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% ftffT^1 r̂ Piq'i'l -VT Tft 5 1 
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JTf J f f t fd  ^ f t  ŜTPTT ^ r f fq  1

12*15 hrtt.

QU ESTION  OF PRIVILEGE AGAI-
NST SH RIM ATI INDIRA GANDHT 

AND OTHERS,

( ^ ? t ) : srssrer

* I ^ T ,  ? P T T  H T T  p ^ T  f t  eft W  5TTT

¥t %?«Ter if f®  srrff .

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.

M R. SPEAKER: Upto five Members, 
you can add.

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

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

SHRI JY O T IR M O Y  BOSU (Diamond 
Harbour): Sir, I talked to you yester-
day............

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

SHRI G. M. STEPHEN: rose.

MR. SPEAKER: I have not given any 
decision. I have allowed him to mention. 
It is for the House to decide.

sft t o  f c i p t : srsTO’ W

spr *ppt sr^pf % * f lr  srnr 

3>t «ii«i<i>i£i %  ftm  ^  

f « w r < r ^ r ^ % W N '^ t i . .  (?d < i9w )

A WTeT If fM fftt 'gflAfDr C. M. STEPHEN (Idukld): I
am on a point of order.
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MR. SPEAKER: He has raised a point 
of order.

Smt. Indira Gandhi 2 io  

can dispute. After thematter—-none __ nuicr
Mudgal affair, no case of this importance 
I think, has ever been raised in Parliament 
In fact, this is even more serious than th 
Mudgal case, because no less a ne™ 
than the former prime Minister is in i 
ved. I«voj-

SHRI G. 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 G. M. STEPHEN: I would like
o 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 a question of breach 
o f  privilege.

MR. SPEAKER: It comes within 
Rule 222. It is my ruling that it Comes 
within Rules 222 and 225.

SHRI JY O TIR M O Y  BOSU: Have 
you given consent or not ?

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

tt’lH ^ 1 %  % f%tT 4fl< STTT

gfinsu % SPft WTT T t  3ft TO ftW T 

|  s t f t  Jr &  w q ?  m x w  

v t  §«frcwir 1 w  * sr  *ppt

5®  ««^ii «rir.>ii ^ 1

“ M y present notice ofbreach of privilege 
aad ccmtempt of Parliament, is not «om- 
plicated at aD. That is also a  very serious

The facts are very simple. Mrs. Gandh'’ 
son was issued a letter of intent (ofw h^l 
the period was extended several t \ 
and finally an industrial licence tn, J mes' 
facture a cheap and hundred 
indigenous car on the condition that 
import licence will be asked for or 
and that no machinery of foreien 
will be allowed to be used in th? 
facture of this car. From the very berin 
nmg. I was critical of the Project aJS r 
doubted the ability of Mr. Sanjay G ^ dh; 
to manufacture any car or the g«uin“ S  
of his promise of not using anv .
machinery for producing if. y mported

"In  1974 I began to receive reports 
about the circumvention by M arutiLM  
of the conditions laid down by the 
men* and willingly accepted by Mr" 
Sanjay Gandhi. When I  got hold of 
Annual Report and Accounts of Maruri 
Ltd. for the year 1973-741 found a mention 
at pages 16-17 of the machinery instauS 
or in the process of installation i « T  
factory. The Maruti report made ™  
mention of the fact that part of the 
machinery was imported machinery of 
foreign origin. Naturally they wanted to 
conceal from the general public the fact
that conditions of licence had been blatan-
tly violated by them. When I learr.t that the 
imported machinery had been obtained 
by Maruti Ltd. through Batliboi & Sons 
I tabled a question in the House in the’ 
1974 winter session of the Lok Sabha The 
question made a reference to pages 16 
and 17 of the Maruti report and stated 
whether part of the machinery installed 
was of foreign origin.

After creating a lot of difficulties about 
the admission of the question, finally the 
Lok Sabha Secretariat admitted it in a 
mutilated form (U.S.Q. 4175 on 11-12- 
1974)5 course, without reference to me, 
and with the inevitable result that a 
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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[*ft f t m ]
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” —

I emphasise this fact—

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

I will give four quotations from May's 
Parliamentary Practice to substantiate this.

“ Obstruction 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’*—

“ 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”

fa  *nr-
if f t ,  if ^  *n*WT

* *  5t m r  s t  f f c m  *f%»r | :

“ It is clear that bieach of privilege 
in one Parliament may be punished in 
another succeeding..........*’

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

“ Neither will suffer any person 
vyVrtbr*- an officer of the House or not 
to be molested---- on account of any-
thing done by them in the course of

their duty.”

* r s w  srrr f w  ( 4 1 ) M  t
Rule 41 says:

“ A question may be asked for the 
purpose of obtaining information on a 
matter of public importance within the 
special cognizance of the Minister to 
whom it is addressed.”

W  f o r *  r̂r ^ r r  |  »

“ Right to ask a question ”

^  ^  1 1

«<wiT sjfy+i < fe n - *pt t  |  fMnff
W K d f t t i i i  % STTT, % SW,'>lS'5
105 t  f  :

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

STftsRHX «TT I FTHtT % H'jJT 

feTT eft % f̂ PT T̂Tn1+rO ^ rlw

^riT ^fhr *rcft ^ sq- qr sfh; ssftr

« tt , t  ^  q r f c ^ r f e  mm 
f ^ r  * th t  *n f$ r  i

i f  w  f h fe  % “ w ”  § &  s ftr  v f e i w r

*ft % R̂kTT f ,  srsqsr

#  W W  rrm  £ I

srm , srszrcr ^  | —

“ 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 the fabricated charges made 
against the officers by the Prime 
Minister and others, the C.B.I. 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..I.”

w r e r  Mgtaq, ftrfin t v w i t  Jrtf 

"rfNi % i r e  !*< «mr m f
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*ff Tt ^  I — im
W  iTKTSJ *TT ?

“ 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.”

W T , STSZref A' JT5
^ l^al g  I SHIT vfhr 5TTSTT 

eft srnr *nr*rfer

% s r c  A' JTHTTcf tor 

ft>  ̂ ^  s t ft t

1

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 :—

(0

(ii) 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 : What is 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 P Another thi«g 
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 gtae it* Report. Can you 
consider this as a matter of privilege t 
It will be a parallel proceeding. You will 
render infructuous all that is being done

in this matter before the Shah Commi-
ssion . This House could to-day its t If 
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 yet to come— we don’t 
know whether he will substantiate 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.

sft (IcsevTt SRT) •

srsrcr *ft f r f rv f t
3FT Ferrer ^

5T srfil+K I  I *rrr WfTW ¥TTf fr f lw
’H I ^  *1̂ 1 ^ 1 ^  ff^T &

w s r  tr&r % w w r t v t

% HTffift 3RT3T

3TTHT «n?ft eft flf̂ T
*rn> ^ 1
u ro  M w *  * t  ifh R  ^  vhnift 
w ftrr qftft % fir?rni51, «ft u t to  fco 

ittx  f t o  f t  o t  

tfto tfto i n f o  % fv^nv> £
for obstructing, harassing and instituting 
ftJie cases against some officers who 
wanted to collect information, for giving 
a correct answer before the House. That 
ia my plea. That is the basis.
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srsrer t^r *reft, ^  ^

W P S  qft *TtfsTC> srfksfTTC £  f W R  %

T I aj J( ?TP(

o t t« ' w i j  ?rff f o r  ^ f c n ,  sra* 

* 5H  spx k I t  firPrFST *n^ r Si

I

PROF. P. G. M AVALAN KAR
(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. M AVALAN KAR :
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 ozve 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. (interruption) My point is that 
even within the same subject, this is a 
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 one 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 raise 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.

t o  l y a  : sp sro  

$  SrT*1% 'STflrt SPfaT ^X  TfT *TT
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sr^rFr cfTT grftry iT |

%ttx ^  srrerr sntft |
^  14 ^ I

f ^ r  STOTT 

? 3ft sT$*Tds I ,

srftnFrfoff ^  f a  ^

1 snn:

|  s ftr  s r m ft  ^  |

iT^t^r snr* f̂ > a
§  1 s m r  ^  i r r o  ^rar«r ^  f>

^ \ 5HTT T̂TcTT

^ 3? ?n% t o  % f t

T̂TcTT ^ \ if&IST

^  I  *n ^  w f r m  T̂T |  ?
^  V[ tfW *  T̂f̂ TT ^T^TT f  I T̂3T

spt qrf^rr^Rxt 136
Tmr | —

“ It may be said generally that any 
act or ommission which 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 duties, or which has 
a tendency direcdy or indirecdy to 
produce such results may be treated as 
a contempt, even though there is no 
precedent of the offecne.**

^  aft ^  |  1 ^  f 's r t  | —

“ It 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.**

firc e r  s r K  s r w t

it *ft ?n*ft *r f tw r

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

SHRI KANW AR LA L GUPTA : Let 
me read it.

“ A  contempt of the House may be 
»as any act or omission which

16, 1977 Smt. Indira Gandhi 216



217 QOP against KABTIKA 25, 1899 (SA K A ) Smt. Indi*, GandW

obstructs or impedes either House o f  
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 resul t 
indirectly by bringing the House into 
odium, contempt or redicule or by 
lowering its authority do constitute a 
contempt.”

aft *pt t  f*fat srrarc jt pt
f^rcr 5titt— sftr  ^  srtrff

spt mH-© : f̂ T T̂’TT ^— eft *If
srra >̂t sit ^ i 

%^r ^  Trr^^'d  ir ^t *ff,
fPprr ®Pt f a s t  tft qrfam ifc Jf 

w trr ?rra 5 frear % ^*ft *ptftrsr 
?fft >̂t f a  l f̂ 5R H
ST^t 3Tf % P<4I 5fTH I ?Jf

|  I ^ T T  |

fa  ?T§ 3ft S t’fft aft Tfast 3>t sfft Wt
+ 1 \n<(N T 

^t, 'dtl+t nf^BefTT +<»t .^t, 
*t> vt ^t, ̂ 5 ^t,

*Tf ^ fa  ’’i? ^  Ml̂ qd
ipprfr a^r fftr fao Ipt

^*fft *1̂ . i  faqT, T̂l̂ t
^ r f  «ft f a  sft *mr?r f^nr*r aft

^ it
% tfiM’f h  ?rnr, «t  *rn* *#tr
?jf Tiftnfe ?*t ercf ir l i w t  st  5^,

aft 5T K t^  ^ ^ f  «ft% T̂TTt, ^ 4>l

ssstar 3 fa  *  tfc  ssrc?t *Pt
^  ^  tft *rtf n f  *tftrar «ft i

If ifTT ^ Pi*
*TPt% JirprT %U WTT f  I

^ t t^ St^ vw  ̂  f^psrw *  *  <WJ

*Wt $ I *T«ft Wlf JjfcWPT VT fŵ 5 
faw t w*n 1 1  4 & f«i ^  $  •4i««ii

fr i w rar ^
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’p f sn f vfirsnr % <rî =td ?̂t sr^a- 
’Tft t  i sptt  4  sftro f*n>? ^  
^ rr f  ’Tf s n fe r  ^ r%  f a  jn p jr

%*r t  eft far stt^
^ t  *T 3 ff  |  5 f k  ^  ^ r |  e ft  « f t ^ f t  f f e r r  

,rrat ^ n * , y^ i gTf«r >̂t ^h ii i,
f̂t ^t ?JTf % 3TJĴ f5T qft ?TtT

;3^fa ^  T O T  Propr 5  5̂  ^

5fa | JTT 5T|t I ?ft3 if ^  fjfo <nf 
% fft >̂T TfT g  :

•‘F°rmer ttravy Industry Minister 
T.A. ” aj deposed that Mrs. Gandhi 

ups^  “ d furious’ over the action 
of the officials who, he thought, were 
doing their legitimate duty in collecting 
matenal in response to a Parliament 
S h ° n . M f-JP f ’3 Presence, Mrs. 
Oandhi had called her additional Pri- 
vate Secretary, Mr. R.K. Dhawan, and 
told h,m to ask the CBI Director to start 
inquiries against the official* and raid 
their houses.

According to him, the action against 
me 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 
funcUons.**

jft I  fisrcrc* Jjf STOUT *Pt aneft 
*ft f a  ĉTT̂ r SR S fa  %, cff

^ nr ^  f a  ^ f a S % ^  f a  

a r f a ^ r  arara sftr
5fpt % fa^» i* rr,?^ rfatT ^faten rfaJT r 
»wr, f̂t ^t *rrf ^ enr fa»rr, ^a^t 
^ * 7  fa ^ r  ?ftr ? fa rr  
i H m  f t  IT?, <ftSTT f t  »rf *ftT TfT 
f a  ^ f a t  «T5prr ^rtr i ijft  efR"f t t  

|  i ^ fa rr  >ritft t t ,  m *  ^  s fk
^t o^*l TT 1 ^firCT ’rirft *I>T

êTT f e n  |  I IW  HSR W T TfT f  I

“ In his inconclusive testimony, Mr.
D . Sen, former CBI Director  ̂ said he 
had ordered the ioratfgatiain on the 
h«Mi <rf the injqrmalfcttv provided, b^
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[Shri Kanwar Lai Gupta]
Mr R .K . Dhawan, the Additional
Private Secretary to th e .tl^ “  
i ?  ;.*«• who had stated that Mrs. 
Gandhi had received the complaints from 
some MPs and others.”

M r. Pai again said :

“ I knew why she (Mrs. Gandhi) was
-  licause the previous day Mr. 

Dhawan (Additional Private 
^ t a r v  t o T e  then Prime Minmer) 
tfd to ld m e  about it. She .aid my officers 
were talking of poUtical corrup t^  
ZZen they themselves were corrupt. 
Before I could say anything m rcply to 
w  L  called Mr. Dhawan and ordered 
^ ’. t e n T o u ^  should be raided, M ,. 
Pai submitted.

|  Pf  swift: ^  ^

s ftr  ^  €v$ ^  ^

«r, ^  ^
Jr %?r  ̂ ^  ^

%  ^fpft 1

In conclusion Mr. Pai said :

“ On the face of it, I felt the charges 
/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 I 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.”

nfr Mi?m i srrfroi# w r 
f  f s n # t  ?nr fip’TT ’ tut »ft g w  

^TT W I ^1%

I :

Mr. Krishnaswamy said he discussed the 
matter with the Jbint’ 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-
liamentary question was prepared without 
any information from Maruti Ltd.

hope of getting the required iifo ^ a t^ n

i m  * T % T  if  ^ T T  
|  far farsr crft%  *r s ft <tt£

*ft b ftff  % r  Jr t  qTf^n^r)-
srfe^ r ^  ’n n  f  • • • •

18  Jr RTPT

<ft 5TPT f w  r l f  r  • • (w w errc)

^ r r  ?t| |  fa? irw 

sr f ^ T  Jf *nn |  5 T ^ + ;  sftr

t  fir
|  ^ ftr r  sft

^  <rfter !ff ^  m f w

*T W rfim «ff %  ^

W T  5T ^  |

ff *r«radi |  fa> %*r
yTT% flTH-t T̂ TT STTT 

fsrf%%3T ŝ ST ?  I ^

^  qft, qit w m >  sftr snrr ^
ft? ^  5TH |  <J5T eft T̂3TT

TT8RT ^ |

SH RI YESW ANTRAO CH AVAN  
(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 case 
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 o f  Statements 
made before the Commission which is still 
in the continuing process. They have 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 
ad on /that basis you ask the parliament 

take a view in the matter  ̂ it looks to 
to be a non-judicial or an un-judicial 

ay.
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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 G. 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
may 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 ?

5TSJTST A'

smrnr  ft fa snsr  ss smrnr 

 ̂1 iro smrrc  shptt

t

“That the question of  breach of 
privilege and contempt of the House 
against Shrimati Indira Gandhi  and 
others be referred to the Committee of 
Privileges with instructions to report 
within a period of six months.”

"SftT fcTFTT -qîdi

f ft? fro?r sftt 3r, fro*  Sr,

STFcT f?TT,

MR. SPEAKER: Is it necessary to make 
another speech ?

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.

«rt t w»r

%fa»T  W*T

faff sMwgtf  r̂a-

farTT, 33% 5T? fa S*T STcFT

^ aft y

srfsr̂rrrf vt h<iwk   ̂  

r̂r spnr sftntft  ’itsft  Tft *ft i 

5<Rrft  ̂ «ft

fa w pt »r?ft r̂r 

ft WT 5fk 3ft yfa<f|5Tif
3m tft fret

fft ?nrr  i  far Jppff ̂t ̂  % fa*, 
% fair *=n<t>KT srni, fan snnf 

f̂t ’tnr?  forr -stpt, fan 5rs»ff w
iReT 3T̂,T5' folT '3IT*T, *Tf 9TO faflPT
jteth *r?ft % ̂rfârgpT if ftm «rr i
?fa  5t-fafrf  *PT  «n,  FffaT

fiwr *rf sr «rr fa m̂nrr

spit  f̂t *ftr̂ tit* nfrm % fair

TFTWTft  I *If ft TO

fa SS 5ER5T *Pt 'TftsT-TT. . . . (SRSTR)

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.

f f*T5 ̂  STMT g,
<mt t? f, * fm if str

»<.«1 «(HI 5TTS*ft '1ft § I

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).

«?t (*ftr»T3T) :**

*Tf[ «rfr

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. (Interruptions)

SHRI KAN WAR LAL GUPTA;: Sir, 
••means he is a follower. (,Interruption) It 
is not unparliamentary.

♦•Expunged aa ordered by the Chalr.



223 QOP against NOVEMBER 16, 1977 Smt. Indira Gandhi 224
PROF.  DILIP  CHAKRAVARTY 

(Calcutta South): If somebody makes a
statement 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 speech. 
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. (0 
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 you 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 regular motion on which 
t\ve 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 discussion8 
in the House, the materia] before thc 
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 
others also should be allowed to mgke 
their speeches. There have been precedents 

in the Home. On a motion for reference 
to the Committee of Privileges, no speeches

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 already 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 
a 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 or 
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 made either by the Member who- 
has raised the question of privilege or by 
any other Member. It is for the House 
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, 
you did not catch the point I was trying 
to make. (Interruptions) The point that 
I was making was this. The hon. Member 
had given notice of a motion involving- 
a question of  privilege. You allowed( 
that motion to be brought before the 
House. At that time he made a statement 
after  you  permitted  him  under  rule 
222. Now, the proceeding is on the basis: 
of that motion. The question is whether 
on the same motion he has the right to> 
make another speecfe.

MR.  SPEAKER : It is  a  different 
motion, whetfeeip it should be referred 
to the Con̂ mittee or discussed in the 
Souse.

** Expunged a« prdeied 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 
Foirteen of the Clock.

The Lok Sabha re-assembled after lunch 

at Fourteen of the Clock.

[Mr. Speaker in the Chair]

QUESTION OF PRIVILEGE AGAIN-
ST SHRIMATI INDIRA GANDHI 

AND OTHER S—Contd.

to

«ft 3TTT 3"geT
WT  t̂ *p£TeT *fift ̂ I *ft ip&T 
31%  ft A ?TPT % STTq%
T̂TT ̂TfcTT f I  T̂fhFT %
*ft  #ft TPT   ̂5R
^ ?rT$ t *rk  ^t
 ̂  fTt’TT  efsift 3>t  ̂ ?sf̂T 

sfft I  ̂   ̂ ̂  ^  Sflt |—t OT 

S  ?rnr% *fi+H g 1

HW5T   ̂ *rt WjRi % gft

sftr   ̂fcff *t pr  srk 
11-12-74  sra ift spft

t̂' eft5T-*T̂3T ’FIT ?ftT ̂FTffT 3FT 
m *Mcr '3rR forr w, eft  3r sr%er 
T̂T;  ft for  n̂nr %
srszrsr ̂t fir̂T 1  r̂ŝra*
3T3T  %̂t̂TTfrqT, eft%
*ft*T f̂ rr  %f̂ T WT̂t "TM+rtf
% fircr 5Tf  -41̂0 j 1 ̂nft 5ft
?rrw <?t*eff % irarart   ̂t
^ 5r *tt, eft  *t*pt % snarer sft

f%f fiêf ̂  «t»̂T ̂TT ft>
“I was the first victim of emergency” 

qrft '3’»T̂t  f̂epft T̂̂ftsTTf ĴT T̂PT*TT 
SFTTT TfefT *TT,  T̂*T 'TcTT
«riiniT I 12 elTCt̂ Vt ̂ft # ̂’TW fiT̂T
*nv  srenr «rr:

“I wish to draw your attention to 
the very sordid trick which your Sec-
retariat  and  the  Industry  Ministry 
have played on me in respect of my 
Unstarred Question No. 4175 answered 
on  the  nth  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 to 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 Ltd. 
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 emharassing question, 
the  Industry  Ministry,  in  collusion 
with your Secretariat, have changed 
my question. This is nothing but a 
fraud.”

Hi JfTfT

«TT J  >
“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  in this  particular  case.”

eft wawr  ?n-rRr 35T ferr
ir ̂  ft   ̂fa sraH JRTt 3ft % 5T %̂ 5T 

 ̂fMfor fen- *rr fa  % aft
5TS*T  3>T  StWT TT   ̂ % fat* 

*T ■3'f+l ̂t 53*T% MW  5fTH
*fN> ?iff  Msr smft fâ ̂
fa fâl  p̂t (V̂l s(l+r| if

?<o+ki  ..
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