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FY s F@ 1 IW g, TOEHe
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qrfqarizd dfee ag & v sfor &1
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F fagrer § fraw &7 @ § 1 qafeg
T w9g ¥ A0 uF fafeag sqmear § )
7 SHST A& Far i

12°15 hry,

QUESTION OF PRIVILEGE AGAI-
NST SHRIMATI INDIRA GANDHT
AND OTHERS.

=it wg forad (aier) @ weww
HEREH, FUT WG FT EFA G A 7 "G
Y fagag & §5 I7 wgar @MW, |

MR. SPEAKER: I am not going to
allow any discussion.

SHRI VASANT SATHE (Akola): I
want to make a submission. As one of the
persons who had given notice, my request
to you is, if you are allowing calling
attention, our names may kindly be added
to the calling attention. There will be no
harm in it.

MR. SPEAKER: Upto five Members,
you can add.

SHRI K. LAKKAPPA (Tumkur): My
name was the first.

MR. SPEAKER: You are inevitabie,
Mr. Lakkappa.

SHRI JYOTIRMOY BOSU (Diamond
Harbour): Sir, I talked to you yester-
da

MR. SPEAKER: I sce no point of order
in that. There is no substance. I need not
say anything at all

SHRI C. M. STEPHEN: rose.
MR. SPEAKER: I have not given any

decision. I have allowed him to mention.
It is for the House to decide.

sirag foeed : o wERw, 9
¥aT *T gAF I F fag AR AW
! wrEra ¥ fag & faew e,
T THT /A XA WAFY, | (LTWE)

SHRI ¢ M. STEPHEN (Ydukki): I
am on a point of order.
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stwg form® : o W, W=
TF FTLHA TG 391 6 Lo &Y FoAr |

MR. SPEAKER: He has raised a point
of order.

SHRI C. M. STEPHEN: I am on a
point of order. I cannot understand what
y u have said.

MR. SPEAKER: I have permitted
him to move in the House. There are two
things. One thing, is the Speaker can
straightway accept and refer it to the
Privileges Committee, or, the Speaker
may permit him to move in the House.
And once it is moved in the House, it is
for the House to decide one way or the
othe -,

SHRI C. M. STEPHEN: I would like
© make a submission. Rule 222 reads:

“A member may, with the consent of
the Speaker, raise a question involving
a breach of privilege either of a member
or of the House or of a Committee
thereof.”

‘The permission has got to be given,
which you have given. My point is, the
permission can be given only on the
ground that you are satisfied that there is
a question of breach of privilege. Whether
you decide or the House decides, that is a
different matter, I would like to know
whether it is your ruling that you are
satisfied that there is 2 question of breach
of privilege.

MR. SPEAKER: It comes within
Rule 222. It is my ruling that it Comes
within Rules 222 and 295.

SHRI JYOTIRMOY BOSU: Have
you given consent or not ?

MR. SPEAKER: I have given Consent
under Rules 222 and 225.

it vy fovdy : wogw Wi, @
/e F1 g7 T F fAag R 719 7Y
gfaar & fag o+t o 57 S o faar
2 9@ § & 70 fge ¥ ¥ 97 I 3@ weq
FY GATEAT | ¥W & wfaT W W T
FO T W FATL N

My presént Botiee of bréach ofprivilege

and comtempt of Parliament. is.pot com-- .
plicated at all. That is also' a very serious
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" In fact, this is even more serious t
Mudgal case, because no less 2 pers,
« than the former prime Minister is j oL

210
matter—none can dispute. After the

Mudgal affair, no case of this importa;

I think, has ever been raised in Pari; nce,

ament,
han th N

ved. nvol-

The facts are very simple, Mrs
son was issued a letter of inten :
the period was extended sev;rg?f:,?hlch
and finally an industrial licence to mmes)
facture a cheap and hundred per acnu-
indigenous car on the condition that ent
import licence will be asked for op o "C
and that no machinery of foreign g’ ven
will be allowed to be used in the Tigin
facture of this car. From the ve li;laqu-
ning, I was critical of the Projcg e%m-
doubted the ability of Mr. Sanjny Gar oy
to manufacture any car or the gezuinandh'
of his promise of not using any im ;;11&55
machinery for producing it ported

N Gandh i’s

“In 1974 I began to recej

about the circumvention by ild‘;iu:fp I:ms
of the conditions laid down by the Go g
ment and willingly accepted by vehm;’n-
Sanjay Gandhi. When [ got hold of u,r.'
Annual Report and Accounts of Marue'
Ltd. for the year 1973-74 I found a menu'ou
at pages 16-17 of the machinery ;nmucﬂ
or in the process of installation ip th

factory. The Maruti report made 1.
menton of the fact that part of tlll]o
mac_thr}f was imported machinery o‘;'
foreign origin. Naturally they wanted ¢,

conceal f{o_m the general public the fac‘;
that conditions of licence had been blatan-
Fly violated by them. When I learr.t that the
imported .machinery had been obtained
by Maruti Ltd. through Batliboj & Sons,
1 tablefi a question in the House jn the’
1974 winter session of the Lok Sabha. The
question made a reference to pages 16
and 17 of the Marut report and stated
whether part of the machinery installed
was of foreign origin.

After creating a lot of difficulties aboyt -
the admission of the question, finally the
Lok Sabha Secretariat admitted it in a
mutilated form (U.S.Q. 4175 on r11-52-
1974), of course, without reference to me,
and with the incvitable result that o
negative answer was conveniently given.
The mutilation consisted in the fact that
the reframed question asked whether
Maruti report mentioned that foreign
machinery had been installed. It was
ridiculous to have framed such a question,
The distortion was introduced at the
instance of the Prime Minister’s Secreta-
riat. When I strongly protested and
kicked up a row in the House itself the
question was admitted in the original form
and was set down for answer on 12-3-1975
(U.S.Q: 2960). Again the reply was evasive
Now what went on behind the scene
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during these days has been exposed before
the Shah Commission.

When I persisted in my effort to elicit
the embarrassing information about the
imported machinery, and when the Spea-
ker finally admitted it in the original
form, the Industries Minister had no choice
but to start enquiries. When his officers
approached Maruti, the then prime
Minister’s son must have strongly protested
to his mother. Mrs. Gandhi was furious,
as Shri T. A. Pai, the then Industries
Minister, testified before the Shah Com-
mission. She took unusual steps to protect
her son and wreak vengeance on the
officers who had shown the temerity to
start enquiries about imported machinery
in obedience to the order of Parliament.
The officers must be deemed to have been
in the service of Parliament”’—

1 emphasise this fact—

“The officers must be deemed to have
been in the service of Parliament since
they were collecting information for
answering a Pparliamentary question.”

I will give four quotations from Magy’s
Parliamentary Practice to substantiate this.

“QObstruction of or interference—with
such persons in the exercise of their
rights or discharge of their duty or
conduct calculated to deter them or
other persons”—

Faq qfeEd A€, ‘R qdA

“from preferring or prosecuting peti-
tions or from discharging their duties
may be treated as a breach of privi-
lege.”

A contempt committed against one
Parliament may be punished by another*”

g ag TRw 6 ag @ g Wio-
awT 7 g%, o Swawt § 3@ AvEr
3 g ay 78 fema waw § -

“It is clear that bieach of privilege
in onc Parliament may bc'! punished in
another succeeding...... '

“J¢ is contempt to obstruct officers
of either House or other persons em-
ployed by or entrusted with the execu-
tion of the orders by cither House,
while in the execution of their duty.”

“Neither will suffer any person
whether an officer of the House or not
to be 1 d....on of‘ny.
thing dome by them in the course of
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their duty.”

weAE "ErEd, sy e (41) 3 4
Rule 41 says:
“A question may be asked for the
purpose of obtaining information on a
matter of public importance within the

specia! cognizance of the Minister to
whom it is addressed.”

59 fra #1 g feear waT €9

(1

“Right to ask a question

M g FE AT A g 1 39 g &\
et Y wfawre faar mar & fawy
o d@fqam ¥ gra, d@fagm F wrsde
105% &

“Powers, Privileges and Immunities
of Parliament and its Members.”

ag T IEs FE 1E 1 gAfn o A
afaw a1 1 9w wNFT gEF ¥ 497
F< four &t g7 ¥ fog amawrd grieer
T IART AT FT w47 9T HIT FANT
Har i fqa wee w1 ag w faav
a1, § a8 FIW yiarie v e 8,
gFW ¥ FT R, Tar qT AT [0fEF |
g w4y ¥ "7 ¥ 3o 9 Feen]
Wt ¥ wwar §, Afew, wwe ARy,
& wiew e 7g) T TR E |

oqTi, AW AGA, T §—

“The officers must be deemed to have
been in the service of Parliament since
they were collecting information for
answering a parliament question. The
C.B.I. Director was summoned and
without probing the truth or otherwise
of tfc fabricated charges made
against the officers by the Prime
Minister and others, the C.B.1. carried
out raids and searches. Officers were
harrassed. One of the officers, Shri
Kavale, was not only suspended but his
wife was also harassed by the C.B..L.”

vow Wy, fafawy sad 49

oft & o of ff, W w @ ok
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ff A O W 9t | IR FJ—AT
T Foay a1 !

“Apart from the inhumanity of the
whole affair and apart from the blatant
abuse of power the pertinent question in
this connection is the gross contempt
committed by the former Prime Minister
of the rights, privileges and immunities
of the Member of Parliament and of the
whole House.”

T g9, 9 wgIey, 4 AR F%
AET FEAT ATEAT § | TR T AT HTRT
/9, A A9 wEw w7 gawAia wife,
39 & IX T AW NETR 4w FEAT
& ag wrmar fraos F3 # gTad ST
arfEd |

SHRI VASANT SATHE (Akola) :
Sir, under Rule 224, when you have given
your consent and if the matter is to be
considered by the House, then I wish to
invite the attention of the House through

you to this Rule regarding conditions
of admissibility of questions of privilege.

The Rule says :

“The right to raise a question of
privilege shall be governed by the
following conditions, namely :—

() . ] *

(il) the question shall be restricted
to a specific matter of recent
occurrence;”

Now, Sir, all that we have heard from
Mr. Limaye refers to an event under the
previous regime. Therefore, I would like
to know whether we can dig up from the
events of the previous Parliament or even
previous regime an incident.

MR.SPEAKER : Whatis the difference
between regime and Parliament ?

SHRI VASANT SATHE : I mean,
the previous Government. When the matter
is as old as more than a year or two, can
we consider whatever action was taken
against that officer to be of recent occur-
rence ? The matter must be of recent
occurrence. It has come to light today. If
it is a matter of old occurrence, then can
this House dig up a matter which is already
being inquired into ? Amother thi
I would like to know is - that the matter
is sub judice. It is being inquired into by
the Shah Commission. The Shah Commi.
ssion is yet to give its Report. Can you
consider this as a matter of privilege ?
It will be a parallel pry ing. You, will
render infructuous that is being dome

KARTIKA 25, 1899 (SAKA) Smt. Indira Gandhi

in this matter before the Shah Commi-
ssion . This House could to-day itselt
discuss the matter and take a decision.
This House decide to take a decision and
take some action, say against the ex-
Prime Minister while the Shah Commiss-
ion’s report is vet to come—we don’t
know whether he will substantate or
uphold the allegations, or not; all that is
yet to be seen. I would like to know, there-
fore: will this be the occasion or the time
to have this matter decided as a privilege
matter here—because this is what you are
launching on. This is the point I wanted
to make. (Interruptions)

MR. SPEAKER : Please let me give
a ruling. It is a point of order; it is not a
debate. I have considered both the points
raised by Mr. Sathe before according my
consent. So far as the point that it must
be a matter of recent occurrence is
concerned, the question is that it has not
been definitely decided. Authorities have
taken the view that when a matter comes
to light at a later stage, Parliament has
a right to take it into consideration. As
far as the Shah Commission aspect is
concerned, these also I have gone through
the entire matter. I have gone through the
terms of reference of the Shah Commission.
They are confined to Emergency excesses
and matters connected with them. This
event has taken place much earlier than
the declaration of the Emergency. There-
fore I thought it was not necessary to go
by that consideration.

sit ¥ar a = (feeeht @=7)
werer wgiew, a1 o1 fufader AT
FT F@ &, 97 UF fafads gaowe <
2 v @ g7 B N wIwT FE
FT SfaF1T & 1 AT AIAT W FHAT
nik¥Fe W 1 wEm AT AR A
FWIT FT GF, I G3T ¥ qIAT HT
I H G T Harw 3w a@ ¥ W,
Sq ¥ s FE amay gt §, ar gy =
% fufass Qar & 1 xafed 3 AW
wr firfadrer &7 O Hrew 8, ag s
gfra aify & faens g, s 9T Fo
gaq WX ft Ao &7, fr o axET,
e e wrfe & fawrs ¢
for obstructing, harassing and instituting
false cases against some officers who
wanted to collect information, for giving

& correct answer before the House. That
is my plea. That is the basis.

214
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[sft wa< @@ ]’

HeAE WA, BT CF Well, ELH
gZxg &1 RYia% Afgs § fagm &
feara @ Mt &7 & fegra &, & I
F1 SATE* AW T HAT WEAT, AW
351 F1 M frfezz aEgs A e
A FT

PROF. P. G. MAVALANKAR
{Gandhinagar) : On a point of order,
Sir, I seek your guidance. (Interruptions).
It will lapse after he has finished.

MR. SPEAKER : I will hear your
point of order. Mr. Gupta, he has raised
a point of order. He wants to say it before
you finish,

PROF. P. G. MAVALANKAR :
If I have to raise the point of order after
my esteemed friend, Shri Gupta, has
finished his speach, there will be no point
of order. Therefore, I have to interfere.
I am very sorry. I am not coming in_his
way of raising matter which, in his opinion,
is very serious. But my point is that it will
lead to rule 224 being violated. Sub-rule
(i) of rule 224 says :

“not more than owe question shall
be raised at the same sitting;"”

Shri Limaye has raised a question of
privileage with regard to the Maruti
affair. Mr. Speaker, Sir, I am entirely in
your hands. (;nterruption) My point is that
even within the same subject, this i8 2
second Motion. There cannot be two
motions by two different Members on the
same subject. What Shri Gupta brings out
can come in tomorrow or the day after.
But if the matter is identical, the motion
should be moved by two Members jointly.
If the matter is not identical, even if it
is raised by ome person, rule 224 would
operate, viz. that not more than one ques-
tion shall be raised in one sitting. Mr.
Gupta can, with your permission, speak
in favour of Mr. Limaye’s point of view;
but he cannot in my submission, move
another motion, even on an identical
subject. It will be a violation of rule 224.

MR. SPEAKER : There is no ‘point
of order. Rule 224 must be read along with
rules 222 and 223. The rules say that

“a Member” cannot raige two questions

in the same sitting. Rule 224 is a conti-
nuation of rules 222 and 223. There is no
point of order. Shri Gupta may continue.

= Wt A A wEAH AL,
q giod @MY gg TET FT @ Al
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5 actg ) g9 F@ F1 wfgw
oI 4y wEeT ¥ qg wrAT A Sy
fr & gaw & I H Oy A= §
w9 vt Wgeg fFa weR 9 @
F? N wgiem  Ioww §
wfEfay €, IF g qT W
gfawifat #1 gt fF q@ar 3 §
saw afwd |« e Al wdea &F
FATE A8} 3 E N 39 T B 7 AUFR
2 o oowy oY ag wiowrc & fF sy
TEea #Y 5g ¢ 5 3 3w § a9
F 1 FT T AL F A9 I 29§
Y aF faamw g ;% Sraws o
gFET ¥ | T AT qEr Y A R,
I3 A H TrEr A § O AT ATE
frarst =TT § | wene R, A A
7di & A1 a8 }, Taw i@ g ?
7g & WOF {AY TEAT ATGAT § | AT
# ofeaed SfFew & 9% 136 A
forar g—

“It may be said generally that any
act or ommission which obstructs or
jmpedes ecither House of Parliament
in the performance of its functions,
or which obstructs or impedes any
Member or officer of such House in the
discharge of his duties. or which has
a tendency directly or indirectly to
produce such results may be treated as

a contempt, even though there is no
precedent of the offecne.”

o d 98 & | gOX TN Ag FET 8

“Jt is a contempt to obstruct officers of
either House or other persons em-
ployed or entrusted with the execution
of the order of either House while in the
execution of their duty.”

9 fret s 6T e =t
¥ o oot fraw § foar —

MR. SPEAKER : Use your own words;
do not rely on 'that.

SHRI KANWAR LAL GUPTA : Let
me read it. :

“A ‘Contempt of the House may be

defined ias any act or mission which’
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obstructs or impedes either House of
Parliament in the performance of its
functions, or which obstructs or impedes
any member or officer of such House
in the discharge of his duty, or which
has a tendency directly or indirectly
to produce such results, even though

there is no precedent of the offence.

Hence, if any act, though not tending

directly to obstruct or impede the House

in the performance of its function, has

a tendancy to produce this result

indirectly by bringing the House into

odium, contempt or redicule or by

lowering its authority do constitute a

contempt.”

|t ST HTC FFRT ATEIL AR
faar AM—a{IT A 3 AT Pt
o799 : f&A am FT w@r—an a@
g o Braws F e AT EwAr |
Faq fgrgem 7 oiwardz § § ==,
Ffew gfrar A f&dr o aifsramiie &
qm;-rq;agmqﬁaﬁﬁagaﬁm
A Y f& gaw w1 e
gt q@ ¥ 7 fewr W 1 oag
Taaaes 8, 30F &1 Aa A
f5 gg Y T N1 qF A AT N
TG GATT F IAE THGT XA TR
qFed #, IgF) AfTHATT F A,
g FW@ #, Gz T AN, I@FT A9

fF agd Ta e, IAF MIAL
e o e e o ot
It afeqare fear, st oy FTE-
% zafad ff & N ga=r fowg ot
F qor a1 Arefa ¥ AR § ag 9w G77
F a4 97, A F Ara¥ 7 ;g N
7z qiede O a%g ¥ BP0 A W,
mﬁwm%ﬁﬁmrm
AW O 7 @, T A ®
T TR N T A ¥ 7 Wferw ¥ |
R @ F AT b n g e i
ok JTAY KA BAr g M §
St v & v faaw ¥ & A
W e § | ol wig oo o fes
fom wat 1| 39 afewe ) § @A
g 1 vawr afess wff wmar & 1 Afew
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& Wy wfe ¥ afewe @ gew
T & ) R T gEw e fawe wx
T § ag Wfad < 5 wrewr Gars
Fq & A f5T 3u% T fawdrs wuer
®1 7T § T 9g Tm A s sfew
T ® g, gaa SIECEL T G
AT o F e w gAn wk
IEF 12 ST Ao & Fir w7 o
3% & a1 A | 3T wE F F o qrE
TR AN F @

“Former Heavy Industry Minister
T.A. Pai deposed that Mrs. Gandhi
was ‘upset and furious’ over the action
of the officials who, he thought, were
doing their legitimate duty in collecting
material in response to a Parliament
question. In Mr. Pai’s presence, Mrs.
Gandhi had called her additional Pri-
vate Secretary, Mr. R.K. Dhawan, and
told him to ask the GBI Director to start
inquirjes against the officials and raid
their houses.

“According to him, the action against
the officials was ‘vindictive’ and he had
done his best to protect them to the ex-
tent he could. Mr. Pai alleged that it
looked that his Ministry was under a
seige for some time. What was being done
to the officials was an effort to blackmail
and demoralise everybody to prevent
them from carrying ‘on their normal
functions.”

o S AT g Fowd ag oar £ wmEy
@ 5 o qaa #7 Jaw w2, =@
Tt REfF s fRag s fs
MG gar F7 T 9O R ag
aw ¥ faw wmn, safeg sawt v fmr
war, & w ¥ §v fear, SEwr
Rer frar it w@d sfm
aras g w%, arw ey g 7€ < w7r
5 I76Y awer T | q@ AT = B
T 1 Efe et w5, e wv oA
oAT &1 | 1Y gy it 1 Traeasie
Tar faar ¢ | W gaT % T Qg |

“In his inconclusive testimony, Mr..
. Sem, fmmcww,, said tge

ordered the i tions on the
i» of the ) prowided. by

15
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[Shri Kanwar Lal Gupta]
R.K. Dhawan, the Additional

: ate Secretary to the than Prime
i&r;:liaster, who had stated that Mrs.
Gandhi had received the complaints from

some MPs and others.”

Mr.

Mr. Pai again said :

o hy she (Mrs. Gandhi) was
.mgryl h:::a:sey the previous day Mr.
R.S. Dhawan (Additit_mal l?rgvatc

retary to the then Prime Minister)
shc:d told me about it. She said my oﬂigers
were talking of political corruption
When they themselves were corrupt.
Before I could say anything in reply ;(;
ter, she called Mr. Dhawan and ordir'I
that their houses should be raided, M:.

Pai submitted.”

seaq WERd A, TR RA
ar § fis waifs ag Tl A A e
e 98 A% &% F GEAT 0 TR
g, Tatad Q@ A1, g9 T AR
aifaT ¥ ¥ WET A A AL
% g At # = fwa

In conclusion Mr. Pai said ¢

“Qn the face of it, I felt thc. gharga
(against these officers ) were ridiculous
and that there were other reasons.
Officers were doing _their legitimate
duty and I had asked them to collect
as much information (about Maruti)
as possible, because 1 wanted to go by
facts. I think they were perfectly right
in doing their legitimate duty. I even
wrote to her (Mrs. Gandhi) that my
officers were being harassed.”

g wEIRW, § WX SART qqy
A} AT AgaAr | WIREE T AR
& format g foan stan ag Wt Tod @9
EE 2, 29w @1 Y TG T T

£:

Mr. Krishnaswamy said he discussed the
matter with the Joint' Secretary and the
two decided to send a team of technica
officers to the Maruti plant. The two
officers, who ‘visited Maruti were denied
any information. The answer to the Par-
Tiamen question was prepared without
any information from Maruti Ltd.

NOVEMBER
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He said he had simult.
id he aneous]
}:Jeod oﬂi;mls in PEC and DG'I'Dyw(i:t‘.Jl:1 t:hc;
Pe of getting the required information.

T & fr foa a0% & oft arf, srmeeht

T Mm@
“_ﬂ S . S 5 R qiframiied
g’ﬁ’?ﬂ'ﬁ'ﬂf:{m%....(m)

™ 18#5’?%%3&1%@%33’?
AT | W Fq A 99 qAA 97 @ F
A are faser @ @ 1** « (erae)

. AT g 9 § fr do i
St ¥ war 9 g s W zA-
ST W F smmga froarew,
AR TEN B # 7 sho oy
W 5T FIA AN e A 97 =@ arfrer
ﬁﬁﬁqﬁf*mm%q@m
AT T F |

& gawar £ fr wrgmewnn 3w
A Ak 4 c@r §, W e
fafesrer $98 &Y a9 7 | 7 why
St N, gaT K g W) W A
o % 2@ 9 @ aw O g g
oA Y

SHRI YESWANTRAO CHAVAN

(Satara): As far as the privileges of this
House are concerned, I would like to
assure this House, the Mover of the
Motion, and everybody that we are as
serious about the privileges of Parliament
as they are. But in this particular cage
I have got my own reservations because
we are not, really speaking, following the
tactics. . .. (Interruptions)

In the present case, the privilege is based
on certain revelations of - statements
made before the Commission which is still
in the continuing process. They bave yet
. to make their own report. Without giving
an opportunity to the Commission to
-form its own opinion on this matter if in
between you take an extract from the
evidence that is available in pewspapers

_Jand onthat basis you ask the parliament

take a view in the matter, it Jooks to

- to be a non-judicial or an un-judicial

Y.

220

~



221 QOP against KARTIKA 25, 1899 (SAKA) Smt, Indira Gandhi 2. 3

SHRI MADHU LIMAYE: Are you
objecting ? (Interruptions).

MR. SPEAKER: Nobody need usurp
my powers, It is for me to put it to the
House. Is anybody objecting to the grant
of leave ?

SHRI C. M. STEPHEN: I object.

MR. SPEAKER: In which case, I
now go to the Rule 225(2).

Those who are in support of the motion
iy please rise in their seats. ....I find
more than twenty-five members rising
in their seats. So, the leave is granted.

The next question is: Is it the pleasure
of the House to refer it to the Privileges
Committee or is the House going to
consider it ?

ot wg fred: weaw  wdmw, A
Y& F@T § 5 v 99T 5w weaw
9 faa FX | FA TQE T/ TH

g —

“That the question of breach of
privilege and contempt of the House
against Shrimati Indira Gandhi and
l;theﬁ be 1'1:!'er1‘t:dﬂ1 to the Committee of

rivileges with instructions to report
within a period of six months.”

WA AT, G4T TZA 39 a1 BT
T & 30 927 Y qa=ug faamr Jgar
£ fx fasd @7 ¥, faodr arv—aar #,
o ¥ #rwar gfew aidy 91 o I
Tw &1 -fagrd 1 agwa s g,
m&a&smﬁa.mmm make

SHRI MADHU LIMAYE : I have a
right to speak on the motion.

MR. SPEAKER: You have a right to
speak, But the facts are already stated.

ot Wy fomd : # qad St amaw
FEM, AfFT G FIEE g F go
@R AT E |

f‘w'ﬂuwm‘rt‘t-ﬁzrtﬁi@u
fae, sa% Tz & ¥ fs =9 @A
= < wfFTd §, T AR & I wiwwTc

§, 3 wlasrd F1 A gu 59
w1 w1 vy sfer e 7w 9N
TAAr gY A, ga% gETE qw qg 4
f&  wam gd w1 afgawg geEif
ZY a7 W [E-FAT FT S qFAA §,
dw-gar AREICE, I9F FOC A T
g @ o faw sl #Y 9= 0 F feg,
Tgg ¥ far =iera wm, foa sl
1 T w3 fear 9w, fEw 9w w1
Taa oqrer fear o, g ara faig
quta gt & gfgaem & T 9t
dfw 2-fagrd &1 agaa a1, efwT A
g¥UT 9% < 47 {5 Sy gewy s
WU qE Y avex AT afon F foa
Tg FEAE FA | AT g FY AT
fE T3 ga Y afg=ar. | | | (swaEmw)

SHRI C. M. STEPHEN : With
reference to the statement of  Shri
Madhu Limaye about the conduct of
the former Speaker, I do hereby give
notice of a motion of breach of privilege
against him. (Interruptions) I will give in
writing a motion of breach of privilege
against Shri Madhu Limaye.

st Ag fawd : § fag F7 avan
A g TrAie 9% € § g A A
FTA ATAT ATLHY 7EF )

SHRI C. M. STEPHEN : I rise on
a point of order. We are on rule 226.
Rule 225 is over. “If leave under rule
225 is granted, the House may consider
the question.......... * (Interruptions).

st i wgrawt (dorgR) et
g a5t
. SHRI K. LAKKAPPA : I rise on a

point of order. (Interruption) I want your
ruling on this.
. MR. SPEAKER : I do not know who
said it. (Jnterruptions)

SHRI KANWAR LAL GUFTA : Sir,
*¢means he is a follower. (Interruption) It
is not unparliamentary.

#*Expunged as ordered by the Chair.
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FROF. DILIF CHAKRAVARTY
{Calcutta South): If somebody makes a
staternent of facts...... ( Interruptions) My
friend says that **means that he is
a follower. If somebody makes a statement
by describing somebody as*#*it is not
unparliamentary. (Interrvptions)

MR. SPEAKER : Please sit down. The
word ‘chamcha’-in the context is highly
unparliamentary.

I am directing its expunction from
the record.

SHRI C. M. STEPHEN : I am on
a point of order. My point of order is
this. Under rule 226 read with rule 225,
the hon. mover has no right of soeech.
That is the point I am raising. Under
rule 225, the hon. mover has the right
to make a statement which he has already
done. Rule 226 says as follows :

“If leave under rule 225 is granted,
the House may consider the question
and come to a decision or refer it to
a Committee of Privileges on a motion
made either by the member who has
raised the question of privilege or by
any other member.””

There are two questions before us. (1)
whether the House is proceeding to take
a decision on that. Obviously not, because
the motion is now before the House that
the matter may be referred to the Com-
mittee of Privileges. Unless vou decide
that a discussion on that must be allowed
under rule 226, a second speech moving
that motion is not contemplated under
the rules. If a decision of the House is
contemplated, then a discussion can take
place and speeches can be made. If it
is treated as a lar motion on which
the House may hold a discussion, then
of course, speeches can be allowed the
others also must be allowed to speak.
Otherwise, if the proposal is that the
matter may be referred to the Committee
of Privileges, the Committee should not
be burdened with previous discussion®
in the House, the materia] before th®
House and all that. The simple matter 18
whether it must go before the Committee
of privileges. If that is the matter being
considered by the House, then a speech
by any other Member is not contemplated
by the procedure. If, on the other hand,
your decision is that, on that motion, a
discussion can take place, the House must
come to a decision. In that case, I submit,
this should not be the only speech; the
Ehcin vposeace. There Ravs boen precedent

eir have be Ity
in the Home. On a motion for reference
to the Committee of Privileges, no speeches
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by any Member has ever taken place,
and, therefore, the hon, Member may
not be allowed to make a second speech
on the same motion. He made a statement
on the basis of the motion alreadv before
the House which you allowed. In the same
proceeding, a Member is not allowed to
make two speeches at all. That is another
rule, The matter you allowed was the
motion of the hon. Member. It had two
aspects, one, the allegation that there is
2 question of privilege, and the other,
it must be referred to the Committee
of Privileges. You allowed that motion.
On that, a speech was alreadv made.
Now, after that, a second speech is not
contemplated. It is prohibited by the-
Rules of Procedure. Therefore, the hon.
Member is not within his rights to make-
a speech now.

13 hrs.

MR. SPEAKER : under rule 226,
the House has to decide whether you
are going to refer it to the Committee or
whether you are going to decide yourselves.
The Member alone is not the person
concerned ; the other Members are also
concerned. He has a rigt to give his
reasons why it should be sent to the
Committee of privileges. Of course. he
cannot repeat what he has already said,
The other Members also have a right
to say that it may not be referred to the
Committee and that the House itself
may discuss, It is entirely the right of
the House. If leave under rule 225 is
granted, the House may consider the
question and come to a decision or refer
it to the Committee of Privileges on a
motion ma:ll:r either by the Member who-
has raised the question of privi] or
any other Member, It is for :f'lg:Holgey
to decide. It is not for the Member to
decide whether it should be sent to the
Committee, it is for the House to decide:
that.

SHRI C. M. STEPHEN : I am afraid,

u did not catch the point I was trying

I was making was this. The hon. Member

had given ng;ice of;'la mot‘i‘gn ina\;lolovi -
a tion ivilege. You

tha?u:otion to E: brought before the-

House, At that time he made a statement

after you itted him under rule

. Now, proceeding is on the basis:

at motion. The question is whether

on the same motion he has the right to.

make another speech.

MR. SPEAKER : It is a different
motion, wlmh:r it should be referred

4

gdmcmmeewdwmmdm

e+ Expunged s ordesed by the Chaim.
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Now, we shall continue after lunch.
The House stands adjourned for lunch.

13 06 hrs.

The Lok Sabha adjourned for lunch till
Fourteen of the Clock.

The Lok Sabha re-assembled after lunch
at Fourteen of the Clock.

[MR. SPEAKER in the Chair]

QJESTION OF PRIVILEGE AGAIN-
ST SHRIMATI INDIRA GANDHI
AND OTHERS—Contd.

it wg fomd : g wEEE,
ST SETE @I ], IAF FIL G qEAT
ATHW I KT €T A 7 | AT e
T AW IR A F AT F v
TGAT AEAT E | WY FHWA F AW
Staer qrg §, A7 ww A 9T AW
T oaa g o Gy wAE
FT Ig B gRT 5 37 qet 17 98 @
FL 1 F9 & a7 7 g7 T3 g9
® & STH A AT AMEAT

HETH WEET, Tg AT AR F qT
§ FT AT AT, THF T W qgT T I9AT
21T fagew 37 f&GAl § gor ar AR
FfT 11-12-74 T §F AT g
1 AATT-AAIT 74T W AT L I
F7 e Iwe feat man, @ fF § a9
gfar gl e AT gn o &
ey i 9 fowr | W, weuw WY,
FEA AN F IR AT @A, A
AT 7T FX TR A AFHT IRy AeAETS
¥ g & 7z Fgm g 1w R
FF qedl 7 ARt @ oo &
I9 ¥ 91, a1 3T gHT F weyw =N
AT fag faeat ¥ a8 g @ &
«] was the first victim of emergency”
aifq AR fat gEfadl &1 At
FEAT TIAT 9T, AT TWF 9aT 9
STEaT | 12 aTrE ® 9 F 3 oo e
4T, 9% T AW 4T ;-

2377 L.S.—8

226

“I wish to draw your attention to
the very sordid trick which your Sec-
retariat and the Indusiry Ministry
have played on me in respect of my
Unstarred Quiestion No. 4175 answered
on the 11th December, 1974. My
original question made a reference to
the Maruti Ltd.s Annual Report for
1973-74 and asked whether part of
the plant and machinery and -equip-
ment referred to at pages 16-17 of
the report had been imported from
abroad,

Without reference 1o me and without
my consent, the Secretariat and the
Industry Ministry have completely
changed my question. The question as
modified by them makes me appear
to be a big fool. I am supposed to
have asked whether the Maruti Led.
annual report has stated that a part
of their machinery has been imported
from abroad.

I am in possession of the Maruti
Ltd.’s annual report, why should I
ask this stupid question ? Of course,
the Maruti Ltd. has not stated that
part of the machinery is imported.
It is on the basis of the report that I
received that despite the declarations
about the Swadeshi Car, machinery
including the proto-type engine had
been imported from abroad that I
tabled the question. In order to avoid
answering this embarassing question,
the Industry Ministry, in ecollusion
with vour Secretariat, have changed
my question. This is nothing but a
fraud.”

T TE, AW § A 78 Fav
qr3 P

‘I refuse to believe that your junior
officers have done this on their own. Shri
Dandavate had already charged that
the Prime Minister’s office has directed
that all questions should go to her. Her
Secretariat not only edits the answers
but also the questions themselves as has
been done inthis particular case.”

at A wEred, g I faat
¥ 7 g v ¥ f TR Wl AT ¥ T e
ag fadw faar ar fr fafree & oY
q §, 9T IEi &1 qqrw A ¥ fag
T FET IART Y ITH A AAT A
afew agi a% Iiv fadw o el ¥
i forg W ) fv ooy ¥ agw & g



