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MR. DEPUTY-SPEAKER: The House shall now take up Item No. 16A – Shri Hans Raj Bhardwaj.

THE MINISTER OF LAW AND JUSTICE (SHRI H.R. BHARDWAJ): Sir, I beg to move:

“That the Bill further to amend the Parliament (Prevention of Disqualification) Act, 1959, be taken
into consideration.”

 

            Sir, article 102(1) of the Constitution provides that a person shall be disqualified for being chosen as and
from being a Member of either House of Parliament, if he holds an office of profit under the Government of India
or Government of a State other than the office declared by Parliament by law not to disqualify its holders.

The expression ‘office of profit’ has not been defined in the Constitution or in any other Act not because it
is impossible to define it but because it is not easy to frame an all-inclusive definition covering all kinds of posts
which exist under the Government and which might hereafter be created. The Parliament (Prevention of
Disqualification) Act, 1959 and several other Acts of Parliament such as the Coffee Act, 1942, The Rubber Act,
1947 and the Rehabilitation Council of India Act, 1999 creating authorities or bodies in which Members of
Parliament are represented, contain specific provisions to the effect that such office will not disqualify the holder
on the ground that he is holding an office of profit.

            The main provision in the Parliament (Prevention of Disqualification) Act, 1959 is contained in clauses (a)
to (h) of section 3 which lists broadly 14 different categories of offices, the holding of which could not disqualify
the holders thereof, or being chosen as and for being a Member of Parliament. Under clause (h) of section 3,
holders of office of Chairman or Member of a Committee set up temporarily for the purpose of advising the
Government or any other authority in respect of matter of public importance will not incur disqualification if such
Chairman or Member is not entitled to any remuneration other than compensatory allowance.

            At present, question regarding disqualification is to be decided in the case of pre-election dispute by the
courts through election petition, and post-election disputes by the Election Commission of India under article 103
and article 192, and renders opinion to the President of India. Further, the Joint Committee on Office of Profit also
examines the character and composition of various Committees, Boards, Commissions and other bodies,
membership of which may disqualify a person from being chosen as and for being a Member of Parliament and to
recommend what office should disqualify and what office should not disqualify.
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            Sir, as you are aware, recently the issue had to be re-visited on account of disqualification of Members of
Parliament on the basis of holding an office of profit. It was brought to our notice that over 40 Members, from both
the Houses, are being affected by such cases of disqualification. You will appreciate that the law is being enacted to
prevent those 40 Members of Parliament from being disqualified.

            With a view to include certain offices in Parliament (Prevention of Disqualification) Act, 1959, it is
proposed to enact this legislation, so as to exempt the holders of such offices from incurring disqualification. We
have been able to get the information from all the Members of Parliament who have given the names of the
institutions which they want to be exempted; and we want to make it as comprehensive as possible. So, this
measure covers all those cases of Members, who are urgently to be prevented from being disqualified. This Bill
includes those offices which firstly are in any statutory or non-statutory bodies specified in the table and secondly,
the office of Chairperson or Trustee of any Trust, by whatever name called, whether public or private. They are
exempted. The offices of Chairman, President, Vice-President or Principal-Secretary or Secretary of the Governing
Body of any society registered under the Societies Registration Act, 1860 have also been included. This will enable
office-bearers to contribute for the promotion of literature, science or arts and make use of their useful knowledge
for charitable purposes in such institutions, which all are aimed at securing and achieving public welfare and public
good.

            A Trust, as you know, is defined as an arrangement whereby the legal ownership of property is vested in the
trustees for the benefit of a defined group of persons or for a defined object. In Trust, legal ownership belongs to
the trustees and equitable ownership belongs to beneficiaries. Charity is a human instinct that drives man to think
favourably of others and therefore do good to them. In our country, the benevolent role played by charitable Trusts
has historical background and their existence has originated from the basic cultural trait peculiar to us. A trust is an
obligation annexed to the ownership of property. The various forms of legal obligation apart from the Trust, inter
alia are a society registered under the Societies Registration Act, 1860. A society registered under this Act is a
legal entity apart from its members. Under the Societies Registration Act, the Governing Body may include, inter
alia the offices of Chairman, President and so on and so forth. So, the table created under the Act includes all the
institutions, the holders of office of which will be exempted under the present dispensation.

            I commend this Bill for the consideration of this House.

 

MR. DEPUTY-SPEAKER: Does this include exemption of the President of Shiromani Gurudwara Prabandhak
Committee?

SHRI H.R. BHARDWAJ: I deeply appreciate and have regards to the importance of this institution.  They are
included because as I said, all trusts – public as well as private – are included.  I am aware of the Shiromani
Gurudwara Prabandhak Committee.  They are the historic institutions and they are also covered.

MR. DEPUTY-SPEAKER: Motion moved:

“That the Bill further to amend the Parliament (Prevention of Disqualification) Act, 1959, be taken into
consideration. ”

 

SHRI KHARABELA SWAIN (BALASORE): Sir, how much time has been allocated for its discussion?

MR. DEPUTY-SPEAKER: Two hours have been allocated for its discussion.



SHRI KHARABELA SWAIN : I am a Member of the Business Advisory Committee.  This notice has been sent to
me indicating that in today's BAC meeting it will be decided as to how much time should be allocated to this
Parliament (Prevention of Disqualification) Amendment Bill.  The meeting is to take place at 4 o'clock today.  
When the meeting has not taken place yet, how can the Chair say that two hours have been allocated?

MR. DEPUTY-SPEAKER: If there is any necessity, we will extend the time for its discussion.

… (Interruptions)

SHRI KHARABELA SWAIN : Sir, it should not be bulldozed in that way.… (Interruptions)

THE MINISTER OF STATE IN THE MINISTRY OF CHEMICALS AND FERTILIZERS AND MINISTER OF
STATE IN THE MINISTRY OF PARLIAMENTARY AFFAIRS (SHRI B.K.  HANDIQUE): It was decided in
today's Leaders' Meeting at 1030 hours.  It was unanimously decided in that meeting.… (Interruptions)

SHRI KHARABELA SWAIN : Who says that it was unanimously decided?  Our Party Members were not present
there.… (Interruptions)

MR. DEPUTY-SPEAKER: Your Leader was present in that meeting.

… (Interruptions)

SHRI KHARABELA SWAIN : This is very unfair.  It is nothing but mere bulldozing.… (Interruptions)
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SHRIMATI MANEKA GANDHI (PILIBHIT): Mr. Deputy-Speaker, Sir, I am grateful that I have been given this
opportunity by my Party to speak on this particular Bill because it brings back particularly unhappy memories. 

            In 1995, Shri Rajesh Pilot of the Congress Party, who was then the Minister for Environment, appointed me
as the Chairperson of the Animal Welfare Board of India.  I stayed in that post for many years and was re-
appointed in 2000.  In 2002, the Annual Welfare Board had become a great nuisance for the pharmaceutical
companies that ran bad laboratories.  So, it was decided to remove me.  But how to do that without incurring my
wrath as a Member of the NDA, since the NDA Government was in power.  So, Shri Baalu, who was then the
Minister for Environment, all of a sudden notified the post of the Chairperson of the Animal Welfare Board as an
office of profit – 42 years after it had been made.  I was removed and a Joint Secretary was put in my place for
whom obviously it was not an office of profit even though it carried the same supposed perks.

            This cynical exercise has been repeated in the last Session with the removal of a Rajya Sabha Member who
also held the post of the UP Film Development Council.  Tasting success in getting rid of an opponent,
immediately the ruling coalition filed similar intents for other MPs that they were inimical to.  Unfortunately this
move backfired when it was seen that more Members of the ruling coalition including the Chairperson held similar
offices of profit.  Whereas the expelled Rajya Sabha Member did not take a house, car or any money given to her
by the UP Film Development Corporation which in itself was in pathetic state, the Chairperson of the NAC on the
other hand had both house, office and other perks given directly from the Prime Minister's office.

            In order to stop the growing criticism, in another extraordinary move, Parliament was adjourned sine die,
cutting short a Session in which financial Bills had to be debated.



Then, when the ruling coalition discovered that it could actually find a way to ensure that these perks of
their people continued including their Chairperson, Parliament was suddenly recalled at great expense for a short
while for the single-minded purposes of passing a Bill that exempts 46 posts from the Prevention of
Disqualification of Members of Parliament Act, 1959 popularly known as the Office of Profit Act.  This may be of
great importance to the politicians who are reluctant and obstinate to leave their posts.  But is it of national
importance?I can understand a special Session being called to discuss terrorism or the continuing desperation of
farmers.  But why a special Session for this small and insignificant reason.  How extraordinarily cynical is this?

            In this haste, every parliamentary norm has been abandoned.  The then Speaker, Shri Shivraj Patil had once
said that even if an amendment took place, the Bill should go back to the Standing Committee of the subject.  This
Bill has not gone to the Standing Committee at all.  It has not been circulated two days before.  The Parliamentary
Affairs Minister said that it would only be passed with consensus.  There is absolutely no consensus on the
exemptions which have little meaning.  The only consensus that we really do have is that every party has rushed to
give the Parliamentary Affairs Minister a list of their own special people who are holding offices of profit.  That is
the limited consensus that we have.  This Bill was supposed to eliminate the confusion over the office of profit.  It
has merely added to the confusion becoming a Bill to save the office and keep the profit.  It is even sadder that a
large proportion of the saved offices should be those of West Bengal.  I suppose that is one of the parties of being
the driving force in the ruling coalition.  The Left has 19 out of 46 which is approximately 40 per cent which is
their share of this bizarre list.

            Should the line between the legislature and the executive be blurred for any reason?  Should this lakshman
rekha be erased in which ever place we like?  This opens a Pandora’s box.  Today, you exempt 46.  Tomorrow, we
will exempt 100 and put these 46 behind the line again and so forth.  Once it is decided that the legislative member
whether of Parliament or the State Assemblies can take handouts to hold an office of profit, then anything is
possible.  Parliament which took such a strong stand in expelling MPs for misuse of their MPLADS and for  taking
money for questions has taken three steps back to again show the people of India that we will tolerate and condone
anything when it comes to our own comforts.  Article 102(1)(A) bars an MP or an MLA from holding an office of
profit under the Government of India or in any other State other than the office declared by Parliament law as not
disqualifying the holder.  So, we disregard the gravity of this law and sneak in through the loopholes to give 46
Members of Parliament their own little fiefdoms again.  And we use Parliament’s time and the taxpayer’s money in
order to do it.  Again how extraordinarily cynical.

            The hon. Speaker has chosen to stay away from the discussion.  Perhaps he should have chosen to walk the
straight and narrow path as well – to give up the Sriniketan-Shantiniketan Development Authority.  Caesar’s wife
must be above all scandal.  The Minister of Parliamentary Affairs, Shri Dasmunsi has said in the press:

“It is not a question of saving any one’s skin.  It is a question of saving the dignity of Parliament.”
 

            Have we saved it with today’s Bill?  Have you read the editorials all over the country which have made fun
of the exemptions and the nakedness of the greed attached to them?  All you have done is simply made the 1959
law redundant by protecting the posts that individuals want them to be protected.

            Let us go into the bizarreness of some these exemptions.  The Uttar Pradesh Film Development Corporation
cannot be exempt but the West Bengal Handicrafts Development can be exempt.  No Adviser to the Chief Minister
can be exempted except the Adviser to the Chief Minister of Uttar Pradesh.  The Wakf Board of West Bengal can
be exempted but the much larger Wakf Boards of Delhi, Punjab and Haryana cannot be exempted.  The Uttar
Pradesh and the West Bengal Development Boards are allowed but no other State is allowed.  Let us look at the



people who head these. Strange and bizarre!  You have exempted the Indian Institute of Psycometry.  What is so
important about this that we have to exempt it so that somebody can get a car and a red light?

Likewise, most of these are not of national importance. They are even of limited State importance. But who
sit on them are relatives and people who are really important to the State Government, or the powers that be. So,
what could be the reasons for exempting these posts?  Does the Government wish to give an additional public
image to those of their MPs who could not be accommodated in the Ministries but need a car and office?  Could it
be that these offices provide not just the holders the perks but with an opportunity to benefit not only himself or
herself but their parties? Many of these exempted posts are held by special people, relatives of those in power or
people who are exceptionally close to them. 

Do you not think that the post of a Parliamentarian is in itself significant enough? Or, that the duties of a
Parliamentarian are so onerous if taken seriously that there would be little time left to do justice to important
independent organisations?

            The voters send each one of us to Parliament to make good laws, monitor their implementation and to
represent a section of India and make their lives better. Members are supposed to be present most of the time and
take part in the issues that they feel competent to address. Any time given to yet another office would be stealing
time unjustly from what you are elected to be. Surely, the Speaker’s office, for instance, is already overcrowded
with work.

            Suppose we were appointed to be doctors and teachers, would the nation regard us with respect if we took
time off from our professions to run other parallel enterprises that gave us extra money and have red lights on our
cars? An office of profit is nothing but a second job done at the cost of the first one and often instead of the first
one. When the Act was made by people wiser than us had a point and that was to force lawmakers, which we are,
to concentrate on law making.

            Should Members of Parliament be continually seen as those poor unhappy people who did not get the
crumbs of office that a few did in the Executive? Should the Legislature be begging from the Executive and
depending on their largesse? Should Members of Parliament be seen as those that hanker after subsidiary posts
thrown to them by the Executive to give them false sense of importance and access to money?

            This Bill is a cynical exercise to protect power and privilege. Any talk of continual sacrifice becomes
negated by the unashamed protection given to a few people who are desperate to cling to some loaves of office,
even if they have to fight elections again and again protesting their morality. Either exempt all or bar all. There
cannot be any exceptions.

            We oppose this Bill.

 

SHRI V. KISHORE CHANDRA S. DEO (PARVATIPURAM): Mr. Deputy-Speaker, thank you. I rise to support
this Bill. The hon. Minister has already mentioned that a very piquant situation would have arisen if this Bill was
not brought forward and there would have been a spate of elections litigations etc. This is just an amendment to
give extension to certain posts which were already exempt in the Prevention of Disqualification Act, 1959.

            Mr. Deputy-Speaker, Sir, I was amazed and shocked at the manner in which the hon. Leader of the
Opposition opposed the very introduction of this Bill in a rather very unprecedented manner. I have always held
him in some esteem having been here with him in Parliament for some time. But the only reason he did not oppose



this Bill on various grounds that was mentioned by the predecessor speaker. The Leader of the Opposition
specifically mentioned more than once that he was opposing the introduction of the Bill only because the post of
the Chairperson of the National Advisory Council was included in this amendment to be exempt from the office of
profit.

Sir, I would like to assert, as the Law Minister has already said, that the Chairperson of the National
Advisory Council was created by an Executive Order of the Committee.  It is not a creation of the Constitution.   It
was by an Executive Order of the Cabinet that this post was created. 

            Sir, the whole world knows that we are running a coalition Government.  This particular arrangement was
actually created after it was agreed upon by Members of the ruling coalition to facilitate the functioning of the
coalition Government.  I can understand Mr. Advani’s anxiety.  Certainly I do not expect neither he nor any of the
friends sitting on the other side to be happy if the coalition runs in a smooth and effective manner.   That is worth
appreciation.  Naturally, the Opposition would like that arrangement to collapse as soon as possible.  Fortunately or
unfortunately, the NAC is a political advisory body.  It is only a political body which is of an advisory nature.   As
Mr. Advani himself quoted in the morning, it was to monitor the National Common Minimum Programme and to
provide inputs for policies.  What is wrong in that? 

            Before I go further, I would like to mention that you must understand the very ethos of this particular
legislation which was brought in 1959.   Sir, we all know that in 1954, Bhargava Committee was set up and after it
submitted its Report, the Prevention of Disqualification Act was brought as a sequel.   Some statutory bodies and
offices were included to be exempted from this provision.   The main driving principle behind this legislation was
actually to prevent conflict of interests.   Conflict of interests where?  Conflict of interests between one’s personal
interest, of what one would personally gain so that it does not come between you, and the issues that concern the
public.   So, this is to ensure that these do not have conflicting interests in the policies and programmes of the
people that may come before the House.  It was with this in mind that this particular legislation was introduced. 

            By monitoring the National Common Minimum Programme or by providing inputs to policy matters, are
you conflicting with the interests of the nation or the people?   On the contrary, it is to facilitate that.

            Sir, we all know that the National Employment Guarantee Scheme which was applauded by all sections of
the House, the Right to Information Bill and several other legislations were brought in this House.  They were
accepted by all sections of this House after the National Advisory Council had vetted these various legislations and
recommended them to the ruling coalition.   What is wrong in that?  Where is the personal interest that conflicts
against national interests when it comes to this?   I am extremely sorry to say one point, when  I heard the Leader
of the Opposition.  I felt that it was directed against one person.  I did not expect this from a person for whom I
have certain political respect.   That is why, I was rather disappointed.  I would have expected the Leader of the
Opposition to oppose it on some principle, on some legal grounds or constitutionally or on some other procedure
but not on a personal basis like this.  

Sir, we have heard my predecessor, Shrimati Maneka Gandhi speaking.  I can understand her anguish
because, as she herself said, she was a victim of this earlier.  But does that mean that we should push it all along to
this extent.  She was removed from a particular post and naturally, she has to vent those feelings and that anger is
still burning within her.   That is very well taken and I certainly appreciate whatever she said.  But in this new
situation and circumstance, there is a need for us to have a deeper look into this entire concept.

            This Bill which has been introduced by the hon. Minister for Law only seeks to extend the list to see that a
kind of unprecedented situation does not come before us.  He had explained about that.  So, I do not want to go
into further details.  I would like to mention that there is a necessity to debate this issue still further.  There is no
definition of an Office of Profit.  As and when a certain matter came up, it went to the Committee.  The Committee



made its recommendations and based on that, an amendment was brought in Parliament and then, that particular
office was either included or deleted from this particular list.

Today, Mr. Deputy-Speaker, Sir, I think there is a need for us to delve deeper into this matter and go into it
in detail.  Let there be a national debate on this.  I think at a later date the Parliament should discuss this issue
threadbare and then come up with certain permanent solution to this particular aspect.

SHRI GURUDAS DASGUPTA (PANSKURA): The point that you are making implies that this Bill is ad hoc.  …
(Interruptions)

SHRI V. KISHORE CHANDRA S. DEO : Hon. Member Shri Gurudas Das Gupta is a very senior Member.  I
would like to clarify further my point.  The amendment which is brought to this particular Act cannot be an ad hoc
arrangement, it is a permanent arrangement. What I meant by saying so was that this entire aspect has to be
debated further.  I am prepared to explain as to why it should be debated further.  I am not saying that this should
come along with this Bill itself.  The Law Minister is present here.  I am requesting him and the entire House to
consider this aspect in the light of the new developments which have taken place in the course of time.  Forty-five
years have passed. 

            In 1985 the Anti-Defection Law was passed in Parliament.  It was passed and the Tenth Schedule was
incorporated in the Constitution of India.  Prior to 1985 a Member could vote in any manner he liked on the floor
of this House.  But post-1985, after the Tenth Schedule was incorporated in the Constitution, there is no question of
a Member's vote having conflict with his personal interest.  Even if a Member had a personal interest in a particular
institution in which he was serving, he has to go by the party whip.  What I am trying to say is that from 1985
onwards, in the last twenty years, if you violate the party whip, then you have to do it at the expense of losing your
seat.  What is the right that a Member has got? Apart from speaking in Parliament, he has the right to vote.  It is a
sacred right, an intrinsic right a Member or a legislator has is to cast his vote in the Parliament or in the
Legislature.  This vote was unrestricted.  But what I am trying to say is that after 1985, after the Tenth Schedule
was incorporated, that vote is not unrestricted any more.  It is controlled by the party.  So, today an MP or a few
MPs cannot vote against the party whip without losing the membership of this House.  This is a qualitative
difference which has come in.  Till a decade ago, I think around the year 1995, I do not know the exact date, the
Supreme Court held that people's representatives are to be treated as public servants.  This was in order to enable
cases framed against MPs by using the Prevention of Corruption Act.  I have no problems with that at all.  If you
want to frame people's representatives under the Prevention of Corruption Act, go ahead.  If you want to treat them
as public servants, it is fine.  But then you cannot treat them as public servants for one purpose and then say: "Do
not hold public office."  I do not know if I have understood the entire thing wrongly.  But I would like the Members
to apply their minds to this aspect also.  These are new developments which have taken place somewhere down the
line and it is necessary for us to apply our minds to all these various aspects when we are talking of office of
profit. 

            Though this says that anything you take other than Compensatory Allowance shall be an office of profit.  It
is not clearly defined.  I have gone through certain parts of Bhargava Committee's Report.  I myself was thoroughly
confused at the end of it.  It is not defined and it is not said what should be an office of profit and what should not
be an office of profit.   It says that it is not just a question of money or getting a red light or a car.  It is whether it is
in conflict in your functioning as a Member of this House against the interest of the nation or of the people.

Once you are convinced that that is going to happen, then the issue becomes different.  I do not want to go
debating on or replying to these petty things about the usage of a car or of a red light, and so on and so forth. In this



particular case,  from the long list which is attached herewith, I am told that there have been Members who have
been holding this post for the last 15 years or 20 years and nobody has objected. They are there on a particular
Board as a Director or a Chairman for 10 years, 15 years or 20 years.  Suddenly, someone sends a petition, then,
you get a notice saying that you have to explain your position. Sir, very respectfully and humbly, I would like to
submit that there are other constitutional bodies also which are going out of hand. 

Sir, the Election Commission was given a list. I am not discussing the Election Commission. When they are
given a list, Election Commission has no business to write to them asking for more information.  You see, the
petitioner should have given information and sent it to the Election Commission.  You do not write back to them
asking them for information and then to people who have been holding these offices for over two decades and then
go on a binge and start asserting  your right or authority to disqualify Members.

            Sir, I have a different perception of this.  This amendment is restricted only to controlling the present
situation, which is there before us, to ensure that a spate of litigations, elections and unnecessary expenditure does
not take place.  Now, as far as the House is concerned, the House was anyway decided to be adjourned because of
the elections, not because of this.  The Demands were guillotined.  The Finance Bill was passed.  This was an
earlier understanding to enable Leaders of political parties and all of us to go and compaign for the ensuing

elections.  In any case, I think, the Parliament was originally to have rescheduled and met on the 10th of May,
2006.… (Interruptions)

MR. DEPUTY-SPEAKER: Silence please.  No running commentary.

SHRI V. KISHORE CHANDRA S. DEO : Sir, hon. Members can have their say. I have no quarrels with them.
What I am trying to say is that one should not look at this particular issue with a myopic kind of a view.  This is a
larger issue and it needs to be debated.  The situation has changed from then today.

When you are talking of conflicting interests, I would like to put a few questions before this House.  By
holding a Government office, either of the State Government or of the Central Government, you may or may not be
in a position to discharge your duties in an effective and proper manner. But today, especially in the context of the
new developments that have taken place in our country, today I can be the owner of an airline company.  I can get
elected to Parliament and I can also become a Minister of Civil Aviation.  No conflicting interests will be there. I
can be a major… (Interruptions) What I am trying to say is that even if it is not Government or State, my intention
is this. Tomorrow, you may be a Director or a Chairman of a private company.  You can become an MP.…
(Interruptions) Okay. You have to step down to become a Minister but your interests are still over there.…
(Interruptions) So, I think, these aspects need to be debated and discussed.… (Interruptions)

MR. DEPUTY-SPEAKER: No running commentary please.

SHRI V. KISHORE CHANDRA S. DEO : My opinion is that these situations are coming into play in our political
system. I may be right or wrong but I am entitled to my views. If they have to resign, I do not know under which
rule one has to resign from a Government job or of any connection with the Government.  But if it is for any
private company – private players are coming in today in large numbers in various sections of society – what about
their conflicting interests when they come here to Parliament? Let there be a national debate on this.  Let the House
discuss it threadbare.  I wish that some time later, the House and the Leaders of the political parties from various
sides should discuss and come to some kind of a consensus on this issue as far as article 102 of the Constitution is
concerned.

            With these words, I support this Bill.



 

 

 

 

 

SHRI BASU DEB ACHARIA (BANKURA):  Sir, I rise to support this Bill.  This has necessitated because the
situation has arisen today that some of the offices have been treated as the office of profit.  This is not a new thing
that for the first the time the Schedule is being amended and some new corporations or some organizations are
being added.  It is being continuously done since 1952.  After adoption of our Constitution, it has been stated in
Article 102 in Constitution that:

“(1)  A person shall be disqualified for being chosen as, and for being, a member of either House of
Parliament –
(a)  if he holds any office of profit under the Government of India or the Government of any State,
other than an office declared by Parliament by law not to disqualify its holder; ”

 

Sir, Constitution has very clearly stated that the Parliament has right to amend the law.  The law was
amended in 1952, then again in 1953 and subsequently in 1959 and since then, time and again, the Act has been
amended.  This provision has been incorporated in the Constitution of India.  The main purpose is that the Member
of Parliament or Member of Legislative Assembly will have an independent role and will not be subservient to the
Executive.  That is why that Member of Parliament is not permitted to hold the office of profit.  But, the problem is
that there is no clear definition of office of profit.  Sir, the Supreme Court as well as the High Court, in different
judgements, have stated which office could be treated as office of profit.  There is a Joint Committee of Parliament
on Office of Profit.  What that Committee has stated in their recent report? That Parliamentary Committee has, in
fact, on one occasion outlined the basic principle on this question:     

“The Committee feels that the basic principle underlying the imposition of disqualification under
Article 102 (1) (a) and Article 191 (1) (a) of the Constitution is that a member of the Legislature
should not be indebted to Government by accepting an ‘office of profit’ under the Government and
thus compromise his independence.”

By accepting an office of profit, it means he compromises his independence.  In other words, an office of
profit does not mean an office that yields monetary profit.  Holding an office of profit is like holding an Executive
post, which is likely to create a conflict of interest.  That is the most important thing, conflict of interest with the
conduct of Legislature. 

“In final analysis, the job of the Legislature is to keep a check on the Executive and not to be
subservient to it.”

 

The question is whether such organisations, corporations and other bodies will be treated as offices of profit or not.

            Sir, in December, 2005, the Joint Parliamentary Committee on Office of Profit had submitted a Report to
Parliament identifying three criteria to determine if holding a certain office should disqualify Members of
Parliament under the law. These are:



(a)               whether the holder draws any remuneration like sitting fee, honorarium, salary etc. other than the
compensatory allowance;

(b)              whether the body in which an office is held exercises executive, legislative or judicial power or
confers power of disbursement of funds, allotment of lands, issue of licences or gives power of
appointment, grant of scholarship;

(c)              whether the body in which an office is held wields influence or power by way of patronage.

The Committee said that closer look at this criteria is needed and a comprehensive law defining the criteria which
shall determine the categorisation of office of profit needs to be urgently taken up. This Committee have also
recommended that there should be a clear definition of ‘office of profit’ and spell out the offices that can be treated
as offices of profit.

Sir, in the proposed legislation, a list of 45 bodies has been included in the Schedule. Even during the NDA
regime, such exemption was given when there was a need for that.

SHRI KHARABELA SWAIN  : Is it 45 or 46?

SHRI BASU DEB ACHARIA : It may be 45 or 46, but that does not mean that the spirit of the Constitution is
being flouted because the Constitution itself provides that Parliament can enact law and Parliament can give
exemption to certain bodies from the purview of office of profit.

SHRI KHARABELA SWAIN : With retrospective effect!

SHRI BASU DEB ACHARIA : Maybe with retrospective effect. What is the problem?

            Sir, the Leader of the Opposition has raised an objection. His objection is only with regard to Clause 2 of
this amending legislation. This is not the question of any individual. The Government has created advisory bodies
and advisory councils in the past also and the UPA Government has created the National Advisory Council. There
is an Economic Advisory Council. In the same way, the National Advisory Council has been created. The
Opposition’s main purpose is to target one individual. The National Advisory Council is not a constitutional body
also.

We have not targeted anyone.

SHRI KHARABELA SWAIN : We are targeting his party more… (Interruptions)

MR. DEPUTY-SPEAKER: No running commentary please.  Nothing should be recorded except the speech of Shri
Acharia.  Any Member speaking without my permission will not be recorded.

(Interruptions) …*

 

 

 

 

* Not Recorded.



 

SHRI BASU DEB ACHARIA : Sir, this is not a question of any individual.  What is needed today is a clear
definition of the Office of Profit.  This legislation will not serve the purpose for which it has been brought because
the problem will recur in future also.

            Sir, the Members of Parliament are to discharge various responsibilities.  They are accountable to the
people of our country by discharging various responsibilities.  We will have to see whether that accountability is
being hampered or not.  In order to have a clear definition in regard to Office of Profit, I suggest that a sub-
committee be constituted, which will go into the question of definition of the Office of Profit because the
Constitution of India has not defined which organisation or which body will be treated as Office of Profit. 

            The Constitution of India has stated that, ‘only if he holds any Office of Profit under the Government of
India or the Government of the State’.  Today, those who are raising objection to this, I will request them to see
what is happening in their States, particularly, in the State of Jharkhand. 

            Now we have passed a legislation and the number of Ministers has been restricted to 15 per cent.  Those
who have not been made Ministers have been made Chairmen of certain corporations and certain bodies in order to
save the Government or even in order to form the Government also.

So, there is a need for a deeper look into this question. That is why we have suggested that the basic issues of the
definition of Office of Profit under the Constitution, the separation of legislative and executive powers, and
whether the Members of Parliament should hold non-legislative offices, should be examined in depth by a Special
Committee constituted by the Parliament.  The recommendation of that Committee should be taken up for
consideration and implementation.  So, Sir, the necessity has arisen to amend the Act.  It is being done today.  But
to avoid any problem in future we should go deeper into this question and a clear definition of Office of Profit
should be determined in future so that there will not be a problem as to which office can be treated as office of
profit and which bodies can be treated as office of profit, and there will be a clear definition of office of profit. 

SHRI BHANWAR SINGH DANGAWAS (NAGAUR): Sir, I would like to submit that we should first constitute a
Committee to suggest the definition of ‘office of profit’ and then we should pass the Bill.

MR. DEPUTY-SPEAKER: No.  Please sit down.

            Now, Shri Mohan Singh.

 

gÉÉÒ àÉÉäcxÉ ÉËºÉc (nä´ÉÉÊ®ªÉÉ) : ={ÉÉvªÉFÉ àÉcÉänªÉ,  àÉé <ºÉ ÉÊ´ÉvÉäªÉBÉE BÉEä cBÉE àÉå cÚÆ +ÉÉè® <ºÉBÉEÉ ºÉàÉlÉÇxÉ BÉE®iÉÉ cÚÆ* ãÉäÉÊBÉExÉ càÉÉ®ÉÒ BÉÖEU ÉÊnàÉÉMÉÉÒ {É®ä¶ÉÉÉÊxÉªÉÉÆ cé

ÉÊVÉxcå càÉ <ºÉ ºÉnxÉ BÉEä ºÉÉlÉ ¤ÉÉÆ]xÉÉ SÉÉciÉä cé* <ºÉÉÊãÉA càÉ =xÉ {É®ä¶ÉÉÉÊxÉªÉÉå BÉEÉÒ SÉSÉÉÇ BÉE®xÉÉ ªÉcÉÆ +ÉÉ´É¶ªÉBÉE ºÉàÉZÉiÉä cé* <ºÉ ºÉnxÉ xÉä BÉÖEU BÉEÉÒÉÌiÉàÉÉxÉ

¤ÉxÉÉªÉä cé*

       ÉÊ{ÉUãÉä ºÉnxÉ àÉå càÉxÉä ABÉE BÉEÉÒÉÌiÉàÉÉxÉ ¤ÉxÉÉªÉÉ, ÉÊVÉºÉBÉEä iÉciÉ 10, 15, 20 ªÉÉ 25 cVÉÉ® âó{ÉªÉä BÉEä |ÉãÉÉä£ÉxÉ àÉå +ÉÉªÉä àÉèà¤É®Éå BÉEÉä càÉxÉä ¤Éä®càÉÉÒ BÉEä

ºÉÉlÉ <ºÉ {ÉÉÉÌãÉªÉÉàÉé] ºÉä ¤ÉÉc® BÉE® ÉÊnªÉÉ* =ºÉBÉEä iÉÉÒxÉ àÉcÉÒxÉä ¤ÉÉn ¤ÉcÖiÉ cÉÒ <ÇàÉÉxÉnÉ®ÉÒ +ÉÉè® ºÉSSÉÉ<Ç BÉEä ºÉÉlÉ BÉE®Éä½Éå âó{ÉªÉä BÉEä ¤ÉVÉ] {É® ¤Éè~xÉä ´ÉÉãÉä 40

àÉèà¤É®Éå, 24 àÉèà¤É®Éå ªÉÉ 16 àÉèà¤É®Éå BÉEÉÒ àÉèà¤É®ÉÒ {É® VÉ¤É +ÉÉÆSÉ +ÉÉxÉä ãÉMÉÉÒ, iÉÉä  <ºÉÉÒ ºÉÆºÉn BÉEÉ <ºiÉäàÉÉãÉ BÉE®BÉEä =xÉBÉEÉÒ àÉèà¤É®ÉÒ BÉEÉä ¤ÉSÉÉxÉä BÉEÉ càÉ <ÆiÉVÉÉàÉ

BÉE® ®cä cé* àÉé BÉEcxÉÉ SÉÉciÉÉ cÚÆ ÉÊBÉE +ÉÉMÉä SÉãÉBÉE® <ÉÊiÉcÉºÉ BÉEcÉÓ càÉÉ®ä ¤ÉÉ®ä àÉå xÉ ÉÊãÉJÉä, BÉDªÉÉåÉÊBÉE =ºÉ SÉSÉÉÇ àÉå £ÉÉÒ àÉéxÉä BÉEcÉ lÉÉ ÉÊBÉE càÉ <ºÉ ¤ÉÉiÉ BÉEä

ãÉÉÆUxÉ BÉEä £ÉÉMÉÉÒnÉ® xÉ cÉå ÉÊBÉE càÉÉ®ä {ÉÉºÉ ºÉnºªÉÉå  BÉEÉä iÉÉäãÉxÉä BÉEä nÉä iÉ®ÉVÉÚ cé -- ABÉE {ÉÉÆSÉ cVÉÉ® âó{ÉªÉä PÉÚºÉ BÉEÉÒ SÉÉc àÉå +É{ÉxÉÉÒ <VVÉiÉ ¤ÉäSÉxÉä ´ÉÉãÉÉå BÉEä |

ÉÉÊiÉ +ÉÉè® nÚºÉ®ÉÒ VÉxÉiÉÉ BÉEä BÉE®Éä½Éå âó{ÉªÉä +ÉÉè® ¤ÉVÉ] {É® ¤Éè~BÉE® =ºÉBÉEÉ +É{ÉBªÉªÉ BÉE®xÉä ´ÉÉãÉÉå BÉEä |ÉÉÊiÉ* àÉé AäºÉÉ ºÉàÉZÉiÉÉ cÚÆ ÉÊBÉE ªÉä {É®º{É® ÉÊ´É®ÉävÉÉÒ ¤ÉÉiÉå cé* 

<ºÉÉÊãÉA càÉÉ®ä ºÉÆÉÊ´ÉvÉÉxÉ ¤ÉxÉÉxÉä ´ÉÉãÉÉå xÉä ºÉÆÉÊ´ÉvÉÉxÉ BÉEä +ÉxÉÃÖSUän 102 +ÉÉè® 103 BÉEÉä ÉÊBÉEºÉÉÒ JÉÉºÉ àÉÆ¶ÉÉ ºÉä ¤ÉxÉÉªÉÉ lÉÉ* ´Éc JÉÉºÉ àÉÆ¶ÉÉ lÉÉÒ ÉÊBÉE càÉ AäºÉÉÒ



ÉÊBÉEºÉÉÒ BÉEÉªÉÇBÉEÉÉÊ®hÉÉÒ BÉEä, AMVÉÉÒBÉDªÉÚÉÊ]´É BÉEä {ÉnÉå {É® +ÉÉºÉÉÒxÉ xÉ cÉå ÉÊVÉºÉºÉä ÉÊBÉE VÉÉä càÉÉ®É ãÉäÉÊVÉºãÉäÉÊ]´É ÉÊ¤ÉVÉxÉäºÉ cè, ÉÊVÉºÉ BÉEÉàÉ BÉEä ÉÊãÉA càÉ ªÉcÉÆ +ÉÉA cé,

´Éc {ÉÉÒUä SÉãÉÉ VÉÉªÉä +ÉÉè® VÉÉä BÉEÉªÉÇBÉEÉ®ÉÒ BÉEÉàÉ cé, VÉÉä càÉÉ®ä º´ÉiÉÆjÉ BÉEÉªÉÇ BÉE®xÉä BÉEä iÉÉè®-iÉ®ÉÒBÉEä cé, =xÉBÉEä >ó{É® =ºÉBÉEÉ ÉÊxÉªÉÆjÉhÉ xÉ cÉä VÉÉªÉä* <ºÉÉÒ àÉÆ¶ÉÉ ºÉä

=BÉDiÉ +ÉxÉÖSUän àÉå |ÉÉ´ÉvÉÉxÉ ÉÊBÉEªÉÉ MÉªÉÉ lÉÉ*         +É£ÉÉÒ càÉÉ®ä ABÉE ÉÊàÉjÉ BÉEc ®cä lÉä +ÉÉÉÊ{ÉEºÉ +ÉÉì{ÉE |ÉÉìÉÊ{ÉE] BÉDªÉÉ cè, <ºÉBÉEÉÒ <ºÉ vÉÉ®É àÉå {ÉÉÊ®£ÉÉ ÉÉ xÉcÉÓ

BÉEÉÒ MÉªÉÉÒ cè, ãÉäÉÊBÉExÉ <ºÉBÉEÉÒ {ÉÉÊ®£ÉÉ ÉÉ BÉEÉÒ MÉªÉÉÒ cè* ´É ÉÇ 1954 àÉå {ÉÆÉÊbiÉ ~ÉBÉÖE® |ÉºÉÉn £ÉÉMÉÇ´É BÉEÉÒ +ÉvªÉFÉiÉÉ àÉå ABÉE BÉEàÉä]ÉÒ ¤ÉxÉÉªÉÉÒ MÉªÉÉÒ lÉÉÒ, VÉ¤É àÉÉ´ÉãÉÆBÉE®

ºÉÉc¤É ªÉcÉÆ º{ÉÉÒBÉE® cÖ+ÉÉ BÉE®iÉä lÉä* =ºÉ BÉEàÉä]ÉÒ xÉä <ºÉ {ÉÉÊ®£ÉÉ ÉÉ BÉEÉä ÉÊxÉvÉÉÇÉÊ®iÉ BÉE®xÉä àÉå iÉÉÒxÉ ´É ÉÇ ãÉMÉÉªÉä* <ºÉ ¤ÉÉÒSÉ ´É ÉÇ 1958 àÉå nÚºÉ®ÉÒ ãÉÉäBÉE ºÉ£ÉÉ +ÉÉ

MÉªÉÉÒ*  =ºÉ ºÉàÉªÉ +ÉÉªÉÆMÉ® ºÉÉc¤É xÉä =ºÉ {ÉÉÊ®£ÉÉ ÉÉ BÉEÉä |É´É® ºÉÉÊàÉÉÊiÉ BÉEä ºÉÖ{ÉÖnÇ ÉÊBÉEªÉÉ* =ºÉBÉEä ¤ÉÉn ´É ÉÇ 1959 àÉå BÉEÉxÉÚxÉ +ÉÉªÉÉ, ªÉÉxÉÉÒ 1959 BÉEÉ BÉEÉxÉÚxÉ

¤ÉxÉÉxÉä àÉå <ºÉ ºÉÆºÉn BÉEÉä {ÉÉÆSÉ ´É ÉÇ ãÉMÉä*

15.00 hrs.

        VÉ¤É 1959 BÉEä =ºÉ BÉEÉxÉÚxÉ àÉå nÉä¤ÉÉ®É ºÉÆ¶ÉÉävÉxÉ BÉE®xÉä BÉEÉÒ VÉ°ô®iÉ {É½ÉÒ iÉÉä ´É ÉÇ 1968 àÉå ABÉE ÉÊ´ÉvÉäªÉBÉE {Éä¶É ÉÊBÉEªÉÉ MÉªÉÉ ãÉäÉÊBÉExÉ ÉÊ{ÉE® ´É ÉÇ 1977

BÉEÉ SÉÖxÉÉ´É +ÉÉ MÉªÉÉ +ÉÉè® +É{ÉxÉä +ÉÉ{É ´Éc BÉEÉxÉÚxÉ ÉÊxÉ®ºiÉ cÉä MÉªÉÉ*  =ºÉ ÉÊ´ÉvÉäªÉBÉE BÉEÉä ºÉÆºÉn {ÉÉºÉ xÉcÉÓ BÉE® ºÉBÉEÉÒ, iÉÉÒxÉ ºÉÉãÉ BÉEä +ÉxiÉ®ÉãÉ BÉEä ¤ÉÉn £ÉÉÒ ªÉc

ºÉÆºÉn =ºÉä {ÉÉºÉ xÉcÉÓ BÉE® ºÉBÉEÉÒ* ãÉäÉÊBÉExÉ  <ºÉ ¤ÉÉ® iÉÉÒxÉ ÉÊnxÉ {ÉcãÉä xÉäiÉÉ ºÉnxÉ xÉä ABÉE ¤Éè~BÉE ¤ÉÖãÉÉªÉÉÒ, càÉ ãÉÉäMÉÉå ºÉä BÉÖEU {ÉnÉå BÉEÉÒ ºÉÚSÉÉÒ àÉÉÆMÉÉÒ, càÉ ãÉÉäMÉÉå

xÉä BÉÖEU {ÉnÉå BÉEä xÉÉàÉ ÉÊnA +ÉÉè® <ºÉ ¤ÉÉn <ºÉ ºÉnxÉ BÉEä ºÉÉàÉxÉä ªÉc ÉÊ´ÉvÉäªÉBÉE +ÉÉ MÉªÉÉ cè* +É¤É <ºÉBÉEä {ÉÉÉÊ®iÉ cÉäxÉä BÉEÉÒ £ÉÉÒ {ÉÚ®ÉÒ ºÉÆ£ÉÉ´ÉxÉÉ cÉä MÉªÉÉ cè*  càÉÉ®ÉÒ

£ÉÉäVÉ{ÉÖ®ÉÒ £ÉÉ ÉÉ àÉå ABÉE BÉEcÉ´ÉiÉ cè - Þ SÉ] àÉÆMÉxÉÉÒ {É] ¤ªÉÉc*Þ <ºÉÉÒ iÉ®c càÉxÉä <ºÉ BÉEÉàÉ BÉEÉä ZÉ]{É] ªÉcÉÆ ¶ÉÖ°ô BÉE® ÉÊnªÉÉ* ÉÊVÉºÉ ÉÊnxÉ ºÉnºªÉÉå BÉEÉä ÉÊxÉBÉEÉãÉxÉä

BÉEÉ BÉEÉxÉÚxÉ ªÉcÉÆ {ÉÉÉÊ®iÉ cÉä ®cÉ lÉÉ, =ºÉ ÉÊnxÉ xÉäiÉÉ ºÉnxÉ xÉä ]ÉÒ.AºÉ. <ÉÊãÉªÉ] BÉEä BÉÖEU {ÉtÉÉå BÉEÉ c´ÉÉãÉÉ ÉÊnªÉÉ lÉÉ ÉÊVÉxÉàÉå iªÉÉMÉ +ÉÉè® BÉÖE¤ÉÉÇxÉÉÒ BÉEÉÒ ¤É½ÉÒ-¤É½ÉÒ

¤ÉÉiÉå BÉEcÉÒ MÉªÉÉÒ lÉÉÓ*  àÉÖZÉä +ÉÆOÉäVÉÉÒ £ÉÉ ÉÉ BÉEÉ VªÉÉnÉ YÉÉxÉ xÉcÉÓ cè, <ºÉÉÊãÉA àÉÖZÉä ]ÉÒ.AºÉ.<ÉÊãÉªÉ] BÉEÉÒ BÉEÉÊ´ÉiÉÉAÆ, BÉEcÉÉÊxÉªÉÉÆ +ÉÉè® {ÉtÉ ªÉÉn xÉcÉÓ cé*  àÉé ABÉE

£ÉÉäVÉ{ÉÖ®ÉÒ £ÉÉ ÉÉÒ +ÉÉàÉ xÉÉMÉÉÊ®BÉE cÚÄ  +ÉÉè® càÉÉ®ä ªÉcÉÆ £ÉÉäVÉ{ÉÖ®ÉÒ àÉå ABÉE BÉEcÉ´ÉiÉ cè :

         Þ®ÉàÉ VÉÉÒ BÉEÉÒ ÉÊSÉ®<Ç, ®ÉàÉ VÉÉÒ BÉEÉ JÉäiÉ* £ÉÉMÉ VÉÉ ÉÊSÉ®<Ç, £É®-£É® {Éä]** Þ

        <ºÉBÉEÉ +ÉlÉÇ ªÉc cè ÉÊBÉE VÉxÉiÉÉ BÉEÉ {ÉèºÉÉ cè, càÉ ãÉÉäMÉ VÉxÉiÉÉ BÉEä |ÉÉÊiÉÉÊxÉÉÊvÉ cé, =ºÉ {ÉèºÉä ºÉä +É{ÉxÉÉ £É®{Éä] £ÉÉäVÉxÉ càÉ ºÉ£ÉÉÒ BÉEÉä BÉE®xÉÉ

SÉÉÉÊcA*  BÉEcÉÓ càÉ <ºÉ ¤ÉÉiÉ BÉEÉä iÉÉä ÉÊºÉr +ÉÉè® SÉÉÊ®iÉÉlÉÇ xÉcÉÓ BÉE® ®cä cé?  <ºÉÉÊãÉA ªÉc ¤É½ÉÒ ÉÊ´ÉÉÊSÉjÉ ¤ÉÉiÉ cè ÉÊBÉE 545 ºÉnºªÉÉå BÉEä <ºÉ ºÉnxÉ àÉå 20-25

ãÉÉäMÉ ãÉÉ£É BÉEä {Én {É® ®cå +ÉÉè® ¤ÉÉBÉEÉÒ ãÉÉäMÉ =xÉBÉEä ÉÊãÉA fÉäãÉ ¤ÉVÉÉiÉä ®cå +ÉÉè® =xÉBÉEÉÒ <ÇàÉÉxÉnÉ®ÉÒ +ÉÉè® ºÉSSÉÉ<Ç BÉEÉÒ ®FÉÉ BÉEä ÉÊãÉA <ºÉ ºÉnxÉ BÉEä VÉÉÊ®A +É{ÉxÉä

cÉlÉ =~ÉBÉE® +É{ÉxÉä àÉxiÉBªÉ BªÉBÉDiÉ BÉE®BÉEä =ºÉBÉEÉ +ÉxÉÖàÉÉänxÉ BÉE®iÉä ®cå* àÉÖZÉä ªÉc ¤ÉÉiÉ BÉÖEU +É]{É]ÉÒ ºÉÉÒ ãÉMÉ ®cÉÒ cè*  …(BªÉ´ÉvÉÉxÉ) 

={ÉÉvªÉFÉ àÉcÉänªÉ  : BÉßE{ÉªÉÉ ¶ÉÉxiÉ ®cå*

gÉÉÒ àÉÉäcxÉ ÉËºÉc  : BÉÖEU ÉÊnxÉ {ÉcãÉä <ºÉÉÒ ºÉnxÉ àÉå ABÉE PÉ]xÉÉ cÖ<Ç VÉ¤É ªÉc ºÉnxÉ +ÉÉÊxÉÉÎ¶SÉiÉ BÉEÉãÉ BÉEä ÉÊãÉA ºlÉÉÊMÉiÉ BÉE® ÉÊnªÉÉ MÉªÉÉ +ÉÉè® ºlÉMÉxÉ BÉEä ¤ÉÉn

ÉÊBÉEºÉÉÒ ABÉE BªÉÉÎBÉDiÉ xÉä, <ºÉ ºÉnxÉ BÉEÉÒ ºÉnºªÉiÉÉ ºÉä iªÉÉMÉ{ÉjÉ nä ÉÊnªÉÉ*  {ÉÚ®ä nä¶É àÉå ªÉc |ÉSÉÉÉÊ®iÉ ÉÊBÉEªÉÉ MÉªÉÉ ÉÊBÉE iªÉÉMÉ BÉEÉÒ AäºÉÉÒ ÉÊàÉºÉÉãÉ £ÉÉ®iÉ BÉEä <ÉÊiÉcÉºÉ

àÉå BÉE£ÉÉÒ näJÉxÉä BÉEÉä xÉcÉÓ ÉÊàÉãÉÉÒ +ÉÉè® 13-14 {ÉnÉå ºÉä iªÉÉMÉ{ÉjÉ ÉÊnA MÉA*  ÉÊ{ÉE® ABÉE àÉcÉÒxÉä ¤ÉÉn SÉÖxÉÉ´É cÖA, +ÉJÉ¤ÉÉ®Éå xÉä ÉÊãÉJÉÉ - àÉèÉÊºÉ´É àÉèhbä] ÉÊàÉãÉÉ, +ÉÉè®

ÉÊ{ÉE® ´ÉBÉDiÉBªÉ +ÉÉªÉÉ ÉÊBÉE <iÉxÉÉ ¤É½É, àÉèÉÊºÉ´É àÉèhbä] BÉEä´ÉãÉ iªÉÉMÉ BÉEÉÒ AäºÉÉÒ ÉÊàÉºÉÉãÉ {Éä¶É BÉE®xÉä BÉEä ÉÊãÉA càÉå ÉÊàÉãÉÉ cè*  àÉé +ÉÉ{ÉxÉä ´ÉÉàÉ{ÉÆlÉÉÒ ºÉÉlÉÉÒ BÉEÉä ªÉc

+ÉÉ¶´ÉºiÉ BÉE®xÉÉ SÉÉciÉÉ cÚÄ ÉÊBÉE àÉé ÉÊBÉEºÉÉÒ BªÉÉÎBÉDiÉ ÉÊ´É¶Éä É BÉEÉä ]É®MÉä] xÉcÉÓ BÉE®xÉÉ SÉÉciÉÉ cÚÄ ãÉäÉÊBÉExÉ ABÉE ãÉÉäBÉEºÉ£ÉÉ ÉÊxÉ´ÉÉÇSÉxÉ FÉäjÉ àÉå ºÉ¤ÉBÉEÉÒ VÉàÉÉxÉiÉ VÉ¤iÉ

BÉE®ÉBÉE® BÉEä´ÉãÉ iªÉÉMÉ BÉEä xÉÉàÉ {É® ABÉE BªÉÉÎBÉDiÉ BÉEÉä £ÉÉ®ÉÒ ¤ÉcÖàÉiÉ, +ÉÆOÉäVÉÉÒ +ÉJÉ¤ÉÉ®Éå BÉEÉÒ cäb ãÉÉ<xÉ  lÉÉÒ - àÉèÉÊºÉ´É àÉèhbä] - ÉÊnªÉÉ MÉªÉÉ*  +É¤É ÉÊVÉºÉ {Én ºÉä

iªÉÉMÉ{ÉjÉ näxÉä BÉEä BÉEÉ®hÉ ªÉc àÉèÉÊºÉ´É àÉèhbä] ÉÊàÉãÉÉ, ªÉÉÊn =ºÉ {Én BÉEÉä +ÉãÉÉ£ÉBÉE® PÉÉäÉÊ ÉiÉ BÉE® {ÉÖxÉ& =ºÉÉÒ BªÉÉÎBÉDiÉ BÉEÉä =ºÉ {Én {É® ¤Éè~É ÉÊnªÉÉ VÉÉA iÉÉä ªÉc =ºÉ

àÉèÉÊºÉ´É àÉèhbä] BÉEÉ ºÉààÉÉxÉ cÉäMÉÉ ªÉÉ +É{ÉàÉÉxÉ, <ºÉ |É¶xÉ BÉEÉ =kÉ® àÉé nÚºÉ®Éå ºÉä SÉÉciÉÉ cÚÄ*

        nÚºÉ®ÉÒ ¤ÉÉiÉ àÉé ªÉc BÉEcxÉÉ SÉÉciÉÉ cÚì ÉÊBÉE ãÉÉ£É BÉEÉ {Én lÉÉ, =ºÉºÉä <ºiÉÉÒ{ÉEÉ ÉÊnªÉÉ MÉªÉÉ iÉÉä  ãÉÉ£É BÉEä {Én {É® ®cxÉä {É® VÉÉä JÉSÉÇ cÉä ®cÉ lÉÉ

=ºÉºÉä +ÉÉÊvÉBÉE JÉSÉÇ SÉÖxÉÉ´É àÉå cÉä MÉªÉÉ, iÉÉä àÉéxÉä +É{ÉxÉä ÉÊàÉjÉÉå ºÉä BÉEcÉ ÉÊBÉE <ºÉºÉä ºÉºiÉÉ iÉÉä ´Éc ãÉÉ£É BÉEÉ {Én cÉÒ lÉÉ*  <ºÉÉÊãÉA <ºÉ ºÉnxÉ BÉEÉ BÉEÉä<Ç £ÉÉÒ

ºÉnºªÉ <iÉxÉÉ ¤É½É iªÉÉMÉ xÉ BÉE®ä VÉÉä {ÉÉÎ¤ãÉBÉE ABÉDºÉSÉäBÉE® BÉEä ÉÊãÉA <iÉxÉÉ JÉSÉÉÔãÉÉ ºÉÉÉÊ¤ÉiÉ cÉä*  càÉå <ºÉ JÉSÉÇ BÉEÉä ¤ÉSÉÉxÉä BÉEÉÒ BÉEÉäÉÊ¶É¶É BÉE®xÉÉÒ SÉÉÉÊcA*  àÉé

<ºÉ ÉÊ´ÉvÉäªÉBÉE BÉEÉ ºÉàÉlÉÇxÉ BÉE®iÉÉ cÚÄ ãÉäÉÊBÉExÉ àÉä®ä àÉxÉ àÉå <ºÉä ãÉäBÉE® BÉÖEU {É®ä¶ÉÉÉÊxÉªÉÉÆ cé BÉDªÉÉåÉÊBÉE càÉÉ®ÉÒ {ÉÉ]ÉÔ BÉEÉÒ ABÉE ºÉnºªÉÉ, VÉÉä <ºÉ nä¶É BÉEÉÒ |ÉÉÊiÉÉÎ ~iÉ

BÉEãÉÉBÉEÉ® cé +ÉÉè® {ÉÚ®ä nä¶É àÉå YÉÉiÉ cé, BÉEÉÒ ºÉnºªÉiÉÉ <ºÉ BÉEÉxÉÚxÉ BÉEä BÉEÉ®hÉ SÉãÉÉÒ MÉªÉÉÒ* nä¶É £É® àÉå BÉEcÉ MÉªÉÉ ÉÊBÉE VÉ¤É ãÉÉ£É BÉEä {Én {É® ¤Éè~ä cé iÉÉä VÉÉxÉÉ cÉÒ

SÉÉÉÊcA, ãÉäÉÊBÉExÉ ãÉÉäMÉÉå BÉEÉä {ÉiÉÉ xÉcÉÓ lÉÉ ÉÊBÉE càÉÉ®ä cÉlÉ ºÉä SÉãÉÉ cÖ+ÉÉ JÉÆVÉ® =ºÉBÉEÉÒ {ÉÉÒ~ ºÉä cÉäiÉÉ cÖ+ÉÉ càÉÉ®ÉÒ UÉiÉÉÒ {É® cÉÒ ÉÊMÉ®xÉä ´ÉÉãÉÉ cè +ÉÉè® ªÉÉÊn ªÉc

ÉÎºlÉÉÊiÉ ãÉÉäMÉÉå xÉä ºÉàÉZÉÉÒ cÉäiÉÉÒ iÉÉä ªÉc BÉEÉxÉÚxÉ VÉÉä +ÉÉVÉ <ºÉ ºÉnxÉ àÉå +ÉÉªÉÉ cè, iÉÉÒxÉ àÉcÉÒxÉä {ÉcãÉä cÉÒ ºÉnxÉ àÉå +ÉÉ MÉªÉÉ cÉäiÉÉ*

        àÉé +É{ÉxÉÉÒ <xÉ BÉÖEU +ÉÉ¶ÉÆBÉEÉ+ÉÉäÆ BÉEä ºÉÉlÉ ABÉE ÉÊxÉ´ÉänxÉ BÉE®xÉÉ SÉÉciÉÉ cÚÆ* ¤ÉäciÉ® ªÉc cÉäMÉÉ ÉÊBÉE càÉÉ®ÉÒ ºÉÆÉÊ´ÉvÉÉxÉ BÉEÉÒ vÉÉ®É 102 +ÉÉè® 103 BÉEÉ
¤ÉÉ®-¤ÉÉ® +É{ÉàÉÉxÉ BÉE®xÉä BÉEÉÒ ¤ÉVÉÉA <xcå JÉiàÉ BÉE® ÉÊnªÉÉ VÉÉA* {ÉcãÉä {Én ¤ÉxÉÉ+ÉÉä, =ºÉ {É® ¤Éè~Éä +ÉÉè® {ÉÉÉÌãÉªÉÉàÉå] BÉEÉ <ºiÉäàÉÉãÉ BÉE®iÉä cÖA =ºÉ {Én BÉEÉä
+ÉãÉÉ£ÉBÉEÉ®ÉÒ PÉÉäÉÊ ÉiÉ BÉE®iÉä cé iÉÉä ªÉc ºÉÆÉÊ´ÉvÉÉxÉ ÉÊxÉàÉÉÇhÉ BÉE®xÉä ´ÉÉãÉä xÉäiÉÉ+ÉÉäÆ +ÉÉè® ºÉÉlÉ cÉÒ càÉÉ®ÉÒ àÉªÉÉÇnÉ+ÉÉäÆ BÉEÉ £ÉÉÒ +É{ÉàÉÉxÉ cè* càÉÉ®ä BÉEÉxÉÚxÉ àÉÆjÉÉÒ <xÉ



+ÉxÉÖSUänÉå BÉEä ºlÉÉ<Ç ºÉàÉÉvÉÉxÉ BÉEä ÉÊãÉA ABÉE ºÉ´ÉÇnãÉÉÒªÉ ºÉÉÊàÉÉÊiÉ ¤ÉxÉÉA +ÉÉè® ºÉÆÉÊ´ÉvÉÉxÉ BÉEÉÒ <xÉ vÉÉ®É+ÉÉäÆ BÉEÉä càÉä¶ÉÉ BÉEä ÉÊãÉA ºÉàÉÉ{iÉ BÉE® nå +ÉÉè® ÉÊVÉºÉBÉEÉä +ÉÉ{É
{ÉºÉÆn xÉ BÉE®iÉä cÉå, =ºÉBÉEÉä ºÉÆºÉn ºÉä ¤ÉÉc® +ÉÉè® ÉÊVÉºÉBÉEÉä {ÉºÉÆn BÉE®iÉä cÉå =ºÉBÉEÉÒ àÉèà¤É®ÉÒ ¤ÉSÉÉxÉä BÉEä ÉÊãÉA 1959 BÉEä BÉEÉxÉÚxÉ àÉå {ÉÉÊ®´ÉiÉÇxÉ BÉE®iÉä ®cå* <ºÉ
ºÉÆºÉn BÉEÉä <ºÉ nÖÉÊ´ÉvÉÉ ºÉä ¤ÉSÉÉxÉä BÉEä ÉÊãÉA ªÉc ABÉE ¤ÉäciÉ® ={ÉÉªÉ cÉäMÉÉ*

                                                                       

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

gÉÉÒ ºÉÉÒiÉÉ®ÉàÉ ÉËºÉc (ÉÊ¶É´Éc®) : ={ÉÉvªÉFÉ VÉÉÒ, àÉé <ºÉ ÉÊ´ÉvÉäªÉBÉE BÉEÉ ºÉàÉlÉÇxÉ BÉE®xÉä BÉEä ÉÊãÉA JÉ½É cÖ+ÉÉ cÚÆ* <ºÉ ÉÊ´ÉvÉäªÉBÉE BÉEÉÒ +ÉÉVÉ ¤ÉcÖiÉ +ÉÉ´É¶ªÉBÉEiÉÉ cè* 

¤É½ÉÒ ÉÊ´É ÉàÉ {ÉÉÊ®ÉÎºlÉÉÊiÉªÉÉå àÉå ªÉc ºÉÆ¶ÉÉävÉxÉ ÉÊ´ÉvÉäªÉBÉE ãÉÉªÉÉ MÉªÉÉ cè* ¤É½ÉÒ ÉÊ´ÉuiÉÉ{ÉÚ´ÉÇBÉE iÉ®ÉÒBÉEä ºÉä <ºÉ ÉÊ´ÉvÉäªÉBÉE {É® ªÉcÉÆ ¤ÉcºÉ SÉãÉ ®cÉÒ cè* ºÉÆÉÊ´ÉvÉÉxÉ BÉEä

+ÉxÉÖSUän 102 +ÉÉè® 103 BÉEÉä näJÉxÉä ºÉä ªÉc º{É ] cè ÉÊBÉE VÉÉä ÉÊ´ÉvÉäªÉBÉE ºÉnxÉ àÉå ãÉÉªÉÉ MÉªÉÉ cè +ÉÉè® ÉÊVÉºÉ {É® SÉSÉÉÇ cÉä ®cÉÒ cè =ºÉBÉEÉÒ {ÉÉÊ®£ÉÉ ÉÉ àÉÚãÉ °ô{É ºÉä

VÉÉä ºÉÆÉÊ´ÉvÉÉxÉ àÉå cè, ´Éc +É£ÉÉÒ £ÉÉÒ {ÉÉÊ®£ÉÉÉÊ ÉiÉ xÉcÉÓ cè* ºÉÆÉÊ´ÉvÉÉxÉ àÉå VÉÉä {ÉÉÊ®£ÉÉ ÉÉ nÉÒ MÉªÉÉÒ cè, =ºÉàÉå BÉEÉä<Ç {Én BÉEÉÒ BÉEcÉÓ ºÉä £ÉÉÒ BªÉÉJªÉÉ xÉcÉÓ cè* +ÉÉVÉ VÉÉä ªÉc ÉÊ

´ÉvÉäªÉBÉE +ÉÉªÉÉ cè =ºÉºÉä º{É ] cè ÉÊBÉE +ÉÉVÉ àÉÉxÉxÉÉÒªÉ ºÉÉÆºÉnÉå +ÉÉè® àÉÉxÉxÉÉÒªÉ ÉÊ´ÉvÉÉªÉBÉEÉå BÉEÉÒ VÉÉä ÉÎºlÉÉÊiÉ cè, <ºÉÉÒ BÉEÉ®hÉ BÉÖEU {ÉnÉå BÉEÉÒ BªÉÉJªÉÉ BÉE®iÉä cÖA,

ºÉÆ¶ÉÉävÉxÉ BÉEä VÉÉÊ®ªÉä, {ÉÉÉÌãÉªÉÉàÉå] xÉä <ºÉä {ÉÉºÉ BÉE®xÉÉ cè*

        àÉcÉänªÉ, <ºÉBÉEä {ÉfÃxÉä ºÉä àÉcºÉÚºÉ cÉä ®cÉ cè ÉÊBÉE <ºÉàÉå BÉEÉ{ÉEÉÒ jÉÖÉÊ]ªÉÉÆ cé* àÉcÉänªÉ, àÉé {ÉcãÉÉ ÉË¤ÉnÖ ºÉÉ{ÉE BÉE®xÉÉ SÉÉciÉÉ cÚÆ* VÉ¤É ªÉc ÉÊ´ÉvÉäªÉBÉE |

ÉºiÉÖiÉ cÉä ®cÉ lÉÉ iÉÉä àÉÉxÉxÉÉÒªÉ ÉÊ´É®ÉävÉÉÒ nãÉ BÉEä xÉäiÉÉ xÉä ÉÊVÉºÉ iÉ®ÉÒBÉEä ºÉä <ºÉBÉEÉ ÉÊ´É®ÉävÉ ÉÊBÉEªÉÉ, àÉé ºÉàÉZÉiÉÉ cÚÆ ÉÊBÉE xÉ iÉÉä =xÉBÉEÉ BÉEÉä<Ç iÉBÉEÇ ºÉcÉÒ lÉÉ +ÉÉè® xÉ

cÉÒ BªÉÉJªÉÉ ºÉcÉÒ lÉÉÒ* BÉEä´ÉãÉ ®ÉVÉxÉÉÒÉÊiÉBÉE |ÉÉÊiÉuÆÉÊuiÉÉ BÉEä SÉãÉiÉä ÉÊBÉEºÉÉÒ ABÉE BªÉÉÎBÉDiÉ ÉÊ´É¶Éä É BÉEÉä ]ÉMÉæ] BÉE®BÉEä <ºÉBÉEÉ ÉÊ´É®ÉävÉ cÉä ®cÉ lÉÉ* ¤ÉÉiÉ ¤ÉcÖiÉ ºÉÉ{ÉE cè*

>ó{É® VÉÉä BªÉÉJªÉÉ BÉEÉÒ MÉªÉÉÒ cè =ºÉBÉEä ¤ÉÉn 45 {ÉnÉå BÉEÉä <ºÉàÉå ÉÊãÉJÉÉ MÉªÉÉ cè* <ºÉàÉå BÉÖEU ®ÉVªÉÉå BÉEÉÒ BªÉÉJªÉÉ cè* àÉé àÉÉxÉxÉÉÒªÉ àÉÆjÉÉÒ VÉÉÒ ºÉä <ºÉ ÉÊ´ÉvÉäªÉBÉE BÉEä

àÉÉvªÉàÉ ºÉä VÉÉxÉxÉÉ SÉÉciÉÉ cÚÆ ÉÊBÉE BÉDªÉÉ ÉÊVÉxÉ ®ÉVªÉÉå BÉEä xÉÉàÉ <ºÉàÉå ÉÊãÉJÉä MÉªÉä cé, +ÉMÉ® ªÉcÉÒ ºÉÆºlÉÉ nÚºÉ®ä ®ÉVªÉÉå àÉå £ÉÉÒ cé iÉÉä BÉDªÉÉ ´Éä {Én ãÉÉ£É BÉEä {Én ºÉä

+ÉãÉMÉ cé ªÉÉ ãÉÉ£É BÉEä {ÉnÉå àÉå ¶ÉÉÉÊàÉãÉ cé *

        àÉcÉänªÉ, ªÉc ¤ÉÉiÉ £ÉÉÒ ºÉÉ{ÉE cÉäxÉÉÒ SÉÉÉÊcA, BÉDªÉÉåÉÊBÉE BÉE<Ç ®ÉVªÉÉå BÉEä xÉÉàÉ <ºÉàÉå ÉÊãÉJÉä MÉA cé +ÉÉè® nä¶É BÉEä BÉE<Ç ®ÉVªÉÉå BÉEä xÉÉàÉ <ºÉàÉå xÉcÉÓ ÉÊãÉJÉä

MÉA cé* nÚºÉ®ÉÒ ¤ÉÉiÉ VÉÉä <ºÉàÉå º{É ] cè ´Éc ªÉc cè ÉÊBÉE +ÉÉVÉ ÉÊVÉxÉ {ÉnÉå BÉEÉä ãÉÉ£É BÉEä {Én ºÉä +ÉãÉMÉ ÉÊBÉEªÉÉ VÉÉ ®cÉ cè, =xÉ {ÉnÉå BÉEÉä +ÉÉVÉ £ÉÉÒ nä¶É BÉEä BÉE<Ç

®ÉVªÉÉå àÉå ãÉÉ£É BÉEä {Én BÉEä °ô{É àÉå àÉÉxÉÉ VÉÉAMÉÉ BÉDªÉÉåÉÊBÉE =xÉ {ÉnÉå {É® ´ÉäiÉxÉ +ÉÉè® £ÉkÉä ÉÊnA VÉÉiÉä cé* <ºÉàÉå ABÉE {ÉÆÉÎBÉDiÉ ºÉ¤ÉºÉä >ó{É® ÉÊãÉJÉÉÒ MÉ<Ç cè +ÉÉè® ´Éc

º{É ] cè ÉÊBÉE SÉÉcä ÉÊBÉEºÉÉÒ xªÉÉºÉ BÉEä ãÉÉäMÉ cÉå +ÉÉè® VÉÉä +ÉxÉÖºÉÚSÉÉÒ àÉå ÉÊ´ÉÉÊxÉÉÌn ] ÉÊxÉBÉEÉªÉ xÉcÉÓ cé =ºÉàÉå +ÉvªÉFÉ BÉEÉ {Én ªÉÉ nÚºÉ®É BÉEÉä<Ç £ÉÉÒ {Én cÉä, <ºÉBÉEÉÒ

BªÉÉJªÉÉ 45 {ÉnÉå BÉEä ¤ÉÉ®ä àÉå cÉäxÉä BÉEÉÒ MÉÖÆVÉÉ<¶É xÉcÉÓ lÉÉÒ* ABÉE ¤ÉÉiÉ <ºÉBÉEä >ó{É® ÉÊãÉJÉÉÒ cè ÉÊBÉE ÞºÉÉ®hÉÉÒ àÉå ÉÊ´ÉÉÊxÉÉÌn ] ÉÊBÉEºÉÉÒ BÉEÉxÉÚxÉÉÒ ªÉÉ +ÉBÉEÉxÉÚxÉÉÒ ÉÊxÉBÉEÉªÉ àÉå

+ÉvªÉFÉ ªÉÉ ={ÉÉvªÉFÉ ªÉÉ ºÉÉÊSÉ´É ªÉÉ BÉEÉä<Ç £ÉÉÒ AäºÉÉ {Én cÉäÞ, <ºÉºÉä ºÉÉ{ÉE cÉä VÉÉiÉÉ cè ÉÊBÉE nä¶É BÉEä iÉàÉÉàÉ ÉÊcººÉÉå àÉå SÉÉcä ®ÉVªÉ ºÉ®BÉEÉ® BÉEä +ÉÆn® cÉä ªÉÉ £ÉÉ®iÉ

ºÉ®BÉEÉ® BÉEä +ÉÆn® cÉä, VÉ¤É nÉä¤ÉÉ®É <xÉ {ÉnÉå BÉEÉÒ BªÉÉJªÉÉ BÉEÉÒ MÉ<Ç, iÉÉä ABÉE nÚºÉ®É ÉÊ´É®ÉävÉÉ£ÉÉºÉ ÉÊnJÉÉ<Ç {É½iÉÉ cè* àÉÖZÉä ãÉMÉiÉÉ cè ÉÊBÉE <ºÉä àÉÉxÉxÉÉÒªÉ àÉÆjÉÉÒ VÉÉÒ

BÉEÉä º{É ] BÉE®xÉÉ SÉÉÉÊcA, ÉÊVÉºÉBÉEä ¤ÉÉ®ä àÉå =xcÉåxÉä º{É ] xÉcÉÓ ÉÊBÉEªÉÉ cè*

        iÉÉÒºÉ®ÉÒ ¤ÉÉiÉ VÉÉä àÉÉxÉxÉÉÒªÉ ºÉnºªÉ BÉEc ®cä lÉä, àÉÖZÉä £ÉÉÒ =ºÉ {É® BÉÖEU BÉEcxÉÉ cè* <ºÉÉÒ ºÉnxÉ àÉå 11 ºÉnºªÉÉå BÉEÉÒ ºÉnºªÉiÉÉ ºÉàÉÉ{iÉ BÉEÉÒ MÉ<Ç*

¤ÉcÖiÉ BÉE½É nÆb =xcå ÉÊnªÉÉ MÉªÉÉ* iÉ¤É càÉ ºÉ£ÉÉÒ ãÉÉäMÉ ¤ÉcºÉ àÉå £ÉÉMÉ ãÉä ®cä lÉä +ÉÉè® càÉ ºÉ£ÉÉÒ ãÉÉäMÉÉå xÉä ABÉE º´É® àÉå {ÉÉÉÊ®iÉ ÉÊBÉEªÉÉ* ÉÊ´É®ÉävÉÉÒ nãÉ BÉEä BÉÖEU

ºÉnºªÉÉå xÉä ÉÊ´É®ÉävÉ ÉÊBÉEªÉÉ lÉÉ* àÉé =ºÉ |ÉºÉÆMÉ {É® ¤ÉÉäãÉxÉÉ xÉcÉÓ SÉÉciÉÉ, BÉDªÉÉåÉÊBÉE ÉÊ´ÉvÉäªÉBÉE {É® ¤ÉcºÉ cÉä ®cÉÒ cè* àÉcÉänªÉ, àÉMÉ® àÉé ºÉ®BÉEÉ®, ºÉÆºÉn +ÉÉè® àÉÉxÉxÉÉÒªÉ

+ÉvªÉFÉ ºÉä £ÉÉÒ +ÉÉOÉc BÉE®xÉÉ SÉÉciÉÉ cÚÆ ÉÊBÉE ¤ÉcÖiÉ BÉE~Éä® nÆb àÉÉxÉxÉÉÒªÉ ºÉÉÆºÉnÉå BÉEÉä ÉÊnªÉÉ MÉªÉÉ cè* +ÉÉVÉ ªÉc £ÉÉÒ ÉÊ´ÉSÉÉ®hÉÉÒªÉ ÉÊ´É ÉªÉ cè ÉÊBÉE AäºÉä àÉÉxÉxÉÉÒªÉ

ºÉÉÆºÉnÉå BÉEä >ó{É® £ÉÉÒ ÉÊ´ÉSÉÉ® ÉÊBÉEªÉÉ VÉÉA* <ºÉBÉEä ºÉÉlÉ àÉé ªÉc £ÉÉÒ BÉEcxÉÉ SÉÉciÉÉ cÚÆ ÉÊBÉE ABÉE {ÉFÉ ®c MÉªÉÉ lÉÉ, ÉÊVÉºÉBÉEÉÒ BªÉÉJªÉÉ ~ÉÒBÉE ºÉä xÉcÉÓ cÉä {ÉÉ<Ç lÉÉÒ,

BÉDªÉÉåÉÊBÉE càÉ ãÉÉäMÉÉå xÉä ¤É½ä µÉEÉÆÉÊiÉBÉEÉ®ÉÒ BÉEnàÉ =~ÉA lÉä +ÉÉè® càÉ ºÉ£ÉÉÒ ãÉÉäMÉ =ºÉBÉEÉÒ {ÉÉ]ÉÔ ¤ÉxÉä cé, {ÉÚ®ÉÒ ºÉÆºÉn =ºÉBÉEä ÉÊãÉA {ÉÉ]ÉÔ ¤ÉxÉÉÒ cè*



        àÉcÉänªÉ, ABÉE +ÉÉè® ÉÊ´ÉSÉÉ®hÉÉÒªÉ ÉÊ´É ÉªÉ cè* ÉÊVÉxÉ ãÉÉäMÉÉå xÉä {ÉèºÉä BÉEÉ ãÉÉãÉSÉ ÉÊnªÉÉ lÉÉ, =xÉ {É® BÉEÉä<Ç BÉEÉªÉÇ´ÉÉcÉÒ xÉcÉÓ cÖ<Ç* ªÉc ABÉE{ÉFÉÉÒªÉ BÉEÉªÉÇ´ÉÉcÉÒ

cÖ<Ç cè +ÉÉè® ÉÊVÉxcå BÉEèàÉ®ä àÉå BÉEèn ÉÊBÉEªÉÉ MÉªÉÉ lÉÉ, =xcå {ÉEÉÆºÉÉÒ BÉEÉÒ ºÉVÉÉ nÉÒ MÉ<Ç* <ºÉ ¤ÉÉ®ä àÉå ABÉE ¤ÉÉ® ÉÊ´ÉSÉÉ® BÉE®xÉÉ +ÉÉ´É¶ªÉBÉE cè*

        +ÉÆiÉ àÉå àÉé BÉEcxÉÉ SÉÉciÉÉ cÚÆ ÉÊBÉE àÉÉxÉxÉÉÒªÉ ºÉnºªÉ gÉÉÒ àÉÉäcxÉ ÉËºÉc xÉä ~ÉÒBÉE BÉEcÉ cè* +ÉÉVÉ £ÉÉÒ 46 BªÉÉÎBÉDiÉ +ÉÉè® 200 ÉÊ´ÉvÉÉªÉBÉE <ºÉàÉå ¶ÉÉÉÊàÉãÉ cé*

BÉE<Ç ºÉ®BÉEÉ®å VÉÉxÉä ´ÉÉãÉÉÒ cé* +ÉÉxÉxÉ-{ÉEÉxÉxÉ àÉå ºÉ¤ÉBÉEÉä +ÉSUÉ ãÉMÉ ®cÉ cè* càÉ ãÉÉäMÉ +ÉSUÉÒ iÉ®c ºÉä ºÉàÉZÉiÉä cé, ÉÊ´É{ÉFÉ BÉEä ãÉÉäMÉ <ºÉä |ÉºiÉÉÉÊ´ÉiÉ BÉE®xÉä BÉEÉ ÉÊ

´É®ÉävÉ BÉE® ®cä lÉä* BÉE<Ç ®ÉVªÉ ºÉ®BÉEÉ®å <ºÉ BÉEÉ®hÉ VÉÉxÉä ´ÉÉãÉÉÒ cé* àÉÉxÉxÉÉÒªÉ ºÉnºªÉÉå xÉä ÉÊ¤ÉãÉBÉÖEãÉ ºÉcÉÒ ®ÉªÉ nÉÒ ÉÊBÉE <ºÉBÉEÉÒ BªÉÉJªÉÉ +ÉÉè® {ÉÉÊ®£ÉÉ ÉÉ ÉÊ´É¶Éä É

ºÉÉÊàÉÉÊiÉ ¤ÉxÉÉ BÉE® BÉEÉÒ VÉÉA* VÉÉä àÉÚãÉ ÉÊ´ÉvÉäªÉBÉE BÉEÉ ºÉÆºÉÉävÉxÉ ÉÊnªÉÉ cè, =ºÉä {ÉÉºÉ BÉE® ÉÊnªÉÉ VÉÉA ãÉäÉÊBÉExÉ àÉÉjÉ <ºÉºÉä cÉÒ BÉEÉàÉ xÉcÉÓ SÉãÉäMÉÉ BÉDªÉÉåÉÊBÉE BÉE<Ç

®ÉVªÉÉå àÉå ªÉc ZÉÆZÉ] JÉ½É cÉäMÉÉ* ºÉ´ÉÉãÉ ÉÊºÉ{ÉEÇ àÉÉxÉxÉÉÒªÉ ºÉÉÆºÉnÉå BÉEÉ xÉcÉÓ cè, SÉÖxÉä cÖA |ÉÉÊiÉÉÊxÉÉÊvÉ SÉÉcä ÉÊ´ÉvÉÉªÉBÉE cÉå ªÉÉ àÉÉxÉxÉÉÒªÉ ºÉÉÆºÉn cÉå, ºÉ£ÉÉÒ BÉEä ºÉÉàÉxÉä

ªÉc {É®ä¶ÉÉxÉÉÒ +ÉÉxÉä ´ÉÉãÉÉÒ cè +ÉÉè® ÉÊºÉ{ÉEÇ BÉEÉxÉÚxÉ {ÉÉºÉ BÉE® näxÉä ºÉä <ºÉ nä¶É BÉEÉÒ {É®ä¶ÉÉxÉÉÒ JÉiàÉ cÉäxÉä ´ÉÉãÉÉÒ xÉcÉÓ cè <ºÉÉÊãÉA ºÉà{ÉÚhÉÇ ÉÊ´É¶ãÉä ÉhÉ cÉä +ÉÉè® {ÉÚ®ÉÒ

BªÉÉJªÉÉ cÉä, iÉ¤É =ºÉ BªÉÉJªÉÉ BÉEä >ó{É® ÉÊxÉhÉÇªÉ cÉä* SÉÉcä ÉÊVÉiÉxÉÉ £ÉÉÒ ´ÉBÉDiÉ ãÉMÉä, ºÉ®BÉEÉ® <ºÉBÉEÉÒ {ÉÚ®ÉÒ BªÉÉJªÉÉ BÉE®´ÉÉ BÉE® BÉEÉxÉÚxÉ ãÉÉA, ºÉÆ¶ÉÉävÉxÉ ãÉÉA*

        <xcÉÓ ¶É¤nÉå BÉEä ºÉÉlÉ àÉé <ºÉ ÉÊ´ÉvÉäªÉBÉE BÉEÉ ºÉàÉlÉÇxÉ BÉE®iÉä cÖA +É{ÉxÉÉÒ ¤ÉÉiÉ ºÉàÉÉ{iÉ BÉE®iÉÉ cÚÆ*

 

 

 

gÉÉÒ ºÉÖJÉnä´É ÉËºÉc fÉÓbºÉÉ (ºÉÆMÉ°ô®) : +ÉÉVÉ ºÉnxÉ àÉå VÉÉä ÉÊ¤ÉãÉ {ÉÉºÉ BÉE®xÉä VÉÉ ®cä cé, àÉé =ºÉBÉEÉÒ àÉÖJÉÉãÉ{ÉEiÉ BÉE®xÉä BÉEä ÉÊãÉA JÉ½É cÖ+ÉÉ cÚÆ* ºÉÆÉÊ´ÉvÉÉxÉ càÉÉ®ä

¤ÉÖVÉÖMÉÉç xÉä ¤ÉxÉÉªÉÉ cè, <ºÉàÉå ÉÎBÉDãÉªÉ® ÉÊãÉJÉÉ cè ÉÊBÉE ãÉèÉÊVÉºÉãÉä¶ÉxÉ BÉEÉÒ BÉDªÉÉ {ÉÉ´É® cÉåMÉÉÒ, VªÉÚÉÊbÉÊ¶ÉªÉ®ÉÒ BÉEÉÒ BÉDªÉÉ {ÉÉ´É® cÉåMÉÉÒ +ÉÉè® ABÉDVÉÉÒBÉDªÉÚÉÊ]´É BÉEÉÒ BÉDªÉÉ {ÉÉ´É®

cÉåMÉÉÒ* <ºÉàÉå ÉÊãÉJÉÉ  cè ÉÊBÉE ABÉDºÉè{] ÉÊàÉÉÊxÉº]ºÉÇ VÉÉä ãÉèÉÊVÉºÉãÉäSÉºÉÇ cÉåMÉä, BÉEÉä<Ç £ÉÉÒ ãÉÉ£É BÉEÉ {Én xÉcÉÓ ãÉåMÉä* ªÉc <ºÉÉÊãÉA ÉÊBÉEªÉÉ MÉªÉÉ BÉDªÉÉåÉÊBÉE ´Éä +É{ÉxÉÉÒ báÉÚ]ÉÒ

BÉEÉxÉÚxÉ ¤ÉxÉÉxÉä àÉå ãÉMÉÉAÆ xÉ ÉÊBÉE <ºÉBÉEÉ ={ÉªÉÉäMÉ ´Éä BÉE¤VÉÉ BÉE®xÉä BÉEä ÉÊãÉA BÉE®å*  +ÉÉVÉ AäºÉÉ BÉDªÉÉå cÉä MÉªÉÉ? +ÉÉVÉ càÉ VªÉÚÉÊbÉÊ¶ÉªÉ®ÉÒ BÉEÉÒ ¤ÉÉiÉ BÉE® ®cä cé ÉÊBÉE

´Éä +É{ÉxÉä +ÉÉÊvÉBÉEÉ®Éå ºÉä >ó{É® VÉÉ ®cä cé* càÉå VªÉÚÉÊbÉÊ¶ÉªÉ®ÉÒ BÉEc ®cÉÒ cè ÉÊBÉE {ÉÉÉÌãÉªÉÉàÉå] ªÉÉ +ÉºÉèà¤ÉãÉÉÒ BÉEä BÉEÉªÉÇ ºÉÆÉÊ´ÉvÉÉxÉ àÉå cé ãÉäÉÊBÉExÉ ´Éä <ºÉBÉEä >ó{É® VÉÉ ®cä

cé +ÉÉè® ABÉDVÉÉÒBÉDªÉÚÉÊ]´É nÉäxÉÉå BÉEÉä BÉEc ®cÉÒ cè* àÉé ºÉàÉZÉiÉÉ cÚÆ ÉÊBÉE ºÉÆÉÊ´ÉvÉÉxÉ BÉEÉÒ BÉEÉä<Ç ºÉåÉÎBÉD]]ÉÒ xÉcÉÓ ®ciÉÉÒ +ÉMÉ® càÉ AäºÉä cÉÒ BÉEÉxÉÚxÉ ¤ÉxÉÉiÉä SÉãÉåMÉä*

        ={ÉÉvªÉFÉ àÉcÉänªÉ, àÉé +ÉÉ{ÉBÉEÉä ABÉE ÉÊàÉºÉÉãÉ näxÉÉ SÉÉciÉÉ cÚÆ* càÉxÉä nÉä ºÉÉãÉ {ÉcãÉä ÉÊ¤ÉãÉ {ÉÉºÉ ÉÊBÉEªÉÉ ÉÊBÉE SÉÉcä {ÉÉÉÌãÉªÉÉàÉå] cÉä ªÉÉ +ÉºÉèà¤ÉãÉÉÒ cÉä,

{Éxpc |ÉÉÊiÉ¶ÉiÉ BÉEÉÒ º]ÅélÉ ºÉä VªÉÉnÉ ÉÊàÉÉÊxÉº]® xÉcÉÓ ¤ÉxÉ ºÉBÉEåMÉä* ãÉäÉÊBÉExÉ <ºÉBÉEÉÒ ºÉåÉÎBÉD]]ÉÒ BÉDªÉÉ ®cÉÒ VÉ¤É ºÉ£ÉÉÒ ®ÉVªÉÉå àÉå SÉÉÒ{ÉE {ÉÉÉÌãÉªÉÉàÉå]®ÉÒ ºÉèµÉEä]ÅÉÒ,

{ÉÉÉÌãÉªÉÉàÉå]®ÉÒ ºÉèµÉEä]ÅÉÒ +ÉÉè® ÉÊVÉiÉxÉä ÉÊàÉÉÊxÉº]® {ÉcãÉä lÉä =ºÉºÉä £ÉÉÒ VªÉÉnÉ ÉÊàÉÉÊxÉº]® {ÉènÉ BÉE® ÉÊnA MÉA* àÉé +ÉÉ{ÉBÉEÉä ÉÊàÉºÉÉãÉ näxÉÉ SÉÉciÉÉ cÚÆ ÉÊBÉE ´Éä BÉEÉä<Ç £ÉÉÒ

báÉÚ]ÉÒ xÉcÉÓ ÉÊxÉ£ÉÉ ºÉBÉEiÉä cé BÉDªÉÉåÉÊBÉE {ÉÉÉÌãÉªÉÉàÉå]®ÉÒ ºÉèµÉEä]ÅÉÒ BÉEä {ÉÉºÉ BÉEÉä<Ç {ÉEÉ<ãÉ xÉcÉÓ VÉÉiÉÉÒ, BÉEÉä<Ç ÉÊàÉÉÊxÉº]® {ÉEÉ<ãÉ xÉcÉÓ £ÉäVÉiÉÉ <ºÉÉÊãÉA ´Éä ÉÊàÉÉÊxÉº]® BÉEÉ

BÉEÉàÉ £ÉÉÒ xÉcÉÓ BÉE® ºÉBÉEiÉä cé* ´Éä +ÉºÉèà¤ÉãÉÉÒ àÉå AàÉ.AãÉ.A. BÉEä iÉÉè® {É® BÉEÉàÉ £ÉÉÒ xÉcÉÓ BÉE® ºÉBÉEiÉä BÉDªÉÉåÉÊBÉE ´Éä {ÉÉÉÌãÉªÉÉàÉå]®ÉÒ ºÉèµÉEä]ÅÉÒ cé <ºÉÉÊãÉA ´Éä BÉEÉä<Ç ºÉ´ÉÉãÉ

xÉcÉÓ {ÉÚU ºÉBÉEiÉä cé* ´Éä ÉÊàÉÉÊxÉº]® xÉcÉÓ cé <ºÉÉÊãÉA ´Éä xÉ iÉÉä +ÉºÉèà¤ÉãÉÉÒ àÉå ºÉ´ÉÉãÉ {ÉÚU ºÉBÉEiÉä cé +ÉÉè® xÉ cÉÒ +ÉºÉèà¤ÉãÉÉÒ àÉå VÉ´ÉÉ¤É nä ºÉBÉEiÉä cé* +ÉÉ{É ¤ÉiÉÉAÆ ÉÊBÉE

VÉ¤É {ÉÉÉÌãÉªÉÉàÉå] BÉEä ABÉD] BÉEÉÒ ºÉåÉÎBÉD]]ÉÒ xÉcÉÓ ®JÉxÉÉÒ cè iÉ¤É <ºÉä {ÉÉºÉ BÉE®xÉä BÉEÉ BÉDªÉÉ {ÉEÉªÉnÉ cè? iÉ¤É iÉÉä càÉ <ºÉä =ºÉ ´ÉBÉDiÉ cÉÒ xÉ {ÉÉºÉ BÉE®iÉä, ÉÊVÉºÉBÉEÉÒ

ÉÊVÉiÉxÉÉÒ <SUÉ cè =iÉxÉä ÉÊàÉÉÊxÉº]® ¤ÉxÉÉ+ÉÉä, ¤ÉxÉÉiÉä SÉãÉä VÉÉ+ÉÉä* àÉé <ºÉÉÊãÉA BÉEc ®cÉ cÚÆ ÉÊBÉE ªÉÉÊn BÉEÉä<Ç ÉÊ¤ÉãÉ ¤ÉxÉiÉÉ cè iÉÉä =ºÉBÉEÉÒ BÉEÉä<Ç ºÉåÉÎBÉD]]ÉÒ iÉÉä ®cxÉÉÒ

SÉÉÉÊcA* ºÉÆÉÊ´ÉvÉÉxÉ àÉå +ÉÉÊvÉBÉEÉ® ÉÊàÉãÉä cé, ´Éä +ÉÉÊvÉBÉEÉ® =ºÉÉÒ BÉEä {ÉÉºÉ ®cxÉä SÉÉÉÊcA* <ºÉBÉEä ÉÊãÉA càÉ BÉDªÉÉå AiÉ®ÉVÉ BÉE®iÉä cé, VªÉÚÉÊbÉÊ¶ÉªÉ®ÉÒ {É® BÉDªÉÉå AiÉ®ÉVÉ

BÉE®iÉä cé VÉ¤É càÉ +É{ÉxÉÉÒ àÉVÉÉÔ ºÉä BÉEÉxÉÚxÉ ¤ÉxÉÉiÉä cé*

         àÉé àÉÉxÉxÉÉÒªÉ àÉÉäcxÉ ÉËºÉc VÉÉÒ ºÉä ÉÊ¤ÉãBÉÖEãÉ ºÉcàÉiÉ cÚÆ ÉÊBÉE BÉDªÉÉå xÉcÉÓ +ÉÉÉÌ]BÉEãÉ 102 JÉiàÉ BÉE® näiÉä? VÉ¤É ºÉ®BÉEÉ® ¤ÉnãÉäMÉÉÒ iÉÉä nÚºÉ®ÉÒ ºÉ®BÉEÉ®

+ÉÉAMÉÉÒ* VÉèºÉä +ÉÉÉÌ]BÉEãÉ 356 cè, VÉ¤É ºÉé]® àÉå ºÉ®BÉEÉ® BÉEÉä<Ç cÉäiÉÉÒ cè +ÉÉè® ®ÉVªÉ àÉå nÚºÉ®ÉÒ cÉäiÉÉÒ cè iÉ¤É <ºÉBÉEÉ ºÉcÉ®É ãÉäBÉE® +ÉÉÉÌ]BÉEãÉ 356 ãÉÉMÉÚ BÉE®

ÉÊnªÉÉ VÉÉiÉÉ cè +ÉÉè® <ºÉ +ÉÉÉÌ]BÉEãÉ BÉEä iÉciÉ ºÉ®BÉEÉ® iÉÉä½ nÉÒ VÉÉiÉÉÒ cè* càÉÉ®ÉÒ {ÉÉ]ÉÔ <ºÉÉÊãÉA BÉEc ®cÉÒ cè ÉÊBÉE +ÉÉÉÌ]BÉEãÉ 356 JÉiàÉ ÉÊBÉEªÉÉ VÉÉxÉÉ SÉÉÉÊcA* àÉé

<ºÉ ¤ÉÉiÉ ºÉä £ÉÉÒ ºÉcàÉiÉ cÚÆ ÉÊBÉE +ÉÉÉÌ]BÉEãÉ 102 £ÉÉÒ JÉiàÉ BÉE® nå BÉDªÉÉåÉÊBÉE VÉ¤É ºÉ®BÉEÉ® ¤ÉnãÉäMÉÉÒ iÉ¤É <ºÉBÉEä ºÉcÉ®ä ºÉ®BÉEÉ® BÉEä ¤ÉxÉÉA cÖA ÉÊxÉªÉàÉÉå BÉEÉä iÉÉä½

näMÉÉÒ* +ÉMÉ® <ºÉBÉEÉ ÉÊàÉºÉªÉÚVÉ BÉE®iÉä ®cåMÉä iÉÉä <ºÉBÉEÉ {ÉEÉªÉnÉ BÉDªÉÉ cè? +ÉÉ{É BÉDªÉÉå xÉcÉÓ V´ÉÉ<Æ] {ÉÉÉÌãÉªÉÉàÉå]®ÉÒ BÉEàÉä]ÉÒ ¤ÉxÉÉiÉä cé? ªÉc ÉÊBÉEiÉxÉÉÒ ¤ÉÉ® cÖ+ÉÉ cè +ÉÉè®

càÉÉ®ÉÒ {ÉÉ]ÉÔ xÉä ÉÊBÉEiÉxÉÉÒ ¤ÉÉ® ÉÊãÉJÉÉ cè ÉÊBÉE ºÉÆÉÊ´ÉvÉÉxÉ àÉå ÉÊ®BªÉÚ cÉäxÉÉ SÉÉÉÊcA +ÉÉè® {ÉEèb®ãÉ ÉÊºÉº]àÉ ¤ÉxÉxÉÉ SÉÉÉÊcA*

<ºÉàÉå {ÉÚ®ÉÒ iÉ®c ºÉä º]ä]ÂºÉ BÉEÉÒ BÉEÉä<Ç {ÉÉ´ÉºÉÇ xÉcÉÓ ®ciÉÉÒ* ÉÊBÉEiÉxÉÉÒ BÉEàÉäÉÊ]ªÉÉÆ ¤ÉxÉÉÓ, ãÉäÉÊBÉExÉ =xÉBÉEÉÒ ÉÊ®{ÉÉä]Ç xÉcÉÓ +ÉÉiÉÉÒ, ªÉÉÊn ÉÊ®{ÉÉä]Ç +ÉÉ £ÉÉÒ VÉÉA iÉÉä =ºÉä BÉEÉä<Ç

<à{ÉãÉÉÒàÉèx] xÉcÉÓ BÉE®iÉÉ* <ºÉÉÊãÉA àÉé BÉEcxÉÉ SÉÉciÉÉ cÚÆ ÉÊBÉE ÉÊVÉºÉ ºÉÆÉÊ´ÉvÉÉxÉ BÉEÉä càÉÉ®ä ¤ÉÖVÉÖMÉÉç xÉä ¤ÉcÖiÉ àÉäcxÉiÉ ºÉä ¤ÉxÉÉªÉÉ, BÉßE{ÉÉ BÉE®BÉEä =ºÉBÉEÉÒ AäºÉÉÒ vÉÉÎVVÉªÉÉÆ

àÉiÉ =½É+ÉÉä* VÉÉä £ÉÉÒ xÉ<Ç ºÉ®BÉEÉ® ¤ÉxÉiÉÉÒ cè, ´Éc +É{ÉxÉä àÉèà¤ÉºÉÇ +ÉÉè® ºÉ®BÉEÉ® BÉEÉä ¤ÉSÉÉxÉä BÉEä ÉÊãÉA +É{ÉxÉÉÒ àÉVÉÉÔ ºÉä VÉ¤É SÉÉcä BÉEÉxÉÚxÉ àÉå SÉåVÉ BÉE® näiÉÉÒ cè* AäºÉÉ

BÉDªÉÉå cÉäiÉÉ cè?  àÉé +ÉÉVÉ ªÉc ´ÉÉÉÍxÉMÉ näxÉÉ SÉÉciÉÉ cÚÆ ÉÊBÉE VÉÉä càÉÉ®É bäàÉÉäµÉEäÉÊ]BÉE ÉÊºÉº]àÉ cè, +ÉÉVÉ ´Éc +ÉÉÉÊcºiÉÉ-+ÉÉÉÊcºiÉÉ JÉiàÉ cÉäiÉÉ VÉÉ ®cÉ cè* +ÉMÉ® càÉ
<ºÉ ÉÊºÉº]àÉ BÉEä ºÉÉlÉ càÉ ªÉÚÆ cÉÒ ®ÉäVÉ ÉÊJÉãÉ´ÉÉ½ BÉE®iÉä ®cåMÉä iÉÉä càÉÉ®É ªÉc ÉÊºÉº]àÉ JÉiàÉ cÉä VÉÉªÉäMÉÉ* àÉé ÉÊBÉEºÉÉÒ º{ÉäÉÊºÉÉÊ{ÉEBÉE {ÉÉ]ÉÔ ªÉÉ <xÉÉÊbÉÊ´ÉVÉÖ+ÉãÉ BÉEä



ÉÊãÉA xÉcÉÓ BÉEciÉÉ* ãÉäÉÊBÉExÉ bäàÉÉäµÉEäÉÊ]BÉE ÉÊºÉº]àÉ BÉEä ÉÊãÉA ªÉc VÉ°ô®ÉÒ cè ÉÊBÉE <ºÉBÉEä BÉEÉä<Ç {Éè®ÉàÉÉÒ]ºÉÇ ®JÉä VÉÉAÆ, c® ®ÉäVÉ AäºÉÉÒ ¤ÉÉiÉ xÉcÉÓ cÉäxÉÉÒ SÉÉÉÊcA ÉÊBÉE VÉÉä

{ÉÉ]ÉÔ {ÉÉ´É® àÉå +ÉÉªÉä, ´Éc +É{ÉxÉä àÉèà¤ÉºÉÇ +ÉÉè® +É{ÉxÉÉÒ {ÉÉ]ÉÔ BÉEÉä ¤ÉSÉÉxÉä BÉEä ÉÊãÉA BÉEÉº]ÉÒ]áÉÚ¶ÉxÉ BÉEÉä VÉ¤É SÉÉcä +ÉàÉèxb BÉE® ãÉä* AäºÉÉ ÉÊ¤ÉãBÉÖEãÉ xÉcÉÓ cÉäxÉÉ SÉÉÉÊcA*

àÉé <ºÉBÉEä ÉÊJÉãÉÉ{ÉE cÚÆ* <ºÉÉÊãÉA àÉä®ÉÒ ªÉcÉÒ ÉÊ®BÉD´Éèº] cè ÉÊBÉE <ºÉ ÉÊ¤ÉãÉ BÉEÉä {ÉÉºÉ BÉE®xÉÉ +ÉÉVÉ cÉÒ VÉ°ô®ÉÒ xÉcÉÓ cè* <ºÉ ÉÊ¤ÉãÉ {É® ÉÊ´ÉSÉÉ® BÉE®xÉä BÉEä ÉÊãÉA BÉEÉä<Ç

BÉEàÉä]ÉÒ ¤ÉxÉÉ nÉÒ VÉÉA* +É£ÉÉÒ {ÉcãÉä 46 àÉèà¤ÉºÉÇ BÉEÉÒ ÉÊãÉº] lÉÉÒ, +É¤É ´Éc 55 àÉèà¤ÉºÉÇ BÉEÉÒ cÉä MÉ<Ç cè* cÉä ºÉBÉEiÉÉ cè ÉÊBÉE ÉÊVÉiÉxÉÉÒ nä® àÉå ´ÉÉäÉË]MÉ cÉäMÉÉÒ, iÉ¤É iÉBÉE

{ÉÉÆSÉ-nºÉ àÉèà¤ÉºÉÇ +ÉÉè® +ÉÉ VÉÉAÆ* <ºÉÉÊãÉA càÉ BÉEcxÉÉ SÉÉciÉä cé ÉÊBÉE +ÉÉ{É +ÉÉÉÌ]BÉEãÉ 102 BÉEÉä ºÉàÉÉ{iÉ BÉDªÉÉå xÉcÉÓ BÉE® näiÉä* càÉ ãÉÉäMÉ ÉÊ{ÉE® +ÉÉªÉåMÉä, ÉÊ{ÉE® ºÉä ãÉÉì

ÉÊàÉÉÊxÉº]® <ºÉä ãÉÉªÉåMÉä ÉÊBÉE <ºÉàÉå ºÉä ªÉc BÉDãÉÉVÉ ÉÊxÉBÉEÉãÉ nÉä, ªÉÉÊn ÉÊBÉEºÉÉÒ º]ä] BÉEÉ àÉÉàÉãÉÉ +ÉÉ MÉªÉÉ iÉÉä BÉEcÉ VÉÉªÉäMÉÉ ÉÊBÉE <ºÉàÉå ªÉc BÉEÉ®{ÉÉä®ä¶ÉxÉ +ÉÉè® ªÉc

¤ÉÉäbÇ £ÉÉÒ ®c MÉªÉÉ cè, <ºÉÉÊãÉA <ºÉä £ÉÉÒ bÉãÉ nÉä* ÉÊ{ÉE® +ÉMÉãÉä ºÉjÉ àÉå =ºÉä bÉãÉ ÉÊnªÉÉ VÉÉªÉäMÉÉ* àÉé +É{ÉxÉÉÒ {ÉÉ]ÉÔ BÉEÉÒ iÉ®{ÉE ºÉä <ºÉä +É{ÉÉäVÉ BÉE®xÉä BÉEä ÉÊãÉA

JÉ½É cÖ+ÉÉ cÚÆ, ªÉc ÉÊ¤ÉãÉ {ÉÉºÉ xÉcÉÓ cÉäxÉÉ SÉÉÉÊcA* càÉÉ®ÉÒ {ÉÉ]ÉÔ <ºÉBÉEä ÉÊJÉãÉÉ{ÉE cè* <iÉxÉÉ BÉEciÉä cÖA àÉé +ÉVÉÇ BÉE®xÉÉ SÉÉciÉÉ cÚÆ ÉÊBÉE <ºÉä ÉÊ{ÉE® ºÉä iÉèªÉÉ® ÉÊBÉEªÉÉ

VÉÉA*

 

 

gÉÉÒ ¥ÉVÉä¶É {ÉÉ~BÉE (=xxÉÉ´É) : àÉÉxÉxÉÉÒªÉ ={ÉÉvªÉFÉ VÉÉÒ, càÉ ÉÊcxnÖºiÉÉxÉ àÉå ABÉE AäºÉÉ BÉEÉxÉÚxÉ ¤ÉxÉÉxÉä VÉÉ ®cä cé, ÉÊVÉºÉºÉä {ÉÚ®ä ®ÉVÉxÉÉÒÉÊiÉBÉE VÉxÉàÉÉxÉºÉ àÉå ABÉE

iÉcãÉBÉEÉ àÉSÉ MÉªÉÉ cè, cÉcÉBÉEÉ® àÉSÉ MÉªÉÉ cè* +ÉÉVÉ ÉÊcxnÖºiÉÉxÉ BÉEä ÉÊ´ÉÉÊ£ÉxxÉ ®ÉVªÉÉå +ÉÉè® BÉEäxp ºÉ®BÉEÉ® àÉå VÉÉä ãÉÉäMÉ ãÉÉ£É BÉEä {ÉnÉå {É® ¤Éè~ä lÉä, ÉÊVÉxÉàÉå ºÉÆºÉn

ºÉnºªÉ £ÉÉÒ lÉä +ÉÉè® ÉÊ´ÉvÉÉxÉ ºÉ£ÉÉ BÉEä ºÉnºªÉ £ÉÉÒ lÉä, =xÉàÉå ºÉä BÉE<Ç ãÉÉäMÉÉå BÉEÉä <ºiÉÉÒ{ÉEä näxÉä {É½ä* ÉÊ´ÉÉÊ£ÉxxÉ |ÉÉxiÉÉÒªÉ ºÉ®BÉEÉ®Éå xÉä <ºÉ ºÉÆ¤ÉÆvÉ àÉå BÉEÉxÉÚxÉ £ÉÉÒ ¤ÉxÉÉªÉä

+ÉÉè® BÉEäxp ºÉ®BÉEÉ® BÉEÉä ãÉÉäBÉE ºÉ£ÉÉ àÉå <ºÉ ÉÊ¤ÉãÉ BÉEÉä ãÉÉxÉÉ {É½É* ¤ÉcÖVÉxÉ ºÉàÉÉVÉ {ÉÉ]ÉÔ BÉEÉÒ iÉ®{ÉE ºÉä càÉ <ºÉ ÉÊ¤ÉãÉ BÉEÉ ºÉàÉlÉÇxÉ BÉE®xÉä BÉEä ÉÊãÉA JÉ½ä cÖA cé*

ãÉäÉÊBÉExÉ àÉcÉänªÉ ªÉÉÊn <ºÉä ºÉcÉÒ àÉÉªÉxÉÉå àÉå näJÉÉ VÉÉA, ªÉÉÊn càÉ +É{ÉxÉÉÒ +ÉÉiàÉÉ +ÉÉè® +É{ÉxÉä àÉxÉ {É® VÉÉä® bÉãÉå +ÉÉè® näJÉå iÉÉä +ÉÉVÉ ÉÊcxnÖºiÉÉxÉ BÉEä {ÉèàÉÉxÉä {É®

SÉÉ®Éå iÉ®{ÉE jÉÉÉÊc-jÉÉÉÊc àÉSÉÉÒ cÖ<Ç cè* SÉÉcä ÉÊBÉEºÉÉxÉÉå BÉEÉ àÉÉàÉãÉÉ cÉä, àÉcÆMÉÉ<Ç BÉEÉ àÉÖqÉ cÉä, ÉÊ¤ÉVÉãÉÉÒ BÉEÉ àÉÖqÉ cÉä +ÉÉè® SÉÉcä {ÉÉxÉÉÒ BÉEÉ àÉÖqÉ cÉä* BÉDªÉÉ {ÉÚ®ä nä¶É àÉå

+ÉÉVÉ {ÉÉxÉÉÒ BÉEÉÒ ÉÊBÉEããÉiÉ xÉcÉÓ cè* ãÉäÉÊBÉExÉ {ÉÉxÉÉÒ BÉEä ºÉ´ÉÉãÉ {É® BÉEÉä<Ç BÉEÉxÉÚxÉ xÉcÉÓ ¤ÉnãÉäMÉÉ* ÉÊ¤ÉVÉãÉÉÒ BÉEä ºÉ´ÉÉãÉ {É® BÉEÉä<Ç BÉEÉxÉÚxÉ xÉcÉÓ ¤ÉnãÉäMÉÉ* nä¶É BÉEä MÉ®ÉÒ¤ÉÉå

ãÉÉäMÉÉå BÉEÉä ZÉÖMMÉÉÒ-ZÉÉå{ÉÉÊbªÉÉå ºÉä c]ÉBÉE® =xcå {ÉBÉDBÉEä àÉBÉEÉxÉ ÉÊnªÉä VÉÉAÆ, <ºÉ àÉÖqä {É® BÉEÉä<Ç BÉEÉxÉÚxÉ ¤ÉxÉäMÉÉ* ãÉäÉÊBÉExÉ VÉ¤É ¤É½ä ãÉÉäMÉÉå BÉEÉÒ MÉ®nxÉå {ÉEÆºÉiÉÉÒ cé iÉÉä ºÉÆÉÊ

´ÉvÉÉxÉ BÉEÉä <ºÉÉÒ iÉ®ÉÒBÉEä ºÉä iÉÉä½-àÉ®Éä½BÉE® {ÉÉÊ®´ÉÉÌiÉiÉ ÉÊBÉEªÉÉ VÉÉiÉÉ cè* càÉ ªÉcÉÆ +É{ÉxÉä àÉxÉ BÉEÉÒ ¤ÉÉiÉ BÉEcxÉÉ SÉÉciÉä cé ÉÊBÉE càÉxÉä <ºÉ {É® ¤É½ÉÒ MÉÆ£ÉÉÒ®iÉÉ ºÉä

ºÉÉäSÉÉ +ÉÉè® ÉÊ´ÉSÉÉ®É +ÉÉè® càÉä ãÉMÉÉ ÉÊBÉE càÉå ´ÉcÉÒ BÉEcxÉÉ SÉÉÉÊcA VÉÉä ºÉcÉÒ cÉä* àÉé ºÉàÉZÉiÉÉ cÚÆ ÉÊBÉE {ÉÚ®É ºÉnxÉ +É{ÉxÉÉÒ +ÉÉiàÉÉ BÉEÉÒ +ÉÉ´ÉÉVÉ {É® <ºÉºÉä ºÉcàÉiÉ

cÉäMÉÉ* VÉ¤É càÉÉ®ä ¤ÉÉÒSÉ BÉEä BÉÖEU àÉèà¤ÉºÉÇ {ÉEÆºÉä, 12 ãÉÉäMÉÉå BÉEÉÒ ºÉ®ä+ÉÉàÉ MÉ®nxÉå BÉEÉ]ÉÒ MÉ<ÇÆ* AäºÉÉ BÉDªÉÉå cÖ+ÉÉ, BÉDªÉÉåÉÊBÉE ´Éä ãÉÉäMÉ UÉä]ä lÉä, =xÉBÉEÉÒ BÉEÉä<Ç ®ÉVÉxÉèÉÊiÉBÉE

¤ÉèBÉEOÉÉ=Æb xÉcÉÓ lÉÉÒ* ãÉäÉÊBÉExÉ VÉ¤É ¤É½ä ãÉÉäMÉÉå BÉEÉÒ MÉ®nxÉå {ÉEÆºÉxÉä ãÉMÉÉÓ iÉÉä +ÉÉxÉxÉ-{ÉEÉxÉxÉ àÉå BÉEÉxÉÚxÉ ¤ÉxÉÉªÉÉ MÉªÉÉ +ÉÉè® <ºÉ iÉ®c ºÉä BÉEÉxÉÚxÉ ¤ÉxÉÉªÉÉ MÉªÉÉ ÉÊBÉE

ºÉ¤É ãÉÉäMÉ ¤ÉSÉ VÉÉAÆ* àÉé {ÉÚ®ä ºÉnxÉ ºÉä +É{ÉÉÒãÉ BÉE®xÉÉ SÉÉciÉÉ cÚÆ ÉÊBÉE BÉDªÉÉ càÉÉ®ä {ÉÉºÉ ÉÊ´É¶´ÉºÉxÉÉÒªÉ ãÉÉäMÉ xÉcÉÓ cé ÉÊBÉE +É{ÉxÉä ÉÊàÉjÉÉå +ÉÉè® ºÉÉÉÊlÉªÉÉå BÉEÉä càÉ +É{ÉxÉä

uÉ®É ãÉÉ£É BÉEä {Én nä ºÉBÉEå* BÉDªÉÉ càÉÉ®ä {ÉÉºÉ ºÉÉÉÊlÉªÉÉå BÉEÉÒ BÉEàÉÉÒ cè, BÉDªÉÉ ªÉc VÉ°ô®ÉÒ cè ÉÊBÉE càÉ SÉÉ®-SÉÉ® {Én +É{ÉxÉä +ÉÉ{É ®JÉ ãÉå* ªÉc BÉEcÉÆ BÉEÉÒ xÉèÉÊiÉBÉEiÉÉ cè*

ªÉc ¤ÉcÖiÉ MÉÆ£ÉÉÒ® ÉÊ´É ÉªÉ cè* <ºÉÉÊãÉA càÉ ºÉ¤ÉBÉEÉä <ºÉä ¤ÉcÖiÉ MÉÆ£ÉÉÒ®iÉÉ ºÉä näJÉxÉÉ SÉÉÉÊcA* …(BªÉ´ÉvÉÉxÉ) 

={ÉÉvªÉFÉ àÉcÉänªÉ  : +ÉÉ{É ¶ÉÉÆiÉ ®ÉÊcªÉä, ´Éc <ºÉ ÉÊ¤ÉãÉ BÉEÉä ºÉ{ÉÉä]Ç BÉE® ®cä cé*

gÉÉÒ ¥ÉVÉä¶É {ÉÉ~BÉE  : ªÉc àÉÖqÉ ¤ÉcÖiÉ MÉÆ£ÉÉÒ® cè* ªÉc àÉVÉÉBÉE BÉEÉ ÉÊ´É ÉªÉ xÉcÉÓ cè* +ÉÉVÉ càÉ ºÉnxÉ àÉå <ºÉ {É® àÉVÉÉBÉE BÉE® ºÉBÉEiÉä cé, ãÉäÉÊBÉExÉ +ÉÉxÉä ´ÉÉãÉÉÒ

{ÉÉÒÉÊfÃªÉÉÆ ÉÊBÉEºÉÉÒ BÉEÉä àÉÉ{ÉE BÉE®xÉä ´ÉÉãÉÉÒ xÉcÉÓ cè*

VÉ¤É +É{ÉxÉÉÒ MÉnÇxÉ {ÉEÆºÉÉÒ iÉÉä BÉEÉxÉÚxÉ ¤ÉxÉÉ +ÉÉè® MÉ®ÉÒ¤É +ÉÉnàÉÉÒ {ÉEÆºÉÉ iÉÉä =ºÉBÉEÉÒ MÉnÇxÉ BÉEÉ] nÉÒ MÉ<Ç* BÉEÉxÉÚxÉ iÉÉä ªÉcÉÆ {É® ¤ÉxÉxÉÉ SÉÉÉÊcA ÉÊBÉE c® MÉ®ÉÒ¤É +ÉÉnàÉÉÒ

BÉEä PÉ® àÉå {ÉÉÒxÉä BÉEÉ ºÉÉ{ÉE {ÉÉxÉÉÒ ÉÊàÉãÉxÉÉ SÉÉÉÊcA* BÉEÉxÉÚxÉ ªÉcÉÆ {É® ¤ÉxÉxÉÉ SÉÉÉÊcA ÉÊBÉE {ÉÚ®ä ÉÊcxnÖºiÉÉxÉ BÉEä {ÉèàÉÉxÉä {É® ÉÊ¶ÉFÉÉ ºÉàÉÉxÉ cÉäxÉÉÒ SÉÉÉÊcA, BÉEÉxÉÚxÉ ªÉcÉÆ {É®

¤ÉxÉxÉÉ SÉÉÉÊcA ÉÊBÉE MÉ®ÉÒ¤É +ÉÉnàÉÉÒ BÉEÉä BÉEÉä<Ç ãÉÚ]-JÉºÉÉä] xÉ {ÉÉA +ÉÉè® =ºÉä <VVÉiÉ º´ÉÉÉÊ£ÉàÉÉxÉ BÉEÉÒ ®ÉäVÉÉÒ-®Éä]ÉÒ ÉÊàÉãÉ ºÉBÉEä* ãÉäÉÊBÉExÉ =ºÉ àÉÖqä {É® ºÉ´ÉÇºÉààÉÉÊiÉ ºÉä

BÉEÉxÉÚxÉ xÉcÉÓ ¤ÉxÉäMÉÉ* ãÉäÉÊBÉExÉ +ÉÉVÉ {ÉÚ®É ºÉnxÉ ABÉE cè, SÉÉcä <vÉ® BÉEä ãÉÉäMÉ cÉå ªÉÉ =vÉ® BÉEä ãÉÉäMÉ cÉå, +ÉÉVÉ {ÉÚ®É ºÉnxÉ ABÉE cè* càÉÉ®ä £ÉÉVÉ{ÉÉ BÉEä ºÉÉÉÊlÉªÉÉå BÉEÉ

ÉÊ´É®ÉävÉ £ÉÉÒ ºÉBÉEÉ®ÉiàÉBÉE cÉÒ cè* =xÉBÉEÉ ÉÊ´É®ÉävÉ xÉcÉÓ cè* BÉEä´ÉãÉ ´Éä nÖÉÊxÉªÉÉ BÉEÉä ÉÊnJÉÉxÉÉ SÉÉciÉä cé* =xcÉåxÉä ZÉÉ®JÉÆb àÉå ÉÊ¤ÉãÉ {ÉÉºÉ ÉÊBÉEªÉÉ, {ÉÚ®ä ÉÊcxnÖºiÉÉxÉ xÉä VÉÉxÉÉ

ÉÊBÉE ABÉEiÉ®{ÉEÉ =xcÉåxÉä ÉÊ¤ÉãÉ {ÉÉºÉ ÉÊBÉEªÉÉ cè* …(BªÉ´ÉvÉÉxÉ) ªÉcÉÆ ´Éä ÉÊ´É®ÉävÉ àÉå cé*  àÉÉxªÉ´É®,  àÉé +É{ÉxÉä àÉxÉ BÉEÉÒ ¤ÉÉiÉ BÉEcxÉÉ SÉÉciÉÉ cÚÆ*…(BªÉ´ÉvÉÉxÉ) 

MR. DEPUTY-SPEAKER: Please do not interrupt the hon. Member. Nothing should be recorded except the speech
of Shri Brajesh Pathak.

(Interruptions) …*



gÉÉÒ ¥ÉVÉä¶É {ÉÉ~BÉE  : càÉBÉEÉä ´Éc ¤ÉÉiÉ BÉE®xÉÉÒ SÉÉÉÊcA VÉÉä nÖÉÊxÉªÉÉ näJÉäMÉÉÒ ÉÊBÉE ºÉcÉÒ ¤ÉÉiÉ cè* càÉ +ÉÉ{ÉºÉä +É{ÉÉÒãÉ BÉE®xÉÉ SÉÉciÉä cé ÉÊBÉE VÉ¤É-VÉ¤É ÉÊcxnÖºiÉÉxÉ àÉå

µÉEÉ<ºÉäºÉ +ÉÉAÆMÉä, iÉ¤É-iÉ¤É AäºÉä BÉEÉxÉÚxÉ ¤ÉxÉåMÉä* ºÉÆÉÊ´ÉvÉÉxÉ BÉEÉä iÉÉä½É-àÉ®Éä½É VÉÉAMÉÉ* càÉ BÉEä´ÉãÉ +ÉÉ{ÉºÉä ABÉE +É{ÉÉÒãÉ BÉE®åMÉä*…(BªÉ´ÉvÉÉxÉ) 

MR. DEPUTY-SPEAKER: Please sit down. Nothing will go on record.

(Interruptions) …*

gÉÉÒ ¥ÉVÉä¶É {ÉÉ~BÉE  : càÉ BÉEä´ÉãÉ +ÉÉ{ÉºÉä ABÉE +É{ÉÉÒãÉ BÉE®åMÉä ÉÊBÉE BÉEä´ÉãÉ +ÉÉàÉ VÉxÉiÉÉ BÉEä ÉÊãÉA {ÉÉÒxÉä BÉEä {ÉÉxÉÉÒ, ÉÊ¤ÉVÉãÉÉÒ +ÉÉè® ¤Éä®ÉäVÉMÉÉ®ÉÒ BÉEä ºÉ´ÉÉãÉ {É® BÉEÉxÉÚxÉ

¤ÉxÉxÉÉ SÉÉÉÊcA* càÉÉ®ä ÉÊcxnÖºiÉÉxÉ àÉå ÉÊ¶ÉFÉÉ BÉEä àÉÉàÉãÉä àÉå |ÉÉ<´Éä] àÉèà¤É® ÉÊ¤ÉãÉ àÉå {ÉcãÉä ºÉä ABÉE ÉÊ¤ÉãÉ ãÉÉÎà¤ÉiÉ cè, +ÉÉVÉ iÉBÉE ´Éc ¤ÉèãÉ] àÉå xÉcÉÓ +ÉÉªÉÉ BÉDªÉÉåÉÊBÉE

ãÉÉäMÉÉå BÉEÉä {ÉiÉÉ cè BÉDªÉÉåÉÊBÉE ´Éä ABÉDºÉ{ÉÉäVÉ cÉåMÉä* +ÉÉVÉ VÉÉä ÉÊ¶ÉFÉÉ BªÉ´ÉºlÉÉ SÉãÉ ®cÉÒ cè, ªÉc ãÉÉbÇ àÉèBÉEÉãÉä xÉä ¤ÉxÉÉ<Ç lÉÉÒ* <ºÉä {ÉÉÊ®´ÉÉÌiÉiÉ cÉäxÉÉ SÉÉÉÊcA* MÉ®ÉÒ¤É BÉEÉ

¤ÉSSÉÉ nÚºÉ®ÉÒ VÉMÉc {ÉfÃäMÉÉ, +ÉàÉÉÒ® BÉEÉ ¤ÉSSÉÉ nÚºÉ®ÉÒ VÉMÉc {ÉfÃäMÉÉ* ªÉc ºÉ¤É BÉE¤É iÉBÉE SÉãÉäMÉÉ  ?

MR. DEPUTY-SPEAKER: Please maintain silence in the House.

 

 

  * Not recorded. 
 

gÉÉÒ ¥ÉVÉä¶É {ÉÉ~BÉE  :  +ÉÆiÉ àÉå àÉé nÉä ãÉÉ<xÉå BÉEcxÉÉ SÉÉciÉÉ cÚÆ* càÉÉ®ä àÉcÉxÉ BÉEÉÊ´É ÉÊnxÉBÉE® VÉÉÒ xÉä ÉÊãÉJÉÉ cè* àÉé =xÉBÉEÉÒ ÉÊºÉ{ÉEÇ nÉä {ÉÆÉÎBÉDiÉªÉÉÆ BÉEcxÉÉ SÉÉciÉÉ cÚÆ

ÉÊBÉE BÉEäSÉÖA BÉEÉÊ]ªÉä àÉå {ÉEÆºÉÉªÉä MÉªÉä, <ºÉ ÉÊ´É ÉvÉÉ®ÉÒ BÉEÉä nÚvÉ ÉÊ{ÉãÉÉªÉÉ MÉªÉÉ* ªÉc càÉÉ®ä ÉÊcxnÖºiÉÉxÉ BÉEÉÒ {É®à{É®É ®cÉÒ cè, ªÉc càÉÉ®ä VÉxÉàÉÉxÉºÉ BÉEÉ <ÉÊiÉcºÉ ®cÉ cè*

càÉ <ºÉ <ÉÊiÉcÉºÉ BÉEÉä iÉÉä½xÉÉ SÉÉciÉä cé* BÉEåSÉÖAÆ BÉEÉä àÉVÉ¤ÉÚiÉ BÉE®xÉÉ SÉÉciÉä cé* n¤ÉÉªÉä MÉªÉä, BÉÖESÉãÉä MÉªÉä +ÉÉè® ÉÊ{ÉU½ä cÖA ãÉÉäMÉÉå BÉEÉä iÉÉBÉEiÉ näxÉÉ SÉÉciÉä cé* àÉé

{ÉÚ®ä ºÉnxÉ ºÉä +É{ÉÉÒãÉ BÉE®xÉÉ SÉÉciÉÉ cÚÆ ÉÊBÉE +ÉÉàÉ VÉxÉiÉÉ BÉEÉÒ +ÉÉ´ÉÉVÉ BÉEÉä àÉVÉ¤ÉÚiÉÉÒ BÉEä ºÉÉlÉ ®JÉå +ÉxªÉlÉÉ ÉÊcxnÖºiÉÉxÉ BÉEÉ VÉxÉàÉÉxÉºÉ iÉÉä =xcå ÉÊVÉiÉÉiÉÉ ®cäMÉÉ

ãÉäÉÊBÉExÉ BÉEÉãÉSÉµÉE =xcå àÉÉ{ÉE xÉcÉÓ BÉE®äMÉÉ, nÆb BÉEä £ÉÉMÉÉÒnÉ® ºÉ£ÉÉÒ ãÉÉäMÉ cÉåMÉä, AäºÉÉ àÉé BÉEcxÉÉ SÉÉciÉÉ cÚÆ* <xcÉÓ ¶É¤nÉå BÉEä ºÉÉlÉ àÉé +É{ÉxÉÉÒ ¤ÉÉiÉ ºÉàÉÉ{iÉ BÉE®iÉÉ

cÚÆ*

MR. DEPUTY-SPEAKER: Next speaker is Shri Anant Gangaram Geete.

… (Interruptions)

gÉÉÒ +ÉxÉÆiÉ MÉÆMÉÉ®ÉàÉ MÉÉÒiÉä (®ixÉÉÉÊMÉÉÊ®) :  ={ÉÉvªÉFÉ àÉcÉänªÉ, ºÉÆºÉn (ÉÊxÉ®cÇiÉÉ ÉÊxÉ´ÉÉ®hÉ) ºÉÆ¶ÉÉävÉxÉ ÉÊ´ÉvÉäªÉBÉE, 2006 BÉEä ÉÊ´É®ÉävÉ àÉå ªÉcÉÆ {É® JÉ½É cÚÆ* ªÉc VÉÉä

ºÉÆ¶ÉÉävÉxÉ ÉÊ´ÉvÉäªÉBÉE ºÉnxÉ BÉEä ºÉÉàÉxÉä ®JÉÉ MÉªÉÉ cè*…(BªÉ´ÉvÉÉxÉ) 

={ÉÉvªÉFÉ àÉcÉänªÉ  :+ÉÉ{ÉBÉEä ªÉcÉÆ cÉÒ VªÉÉnÉ ¤ÉÉiÉå cÉäiÉÉÒ cé, {ÉiÉÉ xÉcÉÓ BÉDªÉÉ ¤ÉÉiÉ cè  ?  ÉÊ¤ÉãÉ £ÉÉÒ +ÉÉ{ÉBÉEÉÒ {ÉÉ]ÉÔ BÉEÉ cÉÒ cè +ÉÉè® ¤ÉÉiÉå £ÉÉÒ +ÉÉ{É cÉÒ BÉE® ®cä cé*

…(BªÉ´ÉvÉÉxÉ)

MR. DEPUTY-SPEAKER: Please maintain silence in the House.

gÉÉÒ +ÉxÉÆiÉ MÉÆMÉÉ®ÉàÉ MÉÉÒiÉä  : ={ÉÉvªÉFÉ VÉÉÒ, ªÉc VÉÉä ºÉÆ¶ÉÉävÉxÉ ÉÊ´ÉvÉäªÉBÉE ºÉnxÉ BÉEä ºÉÉàÉxÉä ®JÉÉ MÉªÉÉ cè, =ºÉBÉEä =qä¶ªÉÉå +ÉÉè® BÉEÉ®hÉÉå BÉEÉ BÉElÉxÉ VÉÉä <ºÉ ÉÊ

´ÉvÉäªÉBÉE àÉå ÉÊBÉEªÉÉ MÉªÉÉ cè, =ºÉBÉEä {ÉÉÊ®SUän iÉÉÒxÉ BÉEÉ BÉÖEU +ÉÆ¶É ªÉcÉÆ {É® àÉé {ÉfÃxÉÉ SÉÉcÚÆMÉÉ : “ cÉãÉ àÉå ªÉc +ÉÉ´É¶ªÉBÉE cÉä MÉªÉÉ cè ÉÊBÉE ãÉÉ£É BÉEÉ {Én vÉÉ®hÉ
BÉE®xÉä BÉEä +ÉÉvÉÉ® {É® ºÉÆºÉn BÉEä ºÉnºªÉÉå BÉEÉÒ ÉÊxÉ®cÇiÉÉ ºÉä ºÉÆ¤ÉÆÉÊvÉiÉ ÉÊ´É´ÉÉtÉBÉE BÉEÉÒ {ÉÖxÉ: VÉÉÆSÉ BÉEÉÒ VÉÉA* AäºÉÉ cÉãÉ àÉå cÖ<Ç PÉ]xÉÉ+ÉÉäÆ BÉEä BÉEÉ®hÉ +ÉÉ´É¶ªÉBÉE cÉä
MÉªÉÉ cè, VÉcÉÆ ºÉÆºÉn BÉEä nÉäxÉÉå ºÉnxÉÉå ºÉä ãÉMÉ£ÉMÉ SÉÉãÉÉÒºÉ ªÉÉ =ºÉºÉä +ÉÉÊvÉBÉE ºÉnºªÉ ÉÊ´ÉÉÊ£ÉxxÉ BÉEÉxÉÚxÉÉÒ +ÉÉè® +ÉBÉEÉxÉÚxÉÉÒ ÉÊxÉBÉEÉªÉÉå BÉEä +ÉvªÉFÉ ªÉÉ ºÉnºªÉÉå BÉEä {Én

vÉÉ®hÉ ÉÊBÉEªÉä cÖA cé +ÉÉè® <ºÉ +ÉÉvÉÉ® {É® ÉÊxÉ®ÇciÉÉ ºÉÆ¤ÉÆÉÊvÉiÉ BÉEÉªÉÇ´ÉÉÉÊcªÉÉå BÉEÉ ºÉÉàÉxÉÉ BÉE® cé ÉÊBÉE ´Éä ãÉÉ£É BÉEÉ {Én vÉÉ®hÉ ÉÊBÉEªÉä cÖA cé*

15.29 hrs.                                          (Shri Mohan Singh in the Chair)

ªÉÉÊn <ºÉ BÉEÉªÉÇ ÉÎºlÉÉÊiÉ BÉEÉä ¤ÉxÉÉ ®cxÉä ÉÊnªÉÉ VÉÉiÉÉ cè iÉÉä ¤É½ä {ÉèàÉÉxÉä {É® àÉÖBÉEnàÉä¤ÉÉVÉÉÒ cÉäxÉÉ ÉÊxÉÉÎ¶SÉiÉ cè +ÉÉè® ºÉÆºÉn BÉEä nÉäxÉÉå ºÉnxÉÉå àÉå ºlÉÉxÉÉå BÉEä ÉÊ®BÉDiÉ cÉäxÉä

BÉEÉÒ ºÉÆ£ÉÉ´ÉxÉÉ cè, ÉÊVÉºÉBÉEä {ÉÉÊ®hÉÉàÉº´É°ô{É cÉäxÉä ´ÉÉãÉÉÒ ÉÊ®ÉÎBÉDiÉªÉÉå BÉEÉä £É®xÉä BÉEä ÉÊãÉA ={É-ÉÊxÉ´ÉÉÇSÉxÉ BÉE®ÉªÉä VÉÉxÉä +ÉÉ´É¶ªÉBÉE cÉåMÉä* ªÉc ABÉE BªÉlÉÇ BÉEÉ BªÉªÉ cÉäMÉÉ

+ÉÉè® <ºÉºÉä nä¶É {É® +ÉxÉÉ´É¶ªÉBÉE ÉÊ´ÉkÉÉÒªÉ £ÉÉ® {É½äMÉÉ* ”



             ºÉ£ÉÉ{ÉÉÊiÉ VÉÉÒ, àÉéxÉä ÉÊ´ÉvÉäªÉBÉE BÉEä =qä¶ªÉÉå A´ÉÆ BÉEÉ®hÉÉå BÉEä +ÉÆ¶É <ºÉÉÊãÉªÉä {ÉfÃä VÉÉä ºÉÉ{ÉEiÉÉè® {É® <ºÉ ¤ÉÉiÉ BÉEÉä ºÉnxÉ BÉEä ºÉÉàÉxÉä º{É ] BÉE®iÉä cé ÉÊBÉE <ºÉ

ºÉnxÉ BÉEä ÉÊVÉxÉ àÉÉxÉxÉÉÒªÉ ºÉnºªÉÉå xÉä BÉEÉxÉÚxÉ BÉEÉä {ÉÉÉÊ®iÉ ÉÊBÉEªÉÉ lÉÉ, =xcÉåxÉä cÉÒ <ºÉ BÉEÉxÉÚxÉ BÉEÉÒ +É´ÉàÉÉxÉxÉÉ BÉEÉÒ cè, =ºÉ BÉEÉxÉÚxÉ BÉEÉä iÉÉä½É cè* ªÉÉÊn ªÉc ÉÊ´ÉvÉäªÉBÉE

{ÉÉÉÊ®iÉ xÉcÉÓ cÉäiÉÉ,  iÉÉä ÉÊVÉxcÉåxÉä <ºÉ BÉEÉxÉÚxÉ BÉEÉä iÉÉä½É cè, =ºÉBÉEÉÒ +É´ÉàÉÉxÉxÉÉ BÉEÉÒ cè, ´Éä +É{É®ÉvÉÉÒ BÉEcãÉÉªÉä VÉÉªÉåMÉä* ªÉÉÊn ´Éä +É{É®ÉvÉÉÒ BÉEcãÉÉªÉä VÉÉiÉä cé iÉÉä

=xcå <ºÉ {Én ºÉä iªÉÉMÉ BÉE®xÉÉ cÉäMÉÉ*

        ºÉ£ÉÉ{ÉÉÊiÉ VÉÉÒ, VÉ¤É gÉÉÒ ¤ÉºÉÖnä´É VÉÉÒ ¤ÉÉäãÉ ®cä lÉä, +É¤É <ºÉ ºÉàÉªÉ ºÉnxÉ àÉå xÉcÉÓ cé, =xcÉåxÉä ªÉc BÉEcÉ lÉÉ ÉÊBÉE ºÉÆÉÊ´ÉvÉÉxÉ BÉEä +ÉxÉÖSUän 102(1)(BÉE)

àÉå BÉE<Ç ¤ÉÉ® <ºÉBÉEä {ÉcãÉä ºÉÆ¶ÉÉävÉxÉ ÉÊBÉEªÉÉ MÉªÉÉ cè* <ºÉÉÊãÉªÉä àÉÖZÉä xÉcÉÓ ãÉMÉiÉÉ ÉÊBÉE VÉÉä BÉEÉ®hÉ ÉÊnªÉä MÉªÉä cé, ´Éä BÉEÉ®hÉ =ºÉ ºÉàÉªÉ ÉÊnªÉä MÉªÉä cÉåMÉä* ºÉÆÉÊ´ÉvÉÉxÉ BÉEä

+ÉxÉÖSUän 102(1)(BÉE) BÉEä +ÉÆiÉMÉÇiÉ ÉÊVÉxÉ BÉEÉ®{ÉÉä®ä¶ÉxºÉ ªÉÉ àÉÆbãÉÉå BÉEÉä c]ÉxÉä BÉEä ÉÊãÉªÉä ºÉÚSÉÉÒ àÉå xÉÉàÉ ÉÊnªÉÉ MÉªÉÉ cè, =xÉBÉEÉÒ ºÉÆJªÉÉ 45 cè* àÉÖZÉä iÉÉä ªÉcÉÒ ãÉMÉiÉÉ

cè ÉÊBÉE ÉÊxÉ´ÉÉÇSÉxÉ +ÉÉªÉÉäMÉ xÉä ÉÊVÉxÉ ºÉÆºÉn ºÉnºªÉÉå BÉEÉÒ ºÉÚSÉÉÒ VÉÉ®ÉÒ BÉEÉÒ cè, =ºÉ ºÉÚSÉÉÒ +ÉÉè® <ºÉ ºÉÚSÉÉÒ àÉå BÉEÉä<Ç {ÉEBÉEÇ xÉcÉÓ cè* ¶ÉÉªÉn =ºÉÉÒ ºÉÚSÉÉÒ BÉEÉä <ºÉ ÉÊ

´ÉvÉäªÉBÉE àÉå ãÉä ÉÊãÉªÉÉ MÉªÉÉ cè*

        ºÉ£ÉÉ{ÉÉÊiÉ VÉÉÒ, ÉÊ´ÉvÉäªÉBÉE BÉEä <Æ]ÅÉäbBÉD¶ÉxÉ BÉEä ºÉàÉªÉ xÉäiÉÉ |ÉÉÊiÉ{ÉFÉ xÉä ÉÊVÉºÉ +ÉxÉÖSUän BÉEÉ =ããÉäJÉ BÉE®iÉä cÖªÉä +É{ÉxÉÉ ÉÊ´É®ÉävÉ BªÉBÉDiÉ ÉÊBÉEªÉÉ lÉÉ +ÉÉè®

ÉÊVÉºÉä <ºÉ ºÉÆ¶ÉÉävÉxÉ ÉÊ´ÉvÉäªÉBÉE àÉå ºÉàÉÉ´Éä¶É ÉÊBÉEªÉÉ MÉªÉÉ cè, àÉé =ºÉä {ÉfÃxÉÉ SÉÉcÚÆMÉÉ*   ‘£ÉÉ®iÉ ºÉ®BÉEÉ® uÉ®É àÉÆÉÊjÉàÉÆbãÉ ºÉÉÊSÉ´ÉÉãÉªÉ BÉEä +ÉÉnä¶É ºÉÆJªÉÉ 631/2/1/
2004, iÉÉ®ÉÒJÉ 31.05.2004 uÉ®É MÉÉÊ~iÉ ®É ]ÅÉÒªÉ ºÉãÉÉcBÉEÉ® {ÉÉÊ® ÉnÂ BÉEä +ÉvªÉFÉ BÉEÉ {Én ’  àÉÆjÉÉÒàÉÆbãÉ BÉEä ÉÊxÉhÉÇªÉ BÉEä ¤ÉÉn àÉÆÉÊjÉàÉÆbãÉ ºÉÉÊSÉ´ÉÉãÉªÉ xÉä ªÉc

+ÉÉnä¶É ÉÊxÉBÉEÉãÉÉ cè* àÉé ºÉ®BÉEÉ® ºÉä VÉÉxÉxÉÉ SÉÉciÉÉ cÚ ÉÊBÉE VÉ¤É ºÉ®BÉEÉ® ªÉc ºÉÆ¶ÉÉävÉxÉ ÉÊ´ÉvÉäªÉBÉE ãÉÉ<Ç cè, BÉDªÉÉ <ºÉ {Én BÉEä ÉÊxÉàÉÉÇhÉ BÉEä ÉÊãÉªÉä ãÉÉì ÉÊàÉÉÊxÉº]ÅÉÒ ºÉä

®ÉªÉ ãÉÉÒ MÉ<Ç lÉÉÒ ªÉÉ xÉcÉÓ? ÉÊVÉxÉ {ÉnÉå ªÉÉ ÉÊVÉxÉ BÉEÉì®{ÉÉä®ä¶ÉxÉÉå BÉEÉä <ºÉ ºÉÚSÉÉÒ àÉå bÉãÉxÉä BÉEÉ |ÉªÉÉºÉ ÉÊBÉEªÉÉ MÉªÉÉ cè, =xcå ãÉÉ£É BÉEä {ÉnÉå ºÉä c]ÉxÉä BÉEä ÉÊãÉªÉä VÉ¤É

ºÉnºªÉÉå BÉEÉä <xÉ {ÉnÉå {É® ÉÊxÉªÉÖBÉDiÉ ÉÊBÉEªÉÉ MÉªÉÉ, =xÉàÉå +ÉÉÊvÉBÉEiÉ® <ºÉ ºÉnxÉ BÉEä BÉE<Ç ºÉnºªÉ AäºÉä £ÉÉÒ cé VÉÉä BÉEÉxÉÚxÉ BÉEä ¤É½ä YÉÉxÉÉÒ cé* ªÉc BÉEcxÉÉ =ÉÊSÉiÉ xÉcÉÓ

cÉäMÉÉ ÉÊBÉE =xcå <ºÉ BÉEÉxÉÚxÉ BÉEÉÒ BÉEÉä<Ç VÉÉxÉBÉEÉ®ÉÒ xÉcÉÓ lÉÉÒ ÉÊBÉE <ºÉ |ÉBÉEÉ® BÉEÉ BÉEÉä<Ç BÉEÉxÉÚxÉ càÉÉ®ä nä¶É àÉå cè* ªÉc BÉEcxÉÉ =ÉÊSÉiÉ xÉcÉÓ cÉäMÉÉ ÉÊBÉE ºÉ¤É BÉEÉä <ºÉ

BÉEÉxÉÚxÉ BÉEä ¤ÉÉ®ä àÉä àÉÉãÉÚàÉ cÉäMÉÉ* ªÉc BÉEÉxÉÚxÉ <ºÉ ºÉnxÉ xÉä {ÉÉÉÊ®iÉ ÉÊBÉEªÉÉ cè +ÉÉè® ´ÉcÉÒ ºÉnºªÉ =ºÉ BÉEÉxÉÚxÉ BÉEÉÒ +É´ÉàÉÉxÉxÉÉ BÉE®å +ÉÉè® =ºÉBÉEÉÒ ¤ÉÉn =ºÉ +É{É®ÉvÉ

BÉEÉä ÉÊàÉ]ÉxÉä BÉEä ÉÊãÉªÉä BÉEÉxÉÚxÉ ¤ÉnãÉä, <ºÉBÉEä ÉÊºÉ´ÉÉªÉ BÉEÉä<Ç nÚºÉ®É àÉiÉãÉ¤É àÉcÉÓ cÉä ºÉBÉEiÉÉ cè*

        ºÉ£ÉÉ{ÉÉÊiÉ VÉÉÒ, <ºÉBÉEä {ÉcãÉä <ºÉ ºÉ®BÉEÉ® BÉEÉÒ ÉÊ´É¶´ÉºÉxÉÉÒªÉiÉÉ {É® BÉE<Ç ¤ÉÉ® ºÉ´ÉÉãÉ =~ä cé ãÉäÉÊBÉExÉ ªÉÉÊn ªÉc ºÉÆ¶ÉÉävÉxÉ ÉÊ´ÉvÉäªÉBÉE {ÉÉÉÊ®iÉ cÉäiÉÉ cè iÉÉä

<ºÉ ºÉÆºÉn BÉEÉÒ ÉÊ´É¶´ÉºÉxÉÉÒªÉiÉÉ {É® £ÉÉÊ´É ªÉ àÉå ºÉ´ÉÉãÉ =~ ºÉBÉEiÉä cé*

ªÉc càÉ ÉÊBÉEºÉÉÊãÉA BÉE®xÉä VÉÉ ®cä cé? àÉÆjÉÉÒ VÉÉÒ <ºÉBÉEÉÒ VÉÉxÉBÉEÉ®ÉÒ nå ÉÊBÉE ÉÊVÉxÉ BÉEÉ{ÉÉæ®ä¶ÉxºÉ BÉEä xÉÉàÉ ªÉcÉÆ ÉÊnªÉä MÉªÉä cé, ÉÊVÉxÉBÉEÉä ãÉÉ£É BÉEä {Én ºÉä c]ÉxÉä VÉÉ

®cä cé, <ºÉºÉä ãÉÉ£ÉÉÉÎx´ÉiÉ cÉäxÉä ´ÉÉãÉä ºÉnºªÉ BÉEÉèxÉ lÉä? BÉDªÉÉ ºÉ®BÉEÉ® ªÉc ÉÊVÉààÉänÉ®ÉÒ xÉcÉÓ àÉÉxÉiÉÉÒ ÉÊBÉE <ºÉºÉä ãÉÉ£ÉÉÉÎx´ÉiÉ cÉäxÉä ´ÉÉãÉä ºÉnºªÉÉå BÉEä xÉÉàÉ <ºÉ ºÉnxÉ

BÉEÉä ¤ÉiÉÉA VÉÉAÆ? ªÉÉÊn ªÉc àÉÉàÉãÉÉ xªÉÉªÉÉãÉªÉ àÉå VÉÉiÉÉ iÉÉä ´ÉcÉÆ xÉÉàÉ VÉ°ô® ºÉÉàÉxÉä +ÉÉiÉä ãÉäÉÊBÉExÉ ºÉ®BÉEÉ® xÉcÉÓ SÉÉciÉÉÒ ÉÊBÉE <ºÉºÉä ãÉÉ£ÉÉÉÎx´ÉiÉ cÉäxÉä ´ÉÉãÉä 45

ºÉnºªÉ BÉEÉèxÉ cé, =xÉBÉEä xÉÉàÉ ºÉÉàÉxÉä +ÉÉAÆ +ÉÉè® =xÉBÉEÉä ¤ÉSÉÉxÉä BÉEÉ |ÉªÉÉºÉ ÉÊBÉEªÉÉ VÉÉ ®cÉ cè* àÉÖZÉä AäºÉÉ ãÉMÉiÉÉ cè ÉÊBÉE ªÉä 45 ºÉnºªÉ càÉÉ®ä ºÉÆÉÊ´ÉvÉÉxÉ ºÉä >ó{É®

cé ÉÊVÉxÉBÉEÉä ¤ÉSÉÉxÉä BÉEÉ |ÉªÉÉºÉ ÉÊBÉEªÉÉ VÉÉ ®cÉ cè* <ºÉ ºÉnxÉ àÉå BÉE<Ç ¤ÉÉ® càÉxÉä ºÉnxÉ BÉEÉÒ MÉÉÊ®àÉÉ {É® SÉSÉÉÇ ºÉÖxÉÉÒ cè* <ºÉ ºÉnxÉ àÉå càÉxÉä BÉE<Ç ¤ÉÉ® ºÉnxÉ BÉEÉÒ

MÉÉÊ®àÉÉ {É® xÉèÉÊiÉBÉEiÉÉ BÉEä {ÉÉ~ {ÉfÃä cé, càÉå {ÉfÃÉA MÉA cé* àÉÖZÉä xÉcÉÓ àÉÉãÉÚàÉ, àÉé xÉcÉÓ ºÉàÉZÉiÉÉ ÉÊBÉE <ºÉ ÉÊ´ÉvÉäªÉBÉE àÉå ÉÊVÉxÉBÉEÉä càÉ ®ÉciÉ näxÉä VÉÉ ®cä cé, BÉDªÉÉ

=ºÉºÉä <ºÉ ºÉnxÉ BÉEÉÒ MÉÉÊ®àÉÉ ¤ÉfÃäMÉÉÒ* <ºÉàÉå BÉDªÉÉ xÉèÉÊiÉBÉEiÉÉ cè? càÉ BÉDªÉÉ BÉE®xÉä VÉÉ ®cä cé +ÉÉè® ÉÊBÉEºÉÉÊãÉA BÉE®xÉä VÉÉ ®cä cé? <ºÉ ºÉnxÉ àÉå BÉEÉä<Ç ABÉE ºÉnºªÉ

MÉãÉiÉ BªÉ´ÉcÉ® BÉE®iÉÉ cè, MÉãÉiÉÉÒ ºÉä ¤ÉÖ®É-£ÉãÉÉ BÉEc näiÉÉ cè iÉÉä ºÉÉ®É nä¶É =ºÉBÉEÉä näJÉ ®cÉ cè* +ÉÉºÉxÉ ºÉä BÉEcÉ VÉÉiÉÉ cè ÉÊBÉE àÉÖZÉä ¶ÉàÉÇ +ÉÉiÉÉÒ cè - “I am
ashamed”.  +ÉÉè® ªÉc MÉ´ÉÇ BÉEÉÒ ¤ÉÉiÉ cè? ªÉÉÊn ªÉc MÉ´ÉÇ BÉEÉÒ ¤ÉÉiÉ cè iÉÉä +ÉÉ{É {ÉÉÉÊ®iÉ BÉEÉÊ®ªÉä, àÉÖZÉä BÉEÉä<Ç AiÉ®ÉWÉ xÉcÉÓ cè* ÉÊVÉºÉ ºÉÆºÉnÉÒªÉ ãÉÉäBÉEiÉÆjÉ BÉEÉä càÉxÉä
+É{ÉxÉÉªÉÉ cè, +ÉÉVÉ ÉÊBÉEºÉ ÉÊn¶ÉÉ àÉå càÉ +É{ÉxÉä ãÉÉäBÉEiÉÆjÉ BÉEÉä ãÉä VÉÉ ®cä cé? càÉ +É{ÉxÉÉÒ ºÉÖÉÊ´ÉvÉÉ BÉEä ÉÊãÉA +É{ÉxÉä cÉÒ ¤ÉxÉÉA cÖA BÉEÉxÉÚxÉ BÉEÉä iÉÉä½åMÉä +ÉÉè® ÉÊ{ÉE®

+É{ÉxÉä +ÉÉ{ÉBÉEÉä ¤ÉSÉÉxÉä BÉEä ÉÊãÉA ABÉE xÉªÉÉ BÉEÉxÉÚxÉ càÉ cÉÒ {ÉÉÉÊ®iÉ BÉE®åMÉä - ªÉc BÉEèºÉÉÒ ÉÊ´É¶´ÉºÉxÉÉÒªÉiÉÉ ºÉnxÉ BÉEÉÒ ®cäMÉÉÒ, BÉEèºÉÉÒ ÉÊ´É¶´ÉºÉxÉÉÒªÉiÉÉ ºÉÆºÉn BÉEÉÒ ®cäMÉÉÒ?

ºÉ®BÉEÉ® BÉEÉÒ iÉÉä ÉÊ´É¶´ÉºÉxÉÉÒªÉiÉÉ BÉE£ÉÉÒ xÉcÉÓ ®cÉÒ* ºÉ®BÉEÉ® BÉEÉÒ ÉÊ´É¶´ÉºÉxÉÉÒªÉiÉÉ {É® càÉä¶ÉÉ ºÉ´ÉÉãÉ =~iÉä ®cä cé ãÉäÉÊBÉExÉ ªÉc ¤ÉcÖiÉ MÉãÉiÉ cè +ÉÉè® <ºÉÉÊãÉA càÉ

ºÉèrÉÆÉÊiÉBÉE iÉÉè® {É®, xÉèÉÊiÉBÉE iÉÉè® {É® <ºÉBÉEÉ ÉÊ´É®ÉävÉ BÉE®iÉä cé* ÉÊVÉºÉ ºÉÆºÉnÉÒªÉ ãÉÉäBÉEiÉÆjÉ BÉEÉÒ càÉ ºÉ®ÉcxÉÉ BÉE®iÉä cé ÉÊBÉE ªÉc ºÉÉ®ÉÒ nÖÉÊxÉªÉÉ BÉEÉ ºÉ¤ÉºÉä ¤É½É

ãÉÉäBÉEiÉÆjÉ cè, BÉDªÉÉ ´Éc <ºÉ |ÉBÉEÉ® BÉEÉ àÉWÉÉBÉE BÉE®xÉä BÉEä ÉÊãÉA cè, <ºÉ |ÉBÉEÉ® BÉEÉ xÉÉVÉÉªÉWÉ {ÉEÉªÉnÉ ãÉäxÉä BÉEä ÉÊãÉA cè? <ºÉÉÊãÉA ªÉc VÉÉä ºÉÆ¶ÉÉävÉxÉ ÉÊ´ÉvÉäªÉBÉE

+ÉÉªÉÉ cè, ªÉc ºÉÆÉÊ´ÉvÉÉxÉ +ÉÉè® ºÉÆºÉn BÉEÉÒ MÉÉÊ®àÉÉ BÉEÉä JÉiàÉ BÉE®xÉä ´ÉÉãÉÉ cè* càÉ +É{ÉxÉÉÒ {ÉÉ]ÉÔ BÉEÉÒ +ÉÉä® ºÉä <ºÉ ºÉÆ¶ÉÉävÉxÉ ÉÊ´ÉvÉäªÉBÉE BÉEÉ {ÉÖ®WÉÉä® ÉÊ´É®ÉävÉ BÉE®iÉä cé*

                                                                       

 

SHRI BRAJA KISHORE TRIPATHY (PURI): Hon. Chairman, Sir, I stand to oppose the Parliament (Prevention of
Disqualification) Amendment Bill, 2006.



            In the proposed Bill, the hon. Minister originally sought to exempt 46 offices of profit. Now, within the
period of a few hours, that number has gone up to 56. I do not know how many more offices will be brought under
the purview of the Bill by the time it comes to the stage of passing. Perhaps the hon. Minister has no idea of that
but can he tell us the exact figure?

Sir, this is the fate of this Parliament.   Now the cat is out of the bag.  The Government is completely
exposed and its alliance parties are also exposed.  Their highly propounded aaj ka mahatma and the so-called
sacrifice are also exposed.  It reminds me of the writing of the famous author, Mr. George Orwell who has written a
novel called “The Animal Farm”.    Satirically, he has made a reference about the democracy of animals in that
novel. In their constitution, all are equal but some are more equal than others.  Now, the hon. Minister has asked us
through this Bill to give a stamp  to make some Members more equal.  As per the Constitution, all are equal but
some are going to be more equal.  This is what the hon. Minister has tried to express in this legislation.  So, we are
now following the animal constitution and not the human constitution.  The Minister has brought Parliament to this
level. 

What is happening outside Parliament?  The entire media is laughing at us.  The Parliament is becoming a
laughing stock because of this legislation. 

            This reminds me of the pre-emergency period.   What had happened at the time, when Shrimati Indira
Gandhi, the then Prime Minister, was defeated in the Allahabad High Court in an election case? She used this
Parliament to amend the Constitution and to amend the election laws flouting the decision of the court.  Now also,
the hon. Minister is using the Parliament just for the benefit of some Members of the ruling party.  If this
Parliament passes this Bill protecting all prominent Members, then every State will follow suit and there will be a
spate of legislation in States totally circumventing articles 102 and 191.  By this amendment, the spirit of the
Constitution is going to be diluted and defeated.  Any further amendment or legislation to exempt a large number
of Offices of Profit will make articles 102 and 191 redundant. Then what will happen?  Is it enough to enlarge the
exemption list or is a clear definition necessary now? The hon. Minister should react to this point. Or should we go
to the roots of the problem and strike off the clause disqualifying the MPs if they hold such offices?  We have also
not examined the rationale behind this concept and how important or relevant it is in the present day context.  The
Minister should reply to this point.

            I would just like to remind you that the Constituent Assembly debates do not appear to contain a detailed
discussion of the need for or the implication of article 102 which seems to be a faithful adoption of whatever was
in vogue in the House of Commons.  We have just adopted the provisions of the House of Commons. There is no
detailed discussion on this aspect.

            Articles 18, 58, 59, 64, 158, 102 and 191 of the Constitution deal with the clause of Office of Profit. 
Article 102 (1)(a) of the Constitution disqualifies MPs if they hold any Office of Profit under the Central or State
Governments except those listed in the Parliament (Prevention of Disqualification) Act, 1959.  Yet, the law of 1959
is silent on which Office of Profit is exempted and there is no strong ground or logic behind this exemption.  What
is the logic behind this?  Why some offices should be exempted and why other offices will remain?  What is the
reason behind this?  Why not all offices are exempted?  What is the meaning of article 102 then?   If you do not
want the provisions of this article of this Constitution to remain, then we can repeal this saying that there is no need
for it.  If at all you want to maintain the spirit of the provisions of article 102, then I feel that this type of an
amendment seems to be a mockery of parliamentary democracy.



            The philosophy behind article 102 must have been the separation of power.  Since a Member of Parliament
or Legislative Assembly represents the legislature, which ought to enjoy independence and must be free to criticise
the Executive, MPs holding an office of profit under the Government might involve a conflict of interest, diluting
their independence. 

            Parties in power might create posts indiscriminately and use them to accommodate their Members, just as it
is being done now.  This amendment has been brought forward to accommodate some MPs.  When other parties
come to power they will also do the same thing.  They will also follow the same example that we are setting today. 
… (Interruptions)

Article 102 has already virtually neutralised itself  by providing for legislative exemption in the article
itself.  Now, it is only to be expected that more and more posts would get exempted. 

            The National Commission which was appointed to review the working of the Constitution recommended
that Constitution should be suitably amended to empower the Election Commission to identify which offices
should be deemed to be offices of profit and which are not. Until that happens the criteria fixed by the Supreme
Court should be the "settled law".    Now, we are diluting that thing.

            The Act of 1959 itself is of doubtful validity.  Any further dilution of article 102 will be struck down by the
Supreme Court as a fraud on the Constitution.  Its object is not only to prevent conflict of interests but also to
prevent the sale of souls. Can the hon. Minister assure this House that the Supreme Court will not strike down this
provision that we are bringing in today? If the Supreme Court strikes down this provision, what will happen to the
prestige of the House? I want to know this from the hon. Law Minister.

            The damage was done by the Parliament through the Prevention of Disqualification Act, 1959.  It was a
cynical measure, in a complete break from the past.  It was a substantial consolation prize to legislators who were
denied ministerial berths. It is also a means of evading the ceiling of Cabinet berths.  When we are not able to
adjust the MLAs and MPs in the Cabinet, we are increasing these exemptions and take them out of the purview of
the office of profit.

            The House of Commons Disqualification Act, 1975 bars MPs from membership of public authorities and
undertakings. We are following mostly the British Constitution.  Hence it is now a dilution and mockery of
parliamentary democracy.

            No MP or MLA should occupy any office other than created by this House.  We do not object to that if the
House creates some posts.  But it should not be done in this way.  We have some posts created by the Parliament,
like some posts in Coffee Board, etc.  But it should not be done by way of dilution.  If the Minister and the
Government feels that provision of article 102 is redundant and is not necessary, then they can go for a
Constitution (Amendment) Bill to repeal this provision of article 102.  But it should not be done in this way.

            With these few words I oppose this Bill.  My Party is also opposing this Bill.

SHRI VIJAYENDRA PAL SINGH (BHILWARA): Sir, I just want to make one point here.  A special Session has
been called only to discuss the office of profit.  Heavens are not going to fall if we allot more time to discuss this. 
We also want to speak on this.  Why is it that at 4 o'clock we want to pass it? What is the hurry about it? We also
want to speak on this.

SHRI KINJARAPU YERRANNAIDU (SRIKAKULAM): Mr. Chairman, Sir, the hon. Minister for Law and
Justice has brought this Bill bypassing the rules and procedures and everything, with the permission of the Speaker.



There is no necessity.  There is no hurry to bring this Bill hurriedly. It had never happened.  This Bill was enacted
in the year 1959.  After 1959, it was amended five times in the years 1960, 1977, 1993, 1999 and 2000. But it had
never happened with retrospective effect.  All the time, the laws were with prospective effect.  What is the
necessity?  What is the need to amend this Act with retrospective effect – to safeguard some people? The
Statement of Objects and Reasons has been necessitated due to the recent developments. This concerns
approximately 40 or more Members from both the Houses of Parliament who are holding offices of Chairman or
they are members of various statutory, non-statutory bodies and who are facing disqualification proceedings on the
ground that they are holding an office of profit. There is nothing wrong in it.  Madam Gandhi also resigned.  She
has been re-elected and has come to the House. After the petition was filed against her, she resigned on moral
grounds, or whatever may be, and she contested the election. Why have you given this exemption to all these
people with retrospective effect?  For the first time in the country, we are amending the Act with retrospective
effect.  My party opposes this ‘with retrospective effect’ and everything.

             Sir, I come to this article 101 – disqualification from the Membership.  Even article 191 relates to the
members of the Legislative Assemblies. So, what is the spirit of these articles?  We have a right, the Parliament has
a right, to enact a law, to give exempt who are holding office of profit. I admit it. I also voted in the years 1999 and
2000.  I was a part of the Amendment Bill.  I supported it.  Even now, I decided to support it. But I am not happy
with the way the Congress got this Bill. Nobody knew in the country that there was a Disqualification Act in the
year 1959. So many amendments were made.  After Shrimati Jaya Bachchan’s disqualification, after Shrimati
Sonia Gandhi’s resignation only, the country could know office of profit Act, the Disqualification Act. I would like
to ask the Law Minister that the Congress Government… (Interruptions)

ºÉ£ÉÉ{ÉÉÊiÉ àÉcÉänªÉ :  +ÉÉ{É ¤Éè~ VÉÉ<A* 

SHRI KINJARAPU YERRANNAIDU : Sir, supposing, one Congress worker has filed a petition against Shrimati
Jaya Bachchan.  The President made a reference to the Election Commission to enquire whether she comes under
the office of profit or not. Okay, I understand it. It came in the newspaper.  If the Minister had brought the
amendment at that time, this problem would not have arisen.  The Government was silent. Why were you silent?
Why are you in a hurry about all these MPs?  Please answer to this House, answer to the people.  So, this step is a
hasty one. There should be equality before law.  The Government should take everybody in the same footing.  We
have not done in the Jaya Bachchan’s case. Now, we want to protect so many people.  If this had been done earlier,
if the legislation had been brought in the last Session, this problem would not have arisen.  You please see the list.
According to this amendment, 45 entities are included.  Even other entities will also come.  So many people are
leaving the list. I have no objection. But instead of that, at this time, a comprehensive law is required.  In so many
States, so many Corporations and so many trusts are also there. It is better to include at one stage. It is better to
refer to the Standing Committee.  It is better to bring a comprehensive law with all entities and everything, once
and for all.  Then, everybody will appreciate.  It should not be done piecemeal. Otherwise, if we want to include
140 or 200 entities, it is better to abrogate or repeal articles 101 and 191.  What is the sanctity if we include by
every amendment 100 entities or 200 entities?  In that case, the sanctity of the Constitution and the spirit of articles
101 and 191 would carry no meaning. Instead of that, it is better to repeal these two articles.  If the Government
wants to appoint any person, there would not be any office of profit; nobody will file petition before the President. 
Nobody will do anything. Everybody will enjoy.  The spirit of the Constitution is to give respect.  Any Member of
Parliament, any Member of Legislature should not occupy office of profit.  They may influence, they may get
something.  But, some exemptions are there.  That is why the Constitution has given power to the Parliament to
amend, to enact and also to give some exemptions.  It means you have to include anything that deserves in a proper



manner.  So, even though we are supporting this thing but this is not the proper way.  In future you have to be very
cautious.  If something happens, you bring the legislation like that.

 

SHRI SURAVARAM SUDHAKAR REDDY (NALGONDA):  Sir, I rise to support the Bill introduced by the hon.
Law Minister but… (Interruptions)

 

THE MINISTER OF PARLIAMENTARY AFFAIRS AND MINISTER OF INFORMATION AND
BROADCASTING (SHRI PRIYA RANJAN DASMUNSI):  Yerrannaiduji, you spoke well.  I would just
intervene.  We have embodied in the list ‘A’ all trusts private or public in general, all societies under the Societies
Registration Act and ‘B’ all the statutory bodies.  So, trusts are covered, societies are covered without any
exception.… (Interruptions)

MAJ. GEN. (RETD.) B. C. KHANDURI (GARHWAL):  Then why do you not repeal the Bill?  You are having
unlimited number of amendments.  Why do you not repeal it and let it be done with it?  How many times will you
bring like this?  Why do you not repeal the Bill?… (Interruptions)

SHRI KINJARAPU YERRANNAIDU :  I want to respond to our Parliamentary Affairs Minister.  You have
included all the trusts and everything, what about the local bodies?  … (Interruptions) 

ºÉ£ÉÉ{ÉÉÊiÉ àÉcÉänªÉ  :  BÉEä´ÉãÉ gÉÉÒ ºÉÖvÉÉBÉE® ®äbÂbÉÒ cÉÒ ¤ÉÉäãÉå*

SHRI SURAVARAM SUDHAKAR REDDY :  Sir, I rise to support the Bill introduced by the hon. Law Minister
but, to be frank, we are not happy with the way the Bill is introduced.  But, the reasons are totally different from
the friends of the BJP and from the Right.  Sir, 52 years back in 1954, this type of discussion had taken place in
this House and the then hon. Speaker, Shri Mavalankar had appointed a Committee which has been referred by the
earlier speakers – Dr. Bhargava Committee.  That Committee recommended a comprehensive Bill to be brought. 
Unfortunately, a comprehensive Bill has not come and even this Bill, I believe, is an ad hoc arrangement instead of
a comprehensive Bill. There are all sorts of arguments regarding the disqualification for the membership issue.
 The entire nation is today discussing on this issue and some Members are saying that, just because this type of Bill
is introduced, repeal the Article 102 of the Constitution.  I would like to read what exactly the Article 102 is.  It is
about disqualification for membership.  It says:

“(1)  A person shall be disqualified for being chosen as, and for being, a member of either House of
Parliament –
(a)  if he holds any office of profit under the Government of India or the Government of any State,
other than an office declared by Parliament by law not to disqualify its holder; ”

 

It is exactly in the same clause.  The exemption is given which should be declared, which will not come
under this law.  So, I do not understand that if this law is enacted, why the whole Article should go.  I do not think
it is against the spirit of the Constitution or against the clause but the thing is that this definition on the question of
disqualification is very vague.  It may be very difficult to define.  That is why various types of interpretations have
come.  But a time has come now that the Parliament should take it up more seriously and define what is an office
of profit.  There are several occasions where Members of Parliament will be asked to take up different type of
responsibilities.  Unfortunately, when this discussion is taking place, various types of interpretations and,



particularly, personalized politics are coming here.  For example, the National Advisory Council is being taken as a
target. It is not because of the National Advisory Council but because Shrimati Sonia Gandhi is holding that post. 
… (Interruptions)

SHRI PRIYA RANJAN DASMUNSI :  Sir, it is 4 o’ clock now.  On behalf of the Government, may I propose to
the House that the 193 Motion can be deferred till the disposal of the Bill?

ºÉ£ÉÉ{ÉÉÊiÉ àÉcÉänªÉ :  ªÉÉÊn ºÉnxÉ BÉEÉÒ ®ÉªÉ cè, iÉÉä AäºÉÉ ÉÊBÉEªÉÉ VÉÉ ºÉBÉEiÉÉ cè* 

SEVERAL HON. MEMBERS:  Yes, Sir.   

ºÉ£ÉÉ{ÉÉÊiÉ àÉcÉänªÉ :  ~ÉÒBÉE cè*

 

16.00 hrs.

SHRI SURAVARAM SUDHAKAR REDDY : Sir, the post of the Chairman of the National Advisory Commission
is not very lucrative. The National Advisory Commission has been constituted to supervise the implementation of
the Common Minimum Programme and I do not understand why that should not be accepted.

            There are several other posts also. But it is true that since several hon. Members of Parliament are holding
some of these posts, all these exemptions have been brought now. But the Parliament should enact a very clear
legislation as to what are the posts that are to be disqualified, instead of adding some posts, which are occupied by
Members of Parliament, to the list of exemptions every now and then. This is not the proper way.

            I would appeal to my friends in the BJP and the NDA not to look at this whole issue in a sadistic way in
order to target a particular Member and to see that some Members resign. This type of a legislation has become
necessary because there is a danger that more than 45 Members of Parliament might be disqualified. Our friends in
the NDA say that let them be disqualified. Can we take such an approach? We cannot take such an approach
because this will create a lot of confusion. As there is no clear definition of the term ‘office of profit, we need such
a law immediately.

            Sir, I would like to request the Government that they should seriously consider all the suggestions made by
different political parties. The Left Parties have suggested that a Committee should be appointed to go into the
issue of disqualification and the Committee should give a clear definition of the term ‘office of profit’. This
Committee should be set up in the near future and this should not be postponed. A Joint Committee on Office of
Profit is already existing. But a Committee consisting of all the leaders of different political parties represented in
Parliament should be constituted to discuss this issue and suggest a comprehensive Bill that should be introduced
for this purpose. We have the experience of various other Parliaments also on this issue and different Parliaments
have different provisions in this regard.

            I would like to refer to the Report of the Bhargava Committee which suggested that various matters
connected with disqualification of Members should be studied and recommendations should be made in order to
enable the Government to come up with a comprehensive legislation before the Parliament. The Committee, which
is to be created, should collect all the relevant data and make suggestions as to how the matter should be dealt with.
Unfortunately that has not been done.

            Secondly, it is not only the question of office of profit, but there are other issues like resignation from the
House and other things. There are some Parliaments in the world which have more experience in democracy like



Great Britain, France and other countries. In the British Parliament, a Member cannot resign. He will only be
disqualified. If a Member resigns, he cannot contest again and come back to Parliament. We have to discuss all
these things. In our country also, we have gained a lot of experience in the last 54 years since the time of the First
Lok Sabha. So, it is necessary that we should go into all these aspects.

            Sir, while I support this Bill, I would like to suggest to the hon. Minister that he should come back to
Parliament with a comprehensive Bill on this subject, after a Committee consisting of leaders of all political parties
study and make recommendations. With these words, I support this Bill.

           

 

 

 

gÉÉÒ |É£ÉÖxÉÉlÉ ÉËºÉc (àÉcÉ®ÉVÉMÉÆVÉ, ÉÊ¤ÉcÉ®) : àÉcÉänªÉ, ªÉc VÉÉä ÉÊ¤ÉãÉ +ÉÉªÉÉ cè àÉé <ºÉBÉEÉ ÉÊ´É®ÉävÉ BÉE®iÉÉ cÚÄ +ÉÉè® <ºÉ ÉÊ´É®ÉävÉ BÉEÉ ABÉE BÉEÉ®hÉ cè*  <xcÉåxÉä <ºÉ

ÉÊ¤ÉãÉ BÉEÉ VÉÉä =qä¶ªÉ ¤ÉiÉÉªÉÉ cè ´Éc +ÉVÉÉÒ¤É cè*  <xcÉåxÉä ÉÊãÉJÉÉ cè :

“ªÉÉÊn <ºÉ BÉEÉªÉÇ ÉÎºlÉÉÊiÉ BÉEÉä ¤ÉxÉä ®cxÉä ÉÊnªÉÉ VÉÉiÉÉ cè, iÉÉä ¤É½ä {ÉèàÉÉxÉä {É® àÉÖBÉEnàÉä¤ÉÉVÉÉÒ cÉäMÉÉÒ*”
 

 àÉÖBÉEnàÉä¤ÉÉVÉÉÒ ºÉä ¤ÉSÉxÉä BÉEä ÉÊãÉA ªÉc ÉÊ¤ÉãÉ ãÉÉªÉÉ VÉÉ ®cÉ cè*   nÚºÉ®ÉÒ ¤ÉÉiÉ <xcÉåxÉä ÉÊãÉJÉÉÒ cè :

“+ÉÉè® ºÉÆºÉn BÉEä nÉäxÉÉå ºÉnxÉÉå àÉå ºlÉÉxÉÉå BÉEä ÉÊ®BÉDiÉ cÉäxÉä BÉEÉÒ ºÉÆ£ÉÉ´ÉxÉÉ cè, ÉÊVÉºÉBÉEä {ÉÉÊ®hÉÉàÉº´É°ô{É =xÉ ÉÊ®ÉÎBÉDiÉªÉÉå BÉEÉä £É®xÉä BÉEä ÉÊãÉA ={ÉÉÊxÉ
´ÉÉÇSÉxÉ BÉE®ÉA VÉÉxÉä +ÉÉ´É¶ªÉBÉE cÉåMÉä*  ªÉc BªÉlÉÇ BÉEÉ BªÉªÉ cÉäMÉÉ +ÉÉè® <ºÉºÉä nä¶É {É® +ÉxÉÉ´É¶ªÉBÉE ÉÊ´ÉkÉÉÒªÉ £ÉÉ® {É½äMÉÉ* ”
 

        <ºÉ ÉÊ¤ÉãÉ BÉEÉ =qä¶ªÉ ªÉc cè ÉÊBÉE àÉÖBÉEnàÉä¤ÉÉVÉÉÒ xÉ cÉä +ÉÉè® ={ÉSÉÖxÉÉ´É xÉ cÉå xÉcÉÓ iÉÉä ÉÊ´ÉkÉÉÒªÉ £ÉÉ® ºÉä ªÉc nä¶É +ÉÉè® ºÉ®BÉEÉ® n¤É VÉÉAÆMÉä +ÉÉè® <ºÉ

ÉÎºlÉÉÊiÉ ºÉä ¤ÉSÉxÉä BÉEä ÉÊãÉA <ºÉ ºÉnxÉ BÉEÉ ={ÉªÉÉäMÉ ÉÊBÉEªÉÉ VÉÉ ®cÉ cè*  <ºÉ ÉÊ¤ÉãÉ BÉEÉä ãÉÉxÉä BÉEÉ ªÉc ÉÊ¤ÉãBÉÖEãÉ º{É ] àÉiÉãÉ¤É ÉÊxÉBÉEãÉiÉÉ cè ÉÊBÉE <ºÉ nä¶É àÉå ºÉÆÉÊ

´ÉvÉÉxÉ, BÉEÉxÉÚxÉ +ÉÉè® ºÉ£ÉÉÒ ºÉä ¤É½É BªÉÉÎBÉDiÉ cè*  ªÉc £ÉÉÒ BÉEcÉ MÉªÉÉ cè ÉÊBÉE nÉäxÉÉå ºÉnxÉÉå BÉEä 40 ºÉä VªÉÉnÉ ãÉÉäMÉ ÉÊ´ÉÉÊ£ÉxxÉ ãÉÉ£É BÉEä {ÉnÉå {É® cé iÉÉä =xÉ 40

ãÉÉäMÉÉå BÉEÉä ¤ÉSÉÉxÉÉ +ÉÉ´É¶ªÉBÉE cè +ÉÉè® =xcå ¤ÉSÉÉxÉä BÉEä ÉÊãÉA ºÉÆÉÊ´ÉvÉÉxÉ àÉå ºÉÆ¶ÉÉävÉxÉ +ÉÉè® xÉªÉÉ BÉEÉxÉÚxÉ ¤ÉxÉÉxÉÉ +ÉÉ´É¶ªÉBÉE cè iÉÉÉÊBÉE =xÉ ãÉÉäMÉÉå BÉEÉÒ ºÉnºªÉiÉÉ xÉ

VÉÉA*  +ÉMÉ® ºÉnºªÉiÉÉ xÉcÉÓ VÉÉAMÉÉÒ iÉÉä àÉÖBÉEnàÉä xÉcÉÓ cÉåMÉä  +ÉÉè® ={ÉSÉÖxÉÉ´É xÉcÉÓ cÉåMÉä* ªÉc +ÉVÉÉÒ¤É ÉÊ´Ébà¤ÉxÉÉ cè*  àÉé <ºÉ ÉÊ´É ÉªÉ àÉå nÉä-iÉÉÒxÉ ÉÊ¤ÉxnÖ +ÉÉ{ÉBÉEä

ºÉÉàÉxÉä ®JÉxÉÉ SÉÉciÉÉ cÚÆ*  +ÉMÉ® ºÉnxÉ BÉEÉ <ºÉÉÒ fÆMÉ ºÉä BªÉÉÎBÉDiÉ BÉEä ÉÊãÉA ={ÉªÉÉäMÉ cÉäiÉÉ ®cÉ iÉÉä càÉ xÉcÉÓ ºÉàÉZÉiÉä ÉÊBÉE VÉÉä <iÉxÉÉ ºÉàÉªÉ ¤ÉcºÉ àÉå ãÉMÉÉªÉÉ VÉÉ

®cÉ cè, <ºÉBÉEÉ BÉEÉä<Ç àÉiÉãÉ¤É ÉÊxÉBÉEãÉxÉä ´ÉÉãÉÉ cè* <ºÉ ÉÊ¤ÉãÉ BÉEÉ VÉÉä |ÉÉ°ô{É ¤ÉxÉÉªÉÉ MÉªÉÉ cè, =ºÉàÉå vÉÉÒ®ä-vÉÉÒ®ä <xÉ {ÉnÉå BÉEÉÒ ºÉÆJªÉÉ ¤ÉfÃiÉÉÒ SÉãÉÉÒ VÉÉ ®cÉÒ cè* 

{ÉcãÉä =xcÉåxÉä 40-42 {ÉnÉå BÉEä xÉÉàÉ ÉÊnA lÉä +ÉÉè® +É¤É ªÉc ºÉÆJªÉÉ ¤ÉfÃBÉE® 55-56 cÉä MÉªÉÉÒ cè*  càÉxÉä £ÉÉÒ nÉä-SÉÉ® xÉÉàÉ ÉÊãÉJÉBÉE® ÉÊnA lÉä, =xÉBÉEÉä £ÉÉÒ <ºÉàÉå

¶ÉÉÉÊàÉãÉ BÉE® ÉÊãÉªÉÉ MÉªÉÉ cè*  àÉÖZÉä ãÉMÉiÉÉ cè ÉÊBÉE BÉÖEU MÉãÉiÉÉÒ cÉä MÉªÉÉÒ, +ÉMÉ® nÉä-SÉÉ® +ÉxªÉ {ÉnÉå BÉEä xÉÉàÉ ÉÊãÉJÉBÉE® näiÉä iÉÉä =xÉBÉEÉä £ÉÉÒ <ºÉàÉå ¶ÉÉÉÊàÉãÉ BÉE®

ÉÊãÉªÉÉ VÉÉiÉÉ*  <ºÉ ºÉàÉªÉ ºÉ®BÉEÉ® ABÉEnàÉ =nÉ® ¤ÉxÉÉÒ cÖ<Ç cè, <ºÉ =nÉ®iÉÉ BÉEÉ BÉEÉ®hÉ cè ABÉE BªÉÉÎBÉDiÉ, =ºÉä ¤ÉSÉÉxÉÉ cè +ÉÉè® ÉÊ{ÉE® =ºÉÉÒ {Én {É® +ÉÉºÉÉÒxÉ

BÉE®ÉxÉÉ cè*  <ºÉÉÒÉÊãÉA =nÉ®iÉÉ BÉEÉ {ÉÉÊ®SÉªÉ ÉÊnªÉÉ VÉÉ ®cÉ cè* 

        ºÉ£ÉÉ{ÉÉÊiÉ VÉÉÒ, VÉ¤É +ÉÉ{É +É{ÉxÉä ºlÉÉxÉ ºÉä ¤ÉÉäãÉ ®cä lÉä iÉÉä càÉxÉä +ÉÉ{ÉºÉä BÉEcÉ lÉÉ ÉÊBÉE +ÉÉ{ÉxÉä UBÉDBÉEÉ àÉÉ® ÉÊnªÉÉ cè, +ÉÉVÉ +ÉÉ{ÉBÉEÉ BÉEÉä<Ç VÉ´ÉÉ¤É

xÉcÉÓ cè*  +ÉÉ{ÉxÉä ÉÊ¤ÉãÉ BÉEä {ÉFÉ àÉå £ÉÉ ÉhÉ ÉÊnªÉÉ* +ÉÉ{ÉxÉä VÉÉä ¤ÉÉiÉå BÉEcÉÒ cé, àÉé =xÉBÉEÉä nÉäc®ÉxÉÉ xÉcÉÓ SÉÉciÉÉ cÚÆ, àÉé =ºÉºÉä ºÉcàÉÉÊiÉ BªÉBÉDiÉ BÉE®iÉÉ cÚÄ* ãÉäÉÊBÉExÉ

+ÉÉ{ÉxÉä VÉÉä BÉÖEU BÉEcÉ ´Éc <ºÉBÉEÉ ABÉE {ÉFÉ cè*  àÉé <ºÉBÉEÉ nÚºÉ®É {ÉFÉ +ÉÉ{ÉBÉEä ºÉÉàÉxÉä ®JÉxÉÉ SÉÉciÉÉ cÚÄ*  VÉ¤É àÉäxÉBÉEÉ VÉÉÒ ¤ÉÉäãÉ ®cÉÒ lÉÉÓ, =xcÉåxÉä BÉEcÉ ÉÊBÉE

ºÉÉÆºÉn BÉEÉ {Én ABÉE ¤ÉcÖiÉ ¤É½É {Én cè, =ºÉºÉä VÉÖ½ä cÖA ¤ÉcÖiÉ ºÉä BÉEÉàÉ cé*  <ºÉÉÊãÉA ãÉÉäMÉÉå BÉEÉä nÚºÉ®ä {ÉnÉå {É® xÉcÉÓ VÉÉxÉÉ SÉÉÉÊcA*  càÉ ªÉc VÉÉxÉiÉä cé ÉÊBÉE

VÉ¤É ºÉÆºÉn BÉEÉ ºÉjÉ SÉãÉiÉÉ cè iÉÉä =ºÉàÉå £ÉÉÒ ºÉÉÒÉÊàÉiÉ ºÉÆJªÉÉ àÉå cÉÒ ºÉnºªÉ ÉÊcººÉÉ ãÉäiÉä cé*  àÉé ÉÊBÉEºÉÉÒ {É® ]ÉÒBÉEÉ-ÉÊ]{{ÉhÉÉÒ xÉcÉÓ BÉE® ®cÉ cÚÄ ãÉäÉÊBÉExÉ ªÉÉÊn +É£ÉÉÒ

£ÉÉÒ +ÉÉ{É ºÉäx]ÅãÉ cÉãÉ àÉå SÉãÉBÉE® näJÉ ãÉå iÉÉä ´ÉcÉÆ £ÉÉÒ BÉÖEU ºÉnºªÉÉå BÉEÉÒ ={ÉÉÎºlÉÉÊiÉ ÉÊàÉãÉ VÉÉAMÉÉÒ VÉÉä ]ÉÒ´ÉÉÒ BÉEä ºÉÉàÉxÉä ¤Éè~ä cÉåMÉä*  +ÉMÉ® ºÉÆºÉn BÉEÉ ºÉjÉ JÉiàÉ

cÉä VÉÉiÉÉ cè iÉÉä ÉÊVÉºÉ iÉ®c MÉÉÆ´É àÉå ¤Éä®ÉäVÉMÉÉ® àÉVÉnÚ® cÉäiÉä cé, =ºÉÉÒ iÉ®c ºÉä <ºÉ ºÉnxÉ BÉEä ºÉnºªÉ £ÉÉÒ ¤Éä®ÉäVÉMÉÉ® cÉä VÉÉiÉä cé*  +ÉMÉ® ´Éä ªÉcÉÆ {É® {Éè®´ÉÉÒ

BÉE®xÉÉ, ãÉÉäMÉÉå ºÉä ÉÊàÉãÉxÉÉ-VÉÖãÉxÉÉ ¤Éxn BÉE® nå +ÉÉè® BÉEÉä<Ç BÉEÉªÉÇµÉEàÉ ãÉMÉÉBÉE® £ÉÉ ÉhÉ näxÉÉ ¤ÉÆn BÉE® nå iÉÉä àÉÖZÉä ãÉMÉiÉÉ cè ÉÊBÉE =xÉBÉEÉä ãÉBÉE´ÉÉ àÉÉ® VÉÉAMÉÉ* 

=xÉBÉEä ÉÊVÉààÉä BÉEÉä<Ç BÉEÉàÉ xÉcÉÓ ®ciÉÉ cè* AäºÉÉÒ ÉÎºlÉÉÊiÉ àÉå àÉé nÉä ÉÊ¤ÉxnÖ +ÉÉ{ÉBÉEä ºÉÉàÉxÉä ®JÉxÉÉ SÉÉciÉÉ cÚÄ ÉÊBÉE ãÉÉ£É BÉEÉ {Én ¤ÉxÉÉ ®cä ªÉÉ xÉ ¤ÉxÉÉ ®cä, <ºÉBÉEä



ºÉà¤ÉxvÉ àÉå ABÉE iÉ®c BÉEÉÒ ¤ÉÉiÉ ºÉÉàÉxÉä +ÉÉxÉÉÒ SÉÉÉÊcA*  BÉEÉìãÉäVÉ BÉEä |ÉÉä{ÉEäºÉ® +ÉMÉ® ãÉÉäBÉEºÉ£ÉÉ ªÉÉ ÉÊ´ÉvÉÉxÉºÉ£ÉÉ BÉEÉ SÉÖxÉÉ´É ãÉ½iÉä cé, ´ÉcÉÆ BÉEÉ ´ÉäiÉxÉ xÉcÉÓ ãÉäiÉä cé

+ÉÉè® ºÉÆºÉn ªÉÉ ÉÊ´ÉvÉÉxÉºÉ£ÉÉ àÉå ®ciÉä cé iÉÉä =xÉBÉEÉ {Én ãÉÉ£É BÉEÉ {Én xÉcÉÓ àÉÉxÉÉ VÉÉiÉÉ cè BÉDªÉÉåÉÊBÉE ´Éä BÉEÉìãÉäVÉ ºÉä +ÉÉA cé, àÉcÉÉÊ´ÉtÉÉãÉªÉ ºÉä +ÉÉA cé *  ÉÊxÉVÉÉÒ
iÉÉè® {É® +ÉÉ{É näJÉå iÉÉä ¤ÉcÖiÉ ºÉä bÉBÉD]ºÉÇ +ÉMÉ® ºÉÉÆºÉn ¤ÉxÉ VÉÉiÉä cé iÉÉä £ÉÉÒ |ÉÉ<´Éä] |ÉèÉÎBÉD]ºÉ BÉE®iÉä cé +ÉÉè® àÉÉãÉ ÉÊMÉxÉiÉÉÒ BÉE®iÉä cé* àÉÉxÉxÉÉÒªÉ £ÉÉ®uÉVÉ VÉÉÒ +ÉMÉ®

BÉEÉxÉÚxÉ àÉÆjÉÉÒ xÉcÉÓ cÉäiÉä +ÉÉè® ÉÊºÉ{ÉEÇ ®ÉVªÉ ºÉ£ÉÉ àÉå ®ciÉä iÉÉä ºÉÖ|ÉÉÒàÉ-BÉEÉä]Ç àÉå VÉÉBÉE® ¤ÉcºÉ BÉE®BÉEä àÉÉãÉ ¤ÉxÉÉ ºÉBÉEiÉä cé* <ºÉÉÒ ºÉnxÉ BÉEä ¤ÉcÖiÉ ºÉä ºÉnºªÉÉå BÉEÉÒ

ÉÊxÉVÉÉÒ BÉEÆ{ÉÉÊxÉªÉÉå àÉå ÉÊcººÉänÉ®ÉÒ cè, =xÉ {É® <ºÉÉÊãÉA ªÉc BÉEÉxÉÚxÉ ãÉÉMÉÚ xÉcÉÓ cÉä ºÉBÉEiÉÉ BÉDªÉÉåÉÊBÉE <ºÉ ºÉ®BÉEÉ® xÉä =xÉBÉEÉä àÉxÉÉäxÉÉÒiÉ xÉcÉÓ ÉÊBÉEªÉÉ cè* <ºÉÉÒ ºÉnxÉ BÉEä

¤ÉcÖiÉ ºÉä ºÉnºªÉ ~äBÉEänÉ®ÉÒ BÉE®ÉiÉä cé =xÉ {É® ªÉc BÉEÉxÉÚxÉ ãÉÉMÉÚ xÉcÉÓ cÉä ºÉBÉEiÉÉ cè BÉDªÉÉåÉÊBÉE ºÉ®BÉEÉ® xÉä =xÉBÉEÉä ~äBÉEänÉ® àÉxÉÉäxÉÉÒiÉ xÉcÉÓ ÉÊBÉEªÉÉ cè* +ÉMÉ® +ÉÉ{É

ºÉnºªÉÉå BÉEÉä ãÉÉ£É BÉEä {Én ºÉä ´ÉÆÉÊSÉiÉ BÉE®xÉÉ SÉÉciÉä cé iÉÉä ºÉ®BÉEÉ® BÉEÉä ABÉE BÉEÉxÉÚxÉ ¤ÉxÉÉxÉÉ SÉÉÉÊcA ÉÊBÉE BÉEÉä<Ç £ÉÉÒ ºÉnºªÉ VÉ¤É iÉBÉE <ºÉ {Én {É® ¤ÉxÉÉ ®cäMÉÉ, iÉ¤É

iÉBÉE |ÉÉ<´Éä] ªÉÉ ºÉ®BÉEÉ®ÉÒ BÉEÉä<Ç £ÉÉÒ BÉEÉàÉ xÉcÉÓ BÉE® ºÉBÉEiÉÉ cè, ´ÉBÉEÉÒãÉ ºÉÖ|ÉÉÒàÉ BÉEÉä]Ç àÉå ¤ÉcºÉ xÉcÉÓ BÉE® ºÉBÉEiÉÉ cè, bÉBÉD]® |ÉÉ<´Éä] |ÉèÉÎBÉD]ºÉ xÉcÉÓ BÉE® ºÉBÉEiÉÉ

cè +ÉÉè® BÉEÉä<Ç ºÉÉÆºÉn ~äBÉEänÉ®ÉÒ xÉcÉÓ BÉE® ºÉBÉEiÉÉ cè, iÉ¤É càÉ àÉÉxÉåMÉä ÉÊBÉE +ÉÉ{É BÉEÉxÉÚxÉ ¤ÉxÉÉxÉÉ SÉÉciÉä cé +ÉÉè® ºÉÉÆºÉnÉå BÉEÉä ABÉE ºÉÚjÉ àÉå ¤ÉÉÆvÉxÉÉ SÉÉciÉä cé* +ÉMÉ®

+ÉÉ{É ªÉc xÉcÉÓ BÉE® ºÉBÉEiÉä cé iÉÉä ABÉE-nÉä-iÉÉÒxÉ ºÉä U{{ÉxÉ iÉBÉE ÉÊMÉxÉxÉä BÉEÉÒ VÉâó®iÉ xÉcÉÓ cè*

        càÉxÉä àÉÉxÉxÉÉÒªÉ àÉÆjÉÉÒ VÉÉÒ BÉEÉä {ÉjÉ ÉÊãÉJÉBÉE® ºÉÖZÉÉ´É ÉÊnªÉÉ lÉÉ ÉÊBÉE +ÉÉ{É iÉÉÒxÉ ãÉÉ<xÉÉå BÉEÉ ÉÊ¤ÉãÉ ãÉÉ<ªÉä*     “ºÉÆºÉn (ÉÊxÉ®ciÉÉÇ ÉÊxÉ´ÉÉ®hÉ)ºÉÆ¶ÉÉävÉxÉ
ÉÊ´ÉvÉäªÉBÉE, 2006 BÉEÉÒ vÉÉ®É iÉÉÒxÉ BÉEä µÉEàÉÉÆBÉE-nÉä BÉEä {É¶SÉÉiÉ VÉÉä½É VÉÉA ÉÊBÉE  “´ÉèºÉÉ BÉEÉä<Ç £ÉÉÒ {Én ÉÊVÉºÉ {É® BÉEÉä<Ç ºÉÆºÉn ºÉnºªÉ/VÉxÉ|ÉÉÊiÉÉÊxÉÉÊvÉ, +ÉvªÉFÉ, =
{ÉÉvªÉFÉ, ºÉÉÊSÉ´É +ÉlÉ´ÉÉ ÉÊxÉnæ¶ÉBÉE àÉÆbãÉ BÉEÉ ºÉnºªÉ BÉEä °ô{É àÉå {Én vÉÉ®hÉ BÉE®iÉÉ cè +ÉÉè® BÉEÉä<Ç ´ÉäiÉxÉ £ÉkÉÉ +ÉÉÉÊn xÉcÉÓ ãÉäiÉÉ cè,  ãÉÉ£É BÉEÉ {Én xÉcÉÓ àÉÉxÉÉ

VÉÉAMÉÉ +ÉÉè® ªÉc 4 +É|ÉèãÉ 1959 ºÉä +ÉÆiÉ&ºlÉÉÉÊ{ÉiÉ ºÉàÉZÉÉ VÉÉAMÉÉ” *

         +ÉÉ{É nÉä £ÉÉMÉÉå àÉå <ºÉä àÉiÉ ¤ÉÉÆÉÊ]ªÉä* +ÉMÉ® +ÉÉ{É ÉÊBÉEºÉÉÒ BªÉÉÎBÉDiÉ-ÉÊ´É¶Éä É BÉEä ÉÊãÉA BÉEÉä<Ç ÉÊ¤ÉãÉ ¤ÉxÉÉAÆMÉä iÉÉä =ºÉBÉEÉ BÉEÉä<Ç ºÉàÉlÉÇxÉ xÉcÉÓ BÉE®äMÉÉ +ÉÉè®

=ºÉä +ÉÉ{ÉBÉEÉÒ xÉÉÒªÉiÉ BÉEÉ {ÉiÉÉ SÉãÉ VÉÉAMÉÉ* ªÉc iÉÉä ¶É¤nÉå BÉEÉ JÉäãÉ +ÉÉ{É JÉäãÉ ®cä cé* +ÉÉ{É ¶É¤nÉå BÉEä uÉ®É BÉEc nÉÒÉÊVÉªÉä ÉÊBÉE {ÉEãÉÉÆxÉÉ ´ÉÆÉÊSÉiÉ cÉä MÉªÉÉ, {ÉEãÉÉÆxÉÉ

´ÉÆÉÊSÉiÉ xÉcÉÓ cÖ+ÉÉ* +ÉÉ{É ¶É¤nÉå BÉEÉ JÉäãÉ àÉiÉ JÉäÉÊãÉªÉä* +ÉMÉ® +ÉÉ{É ÉÊBÉEºÉÉÒ BÉEÉä ãÉÉ£É BÉEä {Én ºÉä ´ÉÆÉÊSÉiÉ ®JÉxÉÉ +ÉÉ´É¶ªÉBÉE ºÉàÉZÉiÉä cé iÉÉä c® {Én BÉEÉä ´ÉÆÉÊSÉiÉ BÉE®

nÉÒÉÊVÉA* +ÉMÉ® BÉEÉä<Ç BªÉÉÎBÉDiÉ ´ÉäiÉxÉ xÉcÉÓ ãÉäiÉÉ cè iÉÉä ãÉÉ£É BÉEä {Én ºÉä ´ÉÆÉÊSÉiÉ ºÉàÉZÉÉ VÉÉAMÉÉ* +ÉMÉ® ãÉÉ£É BÉEä {Én {É® ÉÊBÉEºÉÉÒ BÉEÉä ®JÉxÉÉ SÉÉciÉä cé iÉÉä SÉÉcä BÉEÉä<Ç

àÉÉxÉxÉÉÒªÉ ºÉnºªÉÉ =ºÉ {Én {É® ¤Éè~xÉä ´ÉÉãÉÉÒ cÉå ªÉÉ ¤Éè~ÉÒ lÉÉÓ, =xÉBÉEÉÒ ºÉnºªÉiÉÉ <ºÉºÉä VÉÉiÉÉÒ cè iÉÉä VÉÉA* +ÉÉ{É SÉÖxÉÉ´É BÉEÉÒ iÉèªÉÉ®ÉÒ BÉE®´ÉÉ<ªÉä* +ÉMÉ® nÉä iÉ®c BÉEÉÒ

xÉÉÒÉÊiÉ ¤ÉxÉÉBÉE® +ÉÉ{É SÉÉcåMÉä ÉÊBÉE ºÉnxÉ BÉEÉ |ÉªÉÉäMÉ ÉÊBÉEºÉÉÒ BªÉÉÎBÉDiÉ BÉEÉä ¤ÉSÉÉxÉä BÉEä ÉÊãÉA ÉÊBÉEªÉÉ VÉÉA iÉÉä càÉ <ºÉBÉEä ÉÊãÉA iÉèªÉÉ® xÉcÉÓ cé*

        ºÉ£ÉÉ{ÉÉÊiÉ VÉÉÒ, +ÉÉ{É ÉÊVÉºÉ iÉ®c ºÉä {ÉFÉ àÉå ¤ÉÉäãÉä lÉä, àÉé +ÉÉ{ÉBÉEä ABÉE-ABÉE ¶É¤n ºÉä |É£ÉÉÉÊ´ÉiÉ cÚÆ BÉDªÉÉåÉÊBÉE càÉ àÉcºÉÚºÉ BÉE®iÉä cé ÉÊBÉE +ÉÉ{É ªÉcÉÆ JÉ½ä

®ÉÊcªÉäMÉÉ +ÉÉè® VÉ¤É ºÉ®BÉEÉ® BÉEÉÒ ¤ÉÉiÉ +ÉÉªÉäMÉÉÒ iÉÉä =ºÉÉÒ iÉ®c ¤É®É¤É® ºÉ®BÉEÉ® BÉEä {ÉFÉ àÉå £ÉÉ ÉhÉ näiÉä ®ÉÊcªÉäMÉÉ* <xcÉÓ ¶É¤nÉå BÉEä ºÉÉlÉ àÉé +É{ÉxÉÉÒ ¤ÉÉiÉ ºÉàÉÉ{iÉ

BÉE®iÉÉ cÚÆ*

                                                                               

 

SHRI KHARABELA SWAIN (BALASORE): Sir, I rise to oppose The Parliament (Prevention of Disqualification)
Amendment Bill 2006.  I am not against any person per se; I am against the Bill itself.  I am against this West
Bengal-centric Bill.

            My first point is this.  The Present Home Minister of this country, who is the ex-Speaker of Lok Sabha, has
time and again on the floor of this House said that all the Bills originating from this House should go to the
Standing Committee excepting those Bills which are dealing with grammatical or typographical error.              Sir,
my point is this.  In this Bill, the office which the Speaker of this House is holding in West Bengal is also being
brought in.  Is it not required that this Bill should be sent to the Standing Committee for discussion?  …
(Interruptions)

            Just take an example.  Kindly see serial no. 8 in this Bill.  The Sriniketan Santiniketan Development
Authority, a body constituted under the West Bengal Town and Country (Planning and Development) Act, 1979
(West Bengal Act No. 13 of 1979) has been exempted from being an Office of Profit.  I am not going to explain
anything else.  But my appeal is that the Speaker should send this Bill to the Standing Committee for evaluation,
for examination because his name is also brought into that. … (Interruptions)



SHRI AJOY CHAKRABORTY (BASIRHAT): My colleague has suggested for a Committee.  He said that an All-
Party Committee should be constituted to examine it. … (Interruptions)

SHRI KHARABELA SWAIN : My second point is this.  All the time, the hon. Members from the Left have been
specifically harping on one point that there is no clear definition of Office of Profit.  The hon. Law Minister is an
eminent lawyer of this country.  Even he accused the Leader of the Opposition, Shri Advani by saying that he does
not know the rules.  Before some time he mentioned like this.  He knows it pretty well … (Interruptions)

 

THE MINISTER OF LAW AND JUSTICE (SHRI H.R. BHARDWAJ): We never mentioned about the Speaker but
you are committing another unreasonable precedent in the House by commenting on the Speaker.  Has it ever
happened that a Member made a comment on the Speaker?  I have never said anything unethical. But this is the
first time in my long parliamentary career, a Speaker of the House has been accused by a Member. That is the new
thing you are opening. … (Interruptions)

gÉÉÒ VÉÖAãÉ +ÉÉä®ÉàÉ (ºÉÖxn®MÉfÃ) : càÉ ãÉÉäMÉ JÉÖãÉ BÉE® ¤ÉÉäãÉåMÉä*…(BªÉ´ÉvÉÉxÉ) 

SHRI H.R. BHARDWAJ: This is what I said about your leader also. … (Interruptions)

SHRI KHARABELA SWAIN : Sir, I am not accusing the hon. Speaker. … (Interruptions)

ºÉ£ÉÉ{ÉÉÊiÉ àÉcÉänªÉ   :+ÉÉ{É +É{ÉxÉÉÒ ¤ÉÉiÉ BÉEciÉä ®ÉÊcA*

SHRI KHARABELA SWAIN  : Sir, I am not accusing the Speaker.  My only point is that the Government itself
have mentioned the name of an institution and they say that it should be exempted.  What does it mean?  That
means, in all probability it is in the Office of Profit.  The Government itself have brought this and the Opposition
has not brought this.… (Interruptions)

ºÉ£ÉÉ{ÉÉÊiÉ àÉcÉänªÉ  :  +ÉÉ{É +ÉÉMÉä ¤ÉÉäÉÊãÉA, +É{ÉxÉÉÒ ¤ÉÉiÉ BÉEÉÊcA*

SHRI KHARABELA SWAIN : Secondly, all the time the hon. Members from the Left, specifically Shri Basu Deb
Acharia and Shri Sudhakar Reddy mentioned that there is no clear definition of Office of Profit.  The hon. Law
Minister knows it pretty well that there is no law anywhere in the world which is inflexible, which has been made
once and it has remained so.  All the time, the law and the rules are an evolutionary process.  It is an evolutionary
process through conventions, through judicial pronouncements, and it keeps on changing.  So, the founding fathers
of our Constitution could not have foreseen about 58 years ago that they would make such a law which would
continue and which would be sustainable for all time to come.  It would not have been possible.  That is why, they
constituted a Committee called ‘Joint Committee on Office of Profit’.  I was a member of that Committee in the

13th Lok Sabha for four years. 

            Mr. Chairman, Sir, when you spoke from here, you mentioned that in April 1954, this Committee under the
chairmanship of Pandit Thakurdas Bhargava was constituted.

            What was the necessity of that Committee? What was the purpose of that Committee? The purpose of that
Committee was that they would define which post constitutes office of profit and which post does not constitute
office of profit. That was the purpose.



            I will bring another very important point here. This very Committee on Office of Profit decided on 15th

July 1988 that all the Ministries of the Government of India and the State Governments might be asked to obtain
prior approval of the Speaker of the Lok Sabha or the Chairman of Rajya Sabha, as the case may be, before
nominating any MP to any Government or Committee or body unless the Act under which such Committee or
body has been set up provides for appointment of an MP from incurring disqualification by the provisions of the
relevant Act itself.

            As you know pretty well, because you are a very senior Member, that whenever we are made a Director, a
Member, a Chairman of any Committee in the State Government, these are being referred to the Committee on
Office of Profit which clears whether it constitutes an office of profit or not.

            My point is about these 40 people about whom it has been mentioned in the Statement of Objects and
Reasons. The Government is considering this because their membership will go. Here my question to the hon. Law
Minister is this. Why did those people not refer their case to the Office of Profit Committee? Do you mean to say
that they will say that they did not know the rule? Is ignorance of law an excuse? They could have referred to it and
the Joint Committee on Office  and asked  whether it constitutes an office of profit . They did not do that and I
charge that they did it deliberately.  They knew that if they refer it to the Committee, the Committee would say no,
this is an office of profit and you cannot hold it.

            We are being elected as MLAs and MPs. My point is this. Is it not sufficient? What more do you want?
How many people in this country have the good fortune of coming and sitting in this House? Is it not sufficient?
Still, you require Ministership. If not Ministership, then you require Chairman of any Board. If not,  then
something else is required. Is it not so? … (Interruptions)

            Sir, please give me two or three minutes’ more time.

            This Bill is against all the canons of morality. It is against all the canons of morality and it is against the
Constitution itself. It is against ethics and everything. I will tell the hon. Members of the Left that when they were
accusing the BJP at the time of disqualifying those Members who took bribe for asking questions, it is the leader of
the Leftist Party, the CPM, who was accusing that it is the BJP which is having the most number of Members who
are getting disqualified. I am asking them this question. Let them ask themselves what sort of backdoor business
they are making. What sort of backdoor business are they making just to protect their own interests? …
(Interruptions) This is only the question of getting the plum posts. Just to have those plum posts, the so-called
Leftists, who say that they are the greatest moralists in the world, and who are having 17 such Members here, are
doing this.

My last point is that let this case be referred to the Election Commission.  If they say that all these posts
actually constitute office of profit then and these Members should be disqualified, let them go to the people.   Let
them face the by-election, because in a democracy there is nothing better than facing the election.    The hon.
Leader of the Congress Party, by her great renunciation, showed the way.  … (Interruptions) They are supporting
the Congress Party.  They should follow the principle adopted by great Shrimati Sonia Gandhi who also won the
by-election.  They can also do the same thing.  Let them do that.   … (Interruptions)  It is equally applicable to
them not only to you. … (Interruptions) 

            So, Sir, my appeal to you is that either this Bill should be sent to the Standing Committee for examination
or else all these Members should resign.  They should go to the people and face the election.

            Sir, with these few words, I conclude.



 

MR. CHAIRMAN : Shri K.S. Rao.  Please conclude within five minutes.

… (Interruptions)

 

SHRI K.S. RAO (ELURU): Yes Sir.  But,  first of all, please bring the House into order. … (Interruptions)

            I rise to support the Bill.   I heard the objections raised for introduction of the Bill by the hon. Leader of the
Opposition, Shri L.K. Advani.  I was also present on the day when the House was adjourned sine die.   The
ferociousness  and the speed with which the Opposition Leader had come that day and told the entire House that
`the ruling UPA Government is trying to adjourn the House sine die with a view to protect the membership of
Shrimati Sonia Gandhi, our leader’ was visible then.     That is visible.  He directly expressed.  He also expressed
that he heard that there was a rumour going on that the Government was trying to bring an ordinance to protect
her.   So, the entire concentration of the Leader of the Opposition and the Members of the Opposition at that time,
as I found, was only on her that she should lose her seat.   The very next day, when she resigned her membership,
the entire thing had cooled down. … (Interruptions)   We kept quiet very silent.  … (Interruptions) I was  very
silent when you spoke. … (Interruptions) 

If that was the view, if it were to be to protect her own membership, she should not have resigned.  
Obviously, it was with an intention that this is going to be a crisis, that more number of Members of Parliament are
going to lose their seats on this issue, maybe that the Government has thought to bring some amendment or to
allow a legislation or ordinance.  

            Sir, when Shri Jaswant Singh, the Leader of the Opposition in the Rajya Sabha, was asked to give the
opinion of the BJP, he did not give any clear idea.    He did not say that `we are opposed to it or we are in favour of
it’. That means, they are neither this way nor that way.   Obviously, as one of our hon. Members was telling, their
entire concentration was only on Shrimati Sonia Gandhi because they feel that she has become a great leader or a
block for them to come into power.  If she were not to be a Member here or a Leader of this Party, then they have
got a hope that they can come back to power one day or the other.    I would have been very happy had they
discussed about the issues of the poor, farmers, drinking water, education or healthcare to the poor who are below
the poverty line or elimination of poverty etc.

            At any time we see, the concentration was only on her and not on these issues. I heard respectable Member,
Shrimati Maneka Gandhi speaking on this very eloquently in a very good language. She was telling that when she
was Chairperson of the Animal Welfare Board, some of the pharmaceutical companies were doing wrong things in
the laboratories. When she was highlighting all these things, she said, they brought pressure to see that she is out of
the post of Chairperson of the Animal Welfare Board. When the then Minister of Environment, Shri T.R. Baalu felt
that the office that she was holding was an office of profit, which she cannot hold both as Member of this House as
well as that office, she preferred to resign the post of Chairperson of the Animal Welfare Board and not the
membership of Parliament. That means she was ready to sacrifice the interests of the animals which is detrimental
at the instance of the pharmaceutical companies. This is very clear. This is one.

            Secondly, even at that time, this rule of office of profit was there on which she would have been
disqualified at that time. Because the NDA Government was there, she could be saved and nobody spoke about it.
She also says very categorically – “Sir, it was decided to remove me; but how to do that without incurring my
wrath as a member of the NDA”. It was not following the legislation. It was not following the ethics or norms. It



was the power at which you are and so she says – “I cannot be removed like this because I am a Member of the
NDA”. So, Shri T.R. Baalu, who was then the Minister of Environment notified that that post was an office of
profit after 42 years of its existence. Shrimati Maneka Gandhi was telling this now, today.

            It may be because she thinks that she wants to take against Shrimati Sonia Gandhi or she is very much
interested to see that Shrimati Sonia Gandhi should lose the seat, today she says about the ethics, about the office
of profit and why should there be a legislation and all that. Did she say so at that time when she was holding two
posts? Here is Shrimati Sonia Gandhi who resigned the membership. Shrimati Maneka Gandhi did not resign the
membership of this House. She resigned, on the contrary, from the other post.

            As you were telling, Sir, when you were speaking from here, even in the case of Shrimati Jaya Bachchan,
we never think that Shrimati Jaya Bachchan was holding the second post to earn money or to make benefit out of
it. But because, under the legislation, as somebody has complained, the concerned organisation has given a verdict
that she should leave the membership. But, none of us were interested. None of us can say that she was holding
that post for making money out of it or out of any personal interest. Having realised, because of the incident, the
attention of the entire country was caught that so many people are there in a similar situation. When it was
spreading to so many people, it is the duty of this House to bring a legislation. We cannot leave it like that.

            No legislation, when it was made initially, was foolproof. There may be hundred mistakes in them. As time
passes, as conditions change we amend those things. Shri K. Yerrannaidu was telling that it was amended five
times. Why should anybody oppose this Bill? Is it detrimental or is it against the dignity of the House? If it were to
be against the dignity of the House, how was it made in 1959? In 1959 this Act was made when eminent people
were there. When it was not opposed at that time why should it be opposed now? Why should the Members think
that it is against the dignity of the House?

            I can understand it. Many of the Members can propose many other posts, offices of profit which can be
included in it under exemption. But it cannot be that simply because today Shrimati Sonia Gandhi was there in
their mind that they can abuse or they can say it or attribute motives or make allegations and everything on this
Bill.

            Shrimati Maneka Gandhi was also telling and I want to quote. Now hon. Member Shrimati Maneka Gandhi
says that “If you were to be a Member of Parliament, you have got full work here. So, there is no need to hold a
second assignment.” Then, why did she hold the assignment of the Chairman of the Animal Welfare Board? I do
not attribute motives on her. She must have had an interest in the animal welfare and because she has got not only
interest but she has got the capacity, she was holding that assignment.

            There is nothing to find fault with it. Similarly, many of the Members might be experts in some areas, apart
from being a Member. So, they are holding other posts also. I do not think that there is anything wrong in it. They
should hold other offices with a fair intention that they should not make money by that position. So, we have
brought this legislation. If a Member wanted to make profit, certainly there are other ways to condemn him. When
some Members had taken money and it was proved beyond doubt, the other day this House had taken action and
condemned their actions. In a similar way, if some Member was misusing the second position, you may condemn
him.

            It is very surprising that hon. Member has said “Does the Government wish to give an additional public
image to those of their MPs who could not be accommodated in the Ministries but need a car and office?” Will the
Members be preferring to hold second office simply for the sake of car, office or house? She attributes motive that
Shrimati Sonia Gandhi was holding the office of National Advisory Council for the sake of office, for the sake of a
car. These things are so petty. The nation can judge what amount of difference is there between her and Shrimati



Sonia Gandhi. She has never said anything about Shrimati Maneka Gandhi. Whatever applies to Shrimati Sonia
Gandhi must be applied to me and to her also. She forgets all those things. Criticising others is easy, but when it
comes to us, then it is known to everybody.

            It is true that this Bill may not be comprehensive and may not be totally foolproof. Tomorrow, we may find
some more assignments to be exempted. So, we can find a way where all such things will not be there. So, I wish
the hon. Minister to go ahead with Bill and get this Bill passed. If any of the Member were to have any genuine
areas which are also to be exempted, they can be included. We have already seen an amendment brought by the
hon. Minister. Some more offices can be added. Otherwise, today we can pass the Bill and later, we can come with
amendments. It is not a crime to bring amendments to an Act.

With a fair mind, if any Member were to think in this manner, not targeting any particular individual, it can
be done. This House is not to settle individual scores and personal enmity. So, it is with the intention that the nation
should be protected, this House should be protected that this Bill has been brought. If so many Members lose their
seats, what is the amount that would have to be spent for holding elections? For ten days, she has been telling that
the House was convened now only because of this. This House should have been convened otherwise also. It was
there earlier also. This is not a new proposition except that the House was adjourned sine die instead of getting
adjourned.

            With these few words, I request the hon. Members sitting in the House to think with a broader mind and not
to make politics as a target or individual as a target and exploit the opportunity.

MR. DEPUTY-SPEAKER: Now Shri Varkala Radhakrishnan will speak. Please conclude your speech in five
minutes.

SHRI VARKALA RADHAKRISHNAN (CHIRAYINKIL): Sir, our Law Minister is a very efficient and
experienced person, but I regret to say that this UPA Government is not having a priority in the matter of
legislative business. Now, it is evident from the way in which this Bill has been brought. I recall that as early as
March 17, 2006, I had made a Special Mention on the floor of this House asking the Government to bring in some
amendments to the Office of Profit Act, 1959 because the controversy was not a new thing. The ruling of the
Supreme Court also created such a situation. So, in the Special Mention, I had categorically stated that since there
was a controversy regarding the term ‘Office of Profit’, it was better and safe for the Government to bring in a
legislation immediately. It is available there in the records.

I also mentioned that the matter has become evident after the disqualification of Shrimati Jaya Bachchan. I
brought it out immediately after this happened. But there was no response from the Government. Nobody was
responding. If you had responded to it, then this situation could have been prevented.

What is the situation now? I will tell you about it. I am reading from the Statement of Objects and Reasons
attached to the Bill. It is stated that :

“… If this state of affairs is allowed to continue …  ”

 

We all will remember that the House was adjourned sine die under mysterious circumstances. I am saying
this because it was already decided that we would meet again for a second time, and even the business to be
transacted was designed. But all of a sudden the Government asked for adjournment sine die, and we adjourned
sine die. The Government was under the impression of bringing in an Ordinance, and I believe that for this purpose



the House was adjourned. But Shrimati Sonia Gandhi resigned immediately after adjournment of the House sine
die. Therefore, the necessity of issuing an Ordinance did not arise. This is the position with regard to this issue.

In the Statement of Objects and Reasons, it is stated that there are about 40 Members in both the Houses of
Parliament who are likely to lose their seats. It is further stated here that :

“… likely vacation of seats in both the Houses of Parliament, which will necessitate the holding of
bye-elections to fill up the resultant vacancies…”

 

            It means that the bye-elections would be a wasteful expenditure, and to prevent the wasteful expenditure
this is being done. It is stated that :

“…This will be a wasteful expenditure and will enforce unnecessary financial burden upon the
nation…”

 

            It would mean that the Government is admitting that Shrimati Sonia Gandhi’s resignation, and the resultant
bye-election is also a wasteful expenditure. If you had acted properly, then Shrimati Sonia Gandhi’s resignation
could have been prevented. But she resigned from Lok Sabha. Therefore, according to the Objects and Reasons, it
is crystal clear that Shrimati Sonia Gandhi’s bye-election is a wasteful expenditure. It is written there, and it is not
in my own words. It is written in the Statement of Objects and Reasons that Shrimati Sonia Gandhi’s bye-election
is a wasteful expenditure. I am saying this because bye-election for 40 people is a wasteful expenditure, and
Shrimati Sonia Gandhi is included among them and her bye-election is also a wasteful expenditure. This is made
crystal clear from the Statement of Objects and Reasons. This is how we are doing things.

            What has happened because of this Bill? We do not have a proper discussion on this Bill. I am saying this
because discussion includes discussion in the Standing Committee. When a Bill is under legislative scrutiny there
will be elaborate discussions in the Standing Committees, and there will be limited time available for a short
discussion on the floor of the House itself. Clause by Clause consideration, and a detailed discussion will only take
place in the Standing Committees, and that process is prevented in this case.

            We have two bitter experiences in this Session. Firstly, we all are quite aware about demolitions in Delhi. It
is a process going on for long. But the Government became vigilant immediately after political pressure came for
it, and they brought a Bill. They brought a Bill and got it passed on the same day. The introduction of the Bill was
on the same day; Clause by Clause consideration was on the same day; and final passing of the Bill was also on the
same day. It is quite unprecedented, and not a healthy parliamentary practice.

In this case also the same practice is being repeated. I am saying this because we are not getting an
opportunity to discuss it in the Committee. Is this the way Parliamentary practices are followed? Is this the way
you are holding the Session?

 

 

            Not only that, there were five Assembly elections. For that purpose, what did the Government do? All the
Demands for Grants were guillotined and finally passed preventing legislative scrutiny by the respective Standing
Committees. It could have been prevented, if the Government was conscious enough, by bringing a Vote-on-
Account. That has not happened.



MR. CHAIRMAN : Now, you have to conclude your speech.

SHRI VARKALA RADHAKRISHNAN : Now, I come to the Bill.

MR. CHAIRMAN: Now, you have to conclude your speech.

SHRI VARKALA RADHAKRISHNAN : I now come to the Bill. The Bill, I must say, is patently defective. I am in
a dilemma whether to support the Bill or not, knowing it to be practically difficult. You see, there is a list here.
There are many States where the same Corporation exists, but it has been left out. It is patently discriminatory.

            It is a concurrent subject. When you accept some office or a particular society, all people must be
exempted. I think, in some States, particularly in West Bengal, almost all have been accepted, but very few in other
States. That is not correct, and it is highly discriminatory. The Bill will not stand to scrutiny. The proper course
would have been to give the powers of delegation to State Assemblies, to State MLAs, so that the States could do
it. That is being done today. Why should you give a list?

            The Parliament will have to consider the disqualification question of accepting office of profit by this
House, but the Legislative Assemblies should decide what should be the office of profit in their respective States.
Instead of doing that, you have enumerated a list of offices, mostly in West Bengal, and a few in some other States.
This is highly discriminatory.

            Not only that, I have the Bill with me. Nowhere the ‘office of profit’ has been defined. It must be defined.
So, I suggest that a special committee should be appointed giving representation to all the political parties, and that
committee should go into the details and make a clear definition regarding office of profit. That is the only way we
can do that.

            Not only that, retrospective effect is being given from 4th July, 1959, after a gap of 46 years. Subsequently,
so many legislations have taken place, but nowhere it has given retrospective effect. The retrospective effect that is
being given is unheard of, which looks very awkward and unfair.

            On these conditions, I would request the Government to ponder over bringing a new law to make the
situation more clear and definite.

            In parliamentary democracy, for maintaining parliamentary practice and parliamentary integrity, ultimately,
I support the Bill.

SHRI BIKRAM KESHARI DEO (KALAHANDI): Sir, at the outset, I oppose the Bill. The reason for my opposing
this Bill is that in the earlier part of the day, my leader, Shri Lal Krishna Advani, mentioned that he had no
objection regarding other parts of the Bill, but he was only concerned with clause 2 of the Parliament (Prevention
of Disqualification) Amendment Bill, 2006. The reason is the extra constitutional authority that has been created.
This type of legislation requires a constitutional amendment with two-thirds of the House voting for it and getting a
change in the Constitution. This thing has been taken very lightly. This Bill shows and proves that the ruling party
is acting to protect some people from the ambit of office of profit and to keep their positions intact. This clearly
warranted a Constitutional Amendment. It would have been appropriate if a Constitutional Amendment had been
made.

Hon. Member Kishore Chandra Deo, who spoke first in this debate, said that the post of Chairperson of the
National Advisory Council was that of a facilitator for the ruling coalition. ‘Facilitator’ in other words means



‘fixer’. The ruling coalition needed a fixer because the constituent parties do not have commonality of views on
any issue.

CPI(M) has won the recent election in West Bengal. The Chief Minister goes and tells people that they are
anti-reform and anti-globalistation. He has gone on record saying that because of reforms the people of Bengal
have voted for them. I do not know how they would digest this. Eventually, the Left also has taken to the path of
globalisation.

            The post of Chairperson of the National Advisory Council constituted by the Government was just meant to
protect a person. In the Statement of Objects and Reasons of this Bill it has been stated that unwanted expenditure
would have taken place if re-elections were held. I am quite astonished to see this. If the Government wanted its
party leader Shrimati Sonia Gandhi to head the UPA, it could have given her the status of a Minister Without
Portfolio.

As per our Constitution, a Member of either Rajya Sabha or Lok Sabha only can become a Minister. Why
do they not adopt the American way? In America, they invite experts to head various Ministries. For example, the
Secretary of State for Defence, Secretary of State for Transport, etc. What pattern is the Government of India
trying to follow? Is it trying to ape the Americans? What qualification has the Chairperson of the National
Advisory Council got to occupy that post?

ºÉ£ÉÉ{ÉÉÊiÉ àÉcÉänªÉ : +ÉÉ{ÉBÉEÉ ºÉàÉªÉ ºÉàÉÉ{iÉ cÉä SÉÖBÉEÉ cè*

SHRI BIKRAM KESHARI DEO : Mr. Chairman, I oppose Clause 2 of this Bill while I support the rest of the Bill.
I have given an amendment.

ºÉ£ÉÉ{ÉÉÊiÉ àÉcÉänªÉ  : AàÉäxbàÉäx] ¤ÉÉn àÉå +ÉÉiÉä ®cåMÉä* 

SHRI BIKRAM KESHARI DEO : Thank you.

SHRIMATI JAYAPRADA (RAMPUR): Sir, I have given notice to speak on this Bill.

ºÉ£ÉÉ{ÉÉÊiÉ àÉcÉänªÉ :  ºÉàÉªÉ ºÉàÉÉ{iÉ cÉä SÉÖBÉEÉ cè* +É¤É àÉÆjÉÉÒ àÉcÉänªÉ VÉ´ÉÉ¤É nåMÉä*

 

SHRI H.R. BHARDWAJ : Sir, I am very grateful to all the hon. Members who have spoken on this Bill. …
(Interruptions)

SHRIMATI JAYAPRADA  : Sir, I have given notice.

ºÉ£ÉÉ{ÉÉÊiÉ àÉcÉänªÉ  : ºÉàÉªÉ ºÉàÉÉ{iÉ cÉä SÉÖBÉEÉ cè* 

… (Interruptions)

SHRI VIJAYENDRA PAL SINGH : Sir, the Session has been called only to pass this Bill. Why only two hours for
this? We want to raise important issues. … (Interruptions)

ºÉ£ÉÉ{ÉÉÊiÉ àÉcÉänªÉ  : +É¤É xÉcÉÓ cÉä ºÉBÉEiÉÉ cè* +ÉÉ{ÉBÉEÉÒ {ÉÉ]ÉÔ BÉEä àÉÉxÉxÉÉÒªÉ ºÉnºªÉ AãÉÉäÉÊ]b ºÉàÉªÉ ºÉä +ÉÉÊvÉBÉE ¤ÉÉäãÉ SÉÖBÉEä cé* àÉÆjÉÉÒ VÉÉÒ +ÉÉ{É +É{ÉxÉÉ £ÉÉ ÉhÉ
VÉÉ®ÉÒ ®ÉÊJÉA*

...(BªÉ´ÉvÉÉxÉ)



SHRI H.R. BHARDWAJ: Some hon. Members have said that there should have been a comprehensive review of
this Bill. … (Interruptions)

gÉÉÒ ÉÊ´ÉVÉªÉäxp {ÉÉãÉ ÉËºÉc  : àÉcÉänªÉ, <ºÉÉÒ ÉÊ¤ÉãÉ BÉEä ÉÊãÉA ªÉc ºÉè¶ÉxÉ ¤ÉÖãÉÉªÉÉ MÉªÉÉ cè +ÉÉè® càÉå cÉÒ <ºÉ {É® ¤ÉÉäãÉxÉä xÉcÉÓ ÉÊnªÉÉ VÉÉ ®cÉ cè* càÉ <ºÉ ÉÊ¤ÉãÉ {É®

¤ÉÉäãÉxÉÉ SÉÉciÉä cé iÉlÉÉ <ºÉBÉEä ÉÊãÉA nÉä PÉh]ä +ÉÉè® ¤Éè~ ºÉBÉEiÉä cé*…(BªÉ´ÉvÉÉxÉ) 

ºÉ£ÉÉ{ÉÉÊiÉ àÉcÉänªÉ  : BÉEä´ÉãÉ àÉÆjÉÉÒ VÉÉÒ BÉEÉ cÉÒ £ÉÉ ÉhÉ ÉÊ®BÉEÉbÇ àÉå VÉÉAMÉÉ +ÉÉè® BÉÖEU £ÉÉÒ ÉÊ®BÉEÉbÇ àÉå xÉcÉÓ VÉÉAMÉÉ*

…(BªÉ´ÉvÉÉxÉ)  *

ºÉ£ÉÉ{ÉÉÊiÉ àÉcÉänªÉ  : +ÉÉ{ÉBÉEÉÒ BÉEÉä<Ç ¤ÉÉiÉ ÉÊ®BÉEÉbÇ àÉå xÉcÉÓ VÉÉ ®cÉÒ cè*

 …(BªÉ´ÉvÉÉxÉ)   *

SHRI H.R. BHARDWAJ: What is required is to go into the Bill itself. It is a very limited measure to prevent from
disqualification certain Members of Parliament whose occupying some offices is likely to disqualify them …
(Interruptions)

 

 

 

 

    * Not Recorded.
 

ºÉ£ÉÉ{ÉÉÊiÉ àÉcÉänªÉ  :  +ÉÉ{ÉBÉEÉ ºÉàÉªÉ ºÉàÉÉ{iÉ cÉä MÉªÉÉ cè*

...(BªÉ´ÉvÉÉxÉ)

SHRI H.R. BHARDWAJ : Artcile 102 of the Constitution provides that a person shall be disqualified from being
chosen as, and for being, a Member of either House of Parliament and if he holds any office of profit under the
Government of India. … (Interruptions)

ºÉ£ÉÉ{ÉÉÊiÉ àÉcÉänªÉ  :  +ÉÉ{ÉBÉEÉÒ {ÉÉ]ÉÔ BÉEÉ ºÉàÉªÉ ÉÊVÉiÉxÉÉ AãÉÉ] lÉÉ, =ºÉºÉä +ÉÉÊvÉBÉE ¤ÉÉäãÉ SÉÖBÉEä cé*

...(BªÉ´ÉvÉÉxÉ)

SHRI H.R. BHARDWAJ: I cannot hear what you are saying. … (Interruptions)

ºÉ£ÉÉ{ÉÉÊiÉ àÉcÉänªÉ  : +É¤É +ÉÉ{ÉBÉEÉä +ÉÉè® ºÉàÉªÉ xÉcÉÓ ÉÊnªÉÉ VÉÉ ºÉBÉEiÉÉ cè*

...(BªÉ´ÉvÉÉxÉ)

ºÉ£ÉÉ{ÉÉÊiÉ àÉcÉänªÉ  :  àÉÆjÉÉÒ VÉÉÒ +ÉÉ{É +É{ÉxÉÉÒ ¤ÉÉiÉ BÉEÉÊcA*  =xÉBÉEÉÒ ¤ÉÉiÉ ÉÊ®BÉEÉbÇ àÉå xÉcÉÓ VÉÉ ®cÉÒ cè*

...(BªÉ´ÉvÉÉxÉ)

ºÉ£ÉÉ{ÉÉÊiÉ àÉcÉänªÉ  :   +ÉÉ{ÉBÉEÉ ºÉàÉªÉ cÉä MÉªÉÉ*  àÉÆjÉÉÒ VÉÉÒ +ÉÉ{É ¤ÉÉäÉÊãÉA, BÉEä´ÉãÉ +ÉÉ{ÉBÉEÉÒ ¤ÉÉiÉ ÉÊ®BÉEÉbÇ cÉä ®cÉÒ cè*



...(BªÉ´ÉvÉÉxÉ)

ºÉ£ÉÉ{ÉÉÊiÉ àÉcÉänªÉ  :  +ÉÉ{É ¤Éè~ VÉÉ<A*

...(BªÉ´ÉvÉÉxÉ)

SHRI H.R. BHARDWAJ: I do not think this is the proper way to debate. I only want to say a few things for the
benefit of the House.

            Firstly, the Leader of the House, Shri Advani raised some points. When I replied, he was not in the House. 
He is a very senior Member. I thought that when he raised an objection about the introduction of the Bill, he would
make a constitutional point and a parliamentary point. Only when Parliament lacks competence, then we can say
that this cannot be introduced.  But unfortunately they raised extraneous matters. Even now, the mood on this side
seems to be that let there be no political debate in the House.  This is not the way things can be discussed.  Even
the Leader of the Opposition will realise that when a Leader of the Opposition is appointed under the Statute, he or
she has to be exempted under this law.  All the Chief Whips who are appointed, they are also to be exempted under
this law.  In the case of post of Chairmen of various Commissions, namely National Commission on Scheduled
Castes, National Commission on Minority, if a Member of Parliament holds the office of Chairman, they are also
exempted under this very law.

            Now, with your permission, I would give the constitutional background of Article 102.  The World over,
even in the United Kingdom - it was referred -  they do not have a written Constitution.  So, there, it is a
convention.  Whenever Parliament wants to bar an office of profit, they, by Resolution of Parliament add it as a
disqualification. … (Interruptions) You please listen.  Have some etiquette in the House.  It is no debate.  We can
discuss these matters.

            What they do is, they go on adding  offices which disqualifies a Member.  This is one way of doing this. 
The Leader of the Opposition knows that after the Forty-Second Amendment in Mrs. Gandhi’s time, this method
was adopted and pursuant to the long research made in this by eminent Parliamentarians, they could say that, let us
accept the British system in which there is no list of such disqualifications.  They  only disqualify by Resolution of
Parliament.  But in Morarji Bhai’s Government, this was reversed by the Forty-Fourth Amendment, and they said,
no. 

I have heard some statements from the Leader of the Opposition.  I hold him in very high esteem.  We
thought that, let us not tinker with the constitutional spirit.  He himself perhaps wanted it that we should not tinker
with it, and let us continue with the present dispensation.  Many eminent legal luminaries, Attorney Generals and
very important people have gone into this issue.  They also have given this opinion that it is not possible to define
Office of Profit.  Having regard to the status of Legislature, Executive, it is not possible to lay down or precise
definition of what could be an office of profit. The Supreme Court also in several decisions have given conflicting
opinions. The latest one is Jaya Bacchan’s case, which is altogether a different approach.

17.00 hrs.

            So, I have to cater to the desires of the House, and I think, if the House feels sincerely that you want to
amend  article 102 of the Constitution,  that can be very well done with the consensus of the House.  It is your 
House; it is your power; and you can do that.

SHRI BRAJA KISHORE TRIPATHY (PURI): Withdraw it… (Interruptions)



SHRI H.R. BHARDWAJ: I do not like these kinds of  interruptions when we talk well. This is where  you should
follow the parliamentary practice.

            Sir, if the House is serious and there is a unanimity of views, we can definitely revert to a better system. 
But today, after the research made by senior parliamentarians like Thakurdas Bhargava and others, this was thought
to be a better way in which  we are going ahead.

Sir, this is a very small Bill.  There are  only five sections  which have been dealth with in this Bill.  Section
3 is the most relevant Section, which says that whenever any Member of Parliament or an eminent person is
appointed to an office of profit, then he or she has to be exempted under this law.  So, that is the point.  When  Shri
Pranab Mukherjee  was as the Deputy-Chairman, Planning Commission and he was to enter the Parliament House,
I had to bring this Amendment, which nobody objected.  Every Chief Whip is exempted; every Leader of the
Opposition is exempted; every Chairman of a Commission is exempted. But I am very surprised to say that if our
leader, Shrimati Sonia Gandhi is exempted from heading the National Advisory Council, they feel differently! 
That is where we feel greatly pained.

Let us have respect for each other.  If a leader of a very big party is appointed to a position, which is to advise some
NGOs, what is wrong in it?  There are 15 eminent NGOs working under the National Advisory  Council giving a
lot of inputs to the legisation, which practice was not invoked till this NAC was appointed. Times have changed. 
NGOs have a greater role. And, she was not drawing anything more than what a Member of Parliament gets. 
Somebody referred to her house.  She has a house already allotted to her in her name, and she could draw the same
salary as a Member of Parliament.  There was nothing big she was getting out of it.  Therefore, to allege that
everything is being done in her interest or for her interest,  is travesty of fact and far from truth.

So, with great respect, Sir, I would submit that let us have a little tolerance for each other.  I have never
seen this kind of an intolerance in Parliament.  We may have different views. We go to the polls with different
views, and people give their verdict.  I think, she rightly did, against the wishes of all of us;  she went through her
own introspection, and decided; contested and came back to the Lok Sabha.  Let us not make an issue out of it.

17.03  hrs.                    (Mr. Deputy-Speaker in the Chair)

Several eminent MPs are doing some public service in their own fields.  Some hon. Members are doing such
services in West Bengal also.  Shanti Niketan is a very prestigious institution and if a Member of Parliament is
giving time to serve Shanti Niketan, I think, he is doing service to the country. Why should there be an objection
that it should be called an office of profit?  Several eminent MPs, during their free time, do and work in their
constituencies.  Several Development Boards  and other institutions are there.  This is the approach that we should
exempt them. I am sorry and I am greatly pained  and I do not hold any partisan attitude. The day it was being
thought  after Jaya Bachchan’ case  -- I have known here very well and intimately --  if she had sought any help
from us, we would have  willingly helped  her that she should not be debarred.  But it is the Election Commission’s
litigation which was being fought by her, and when she got disqualified it became a big news.  Thereafter, the
whole process started seeing as to how many would be affected.

Sir, I would remind this House that there is  an endless list which is continuously flowing to me everyday. 
Every MP is scared now.  Therefore, if an exercise has been undertaken, let us take it seriously.  Why are you
making a fun of it?  All MPs should take it seriously and then decide it.  I can frankly tell you that we are prepared
for any discussion on this issue.  But I am greatly pained by the attitude of the Bhartiya Janata Party.  I talked to
Sushmaji, I talked to Prof. V.K. Malhotra.  Advaniji was not available, otherwise I would have talked to him also. 
It was all to get help from them.  I am not doing it for saving me from disqualification.  I am doing it for Members
of Parliament of different political parties.  I hold them all in very high esteem.

Therefore, this is an exercise for public good and the Parliament (Prevention of Disqualification) Act is meant for
this purpose.  May I read one line from the Constitution?  Article 102 itself says:



“All offices of profit can be exempted by the Parliament.”
 

            Parliament has this competence and some people doubt whether the Parliament has got the competence or
not.   This is where this partisan attitude does not do good for parliamentary debates.  If this House decides
unanimously, we could have the British system in India so that whenever you want to disqualify, you can bring a
law or a resolution.  It would be very well and this country would accept it.  But it is this very Parliament which

has said and some of the leaders who are still sitting in the Opposition were party to it that 42nd amendment is not

good and that we rule it out by 44th amendment did that system away.

            Now there is a conflict of decisions in the courts and the Election Commission has interpreted it as the law
stands.  I am duty bound to bring this law before the House to protect all the Members across the board.  It is not
that I am doing it for my party.  Let me tell you frankly, I will not name, the Members of Parliament’s who is who
here.  But we have tried to cover the entire opposition and all other people.  If some hon. Member of BJP suffers,
he will suffer because of BJP’s own attitude.  You cannot blame us tomorrow.  It is because you have not helped
us.  We have been going to your doors.  How many leaders you want me to contact?  I will again contact them.  But
this is lack of cooperation, consideration and lack of sincere desire to go into this kind of legislation.

            The Constitution permits this Parliament to legislate on this issue and this is a very important matter.  A
sensation is being created and said that the Government is bringing this and that.  Sir, can any Minister bring an
Ordinance unless the House is prorogued or at least one House is prorogued?  A news was sent to the Press that
tomorrow the Ordinance will come and heavens will fall.  This is never done.  I do not keep anything secret.

gÉÉÒ +ÉxÉÆiÉ MÉÆMÉÉ®ÉàÉ MÉÉÒiÉä  :  +ÉÉ{ÉxÉä cÉ=ºÉ BÉEÉä ºÉÉ<xÉ-A-bÉ<Ç ÉÊBÉEºÉÉÊãÉA ÉÊBÉEªÉÉ lÉÉ?

SHRI H.R. BHARDWAJ:  After adjourning the House sine die, you have to prorogue the House.  I presume you
have at least this knowledge that without prorogation, you cannot have an Ordinance. 

MR. DEPUTY-SPEAKER: Do you mean to say that this will also be applicable to Jayaji?

SHRI H.R. BHARDWAJ:  Sir, nobody knew that Shrimati Jaya Bachchan’s case was going on except her.  It was
pending with the Election Commission.  There was certain election petition also.  We have done justice to her also
in this case.  Whatever I could do to help her out, I have done.  I have put her case also.  So, there is no personal ill
will or animosity or prejudice against anybody.  But today I am surprised to see that there is a calculated attempt to
stop Parliament from discussing such a serious issue.  This is never done.  Therefore, this House has the authority
and competence to legislate.  When this House has the competence to legislate and if we do not legislate, that will
be the abdication of duty.  Even if one Member of Parliament of either side is disqualified for lack of performance
of duty, I will presume myself guilty.  Therefore, I brought this Bill.  I have been very anxious from day one.  I
have been phoning leaders after leaders and asking them if there is any hon. Member who needs to be exempted. 
An exhaustive list is there.  In England, there are thousands of such exemptions.  If you follow English precedents,
they go on adding because whenever they entrust some responsibility to any Member of Parliament, they have to
exempt him.  Therefore, addition of more officers of profit is not something bad. 

One issue was raised that the Members of Parliament should not be doctors and advocates.  That view has
also been raised and discussed in England before Noland Committee went into this whole thing.  The Members of
Parliament are not whole time employees.  In one very important case, I argued for months and years and finally, I
convinced the court that the Members of Parliament are nobody’s servants.  They are the most independent people. 



They are more independent than judges even because they speak openly for public and that is why they enjoy
certain amenities and freedom under the Constitution.

            Therefore, if you want Members of Parliament should be whole-timers, then you decide about their perks
and salaries like as it is done in organisations where such provisions exist. Here, it is only parliamentary functions
that are discharged by Members of Parliament. Otherwise, somebody is a farmer; somebody is a teacher; somebody
is a doctor and somebody is a businessman and they are discharging their respective functions. I do not think we
should bind them down totally. We should give them the freedom. Freedom of Parliament is one of the most
important aspects of democracy. Any thought of putting fetters on this will not be appreciated in the larger interest
of democracy. Therefore, we should all contribute our mite in building up healthy traditions that when Members of
Parliament are asked to discharge certain functions, they should be free to do that and that is not for money.
Nobody goes to these Trusts and Societies for money. There are certain prestigious Trusts and we have exempted
them all. We have also exempted certain societies. There are certain institutions and corporations. Therefore, we
had to bring this law. We had tried to be fair and much more fair than on any other occasion in the past. It is
because we are all Members of Parliament. There is no partisan view. Once we are elected as Members of
Parliament, we are Members of Parliament for the whole country. That is the approach… (Interruptions) Let me
finish please. You can raise it later. There are many Members who have raised certain issues. I would like to
address those issues.

            Sir, we have exempted, under this law, all trusts whether public or private. So, Members of Parliament
should not bother if they are holding any position in any Trust, be it public or private. Similarly, we have exempted
all Government bodies and members of Societies registered under Society Act or any other law which is in force at
the time being. These are the two major things that have been proposed and a large number of Members of
Parliament, who are doing some kind of public service, will benefit from these provisions in this legislation. Some
people are running schools. They are registered societies. A lot of work has gone into it. This exemption table is
only with regard to statutory and those which needs specifically to be exempted. There is no other way to deal with
this problem.

            Sir, one issue was raised about dispensing with the rules. These are matters of procedure. The Chair is the
final authority and if there is a consensus in the House, I am bound by it. This time was essentially kept because we
could not deal with this problem then and now all these saving clauses are meant only with a view to achieving this
objective for which this Bill is being brought forward. This is a very fair deal. The Government is bringing forward
this Bill only to protect the interest of the hon. Members of this House who otherwise would be disqualified by the
Election Commission. If any hon. Member has any suggestion, I have an open mind and we will constitute a
Committee to go into those suggestions and the Joint Committee on Offices of Profit can also go into those
suggestions. This is a never-ending procedure.

The courts will go on handing out judgements. We are examining the latest one. We have tried to enact this
law according to what had been laid down in the Jaya Bacchan case. There were two different views of the
Supreme Court earlier. This is the latest one. We have covered the suggestions given by everybody. I am grateful to
the hon. Members for their suggestions.

            Sir, before I conclude I would like to repeat that we do not have any ill-will against anybody. We have
respect for leaders of all Parties, but unfortunately, it is our leader who is always under attack. Do people think that
we have no commitment for our leader? If they will do like this, then we will also start doing this. We hold every
leader in high esteem. Our leader has demonstrated a positive attitude. She has certain basic principles, ethical
principles, moral values which are lacking in the other side.



MR. DEPUTY-SPEAKER:  The question is:

“That the Bill further to amend the Parliament (Prevention of Disqualification) Act, 1959, be taken
into consideration.”

 

The motion was adopted.

MR. DEPUTY-SPEAKER:  The House may now take up clause by clause consideration of the Bill.

The question is:

            “That clause 2 stand part of the Bill.”

The motion was adopted.

Clause 2 was added to the Bill.

                       

Clause 3                    Insertion of new Table

Amendments made:

Page 3, for line 2,-

substitute “13. The State Fisheries Development Corporation Limited,                    West
Bengal.”.                                           (6)

 

Page 3, Line 32,-

              for “33. The Bihar State Religious Trust Board.”.

             substitute “33.  The Bihar State Board of Religious Trust, a body 

constituted under the Bihar Hindu Religious Trust Act, 1950 (Bihar Act              No. 1 of 1951).”.  
                                                            (7)

 

Page 3, after line 45, insert,-

            “46. The Dalit Sena, 12, Janpath, New Delhi.

47.     The Social Justice Trust, 12, Janpath, New Delhi.

48.     The Bahujan Foundation (Charitable Trust), Lucknow, Uttar Pradesh.

49.     The Bahujan Prerna Charitable Trust, Delhi.

50.     The Central Wakf Council, established under section 9 of the Wakf Act, 1995 (43 of 1995).

51.     The Nehru Memorial Museum and Library (NMML).



52.     The Jalianwala Bagh Memorial Trust.

53.     The Haj Committee of India constituted under section 3 of the Haj Committee Act, 2002 (35 of 2002).

54.     The Mallickghat Phoolbazar Parichalan Committee.

55.     The West Bengal Fisheries Corporation Limited.”.               (8)

(Shri H.R. Bhardwaj)

={ÉÉvªÉFÉ àÉcÉänªÉ : |É£ÉÖxÉÉlÉ ÉËºÉc VÉÉÒ, BÉDªÉÉ +ÉÉ{É +É{ÉxÉÉ ºÉÆ¶ÉÉävÉxÉ àÉÚ´É BÉE®xÉÉ SÉÉciÉä cé?

gÉÉÒ |É£ÉÖxÉÉlÉ ÉËºÉc (àÉcÉ®ÉVÉMÉÆVÉ, ÉÊ¤ÉcÉ®) : àÉéxÉä +É{ÉxÉÉÒ ¤ÉÉiÉ BÉEciÉä ºÉàÉªÉ £ÉÉÒ +ÉÉOÉc ÉÊBÉEªÉÉ lÉÉ…(BªÉ´ÉvÉÉxÉ)  +ÉÉ{ÉBÉEä àÉxÉ BÉEä ãÉÉªÉBÉE BÉEc ®cÉ cÚÆ, BÉßE{ÉªÉÉ

ºÉÖxÉ ãÉå*

={ÉÉvªÉFÉ àÉcÉänªÉ : +ÉÉ{É ¤ÉÉäãÉ SÉÖBÉEä cé* +É¤É ªÉc ¤ÉiÉÉAÆ ÉÊBÉE BÉDªÉÉ +ÉÉ{É +É{ÉxÉÉ ºÉÆ¶ÉÉävÉxÉ ´ÉÉ{ÉºÉ ãÉäxÉÉ SÉÉciÉä cé ªÉÉ xÉcÉÓ?

gÉÉÒ |É£ÉÖxÉÉlÉ ÉËºÉc  : àÉé ´ÉÉ{ÉºÉ xÉcÉÓ ãÉäxÉÉ SÉÉciÉÉ cÚÆ* càÉÉ®ÉÒ ¤ÉÉiÉ ºÉÖxÉ ãÉÉÒÉÊVÉA, ABÉE ÉÊàÉxÉ] àÉå +É{ÉxÉÉÒ ¤ÉÉiÉ BÉEc nåMÉä*

={ÉÉvªÉFÉ àÉcÉänªÉ : +É{ÉxÉÉÒ ¤ÉÉiÉ ºÉÖxÉÉxÉä BÉEä ¤ÉÉn BÉDªÉÉ +ÉÉ{É +É{ÉxÉÉ ºÉÆ¶ÉÉävÉxÉ ´ÉÉ{ÉºÉ ãÉåMÉä? BÉEÉÊcA BÉDªÉÉ ºÉÖxÉÉxÉÉ SÉÉciÉä cé?

gÉÉÒ |É£ÉÖxÉÉlÉ ÉËºÉc  : ={ÉÉvªÉFÉ àÉcÉänªÉ, àÉéxÉä SÉSÉÉÇ àÉå £ÉÉMÉ ãÉäiÉä ºÉàÉªÉ àÉÆjÉÉÒ VÉÉÒ ºÉä +ÉÉOÉc ÉÊBÉEªÉÉ lÉÉ ÉÊBÉE ºÉÆºÉn (ÉÊxÉ®cÇiÉÉ ÉÊxÉ´ÉÉ®hÉ) ºÉÆ¶ÉÉävÉxÉ ÉÊ´ÉvÉäªÉBÉE,

2006 BÉEÉÒ vÉÉ®É 3 BÉEä µÉEàÉÉÆBÉE 2 BÉEä {É¶SÉÉiÉÂ VÉÉä½É VÉÉA ÉÊBÉE AäºÉÉ BÉEÉä<Ç £ÉÉÒ {Én ÉÊVÉºÉàÉå BÉEÉä<Ç ºÉÆºÉn ºÉnºªÉ, VÉxÉ |ÉÉÊiÉÉÊxÉÉÊvÉ, +ÉvªÉFÉ, ={ÉÉvªÉFÉ ºÉÉÊSÉ´É +ÉlÉ

´ÉÉ ÉÊxÉnä¶ÉBÉE àÉÆbãÉ BÉEä °ô{É àÉå {Én vÉÉ®hÉ BÉE®iÉÉ cè +ÉÉè® BÉEÉä<Ç ´ÉäiÉxÉ ªÉÉ £ÉkÉÉ xÉcÉÓ ãÉäiÉÉ cè, ãÉÉ£É BÉEÉ {Én xÉcÉÓ àÉÉxÉÉ VÉÉAMÉÉ +ÉÉè® ªÉc 4 +É|ÉèãÉ, 1959 ºÉä

ºlÉÉÉÊ{ÉiÉ ºÉàÉZÉÉ VÉÉAMÉÉ* <ºÉàÉå àÉÆjÉÉÒ VÉÉÒ ºÉä àÉé +ÉÉOÉc BÉE®xÉÉ SÉÉcÚÆMÉÉ ÉÊBÉE càÉÉ®ÉÒ ¤ÉÉiÉ àÉÉxÉ ãÉå* <ºÉàÉå =xcå BÉDªÉÉ +ÉÉ{ÉÉÊkÉ cè?

        <ºÉÉÊãÉA àÉé |ÉºiÉÉ´É BÉE®iÉÉ cÚÆ :

        {Éß ~ 4,

        {ÉÆÉÎBÉDiÉ 14 BÉEä {É¶SÉÉiÉÂ ÉÊxÉàxÉÉÊãÉÉÊJÉiÉ +ÉÆiÉ&ºlÉÉÉÊ{ÉiÉ ÉÊBÉEªÉÉ VÉÉA,-

        “ 46 ÉÊ¤ÉcÉ® ®ÉVªÉ ºÉcBÉEÉ®ÉÒ £ÉÚÉÊàÉ ÉÊ´ÉBÉEÉºÉ ¤ÉéBÉE, {É]xÉÉ*
        47 ÉÊ¤ÉcÉ® ®ÉVªÉ ºÉcBÉEÉ®ÉÒ ÉÊ´É{ÉhÉxÉ ºÉÆPÉ àÉªÉÉÇÉÊniÉ (ÉÊ¤ÉºBÉEÉäàÉÉxÉ)
        {É]xÉÉ*
        48 ÉÊ¤ÉcÉ® ®ÉVªÉ ºÉcBÉEÉ®ÉÒ ¤ÉéBÉE, {É]xÉÉ*
        49 ÉÊ¤ÉcÉ® ®ÉVªÉ ºÉcBÉEÉ®ÉÒ ºÉÆPÉ, {É]xÉÉ* ”     (1)

SHRI H.R. BHARDWAJ:  Sir, may I give an explanation for this point?  He has given a very attractive
preposition.  But his suggestions cannot be accepted because the scheme of the law is, if you have to exempt each
office, and you will have to amend the Constitution if you would like to give blanket exemptions. We cannot do
that.

MR. DEPUTY-SPEAKER:  I shall now put amendment No. 1 moved by Shri Prabhunath Singh to the vote of the
House.

The amendment was put and negatived.

 

SHRI PRABODH PANDA (MIDNAPORE): I beg to move:

            Page 3,-



            after line 45, insert-

“46. The Midnapore Kharagpur Development Authority, a body constituted under the West Bengal Town
and Country (Planning and Development) Act, 1979 (West Bengal Act No. 13 of 1979)”.                   (2)

 

MR. DEPUTY-SPEAKER: I shall now put amendment No. 2 moved by Shri Prabodh Panda to the vote of
the House.

The amendment was put and negatived

 

SHRI BASU DEB ACHARIA (BANKURA):  I beg to move:

            Page 3, line 10,-

            for “Powerloom and Handloom”

            substitute “Handloom and Powerloom”                 (4)

SHRI H.R. BHARDWAJ:   We accept this amendment.

gÉÉÒ |É£ÉÖxÉÉlÉ ÉËºÉc  :  <xÉBÉEÉ ºÉÆ¶ÉÉävÉxÉ iÉÉä º´ÉÉÒBÉEÉ® BÉE® ÉÊãÉªÉÉ VÉÉAMÉÉ +ÉÉè® càÉÉ®É xÉcÉÓ BÉE®åMÉä*

MR. DEPUTY-SPEAKER:  I shall now put amendment No. 4 moved by Shri Basudeb Acharia to the vote of the
House.

The question is:

  Page 3, line 10,-

  for “Powerloom and Handloom”

  substitute “Handloom and Powerloom”                 (4)

The motion was adopted.

={ÉÉvªÉFÉ àÉcÉänªÉ  :  àÉÉxÉxÉÉÒªÉ ®ÉàÉVÉÉÒãÉÉãÉ ºÉÖàÉxÉ VÉÉÒ, BÉDªÉÉ +ÉÉ{É +ÉàÉåbàÉå] àÉÚ´É BÉE®xÉÉ SÉÉciÉä cé?

gÉÉÒ ®ÉàÉVÉÉÒãÉÉãÉ ºÉÖàÉxÉ (ÉÊ}ÉE®ÉäWÉÉ¤ÉÉn) : ={ÉÉvªÉFÉ VÉÉÒ, VÉÉä ºÉÆ¶ÉÉävÉxÉ àÉéxÉä |ÉºiÉÖiÉ ÉÊBÉEªÉÉ lÉÉ ´Éc ºÉ®BÉEÉ® xÉä {ÉcãÉä cÉÒ àÉÉxÉ ÉÊãÉªÉÉ cè*

MR. DEPUTY-SPEAKER: The question is:

            "That clause 3, as amended, stand part of the Bill."

The motion was adopted.
 

Clause 3, as amended, was added to the Bill.

 

SHRI BRAJA KISHORE TRIPATHY (PURI): Sir, I am on a point of order. … (Interruptions)



MR. DEPUTY-SPEAKER: What is your point of order? Under what rule?

… (Interruptions)

SHRI BRAJA KISHORE TRIPATHY : Sir, my point of order arises from the provisions of rule 371.  At the time of
introduction of the Bill also I raised this matter.  I do not have any intention to offend any hon. Member.  But this is
a question of law.  Rule 371 says that if any hon. Member derives any pecuniary benefit out of the Bill or the law,
he should not participate in the proceedings and he cannot participate in voting.  How are the hon. Members who
are getting benefit out of this legislation sitting here?  This is a question of law. … (Interruptions) Mr. Deputy-
Speaker, Sir, you should ask them to leave this House.  I want a clear ruling from you.  I am just reading it out.  …
(Interruptions) Please listen to me. … (Interruptions)

MR. DEPUTY-SPEAKER: This rule does not apply here.

… (Interruptions)

SHRI BRAJA KISHORE TRIPATHY : Article 371 says:

“If the vote of a Member in a division in the House is challenged on the ground of personal,
pecuniary or direct interest in the matter to be decided, the Speaker may, if he considers necessary,
call upon the Member making the challenge to state precisely the grounds of his objection and the
Member whose vote has been challenged to state his case and shall decide whether the vote of the
Member should be disallowed or not and his decision shall be final. ”

 

MR. DEPUTY-SPEAKER: It is applicable only when division is there.

… (Interruptions)

SHRI BRAJA KISHORE TRIPATHY : Now, I am challenging their vote.  How can the Members who are getting
benefit out of this Bill participate in the voting and division? That is my point and I request you to give a ruling. …
(Interruptions)

MR. DEPUTY-SPEAKER: This is no point of order and this is not applicable.

… (Interruptions)

SHRI BRAJA KISHORE TRIPATHY : We cannot be party to their decision to participate in the House. So, we are
just leaving the House.

 

17.23 hrs.

(At this stage, Shri Braja Kishore Tripathy and some other

hon. Members left the House.)

 

gÉÉÒ +ÉxÉÆiÉ MÉÆMÉÉ®ÉàÉ MÉÉÒiÉä  : ={ÉÉvªÉFÉ VÉÉÒ, ªÉc ºÉnxÉ BÉEÉÒ ÉÊ´É¶´ÉºÉxÉÉÒªÉiÉÉ BÉEä ºÉÉlÉ vÉÉäJÉÉ cè*

 



MR. DEPUTY-SPEAKER: The question is:

            "That clause 4 stand part of the Bill".

The motion was adopted.

 

Clause 4 was added to the Bill.

 

Clause 1, the Enacting Formula and the Long Title were added to the Bill.

SHRI H.R. BHARDWAJ:  Sir, I beg to move:

            "That the Bill, as amended, be passed."

MR. DEPUTY-SPEAKER: The question is:

            "That the Bill, as amended, be passed."

The motion was adopted.

---------------

 

 

 


