
18.M hn.

APPROPRIATION (NO. 3) BILL*, 1978
THE MINISTER OF FINANCE 

(SHRI H. M. PATEL): Sir, I beg to 
move for leave to introduce a Bill to 
authorise payment and appropriation 
of certain sums from and out of the 
Consolidated Fund of India for the 
services of the financial year 1978-79.

MR. SPEAKER: The question is:
"That leave be granted to intro

duce a Bill to authorise payment and 
appropriation of certain sums from 
and out of the Consolidated Fund 
of India for the services of the 
financial year 1978-79.”

The motion was adopted.

SHRI II. M. PATEL: I introduce! 
the Bill.

399 Suspension erf

MOTION UNDER RULE 388

Suspension o f  R u lf  218(2) in  resp ect 
o f  A ppropriation  (No. 3) B il l ,  1978

THE MINISTER OF FINANCE 
(SHRI H. M. PATEL): I beg to move:

“That this House do suspend sub
rule (2) of rule 218 of the Rules of 
Procedure and Conduct of Business 
in Lok Sabha in its application to 
the motions for taking into con
sideration and passing of the Appro
priation (No. 3) Bill, 1978.”

SHRI HARI VISHNU KAMATH 
(Hoshangabad): On a point of order, 
Sir. At the outset, may I remind you 
of what happened in the House a few 
days ago? An exception was made 
because the Rajya Sabha was about 
to adjourn and therefore, you rightly 
ruled that day that that will not be a

precedent. Now, sub-rule (2) of rule
218 says:

“At any time after the introduc
tion in the House of an Appropriation 
Bill, the Speaker may allot a day or 
days, jointly or severally, for the 
completion of all or any of the 
stages . . . ” etc.

This rule is sought to be suspended. 
I lind that this motion has come rather 
prematurely. The business has been 
badly arranged. There is no motion 
before the House either for considera
tion or for passing. It is coming 
next. At the moment, there Is no 
motion before the House either for 
consideration of the Bill or for passing 
the Bill. It is blank; it is a vacuum. 
Please see Rule 388 which says:

“Any Member may, with the con
sent of the Speaker, move that any 
rule may be suspended in its appli
cation to a particular motion before 
the House."

There is no motion before the House 
with regard to consideration and pas
sing at all now. It is coming next. 
So, the arrangement of business is very 
faulty and defective, and therefore, 
this motion cannot arise with regard to 
a motion coming next to it. There i* 
no motion before the House at the 
moment.

MR. SPEAKER: You are technically 
right.

SHRI HARI VISHNU KAMATH: 
Please give your ruling on this.

SHRI JYOTIRMOY BOSU (Dia
mond Harbour): Sir, if he is technically 
right, in which way he is wrong?,

MR. SPEAKER: Whether he should 
move it first or second.

SHRI HARI VISHNU KAMATH: I 
remember in the third Lok Sabha
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there was a similar occasion and it 
was solved like this. The first part 
of the item would be (a) motion lor 
consideration, and (b) would be ‘sus
pension of the Rule, the two together 
as one item. This is wholly wrong.

MR. SPEAKER: Cure it by asking 
him to move for consideration and 
both of them will be taken together.

SHRI HARI VISHNU KAMATH: 
Simultaneously.

MR. SPEAKER: Mr. Minister you 
move for consideration and then for 
suspension.

( Interruptions) .

1 SHRI HARI VISHNU KAMATH: 
What is your ruling?

(Interruptions).

SHRI M. KALYANASUNDARAM 
(Tiruchirapalli): I am opposing the 
motion for suspension of Rule 218 
under Rule 388 not on technical 
grounds as opposed by my hon. friend 
Mr. H. V. Kamath. What is the impli
cation of the suspension of that Rule? 
That means, the Appropriation Bill 
will be rushed through without a 
proper debate. That is the implica
tion of the suspension of the rule. I 
want a clarification from you that a 
proper opportunity should be given for 
the debate over the Appropriation 
Bill.

MR. SPEAKER: The debate will not 
be continued today. It will be con
tinued. tomorrow.

SHRI M. KALYANASUNDARAM: 
Tben why should that rule be sus
pended?

MR- SPEAKER: To see that this is 
today, and the Finance Bill 

up tomorrow.
SHRI JYOTIRMOY BOSU: Sir, my 

point of order is under Rule 218, sub
para (4). which says:

"The debate on an Appropriation 
Bill shall be restricted to matters of 
public importance or administrative 
policy implied in the grants coveted 
by the Bill which have not already

been raised while the relevant de
mands for grants were under con- 
sideration.”

For that, a Member is required to 
give a notice giving details with an 
explanatory note as to which are the 
uncovered things on which he is allow
ed to speak.

MR. SPEAKER; Now you have to 
move for consideration.

SHRI C. M STEPHEN (Idukki): I 
am afraid, Sir, we cannot take these 
things m a very routine manner. We 
are now transacting the financial busi
ness. The Members of Parliament have 
got certain basic rights. It cannot be 
just steam-rolled out. In the Appro
priation Bill there are two or three 
stages—introduction stage, then theie 
is a discussion about it. Members must 
have the right to speak on that. There 
are many demands which we could 
not discuss and sub-rule (4) takes care 
of those demands. Sub-rule (4) of 
Rule 218 says:

“The debate on an Appropriation 
Bill shall be restricted to matters of 
public importance or administrative 
policy implied in the grants cover
ed by the Bill which have not al
ready been raised while the relevant 
demands for grants were under con
sideration.”

There were demands tor grants which 
we could not discuss. Public policies 
may be involved in that, and this is 
an opportune stage at which we can 
express our opinion about those matters 
and we must get an opportunity about 
this. You just cannot suspend In a 
routine manner certain things which 
are here. Now, if the suspension is 
pressed for, then I press for a debate 
on the suspension motion. I am en
titled to express my opinion about the 
suspension motion. I am opposing the 
suspension of this rule; I am opposing 
the move of the Government to block 
out the right of the Members of the 
House to express themselves on the
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[Shri C. M. Stephen]
residuary matters. We have got a 
right to speak about these matters. 
Therefore, under the circumstances, 
sub-rule (2) cannot be suspended, and 
the Appropriation Bill cannot be push
ed through in the manner they are 
seeking to push it through.

SHRI JYOTIRMOY BOSU: On a
point of order.

SHRI C. M. STEPHEN: I have not 
finished. It cannot be pushed through. 
Therefore, there are 2 or 3 stages. The 
first question is whether sub-rule (2) 
should be suspended or not. There, 
the technical point raised by Mr. 
Kamath remains; and on that, a ruling 
has got to come forth. And if you 
say that this motion is in order, in 
spite of the /fact that there is no 
motion, a motion for suspension must 
be in relation to a business of the 
House pending before the House; that 
such-and-such a rule will not apply 
to such-and-such business before them. 
As Mr. Kamath rightly pointed out, 
there is no business before the House. 
There, without any relation to a parti
cular business before the House, the 
rule cannot be suspended at all. That 
is not a technical matter. Therefore, 
rule 388 does not apply. If you hold 
that rule 388 does apply, then as a 
Member, I have a right to ask for a 
debate on that motion. Because I 
oppose that motion, I must be per
mitted to put forth my point of view 
as to why that motion must not be 
accepted. Suspension of a rule is not 
a routine matter. It is a serious 
matter, particularly in relation to the 
Appropriation Bill. Therefore, I would 
beseach of you to give a ruling as to 
how this motion comes within rule 
388. According to me, it does not. 
And if you give a ruling, then I will 
raise my objection as to why it Should 
not be admitted. I reserve my right 
to have my say, by way of opposition 
to the motion for suspension of the 
rule.

SHRI JYOTIRMOY BOSU: On a 
point of order. Rule 218. sub-rule (5) 
is clear enough. It says:

‘The Speaker may, in order to- 
avoid repetition of debate, require 
members desiring to take part in 
discussion on an Appropriation Bill 
to give advance intimation ol the 
specific points they intend to raise, 
and he may withhold, permission for 
raising of such cl the points as in 
his opinion appear to be repetitions 
of the matters discussed on a demand 
for grant or as may not be of suffi
cient public importance.*’

Those Members who have given notice 
with sufficient points and explanatory 
notes have a right to speak. Others, 
don't have.

SHRI C. M. STEPHEN: The simple 
answer to that, is that under sub-rule
(2), you have got to fix a date on 
which the debate has to take place. 
It is only when you fix a date on 
which a debate takes place, that I 
have got to intimate the points that I 
am seeking to raise. Now, what is 
sought to be suspended is sub-rule (2). 
which provides for the fixation of a 
date and time. Therefore, until the 
date and time is fixed, I don't have 
to give notice at alL Sub-rule (2) 
must remain. The moment you say 
that it will be discussed on such-and- 
such a date, I will give notice bout 
it. Then alone sub-rule (5) will apply; 
not otherwise.

SHRI VAYALAR RAVI {Chiray-* 
inkil): Before you give a ruling, we 
want to make our position clear. 
Under rule 218, there are sub-rules (1) 
to (6). One point is clear. Even, 
though, under sub-rule (5), as Mr. 
Bosu said, you can avoid repetition, it 
does not prevent any Member from 
making any points. It only enables 
the Speaker to prevent any repetition 
of points already spoken about. As 
Mr. Stephen put it, sub-rule (2) is 
operative because no debate has besn 
fixed. We strongly feel that it is a 
matter of policy, and it relates to bud
get. There must be a debate. There
fore. in that context, the motion moved 
cannot be accepted.

Rule 218(2) 404
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SHRI K. P. UNNIKHISHNAN 
(Badagara): I want to make a sub
mission. The basic rights of 
House are involved; and this House 
has a particular concern, because 
under the Constitution, we have cer
tain special rights as far as these 
Appropriation Bills are concerned. 
Attempting in any way to curtain these 
rights almost amounts to curtailing 
the basic, constitutional rights of this 
House. And if you lay down a pro
cedure or accept a procedure whereby 
these rights of this House are cur. 
tailed, it will be a great tragedy. I 
am sure you will not be a party to it, 
and in your just ruling, you will up
hold our point of view.

SHRI SAUGATA ROY (Barrack- 
pore): Rule 388 comes into picture 
only when there is a sufficient urgency. 
Is the treasury going to collapse or 
something of that sort going to take 
place? Then you can deprive us of 
the parliamentary right to put forward 
a point of view, now you are suspend
ing a particular rule. We take it that 
the Government has collapsed or the 
treasury has collapsed and the Gov
ernment has no money to spend. Other
wise, why do you deprive the Members 
of the right to speak? Why do you 
use rule 388 to allow the Minister to 
move for a suspension of the rules? 
Discussion on many important De
mands like those of Communications, 
.Atomic Energy, Energy etc. has been 
stifled. Debate on absolutely funda
mental and basic matters of Govern
ment policy, concerning public wel
fare, has been curtailed and the 
Demands have been guillotined. I want 
to know from you what was the whole 
urgency in applying guillotine at this 
stage and applying rule 388 for the 
suspension of the rule? We expect at 
least an explanation from the Govern
ment why they are so eager to stifle 
the debate, dissent and dissatisfaction 
within this House?

SHRI SHYAMNANDAN MISHRA 
(Begusarai): Sir, may I draw your 
attention to one point about this? So 
far as the suspension of this rule is 
concerned, the House must first be 
apprised of the particular aspect of

that rule, which has to be suspended 
Otherwise, there would be gnat diffi
culty for the House, for the Minister 
and also for the Appropriation Bi'l. 
There would be no allotment of the 
day at all. If sub-clause (2) of rule 
218 is suspended altogether, then there 
would be complete vacuum, there 
would be, to repeat, no allotment of 
day for the Appropriation Bill, there 
would be no stages of the discussion 
or anything of that kind. So, in mak
ing a motion the hon. Minister will 
have to be very specific on the aspect 
Of rule 218(2) that is going to be sus
pended, quite apart from the point 
that has been made by my hon. friend, 
Shri Kamath, which ig extremely im
portant, namely there is no motion be
fore the House, which can be taken 
into account in suspending a rule. 
There is no such motion because we 
have not gone to that stage. Therefore, 
the Chair must particularly look into 
all aspects of the suspension. Other
wise, there will be a complete vacuum 
in this matter, there can be no dis 
cussion on the Appropriation Bill at 
all, the Apropriation Bill may not 
come at all. How can the Appropria
tion Bill come before the House unless 
there is an allotment of time? And 
there cannot be an allotment of time 
if rule 218(2) is suspended. It is aa 
absurd position in which the House 
would land itself if rule 218(2) is- 
suspended in a blanket way.
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SHRI B. SHANKARANAND (Chik- 
kodi): Sir, you look at the Order
Paper for today. Item 16 refers to 
the introduction of the Appropriation 
Bill. It has been introduced. Now, 
what is the business before the House 
•about which you are suspending the 
rule? Rule 218(2) says:

“At any time after the introduc
tion jn the House of an Appropria
tion Bill, the Speaker may allot a 
day or days, jointly or severally, 
for the completion of all or any of 
the stages involved in the passage 
of the Bill by the House, and when 
such allotmfnt has been made, the 
•Speaker shall, at 17.00 hours on the 
.allotted day or the last of the 
allotted days, as the case may be, 
forthwith put every question neces
sary to dispose of all the outstand
ing matters in connection with the 
stage or stages for which the day 
or days have been allotted.”
Now, what happens if you suspend 

this? Can the Appropriation Bill 
come up again? You read the rest 
of the sub-rules, sub-rules 3, 4, 5 and 
«  which follow sub-rule 2. If at this 
stage this House is going to suspend 
the rule, I do not know what will 
happen to the Appropriation Bill. 
Can you bring it again before the 
House, because you have to pass it? 
I think the Minister has chosen the 
■wrong time for asking the House for 
leave to suspend the rule.

SHRI VASANT SATHE (Akola): 
This is only misappropriation.

SHRI H. M. PATEL: It has not
taken place yet.

MR. SPEAKER: What is the diffi
culty? Will there be any practical

Price Hike on tyre* 408Dig)
difficulty if we take up the Bill 
tomorrow?

SHRI H. M. PATEL: No.
MR. SPEAKER: Then, suspension

is not necessary.
SHRI H. M. PATEL: I am quite

willing.
MR. SPEAKER: Then, we can

have it tomorrow. Suspension is not 
necessary at all. I have fixed tomor
row as the date.

BUSINESS ADVISORY COMMITTEE 
S ix teen th  R eport.

THE MINISTER OF PARLIAMEN
TARY AFFAIRS AND LABOUR 
(SHRI RAVINDRA VARMA): I beg
to present the Sixteenth Report of 
the Business Advisory Committee.

18.28 hrs.
[Shbim ati Parvathi K rishn an  in 

the Choir]
HALF HOUR DISCUSSION 

P rice  H ike on  Tyres.

SHRI K. P. UNNIKRISHNAN 
(Badagara): The discussion that I

am raising today is of great relevance 
and is illustrative of this Govern
ment’s double-faced economic poli
cies. Nothing illustrates it more than 
the price hike on automobile tyres 
announced by the tyre manufactur
ing companies last month.

This morning we have been given 
the blueprint of the Janata Party to 
end what they call industrial feuda
lism. I must say I welcome it. On 
the surface it is a good document, 
but they have also been saying some
thing more for the last one year or 
so. Particularly my friend the hon. 
Minister for Industry, comrade George 
Fernandes, has said that he is oppos
ed to multi-nationals, that he 1* 
opposed to monopolies and is very


