then when. they 
found that cent per cent was just 
coming, they would sit down. I have 
been experiencing it and finding mY-
self in a very difficult position. I have 
been warning those members--one of 
them was Shrl Madhu Limaye--not to 
do it. At least there are occasions 
when some interruptions can be 
m<ldc and I always allow that. Maybe 
I am charged that I am not exercis-
ing that pntience that ought to be 
done. But I have given them every 
facility for dIscussion and every 
opportunity for expression. Where-
ever I find that there is a legitimate 
occasion. I gave that opportunity, 
Rather-tllough it may be disparag-
ing to myse!f-I haVe been accused 
openly that I have been too soft. toe 
gentle, too weak in not taking any 
fIction and therefore much of the time 
of the House is wasted in that res-
pect. Don't the leaders of the opposi-
tion realise how much time is wasted 
every day in that respect? As res-
ponsible leaders of opposition troups. 
they must realise It. 

Shri Surendranatb Dwtvecb': No-
1tody baa questioned wbat you have 
done. 

Mr. Speaker: Again it is not being 
appreciated tba' when I told b1m to '0 out, then also he made certain 
remarks that '9N1"8 objectionable. 
Therefore, I appealed to the House at 
that moment that demeanour of 
his. (Interruptions) . It is another 
question. You do not hear, but I heal 
everything that is uttered. That is 
the dimculty. When he was going 
out, he uttered certain words that 
were disparaging to the whole Hou~ 
and to all the members. That is why 
the suggestion came and the question 
is before me now. . 
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Shri Ranga:. Sir, I thought YOLl 
would be good enough not to pro-
ceed with that suggestion made by 
my hon. friend, the Minister for 
Parliamentary Affairs. Now, if yOU 
are going- to place it before the House, 
I will have to submit to' you, as my 
hon. friend here has already said, 
that one punishment is enough for the 
same Memb~r and to add to it another 
punishment may not appear to be 
reasonable. Just at present, after the 
well merited admonition that you 
hav(' administered today, I think we 
ought to be content with the action 
that you have taken. 

I will tell you why. You named 
us, all the le?ders Qf the Opposition 
group~;. You could easily have, in 
the same breath and with the same 
weight. named the leader of the ruling 
party here. He is the Leader of the 
House and he is so rarely present' 
here elipccially on these difficult occa-
sions. He should have, in his own 
wisdom, appointed a Deputy Leader. 
He did not do it. Well, that is his 
own concern. But they have fllready 
named my friend, Shri Satya Narayan 
Sinha as Minister of Parliamentary 
Affairs. He also takes pleasure in 
being absent as much as possible, 
although he is with us sometimes 
when, of course, We enjoy his pre-
sence. Therefore, it is _ not only we, 
but much more so. the Leader ot the 
H01lse, whose duty it is, instead cit 
allowing things to go to such a pitch 
tlUlt you yourself were obliged ,to 
take this initiative, to have taken the 
initiative and helped you. He did 
not do it. Therefore, under these 
circumstances, We deserve to he 
excused, if he deserves to be exCused. 
For God's sake do not lnft"fct a seconc1 



punishment on the same Member on" 
thi e sam .. p.~ .~'?-4 ,Qn, t,P.e same occa· 
Ion. ' 

The Prim~, ~,~ 'iLDd MtD~ 
01 Ato~,c f,:n~" ($Jlr.1 Lal Ba~.~Pr 
Sbastrl): 'I IUD ~xtremely sorry that 
these remarks should. have come from 
Profes!lor' Ranga. 

Shrl Ranga: Very ..,dl deserved. 

Sbri Lal Baba4ur Sha~trt: I wholly 
resent it and strongly repudiate iL 

Sbrt Rania: The records will show. 

Sbrl Lal Bahadur' Shastri: I am 
here in the HOUSe whenever it is 
eS!lential. I am' always pre!lent espe: 
cially at tl:1is time when hon. Mem· 
bers create a ::>pecial situation. And, 
of course. I nave met the Leaders of 
the Opposition and I have requested 
them that we should try to have some 
kind of a decorum. Though it was an 
informal talk and discussion' 1 felt 
that it would have some effect. We 
are entirelY-of course. on behalf of 
the Government, I need not say that-;7 
behind you aJ;ld yo,u h~ve our fulle!'t 
support. In regard to this particular 
day, to this situation. I think what 
the hon. Minister for Parliamentary 
Alfairs has proposed is perfectly ror· 
rect and it should be placed before 
the Hou.se. (lnterruption.~). 

~q~m : ~ ~ ~ 'l>1 ~ 
~~~I~~~~I 

!R"iI' mq ~ ~ fof; ~ ~ 
~ ~ 'fiVIT ~ ~ \illfcf; em: m: 
~~~fiI;~~m:;;rGf~ 
fln;r ~ aT ~ ~ ~ flr<;r;fi ~ I 
~ p.ft ~ ~ tff ~ ~ ~ f.f; emf .. 
'fiT m-q; Cfi<: i' I 

I have tri~q to mak~ it clear that 
his behaviour, after he had bt:~ 
dlre('~d to go out. wa~ very objec-
tionable. Then he uttered certain 
words and that is mOre actionable 
than what he had done earlier. 
(Interruption) . 
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:f!~ ~.~ ;ftfu ~ ~ ~ ~'1fiT 
.~ ~ ~ ~ I".~ Tr\" it; 
.~ if I 

61u!i Ba,hUDatb Silap: What W~ 
his, gesture when he was going out-
side? He has called the' whole .Rouse 
impotent including yourself. 

. "'.am~~:.m~ 
~ fuit ~ 'fT I 

8hri 0;. N. M~lte.rjee: Napunsak 
meaDS "impotent" wbichls nQt 
unpadiam<'ntary .... 

Mr. Speaker: I have not taken 
objection to that. Again and. again I 
am being reminded of that. I am 
only taking objection to his beha-
viour when he was directed to eo 
out. Now the only Q1;lestion before 
me is ...... 

t.ft wi (~) : lro ~ ~ 
t fifi -:a-.~ 4Ir<:141;ja <til ~.~ ~ 
~ t I 'm11 t.t;rt ~ ~ I 
Mr. Speaker: I have been warninJ 

him. It is not a questioq. only of 
today. I shall now' put the motion 
that is before me. 

The question is: 

"That Shri Madhu Limaye. 8 
Member of this House and named 
by the Speaker, be susp~nded 
from the service of the House for 
a fortnight." 

Thf! Lo~ Sabha divided: 

Shrl S. S. More (Poona): Sir, I have 
~rongly voted for NO~IJ. 

Mr. Speaker: That will be record-
ed. 
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Aehal s~ 8hrl 
Aktl.l11ma pnl. § hrlmali 
AI", Shri Ioawm 
Anthon,. Sbtl Fl'lnt 
Daja/. Shri Kamalnaya" 
Balml);I. Shd 
Barbtald. Sbrln>atl Renulra 
Barman, ShrJ p.e. 
Ba .. ppa, Shri 
Baawant, Shri 
Bbapt. Sbrl B.R. 
'Bh.,..tI, Shrl 
Bban Danhan, Sbrl 
BbattachuYYa, Shr! C.K. 
Bllt, 8hrl J.B.S. 
Borooah, Shrl P.C. 
Braje.b",ar Pra .. d. Shri 
Bril BII.! Lal. Sbd 
Bril Ral Slngh, Shri 
Chanda. Shrimati JyoUna 
Cbandrabhan Singh. Shrl 
Cbatunedl, Shd S.N. 
Chaudhry, Sbri Cbandramani Lat 
Chaudburl, Sbri D.S. 
Chaudburl, Sbrimati Kamala 
Chaudburi, Sbri Sachindra 
Chavan, Shri D .R. 
Cbavda, Shrimetl Jonben 
Cbunl Lal, Sbri 
Daljit Singh, Sbri 
Dal, Shd B.K. 
Das, Sbri N.T. 
Delbmukh. Dr. P.S. 
Diahe. Shd 
Dlnesh Singh. Sbri 
Dubey. Shri RG. 
Dwivedi. Shri ¥-L. 
Edna. Shri D. 
Gairaj Singh Rao. Shri 
Ganapat! Ram. Shri 
Guba, Silri A.C. 
Gupta, Shr; Shiv Charan 
.brvanl, Sbr; An",r 
Hede., Shri 
Hem Ral. Shri 
Himattina:kI, Sbti 
Jqbal Singh, Shr! 
Iadhav, Sbd M.L. 
Jamlt, Sbr! S.G. 
Joth!. 8bri A.C. 
IyotJlhi, Shri J.P. 
Kabir, Sbri Humayun 
Kalrolkar, Sbri 
tc.mbte, Sbri 
Kannamwar, Shrlmatl Tal 
Karni Slnah;i, Shrl 
Xeiahlna. Shrl Rbhana 
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'''AYBS 
JChadll~. $bri · ... 
Khan, Dr. ' .l'l. 
Khan, Sbrt O.man All 
Kball, Slni Shabnawu 
Xhanfta, Sbri Mtbr Chand 
Khanna. Shri P.K. 
Kind.r Lal, Shrl 
Kotok!, ShrI' tnadb" 
)Crlp' Sbankar, Shri 
Krishna, 'ShrI M.R. 
)Crl.bnamiCharl, Shrl. T. T . 
Kureel, hrl B.N. 
Lahtan Chaudhry, Shd 
Labhrniklntham.ma, Sbrlmatl 
Lalit Sen, Shrl 
Laslrar, Shrj N.R. 
Lofllb", Shd 

MalIaden PUlld, Dr. 
Ma;itbia, Sbrl 
M taiebami, Shri 
Malniy., Shrl K.D. 
Malhotr.. Shrl lnder J. 
MalUah. Shri U.S. 
Manaen, hri 
Mandai, Dr. P. 
Mandai, Shri Yamuna Pr .. ad 
Mani1angadnn, Shrl 
MantTi. Shri D.D. 
Ma,urlya Din, Sbrl 
Mebrotra. Shri Bra; Billati 
Mehta, Shrl J .R. 
Meht., Shri Juhnnt 
Mengi, Shti Gopal Dau 
Mlr~ft, Shri B.Itar All 
Miahn. ShTi Bibhuti 
Mi.hu, Shri M.P. 
Mi.ra. Sbri ShY.III Dbar 
Mohlin, Shri 
Mourlta. Shri 
Mukerjl:I:, Shr!mati Shard. 
Musatir, Shri G.S. 
Muthl.h, Shrl 
Nalk., Shri D.l. 

Nanda, Shrl 
Nltkar, Shri P.S. 
Nay.k, Shrl Mohan 
Nayar, Or. SUlhUa 
NeJamony, Shri 
Nigam, ShrimaU Savitrl 
Niranjan Lat, Shrl 
OX8, Shd 
J>ande. Shri K .N. 
Pandey. Shri R.S. 
Pandey, Shri Vlthwa Nalh 
Pandlt, Shrimatl Vllay Laltshmi 
Panni Lal, Sbrl 
Para.har, Shd 
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" 
ralel, Ihri Waa Sinh ,,~ . 
Patel, Shd Ralt,bwar 
Patil, Shrl S.B. 
ratnaik, Sbrl B.C. 
Pattabhi RamaD, Shrl C.R •. 
PUlal, Shrl Natal'll. 
Prabhabr. Shrl Na .. at 
R1ahuolth Sinah, Sbrr ~ 
Raf Bahadur, Slarl 
Rala, Sbrl C.R,' 
lbideo Sinah, Shri 
JtI;U, Dr. D.S. 
Ram, Shri'T. 
Ram Subhaa Sinah, Dr .. 

Ram Swarup, 'Shrl 
Ramdbani DII, Sbrl 
Rane, Shri 

Rao, Dr. K.L. 
Rao, Shri KrlthnamoorttaT 
RIO, Shrl Rala,opala 
Rao, Shrl Thlrumala 
Rattan Lal, Shti 
Rey. Shrimati Renulte 
Reddy, Shtlrnatl Yaaboda 
Roy, Sbri Bilh .. eoath 
Sah., Dr. S.K. 
Sahu, Sbr! Rame,b"ar 
Saigal, Shri A.S. 
Samantl, Shrl S.C. 
Sarma. Shri A.T. 
Satyabhama Devl, Sbrlmatl 
S~ndl • • Shrlmati Vlja,.a Ralt' 
Sen, Sbrl P.C. 
Sb_ , Shri Man blndn 
Sha nlala Devl, Shrimatl 
Sham Nalh" Shd 

Sharma. Shrl D.C. 
Shulri, Shri Lal Bah.dur 
Shurrl, Shrl Ramanand 
Sheo Nataln, Shrl 
Siddananjappa, Sbd 
Siddhantl, Shri JagdeY 5101 
Sfddlah, Shl 
Sidheahwu Pnud, Shri 
Singb, Shri D.N. 
Sinllh, SlIri K.'K. 
Sinba. Shrimati Ramdulart 
Sinha, Shri Satya Narayan 
Sinhuan Sioah, Shri 
SaDlvan., Shri 
Subbaraman, Shri 
Sumat Pta ad, SbrI 
Swann Slna:h, Sbr1 
Thengondar. 8hrl 
novar, hd V.V. 
Tiwary. Sbrl K.N. 
Ttwary, Shri It.S. 



1'rIIi. Slid 
u~ Shrl SlUn Dutl 
V.an. Shrt 
V.,.., Shrl MoL. 

Al_. Sbri 
aade, Shrl 
IIqrl. Shrl 
Baner/ee, Shrl S.M. 
II ..... Shrl Hem 
Buaat I(,,_arl. Shrlmalli 
Be", .. Shrl Onkar Lal 
Bbattacba..,. •• Shrl Dlnen 
Bheel, Shr! P.H. 
Bute S!nlh. Shrl 
Chakr ... rtty. ShrIm.t1 Renu 
Cbaudhuri. 8hrl Trldib Kumar 
D./I. 8hrl 
Dh80n. Shrl 
Dwiftd,.. 8hrl Surendran.th 

., 
Varma, 8hrt RniDdn 
Veer.buappa, -Sbri 
Verma, Shrl BIlae'rin41 
Vid)'aWWr, Shrl A.N. 

NOBS 
Gotaraa PraNd, Shrl 
GuJaban, Shrl 
Klebba .. i, .. Shrl Hubm ChaDd 
KJU;ar, Shri Gauri Shankar 
Kunath. Shrl Hari Villmu 
Kar, 8hrl Prabbat 
KriJhnapal Sinah. Shrl 
Monohar.n, Shri 
Min., Dr. U. 
More, 8M S.S. 
Muker;ee, 8hrl ILN. 
Munnu, Shr! 8arw 
Nair, Shri VUUdCY-D 
Pattnayak, Sbri IG.bcn 
Poncllatt, Shri 

V,U, Shri JtacIhaW 
W.dl_, S1ari 
WUII!k, Sbrl Ba1krilbua 
y.d .... Shrill ... Huth 

Ra.h ... n, 8hri A.V. 
Rame.hwaranand, Shrl· 
Ranal, Shrl 
Reddy. Shrl Nara.11IIha 
Sezbiyan, Shri 
Singh, Shrl A.P. 
Sln,h, Shri Y.D. 
Sinaha. Sbri V_No 
Solanki, Shri 
Swam)" Shri Sh· .... urthI 
Vim). Devi, Shrimatl 
VI.hr.m Pr ... d. Shri 
Warior. Shri 
Ya/nit, Shri 

Mr. Speaker: The result of the divi-
sion .... 

'"~: ~ ~ ~ t!if 
~'f~~$<r I 

Ayes 183; Noes 44. 
The motion waa adopted. 

~ tinA trof'f1'lri : ~r ffi1Ii ij'q'T 

...t ~ <r!'~ ~ ~iT I 
Order. order. I am not allowing 

him. 

(Shri Baan Zeft the HOU$e at thu 
.taQe.) 
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