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fShrl Krishan Chonder Haidar] 
the dismissed railway employees took 
part in the recent railway strike

SHRI S M BANERJEE (Ramput)
Sir, the Calcutta High Court has set 
aside the dismisel of the railway em
ployees The Supplementary Demands 
tor Railways are going to be discus
sed tomorrow most probably Before 
that discussion starts, the minister 
should make a statement that they 
will not go to the Supien.e Court and 
th«y will reinstate all the workers 
whose seivices have been terminated 
or who have been dismissed If 
that statement is not made, what 
will happen’  I have gone through the 
Supplemental y Demands

I have gone through the supple
mentary Defmands for Grants for 
Railways and there is no Provision 
made for the amount by way of 
payments to be made to such emplo
yees whose .services have been ter
minated.

I would only >equest you to dnrct 
the Railway Minister to make a pro
vision there Otherwise, it will be 
difficult to have a discussion on *he 
Demands

SHRIMATJ PARVATI KKISHNAN 
(Coimbatore). Sir, I want to add 
only one word to what has already 
been said by Shn Banerjee In taking 
thig action, the Government, the 
Railway Minister and the Railway 
Board should also see that all those 
employees who.se appeals have been 
rejected and whose dismissals, re
movals ftom service have been con
firmed should also be taken back It 
should not be said that their dismis
sal^ removals, have been confirmed 
because these dismissals, removals, 
from service, as per the judgement 
of the Calcutta High Court, have 
been shown to be totally illegal.

MR DEPUTY-SPEAKER* Shri 
Piloo Mody

SHRI S. M. •BANERJEE: Sir, you 
kindly direct the Minister.,,.

MR, DEPUTY -SPEAKER: The
Supplementary Demands for Rail* 
ways are coming for discussion

SHRI S. M. BANERJEE I would 
request you and appeal to you to 
kindly direct the Minister (Inter
ruptions) Now that we have made 
our submissions, we would request 
you to make certain observation ..

MR DEPUTY-SPEAKER' All 
right--I will make some observa
tion The only observation is that the 
Government will take note of the 
submissions made by the hon Mem
bers. Now. Shn Piloo Mody

SHRI DHAMANKAR (Bhiwandi)
Sir I have given a notice under Rule 
377

MR DEPUTY-SPEAKER This is 
not the time for notices undet Rul*' 
377.

SHRI DHAMANKAR I will Ukv 
only a minute

MR DtPUTY-SPEAKER. What do 
you want to say*S

SHRI DIIAMANKAR Su. then1 
arc icpoit.s in a section of the prtv 
that about Rs, 2 crores of insurance 
premia deducted from the salaries, 
of policy holdeis under the Salaiy 
Savings Scheme and paid to the 
LI.C are is laying un-adjusted for 
years in the Nagpur Division of LI.C 
Similar unadjustment of fund ^ 
also reported m other divisions of 
L I C  It likely that the policy 
holders may suffer because those 
amounts have not been adjusted. I 
would request the Government to g,o 
into this and make the necessary 
arrangements

14.13 hrs
QUESTION OF PRIVlLEGE—contd.
Certain News R*po«t in Prawak- 
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SHRI PILOO MODY (Godhra): 
Mr. Deputy-Speaker. Sir* I must 
admit, to begin with, that I did not 
realise when I sent this notice this 
morning that I would be disturbing 
a hornet’s nest because, I thought, 
the matter was rather innocent, that 
some Editor of some paper had made 
comments of a nature so derogatory 
to Parliament and parliamentary pro
cedure that I should have imagined 
that every single Member of this 
House would have automatically, 
without debate without question, have 
submitted the issue to the Privileges 
Committee of Parliament and let them 
decide it

Unfortunately, I found that when we 
started sending this issue to the Pri
vileges, Committee-man* Members of 
the Congress Party also supported the 
jdea wholeheartedly—and all of us 
were certain, but the Speaker m his 
wisdom allowed the matter to proli
ferate, dllowed all manner of extra
neous matter to be brought info this: 
simple motion, ,n fad, to the point 
were even the Law Minister, Mr 
Gokhale. wa.s allowed to intervene, 
even aftei he had prefaced hit, remarks 
by saying that he did not wish to 
speak on the motion tabled by Mr. 
Ptloo Mody but that he wanted to 
speak on some wue othet than that 
and wanted the Hou.se to know what 
the Government^ attitude on a sub
ject outside the scope of this debate 
or this motion was I do not under- 
stand why this was allowed to be done 
Nor do 1 understand why the Minis
ter of Parliamentary Affairs opposed it 
when the matter was finally reduced 
to it8 simple minimum, that it was 
merely a motion of privilege against 
what had appeared in the newspapers. 
The conclusion is only too obvious. 
May I ask this of the Minister for 
Parliamentary Affairs? Does he agre* 
with what has been written in this 
paper? Does he think that what has 

written in this paper i*, true and. 
therefore, the matter should not be 
referred to the Privileges Committee? 
Because, other than that, Mr. Deputy- 

cannot understand why the 
Minister for Parliamentary Affairs

did not allow this simple matter to 
gp to the Privileges Committee. And 
if he thinks that what has appeared in 
this paper is true, then I suggest that 
the question of privilege should also 
be brought against the Minister for 
Parliamentary Aflaii& because after all 
Mr. George Fernandes has written this 
and he is outside and should not be 
subjected to privilege but the Minis
ter sitting inside the House happens 
to corroborate and agree with what 
has been written in this article.

The second thing I want to know— 
and this also perplexes me—is why 
Mr. Raghu Ramaiah has asked for 
time He says that they want to think 
about it What is there to think 
about? Whether a simple matter like 
this should be referred to the Privi
leges Committee or not, is that some
thing that should be thought about’  
Is any mind to be applied to this sub
let? As I said earlier this morning 
is ho going to change the language <'f 
if7 I*- he going to change the photo- 
giaph’  Is he going to change the con
tent*, of this7 What does he want 
the time for? Does he want time to 
decide whether reference of this *o 
the Privileges Committee is a politi
cal manipulation that is acceptable 
to him or not?

I am also rather perplexed about 
the manner in which matters are fast 
deteriorating in this House We have 
*een what has happened in the mor
ning. We wasted about 2£ hours 
on something like this which should 
have taken precisely five minutes- the 
matter should have been raised, 
people should have been made aware 
of what the matteT was, and within 
a few minutes everybody should have 
agreed that the matter should be re
ferred to the Privileges Committee 
But that was not done. And why 
was that not done? The reason for 
that is. there is evil design, there are 
malo Men. behind the action of the 
Government. I do not very often 
make statements like this. Whatever 
I say I say with full responsibility, 
and 1 have come to the* conclusion 
that thig entire House is being mani-
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[SHEI PILOO MODY] 
pulated like a puppet show from the 
Prime Minister’s Secretarial The 
Minister for Parliamentary Affairs is 
merely the instrument through which 
this manipulation goes on and we 
charge the Government with being a 
puppet in the hands of the Prime Min
ister's Secretariat. I have definitely 
observed in this very House that the 
Prime Minister’s Secretariat in the per
son of somebody whom I do not wish 
to name, is virtually hanging out into 
this House giving instructions every 
minute to the Minister of Parlia
mentary Affairs as to what should be 
done. (Interruptions).

SHRI H. N. MUKERJEE (Calcutta- 
North-East) ; He should contradict 
if it is not so. He has no guts, no 
character.

SHRI K. RAGHU RAMAIAH; I will 
show my guts when I reply. (Inter
ruptions) .

SHRI SHYAMNANADAN MISHRA 
(Begusarai): A regular report is made 
to the Prime Minister by his Secre
tary on the performance of the mem
bers on the other side of the House, 
including that of the Ministers.

SHRI BHAGWAT JHA AZAD 
(Bhagalpur): What is wrong about 
it?

SHRI SHYAMNANDAN MISHRA: 
This is the honour and respect given 
to the hon. Members of this House. 
Some petty official reporting on the 
conduct of the Minister and the Mem
bers? .. .  (Interruptions).

SHRI A. P. SHARMA (Buxar): I 
seriously object to the remark of the 
hon. Member. That should not be 
allowed to go on record. This is de
finitely objectionable.

SHRI SHYAMNANDAN MISHRA: 
And the Minister Is nodding his head 
in approval and appreciation.

SHRI K. P. UNNIKRISHNAN 
(Badagara): May I make a submis
sion. I am concerned with the pro
cedure of the House.

SHRI SHYAMNANDAN MISHRA: 
Keeping a watch on their behaviour. 
We see it everyday.

MR. DEPUTY-SPEAKER: Some
hon Members tried to draw my 
attention and say that they wanted to 
make some submission .

AN HON. MEMBER; Consultation 
is going on.

MR. DEPUTY-SPEAKER: I would 
like to point out the procedure and 
practice of the House. When a 
member has been identified and call
ed, he is in possession of the floor. 
If he yields, others can intervene and 
make their submission

SHRI K P. UNNIKRISHNAN: You 
should also stop others from inter
rupting us.

MR. DEPUTY-SPEAKER; It is not 
for me to tell members to sit down.

SHRI A P. SHARMA- How does 
Mr. Mishra come m the picture when 
Mr. Piloo Mody is speaking. This is 
uncalled for.

SHRI PILOO MODY: Mr. A. P.
Sharma and Shn Shashi Bhushan—I 
am not yielding to you. Mr. Unnikri- 
shnan—I am yielding to you,

SHRI K. P. UNNIKRISHNAN; What 
I want to point out is that unfortuna
tely there has been a kind of mani
pulation going on the other side . . . 
(Interruption*) I will come to that 
later on...

SHRI SHYAMNANDAN MISHRA: 
You are under the surveillance of a 
petty official.

SHRI K. P. UNNIKRISHNAN: 
Their target of attack is the Leader
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of the House herself. If you permit 
such unwarranted references to made, 
this House cannot go on. I want to make 
and clarify that they cannot held this 
House to ransom. We will not permit 
this to go on. It is upto you and may 
I respectfully submit that it is to 
your goodself that we look forward 
for pulling up the members when 
they interrupt when an important 
matter is being discussed.

MR. DEPUTY-SPEAKER: Now.
who is interuppting whom.

SHRI K. P. UNNIKRISHNAN: This 
is very uncharitable. Now, I request 
you once again that if you want to 
have the proceedings of the House 
go on smoothly, you have to stop this 
nonsense

SHEI PILOO MODY: You must
understand that I allowed Mr. K.P. 
TJnniknshnan to mtervence and 
yielded to him because I expected 
him to provide me with the sort of 
material that I wanted to carry on 
my attack. He was very concerned 
about the conspiracy as he calls it 
of our wanting to attack the Leader 
of the House. I want to know—which 
i<? his idea of Parliament and parlia- 
mentary democracy? What does he 
presume is t h e  role of the Opposition? 
Because, I know, his mentors do not 
believe in a parliamentary democracy 
where there is an opposition It is the 
opposition’s role, at all times to 
attack the ruling party. If we attack 
the ruling party, we are guilty of 
committing a crime according to their 
accounts, but we are definitely doing 
our duty by the people, by the coun
try. Now it comes as to who is attack
ing whom. There is no question of 
attacking a ruling party, which in 
every political sense of the word, 
does not function like a political par
ty. There is no point attacking a 
hunch of people who ?uP“
pets, in the hands of the leader, an 
‘Son. Member whose presence »Umost 
is never recorded in this House 
except through agents of one sort or 
tike other. And, th«refore, I am
tm tentud hi* at the iaet

that I am not attacking him, but that 
1 am attacking his leader. But I am 
afraid they will have to put up with 
some sort of non-entity status till 
what time tlney themselves decide 
that they will be man enough and ex
ert all right a$ Members of Parlia
ment and the privileges that this 
country has given to them, till what 
time they decide to behave like a 
gataparcha, which can be mouied to 
take any form, they will have to put 
up with this.

SHRI SAT PAL KAPUR (Patiala): 
He is abusing us

SHRI PILOO MODY: It is like plas
ticine, which you hight have handled 
in your Kindergarten. Therefore, Sir, 
unless these gentlemen themselves 
insist and they want to turn into men, 
it is no point attacking them, it is 
only worth attacking those who 
manipulate tmcm, and that is why 
the attack is directed against the 
Leader of the House, because all of 
you are mere heads to be counted 
irrespective of what is inside those 
heads. And therefore on this particular 
issue you have seen a very strange 
thing indeed. You have seen a letter 
being put in the notices signed by 21 
Members of Parliament—21 Member# 
of Parliament who have signed a let
ter either to pressurise or change the 
policy of the Government of Ind*a> 
as stated These 21 Members ^ P a r 
liament. had by this action, altered 
and changed the policy of the Govern
ment of India and this is the niain 
complaint. The Minister is pleading 
behind the fact that it was the pres
sure exerted by these 21 members 
that made them change their nuna 
and give licences to people who had 
been refused the licence in the past.

The second point of the act is this, 
namely, some of the signatures were 
acquired under pressure, others under 
ignorance and yet another 
of false signatures wire addffito «i 
names ol Member*. May this letter
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Uve long and lie in peace.! 1 don’t 
think any other eyes will ever see 
this letter again. By this time it might 
have been substituted six times over 
as the congress party has changed its 
stories one after the other, only to 
suit a particular circumstance or con
tingency. But the point is that pupo- 
teers were not only being turned into 
forgorers, but they are turned into 
perjurers. Those who had the auda
city to ask to be judged by their own 
poors, through a parliamentary investi
gating committee, were wraped on the 
knucklos punished, and made to gro
vel in the ground, because they were 
made to say, “Please let us withdraw 
this letter that we have written, please 
let us be exempted, as has been stated 
in the Bulletin of Parliament. Let it 
be ever recorded m the history of 
India—that the puppeteer has made 
two honourable Members of Parlia
ment come here.

They demand something and then 
retract from their demand because 
this does not suit the Leader. The 
over all plan of the conspiracy is 
being hatched just to cover up scandals 
like Nagarwala, Marutj and the fly
over. Every conceivable scandal j* 
being covered up.

SHRI JYOTIRMOY BOSU: (Dia
mond Harbour'); What about Jagota 
Brothers’

SHRI PILOO MODY: Mr. Bcfu has 
been able to give me one more ins
tance.

You know I participate on all occa
sions like this and even in a matter 
like the Maruti Scanda] or Nagarwala 
Scandal, what are we doing? Then 
why have Parliament at all? Why 
have all these institutions? It is the 
very institutions of democracy in this 
country that have been eroded and 
which have gone beyond recognition.

Take the case of the Presidency. T 
do not want to gay anything more 
than thin

What have you done to the Presi
dency? Take the Cabinet system.

Would anybody know that there is a 
Cabinet in India that takes a decision?

Who accepts responsibility? This is 
merely an enlarge rubber stamp. 
Most of the Cabinet Ministers do not 
often know when decisions regarding 
their own Ministries are being taken. 
Shri Swaran Singh did not know 
about the Indo-Soviet Treaty. Shri 
Chavan did not know about all these 
recent Ordinances. What more Proof 
do you want? And that is how the 
Cabinet system has been working. 
Look at the condition of the Opposi
tion—I plead guilty to this. Look at 
the law courts—commitment and 
corruption have overtaken the law 
courts. Look at the newspapers. 
There are only some people who dare 
write up this sort of thing. Look at 
the daily newspapers that you get 
What do you read in the newspapers 
except what Shri Raghu Ramaiah 
wants you to read It is not merely 
what Mr. Raghu Ramaiah’s thinking 
it hut it is his thinking of somebody 
else’s head, that is what the news
papers print We have never allowed 
public opinions to grow in this coun
try We deliberately keep the peo
ple ignorant and illiterate so that we 
po on manipulating as we like. Fifteen 
years ago there were only 21 crores 
of people who cannot read and write. 
But, to-day, there are 35 crores of 
people who cannot read and write. 
This is the achievement of this Gov
ernment.

This is the only government that 
we can have in this country? You can 
have your Government; you can have 
your stability; you can have your own 
seats; you can have your own corrup
tion and you can have your plunder 
and you can have your puppeteers. 
But this kind of thing cannot go on 
endlessly. The anger of the people is 
beginning to show itself. It is showing 
itself in any number of ways. There 
is an increase in crime, increase In 
violence and, ultimately, what Shri 
Jayaprakash Narfitfn is doing to-day 
in Bihar had happened six months 
ago in Gujarat is the only answer.
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This is really the answer to the de
bate that we had this morning in which 
they tried to confuse the issues and 
stopped even a simple matter like this 
to come up before Parliament.

The conclusion is inevitable that the 
Congress Party led by Shrimati Indira 
Gandhi, the Prime Minister’s Secreta
riat, the Minister for Parliamentary 
Affairs, the Council of Ministers and 
the Congress Party have turned this 
Parliament into what has been des
cribed in this paper. Therefore. I can 
understand the reticence, in sending 
this matter up to the Privileges Com
mittee.

MK. DEPUTY-SPEAKER: Now we 
are discussing this under Rule 226, 
that we are at that stage is very 
clear. We shall proceed recording to 
ceitain rules and according to certain 
procedures.

There is a little* amount of confu
sion nnd I must say that I huvt* not 
been able to get enough lifjht myself 
in order to guide the pioceedings of 
the House. Rule 226 says-

“If leave under Rule 225 is
granted............

which has been granted.
the House may consider the ques

tion and come to a decision ...

Now, coming to a decision has to be 
by way of a motion.

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.”

That is what the rules says. Now, I 
take it that Mr. Piloo Mody who has 
given notice of this today in time 
has been allowed by the Speaker to 
seek the leave of the House which 
the House has granted. I take it that 
Shri Piloo Mody has now formally 
moved motion.

But here I am fumbling with the 
)Mtpar* right since I came to this

Chair. I wanted also the officers at 
the Table to enlighten me as to what 
the Motion is and it is not clear what 
the Motion is.

There are only three kinds ol 
papers before me. The first one is the 
original of the letter which Mr. Piloo 
Mody sent to the Speaker today be
fore the Session began which is in the 
form of a notice. Now, a notice is 
not a motion. Subsequently, I have a 
piece oi another paper scribbled and 
signed by Mr. Piloo Mody which is in 
the form of some kind of a motion.

SHRI SHYAMNANDAN MISHRA: 
Kindly read that.

MR. DEPUTY-SPEAKER: It reads:

“That the question of privilege 
arising out of Pratipaksh story in 
its latest issue be referred to the 
Committee of Privileges for full 
investigation and report. That the 
House further resolves that all the 
documents and files connected with 
the case be seized and kept.
SHRI PILOO MODY: There is 

something on the back-side of the 
papez also.

MR DEPUTY-SPEAKER; There 
is nothing at the back.

Subsequently, I have a notice of 
an amendment to this motion by Mr. 
Madhu Limaye and Shri Jyotirmoy 
Bosu. This has been submitted to roe 
by the office in a regular manner and 
not ad hoc directly. The notice of an 
amendment by Shri Madhu Limaye 
and Shri Jyotirmoy Bosu has been 
routed to me through the Office. It 
reads as follows:

“That in the motion,— 
add at the end:—

‘•That this House further re
solves that all the documents in 
connection with the Licence Case 
be seized and Sept under the 
custody of the Speaker and 
that the Committee submit its
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preliminary report before the 
end of the Winter Session of 
Parliament."

Since, we are now at the stage of 
discussion, 1 will take it that we are 
discussing this Motion of Mr. Piloo 
Mody. These are all the papers 1 
have with me. Mr. Piloo Mody has 
to move the Motion. As far as Mr. 
Piloo Mody is concerned there are two 
papers—one is the notice given in the 
morning. As now we have come to 
the stage of Motion the only paper I 
have of Mr. Mody is the one which I 
have read just now.

SHRI SHYAMNANDAN MISHRA: 
That is precisely the submission which 
we were making to the hon. Speaker. 
The stage for moving the motion 
would come when Rule 226 would 
apply. But the hon. Speaker was 
pleased to remark that he found some 
difference between the original 
motion which was sent out by Mr. 
Piloo Mody and the subsequent motion 
which he was trying to read out. Then 
the House asked the hon. Speaker 
would kindly read the original motion 
of Mr. Piloo Mody. Then ultimately it 
happened that the Speaker—the sup
reme and the infallible authority—and 
to the hon. Member, Shri Piloo Mody 
that his notice itself was the Motion 
Then he read it out while taking the 
leave of the House. We are concerned 
with that motion. Whether that strange 
animal could be called motion there 
could be two opinions. But it is the 
pleasure of the supreme authority 
to characterise it as the appropriate 
and it is for that motion that took 
the leave of the house and the House 
granted leave for it.

SHRI DINESH CHANDRA GO- 
SWAMI (Gauhati): Sir, there is a
procedural point involved which 
might be useful not only for this dis
cussion but for future discussions also. 
I feel we should ponder over this 
question seriously. It appears we have 
got confused as to whether tot a pri
vilege issue there should be a motion.

Sir, if you look at Rules 222, 223 224 
and 225 you will find the words used 
are “raise a question of privilege”  
and nowhere the word ‘motion’ has 
been used. In Rule 225 it says:

“The Speaker, if he gives consent 
under rule 222 and hold that the 
matter proposed to be discussed is in 
order, shall, after the questions 
and before the list of business is 
entered upon, call the member con
cerned. who shall rise in his place, 
and, while asking for leave to raise 
the question of privilege, make a 
short statement..."

MR. DEPUTY SPEAKER: I would 
appeal to the hon. Members. Nothing 
is lost by listening because that way 
we gain time.

SHRI DINESH CHANDRA GO- 
SWAMI: Sir, kindly see Rule 226
also. It also does not speak of a 
motion. Rules 222 to 227 do not speak 
of a motion. Purposely the Rules of 
Procedure have used the word ques
tion’ and have avoided the word 
‘motion’. That means, it is not 
necessary to raise a formal motion. 
You can raise a question of privilege 
pointing to attention of the Speaker 
that breach of privilege has been com
mitted. It is up to you to take proper 
steps. Therefore, Sir, my submission 
will be this

(Interruptions)
Mr. Madhu Limaye has given cer

tain amendments. My submission is, 
the amendments are out of order. 
Kindly see Rule 225. When a Member 
has asked for leave and leave is 
granted___

MR. DEPUTY-SPEAKER: Were
you here before the lunch hour?

SHRI DINESH CHANDRA GO. 
SWAMI: Sir, you are not trying to 
appreciate my point. Once the leave 
is sought for in this House and the 
leave is granted, unless you seek a 
ifcesh leave, you cannot extend th*
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scope of debate. The debate should be 
confined to the question regarding 
which leave has been granted. If by 
amendment, we want to extend the 
scope of the debate a fresh leave 
would have to be granted. Otherwise, 
my respectful submission is, there will 
be really no purpose lor asking leave 
of the House. My submission is, the 
amendments are out of order. Mr. 
Madhu Limaye’s first question, to 
extend the scope of the debate is also 
out of order.

(Interruptions)

MR DEPUTY-SPEAKER: Kindly 
sit down I will here all of you, so 
that we may not lose further time. 
Let me give my ruling at this stage. 1 
thought, before coming to the Chair 
this afternoon, that I had some intelli
gence in my skull although Mr. Piloo 
Mody may not agree with me. But, 
after hearing my good friend Shri 
Dmesh Chandra Goswami, I have star- 
scope of debate The debate should be 
some intelligence. What did wc do 
the whole morning today? What did 
we do?

SHRI MADHU LIMAYE (Banka): 
Let me help you.

MR. DEPUTY-SPEAKER: I do not 
want your help at this stage.

Well, it is all on record I am sure. 
First, the quesiton wa$ raised by Mr. 
Piloo Mody and the Speaker allowed 
him to raise this question, and there 
was a lot of discussion. Then, Mr. 
Piloo Mody was allowed to seek the 
leave of the House. At one stage, as 
I understood, there seemed to be no 
opposition to this motion at all.

(Interruptions)

Well, the record will correct it

SHRI K. RAGHU RAMAIAH: I
asked for permission to speak.

(Interruptions)

. MR, DEPUTY-SPEAKER: I am
cneapitulating. You can correct me.

At one stage, there seemed to be no 
opposition. Then the hon. Speaker 
allowed Mr. Piloo Mody to seek the 
leave of the House and the question 
was put whether there is any 
opposition to it. I think the hon. 
Minister of Parliamentary Affairs get 
up and opposed it, and because there 
was opposition, the hon. members 
who wanted leave were asked to 
stand. And they all stood up. I do 
not know what the number was.

PROF. MADHU DANDAVATE: 
Forty-six.

SHRI PILOO MODY: Hundreds of 
us.

MR. DEPUTY-SPEAKER: I do not 
know what the number was, but I 
think it was decided that the requisite 
number was there, which is more 
than 25.

Now if all that has taken place in 
the morning—leave was granted, leave 
has been given—-we have, therefore, 
come to the third stage of rule 226. 
That is where specifically I am con
fused about what is the motion, I 
will read 226 again.

SHRI H. N. MUKERJEE (Calcutta— 
North-East): Did you remain quiet 
for half an hour and hear his speech 
without a motion? (Interruptions).

MR. DEPUTY-SPEAKER: Now
more people have loose’ motions 
You have the rule book, Mr. Goswami. 
You are a lawer. I am not. I will 
read it.

“If leave under rule 225 is 
granted”— 

and you are not disputing that leave 
has been granted— 

SHRI DINESH CHANDRA GOS
WAMI: Ho. 

MR. DEPUTY-SPEAKER: ‘I f  leave 
under rule 225 is granted, the House 
may consider the question”—



[SHRI DINE5H CHANDRA 
GOSWAMI].

What question? The question raised 
by Shri Piloo Mody—Mand come to 
a decision".

Now I want to ask you, in parlia
mentary practice how a decision of 
the House is arrived at. It is only on 
a motion (Interruption). I do not 
accept it. I rule it now and lor all 
future that a decision of the House 
can be arrived at only on a motion 
put to it. The question has to be put 
to the House. Otherwise, it cannot 
come to a decision.

Here the difference comes exactly 
at this stage whether the House should 
now discuss this matter fully and 
come to a decision or the House should 
decide to refer it to a Committee of 
Privileges. This is the limited ques
tion. Therefore, let there be no more 
confusion about this.

smft m  art jft wr<T*r f t  tv s  forar 
% r  fa «rre v m ?  ̂  % \ =* fa wg 
arcrsrnr *r stpt̂ ft cttr ftra*
364 ?rn: f^nrr j

“A matter requiring the decision 
of the House shall be decided by 
means of a question put by the 
Speaker on a motion made...*’

sr* ifr?R vrr f , to 11 or*
jjit fr, vtit wt sre*mr Tfvr

FTt̂ rr
^ m w *  fa*r *n fa aft 
«rr *fh: 3ft **>Tr*

% , tittii 8r w  11 f̂rf̂ rq;
^  tit n i t o  aft* tit irf 

$, wftrtt t o m  t o  f t  i
*rp *m tit «r w rit

tit v®tit % v &  ^t m  tit i m i l
forr w t  i tit tit % i f t

7$m yor
sitiflf ?ft #  uSMfer fa?r fw? %wri
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fafcfr*  tit m  %<ft tit t
*  srwr $ 1 *r$ ^  tit* y*tif % 
f a m  titm  ffcrr «rr 1 m  to*  f r  

1

“That the question of privilege 
against Shri N. N. Wanchoo, Former 
Secretary, Department of Steel 
and.......”
MR. DEPUTY-SPEAKER: What are 

you bringing m now

*ff f*R :xf ^STTT TfTfT I

MR DEPUTY-SPEAKER: Let him 
formalise the motion only.

SHRI A P. SHARMA: This is ir
relevant.

«ft *rsr fa*rcr 
srt *r st-t twi g 1

MR. DEPUTY-SPEAKER: X will
take whatever the House decides now

«ft m  f*w«t: srnr w  
% 1

MR. DEPUTY-SPEAKER: I want 
to listen to you. Mr. Limaye knows 
very well that I am very receptive and 
I would always listen to Madhu 
Limaye because I know that he knows 
the rules and he knows the Constitu
tion very well. I benefit from that. 
But here 1 am engaged on this limited 
question. What is the form of motion 
that we should have. If I understand 
Mr. Shyamnandan Mishra just now, he 
said that the Speaker had remarked 
that the notice glen by Mr. Piloo Mody 
should be treated as a motion. If that 
is what the House understand and 
decides then with the little bit of 
edition in the form of the motion, we 
shall accept that as a motion.

SHRI PILOO MODY: Addition was 
made by me verbally.

ME. DBSPtJTY-SP&AJCKR: M i  *»- 
tice given by Mr, Pfloo Mody III tfe»

Prt«ik#w 76SIPTSMBSR9, 1994
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morning with the little edition should 
ibe made into a form ot motion; by the 
consent of the House we treat this 
as a motion.

SHEI K. RAGHU RAMAIAH: You 
■have explained the circumstances in 
■which the notice given by Mr. Piloo 
Mody had been treated as a motion.

MR. DEPUTY-SPEAKER: X am say
ing what the Speaker said.

SHRI K. RAGHU RAMAIAH: What- 
-ever it is The hon. Speaker having 
treated that as a motion, where is the 
need for adding something now. The 
debate must be on the basis of the 
motion as accepted by the Chair al
ready. Where is the question of ad
ding something?

PROF. MADHU DANDAVATE: For 
any motion amendment can be moved

SHRI K. RAGHU RAMAIAH: Any 
•amendment that is moved to this 
motion is a different thing altogether. 
But there cannot be any addition to 
.the motion this way.

MR. DEPUTY-SPEAKER: Here we 
.come to the rules. When a motion 
has been admitted, amendments can 
be moved to the motion. It is for the 
House to accept or reject the amend
ment. Therefore, I will call upon Shri 
Madhu Limaye to formally move his 
.amendment.

SHRI MADHU LIMAYE: I beg to 
amove:

That in the motion,-add at the 
<end>

‘That this House further resolves 
that all the documents in con
nection with the licence Case 
be seized and kept under the 
custody of the Speaker; and 
that the Committee submit 
its preliminary report before 
the end of the Winter Session 
of Parliament”.

MR. DEPUTY-SPEAKER: It has
been moved. You can speak on it 
later on.

SHRI A. P. SHARMA: Do you want 
the motion to be debated?

MR. DEPUTY-SPEAKER: Yes.

SHRI A. P. SHARMA: Just now you 
said that you wanted a decision of the 
House.

MR. DEPUTY-SPEAKER: How will 
the House come to a decision on this 
motion’  After a discussion... (Inter
ruptions) Shri B. V. Naik

SHRI B. V. NAIK: (Kanara): We 
have been able to see this paper for 
the first time today.

15 hrs.

SHRI SEZHIYAN: (Kumbakonam): 
You have said that we have come to 
a stage where the House may consi
der the question and come to a deci
sion or refer it to the privileges 
committee. Before the members are 
asked to participate in the discussion, 
they should be given all the material, 
namely, the original memorandum 
given by 21 members, the endorse
ments made by the Minister, when 
the question was referred to the CBI, 
what was the report of the CBI, etc. 
All these matters are interlinked with 
this question. Unless we get these 
original documents, we will not be 
able to come to a decision, or even 
have a meaningful discussion on the 
subject.

SHRI MADHU LIMAYE: On a
point of order, Sir. I want to know 
the final text of the motion, together 
with my amendment.

MR. DEPUTY-SPEAKER: All right; 
I will do some verbal editing from 
here.

SHRI K. RAGHU RAMAIAH: Where 
is the question of editing? Whatever 
the Speaker has allowed, that is the 
motion.
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MR. DEPtttY-SFEAKER: We are 
not really differing. 1 will take the 
substance of Mr. Piloo Mody’s notice.

PROF. MADHU DANDAVATE: 
Don’t take the notice as it is because 
it beings with the words “Mr. 
Speaker”. That cannot be part of the 
motion!

MR. DEPUTY-SPEAKER*. The mo
tion will be like this:

"The report in the latest issue of 
Prati Paksha says that some of the 
20 MPs who denied the genuineness 
of their signatures to the Licence 
Memorandum were telling a lie. The 
report also says that these signa
tures were manipulated by the 
Minister for Railways, Shri Lalit 
Narain Mishra. The front page re
port denounces the Prime Minister 
as the main source of corruption. 
That this is gross contempt of the 
hon. Members and of the whole 
House.**

Then the amendment says:

'That in the motion, add at the 
end:

‘That this House further resolves 
that all the documents in con
nection with the Licence Case 
be seized and kept under the 
custody of the Speaker; and 
that the Committee submit 
its preliminary report before 
the end of the Winter Ses
sion of Parliament'.” .

SHRI MADHU LIMAYE: Now allows 
us to amend it.

MR. DEPUTY SPEAKER: It cannot 
be amended.

SHRI B. V. NAIK: The paper is 
dated 8th September 1974 but today 
is only 3rd September!

' MB, DEPUTY-SPEAKER: This is 
aU confusion. Hon. Members had 
made their submissions when the 
Speaker has said that he would treat

the notice of Shri Pifoo Mody as the 
motion.

SHRI*MADHU LIMAYE: You forget 
it. Let us have a proper motion?

MR. DEPUTY SPEAKER: How can 
1 do that? That is why I said I was 
confuse when I came to this House 
because there is no motion in a formal 
form. It was agreed, in̂  accordance 
with the direction of the Speaker, to 
treat the notice of Shri Piloo Mody as 
a motion. It will mean a little edition 
to bring to form. Otherwise, there is 
no motion.

SHRI MADHU LIMAYE; What are 
we discussing? Let us know what the 
motion is.

SHRI PILOO MODY: When the 
Speaker insisted that my first notice 
to him was the motion and insisted 
that he would not accept the second 
motion, I converted the first one into 
a motion. You wiU find from the 
records what I have said early in the 
mornmg. It reads like this:

"May I draw your attention to 
the report edited in the latest 
issue of ‘Prati Palish’ (copy 
enclosed) published by a for
mer Member of Parliament.

The report says that some of the 
20 MPs who denied the genuineness 
of their signatures to the Licence 
Memorandum were telling a lie. The 
report also says that these signatures 
were manipulated by the Minister 
for Railways, Shri Lalit Narayan 
Mishra The front page report 
denounces the Prime Minister as the 
main source of corruption. This is a 
gross contempt of the hon. Member* 
and of the whole House. I should 
be grateful, therefore, if you will 
refer this matter to the Privileges 
Committee.”

SHRI K. RAGHU RAMAIAH: I
would like to know from the records 
whether the last sentence i> there in 
the motion accepted by the Speaker, 
on which the discussion is going on.



SHRI PILOO MODY: If it is there, that you beard 40 minutes’ speech
'Will you eet crow, Mr. Minister? without insisting on the motion being,

read out once at least by the great 
SHRI K. RAGHU RAMAIAH: He mover of the motion. 1 should have

thinks of eating all the time. That is thought that when we were asked to
why he talks like that. get up in our seats, the motion should

have been read out because the usual 
MR. DEPUTY-SPEAKER: If you practice is that when the motion of

are not so very discriminating, there No-Confidence or Adjournment is
is not much difference between a cock moved, that is read out. So, I took
and a crow. It is as tasteful. it that this should have been assumed

a long time ago and all this waste of 
SHRI SHYAMNANDAN MISHRA: time could have been prevented. I

The last line of the letter is the am very constrained to say, I do not
operative line. know what led you not to interrupt

the mover of the motion even for 
SHRI K. RAGHU RAMAIAH: Please half a second to read out the motion

find out from the record whether it wlth the result that we have been
is there. treated to this particular thing.

SHRI PILOO MODY: I am abso- SHRI S. M BANERJEE: Sir, my 
lutely definite and positive that I read submission is only this. When the
the last line when I moved the motion. question came up for discussion and
If it is not on the record, the puppe- when the Speaker said m his wisdom,
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ther Shri Mody has read it or not, the unleS3 there was a specific* 
question is whether the Speaker has m0tl0n Under Rule 222, he
treated the last portion as the motion would not admit lt So x immA„

the earlier portion there are prelimi- MR DEPUTY-SPEAKER- Let us
nary remarks, and they are on record. put an end t0 this 
The operative part is in the last line,
that it should be referred to the Com- Now, the whole thing since mom-
mittee of Privileges. That is clear ing revolves round the question of 
enough, privilege. The Members were asked

SHRI H, N. MUKERJEE: I should on the question of privilege. That is
have thought that when the Members how the leave has been granted,
were asked to rise m their places to
indicate, if they wish to, their desire I am putting this because there was
to accede to the proposal for the ad- a lot of confusion in the morning. I
mission of a reference to the Commit- am repeating it. Everybody has ac-
tee ot Privileges* then that is the cepted that the Speaker said that the
ixtotk*} lor reference to the Commit- notice given by Mr. PQoo Mody would*
tee of Privileges. I am astonished be treated as a motion. Is there any

teer has been at it again. pointing to Mr. Piloo Mody, to spell 
out what was the motion, he did so. 
Taking of that, advantage I thoughtSHRI K. RAGHU RAMAIAH: Whe-

which we are to discuss. diately sent a motion under Rule 222.

to stand up for the leave to be granted
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CMR. DEPUTY-SPEAKER] 
difference of opinion about this? This 
is exactly what the Speaker said in 
the morning, it is a question of fact, 
whether the Speaker said this. Z 
think, everybody has agreed that he 
«aid this.

Therefore, to me, once the thing is 
treated as a motion, it is a mere ques
tion of edition, putting it in the form 
of a motion. That follows. It is a 
mere question of edition. The decision 
lias been taken by the Speaker. It is 
a formal matter how to put it in the 
form of a motion. I take it that way.

SHRI MADHU LIMAYE: Let the 
motion be under Rule 222.

MR. DEPUTY-SPEAKER: Now, I 
will ask Mr. Limaye this question, 
since he has been raising so many 
questions. When you sent this notice 
of an amendment to your name, which 
you have moved, can I ask you: With 
reference to which motion did you 
send this amendment? You just now 
read out that.

*  «TT S? jftoTiT | •

(Interruptions) Don’t threaten me; 
Don’t bully me. (Interruptions)

MR. DEPUTY-SPEAKER: To which 
motion does this amendment of yours 
relate?

vrt fa rt  : 
f  H? Tfr «TT fa ****
hi i f * - .

“Tba£ the notice given by Shri 
Piloo Modi against PmHpaJesh be 
referred to the Privileges Commi
ttee.”

(Interruptions) You have asked me 
a question* Why are they inter
rupting? *

MR. DEPUTY-SPEAKER: Order,
please. Why don’t you allow me to 
seek a clarification from Mr. Madhu 
Limaye?

Whenever we send notices of 
amendments, they are always in re
lation to a motion which has been 
given notice of. Because Mr. Madhu 
Limaye has been getting up again 
and again protesting against this 
which I do not understand, I am put
ting to him this direct question. When 
you sent the notice of amendment, it 
was in relation to which motion? 
What was the motion that you had in 
mind?

• sender *prV
srcr 3r* ^  ^  r to  fsrarsr *r
fjpqT 3TTtT |

SHRI A. P SHARMA (Buxar): 
There is no question of listening to 
his talk. He should straightway reply 
as to which motion it related to.

jro : w m m  wster, w r  
m  % f«F xfteft m  aft tfrfar
|  ^  staff vk % p z  fosrr m̂rrrr i
m  *r*r «tt m # *  w

% ft  *  tfrc irra
5 fa m  Jrn & vmx m s $

qfrrgSre; a*
^  *fa«r v*  aftfrrq i ^

*rc gfrrSfe forc

“That the notice given by Shri 
Piloo Mody against Pratipaksh he 

referred to the Privilege* Commi
ttee/’

*W?«Tit«$tefiWT$ I*#*

%wr i

-That the notice given by Shri 
Piloo Mody ageinst Pratipekih be
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referred to the Privileges Commi
ttee; end that this House further 
resolves that all the documents in 
connection with the licence case be 
seized and kept under the custody 
of the Speaker and that the Com* 
mittee submit its preliminary report 
before the end of the Winter Session 
of Parliament.”

w r  i  w r e  i m x
ffr sH’ far *r>  g ^ r  

«rr w m s  n£r % i

SHRI S. M. BANERJEE- On a P0*nt 
of order. May I invite your kind 
attention to rule 226? We have cover
ed upto rule 225. Rule 225 says:

“The Speaker, if he gives consent 
under rule 222 and holds that the 
matter proposed to be discussed is 
m order, shall, after the questions 
and before the list of business is 
entered upon, call the member con
cerned, who shall rise in his place 
and, while asking for leave to raise 
the question of privilege make a 
short statement relevant thereto:

“Provided that where the Speaker 
has refused his consent under rule
2 2 2 ....” etc., etc.

“If objection to leave being grant
ed is taken, the Speaker shall re- 

' quest.........” etc., etc. _

'So, Sir, all the formalities upto rule
225 have been completed. Now we 
feave come to rule 226. Rule 226 says:

“If leave under rule 225 is  grant
ed, 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 ques
tion of privilege or by any other 
member."

After hearing Shri Piloo Mfldy, I 
have moved a motion just now ... .

MR* DEPUTY-SPEAKER: How

have you moved? I have not permit
ted you.

SHRI S. M. BANERJEE: You may 
not permit but under the rule either 
the Member who moves the privilege 
motion or any other member, after 
hearing, may move a motion that the 
issue be referred.

MR. DEPUTY-SPEAKER: Let us
be clear about the rules so that there 
is no confusion.

The only person who can move a 
motion is Mr. Piloo Mody----

SHRI S. M. BANERJEE: Or any 
other Member.

MR. DEPUTY-SPEAKER: Here I
have accepted Mr. Piloo Mody’s mo
tion. So, there is no question of any 
other Member moving.

SHRI PILOO MODY: How many 
times should I move it?

MR. DEPUTY-SPEAKER: They are 
confused among themselves As far 
as I am concerned, only the motion 
moved by Shri Piloo Mody is before 
us. He has read it out just now. That 
has gone on record. I take that as 
the motion and also the amendment 
to the motion given by Shri Madhu 
Limaye and Shri Jyotirmoy Bosu 
which also they have moved. These 
are the things under discussion. Noth
ing else.

SHRI A P. SHARMA: Shri Madhu 
Limaye’s amendment does n<5t refer 
to Shri Piloo Mody’s motion.

MR. DEPUTY-SPEAKER: I have 
allowed them to move and they are 
moved.

SHRI KARTIK OREAN: I want to 
raise one point of order as to whether 
the conditions of admifsibility fear a 
question of privilege are satisfied
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Shri Kartik Oraon—Contd. 
under Buie 224(3) and whether the 
matter is such that it requires the 
intervention of the House.

I would like to say that this has 
arisen out of a publication m Prati- 
paksh. There are two aspects of this 
publication:

(1) The contents of the paper as
a whole;

(2) The publishing and uattering
of derogatory and defamatory words
against the Parliament.

So far as the first part is concerned, 
it is not and cannot be ihe subject 
matter of privilege...

MR. DEPUTY-SPEAKER: What is 
the point of order?

SHRI KARTIK ORAON: Please 
hear me— (Interruptions) .

MR. DEPUTY-SPEAKER: Your
voice is so strong that I find some 
difficulty in following you.

SHRI KARTIK ORAON: I have 
already said in the morning m this 
House that anything can be said under 
the sun in this House and even those 
that are subject-matter of the courts 
of law. The privileges and the 
supremacy of Parliament have given 
this protection to the Members of 
Parliament. But if the acts done and 
words uttered outside this Parliament 
even by Members of Parliament, are 
of criminal nature, they can attract 
criminal responsibility.

Regarding the second part, the pub
lication has denounced this House as 
a den of thieves and corrupt men, 
etc. It is here that the question of 
privilege against the publisher of the 
paper, arises for his 'action in bring
ing dttWn the Parliament to ridicule, 
hatred end disrepute and only, this

part is a subject matter of the ques~ 
tion of privilege.

SHRI B. V. NAIK; From the mover 
of this nation, Shri Piloo Mody, I re
ceived a copy of the Pratipaksh. If 
the Chair i$ good and kind enough, 
I have go to go through that 
publication.

It is supposed to be a weekly pub
lished every Sunday...

AN HON. MEMBER: How do you 
know it?

SHRI B. V. NAIK: I am saying it 
on the basis of the publication here. 
Here is a publication dated 25thr 
August. Here is the second publica
tion Revivar. New Delhi. 1st Sep
tember, 1974. We are on the 3rd Sep
tember, 1974 and the good editor of 
thise paper has already published his 
entire weekly publication due on 8th 
September. To-day in the morning 
the hon. Member has stated that he 
procured it to-day. What does all this 
lead to?

PROF MADHU DANDAVATE: One 
more privilege.

SHRI B V NAIK- This leads to the 
fact that there seems to be a distinct 
amount of conspiracy in collusion 
with an ex-parliamentarian. Sir, it is 
a very important problem for the 
country. I am quoting for example, 
Patriot It has defined Mr. George 
Fernandes as a politician in search of 
an identity. These are the sort of 
unscrupulous gentlemen, that he has 
been described to be trying to find 
out his identity, to see to it, that this 
privilege motion is brought on the 
floor of this House. Therefore, It is 
in the fitness of things, so long as the 
Government has been doing what all 
is necesseary, so long as Government 
is seized of the matter and they hdve 
initiated suo motu discussion under 
these circumstances it is in the fitness, 
of things that any grand design o f 
this conspirator at all* is defeated. I*
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am trying to take aside only one 
point. I am trying to oppose yellow 
journalism in this country, which has 
-been flourishing in recent years. Sir, 
you will distintcly remember the case 
-of my home State, in the case of a 
poor Harijan Backward-clause Min
ister called as Mr. Kittur, who, only 
on the basis of paper reports, was put 
out of his office and after six months 
of the notorious All India scandal 
that was called as Sumitra Desai case, 
cropped up, and when it was ulti
mately found out that there was abso
lutely no substance in the allegation 
and that the Minister was absolutely 
innocent...

SHRI JAGANNATHRAO JOSHI: 
Still nothing is found out, it is still 
a mystery.

SHRI B. V. NAIK: I had the good 
fortune to speak about it even at the 
time of the Press Council Bill. My 
point is, the time of the House should 
not be wasted. Otherwise it would be 
only a futile exercise in Parliamen
tary democracy and nothing else. My 
Jhon. friend Mr. Piloo Mody has been 
trying to give us certain kindergartan 
lessons in parliamentary conduct and 
so on. I would urge upon the hon. 
Members of the opposition that on the 
basis of the advice given by Mr. V. V. 
Ciri. ex-President of India, it is time 
that Members of the opposition, collec
tively follow certain ground-rules in 
regard to their conduct in parliamen
tary proceedings, and not holding up 
the proceedings of the House from 
time to time.

Under these circumstances I oppose 
the motion. Investigation after all is 
being done by the Central Bureau of 
Investigation. It is ultimately 
accountable to Parliament. I am not 
going further than that. It is an 
organ of an executive wing of the 
Covarment of India. This motion is 
"brought to smear the fair, name of the 
leader of the Congress ana her image. 
Th# mere fact that we are not as vocal 
except when we have been called upon 
t*y the chair to participate, does not

mean that we are pupets. We know 
how to defend democracy in this 
country. We know how to defend the 
character as well as integrity of the 
Government and the parliamentary 
democracy. We do not need any 
kindergarten lessons. The law will 
take its own course. Here is a case 
of alleged forgery and it becomes a 
cognisable offence and action can be 
taken. There is nothing wrong about 
it.

MR. DEPUTY-SPEAKER: Can I put 
a very simple question? What shall 
we do with that paper and the editor 
who is alleged to have vilified this 
House and the Members of this House? 
What shall we do?

SHRI B. V. NAIK: I rarely ask you 
to repeat your question.

v *  qrate'fa?* |  ^  *nwf
*  $frt |  i fa* w m - 

srer i  f a  jfr fo r  r s r r o
JTfr |  i

MR. DEPUTY-SPEAKER: I am
asking, what shall we do with that 
paper and the editor of that paper 
who was alleged to have vilified all 
of us?

SHRI B. V. NAIK: Sir, I think the 
leader of the House as well as the 
Congress Government here at the 
Centre which alone is the most 
appropriate body to deal with this. 
<Interruptions). As the Minister of 
Parliamentary Affairs said today that 
they would come out at the appro* 
priate time— (Interruptions) .

MR. DEPUTY-SPEAKER: I have 
asked a very simple question. 1 did 
not get any light. If it is your pro
posal that what affects this House 
will be decided by some other body, 
then it is a new proposal altogether, 
I do not know that. If somebody 
vilifies the Members. I think; the 
House must decide w W  to do with 
that fellow who vilified us.
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SHRI SHYAMNANDAN MISHRA: 
Sir, my first submission would be 
this. In matters like this, the House 
must take them as issues which ex
tends beyond the party barriers and 
which cannot be decided by a 
majority. It would indeed be a bad 
day for all of us, if a murder is 
decided by majonty even an offence 
which may be committed in this 
House itself will also be decided 
by a majority. We do decide 
certain offences m this very House. 
When an offence uas committed 
recently m the gallery, the hon. 
Minister of Parliamentary Affair* 
come to us and told us that 
since it had happened m the presence 
of all of us. let us not go mto hair
splitting of it Otherwise, the sugges
tion might well be that if the issue is 
to be decided by a majontv, then, 
even if an offence had been committed 
m the House it should be decided by 
a majority Do you realise the con
sequence of it’  If you do not, then I 
should say that you are lacking in 
foresight and a situation might con
front you sooner than later when 
everybody will say, “there had never 
been a more desociable regime than 
this’ ’ What could be a greater cala
mity than the Government which 
governs us ”

Therefore, an issue like, this must 
not be decided by a majority. How
ever, if the suggestion of the hon 
Minister of Parliamentary Affairs is 
that this issue should be decided by 
a majority, I shall first formulate the 
issue in general terms and then come 
to the specific aspects of it. The issue 
is like this The journal hae made a 
most scurrilous ‘and derogatory re
mark against the House as a whole. 
Can there be any denial about it? Does 
anybody challenge it that this paper 
has made the most scurrilous and de
rogatory remarks against the entire 
House? Let any person come 
forward and challenge it. This is a 
most scurrilous .remark that has ever 
been made. What does the paper say.
It says:-~

“There is a set of thieves, brokers 
and forgerers m this House/’

Then the paper says: “with «  certain 
amount of approval and rightly 
because such elements in the 
country must have their representa
tives m the House”

In other words the paper says:
' Such elements are m large in 

this country and must have repre
sentation in the House. Naturally, 
this House has got a fair share of 
them ’*
Then the paper ‘has likened the 

House to a brothel Can anybody 
challenge this Mr Deputy Speaker, 
the papu say? Is it Parliament or the 
den oi thieves brokers and contact 
men That is the blazing headline of 
this Paper

(Interruptions)

MR DEPUTY-SPEAKER I am re
minded of the other day when the 
Speaker a&ked an hun Member

33T VTif ?TPT JJtT-SPF ft I

I think, I should ask the same ques
tion now

SHRI P G MAVALANKAR- Sir, I 
am rising on a point ot order My 
point of order js this* I should have 
thought that the motion which is 
being discussed right now is one of the 
most serious motions before this 
House and whatever we may say here 
is not only going to be recorded in 
the debates but the entire countrv 
through the Press gallery and the 
Visitors gallery also is watching our 
behaviour and our talk. We may have 
very acute and sharp difference of 
opinion and we are here to express 
them in as sharp and as pointed a 
manner as possible, but do you con
sider within order for any hon. Mem
ber of this House to fat up and shout 
and say whatever be likes and sit down 
and begin to laugh? I would submit 
to the bon. Minister of Parliamen
tary Affairs to persuade his colleague* 
to behave in such a way that even 
while they oppose us they <!o not
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something which only further add rea
son to moving our motion. Sir, 1 want 
your ruling on this.

MR. DEPUTY-SPEAKER: Mr.
Mavalankar asked for my ruling. 1 
am afraid he is going to compound 
the whole thing by asking for a ruling. 
There are ways and ways of dealing. 
We are all human beings. Although 
we are now about 4 billion strong in 
the world yet God has* not made two 
of us alike and we have different ways 
oi reacting to a situation. I think 
Mr Mavalankar feels the seriousness 
of the situation and my good friend, 
Shri Kartik Oraon, also feels the 
senousness of the fituation. Some 
people are exhibitionists. When 
something serious happen* they go 
into a little corner and contemplate 
while some others arc extroverts 
When they are seized uith a trouble 
they go out and accuse the whole 
world Let us take the world as it 
is and stop the matter here 

SHRI SHYAMNANDAN MISHRA 
Sir, your gracious remark has re
minded me ol a saving of a great 
writer:

“When you quarrel with others 
you produce rhetouc; when you 
quarrel with yourself you produce 
poetry.”
Now, Sir. after the broad characteri

sation of the House m the most scurri
lous fashion the paper has come to 
some specific charges against some of 
the elements of the House The first 
element is a chunk of this House—21 
Members of the House—and the- Paper 
says that these Members were really 
associated with the letter of recom
mendation that had been written and 
these Members were lying before the 
House when they dis-owned their sig
natures. Are we going to put up with 
a situation like this when some papers 
go on calling us as a bunch of liars? 
Does the other side of the House sug
gest to us that we should excuse it or 
allow it to Pass without any punish
ment from this House?

The Piper has also made a specific 
charge against an hon. Minister. It

has said that all these 21 Member* 
had signed that letter at the instance 
of toe hon. Minister, that is, Shri Lalit 
Naram Mishra. Thus it has made a 
specific charge against Shri L, N. 
Mishra that the letter was produced 
at his instance and probably the sug
gestion also is that the forgery was 
committee at his instance. The Paper 
has proceeded further. It has not only 
referred to one hon’ble Minister but 
has referred to the head ot the Minis
ters, that is, the hon’ble Prime Minis
ter My hon. friend, Shri Naik, was 
telling us that it wai a smear cam
paign against the leader of his party. 
Sir, the leader of the ruling party is 
the Prime Minister of the country and 
the honour and dignity of the Prime 
Minister is not the exclusive, demestic 
concern of his party Mr. Deputy- 
Speaker, Sir, the leader of the ruling 
party also happens to be the leader 
of the House. Is she not the leader 
of the Hous^? Is she the leader of the 
House, meai/ng only this bunch of 
370 on the otherside or is she the lea
der of the entire House? If the lea
der happens to be the leader of the 
entire House and the entire House 
takes it as matter of privilege, as a 
matter of contempt, do you find fault 
with it7 I hope you must find fault 
with your brains. What is happening, 
Mr. Deputy-Speaker, Sir'*

Now, m view of all this, there was 
found to be such a blatant and an 
aggressive case of the breach of privi
lege that the other side of the House 
also heartily agreed with us, till the 
hon Minister of Parliamentary Affairs 
made his appearance on the scene. 
They were so exuberant in their en
thusiasm to welcome this measure 
that they were competing, vying with 
one another. Did we not witness that 
wonderful spectacle % this House, 
and may I name some of the hon. 
Members, who had been popping up 
and down at that time to accord sup
port to this measure? I will mention 
some of the names. I do not find my 
hon. friend. Mr. Bhagwat Jha Asad 
who stood up to accord a full throated 
support to us and then the hcm’ble
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[SHRI SHYAMNANDAN
MISHRAJ.

Member Mr. Sathe also gave his sup
port. My hon. friend Mr. Priya Ranjan 
Das Munsi, in his characteristic rheto
rical fashion—he also did not want to 
lag behind—agreed to support this pro
posal. Now, I come to the crown and 
■consummation ot this farce which was 
provided by no less a person than the 
ex. Minister of External Affairs, Raja 
Dinesh Singh. With all the authority 
of his background and with all toe 
weight of the support of his party he 
accorded support to this proposal. 
And what did he say? He said that 
since the Privileges Committee hap
pens to be a Committee representa
tive of all sections of the House, it will 
do justice to the matter. Now, all 
these things arc on record. Then, 
Mr. Deputy-Speaker, Sir, tine circus 
master appears on the scene, the hon. 
Minister of Parliamentary Affairs, 
Mr. Raghu Ramaiah appears on the 
scene. The situation changes radi
cally, and all of them were hanging 
their heads in shame. I saw this, this 
was visible on their faces.

Now, Sir, ultimately, after having 
seen t&iis spectacle of great enthusiasm 
and exuberance on the other side of 
the House, I was impelled to make a 
remark which has gone on record. I 
said ‘Mr Speaker, Sir. now the issuf* 
is clinched and the matter is going to 
be referred to the Committee of Pri
vileges’. That is also on record. After 
all that, there is a complete change, a 
somersault and a volte face on the 
part of the Members of the other side 
That is what we have seen.

Whose face are you tarnishing? You 
are tarnishing your own face.

Now, the issues involved in this are 
whether remarks like these which I 
have quoted earlier constitute a breach 
-of privilege or not, whether they 
constitute an injury to the reputation 
of the House as a whole or not? 
This is not a question which should 
be decided by majority on the other 
side. This is •» question of merit. 
These remarks are so offensive, so 
scurrilous, so derogatory that they do

palpably constitute an injury to the 
reputation of the House as a whole. 
Does anybody disagree with tkiis pro
position?

Then, the question is whether these 
members who have disowned it should 
be called liars. These members have 
been called liars and all of them hap
pen to be members of the ruling 
party? What has the 'non. Minister of 
Law said this morning? He has defi
nitely thrown a suggestion that some 
of them—some of those 21—might 
probably be implicated in prosecu
tion lat€r on That is the suggestion 
which I could read

SHRI K RAGHU RAMAIAH He 
made no such suggestion

SHRI PILOO MODY He said they 
will all be prosecute^ according to the 
law. Woat he did not say was that 
he would keep on changing the law.

SHRI SHYAMNANDAN MISHRA: 
Whv do I mention this pomt Be
cause the hon. Mover of the Motion, 
Shri Piloo Mody, was right m asking 
whether it was because of the fact that 
there is substance m the allegation 
made by the journal tinat you do not 
think it fit to be referred to the Pri
vileges Committee. He made that 
point very clearly and squarely. I 
could read a suggestion of that kind 
in the statement of the hon’ble Law 
Minister. Although I would go by the 
statements, made by the hon. mem
bers from amongst the 21 who chose 
to make statements on the floor of t)ne 
House; I will go by their own state
ments; I will not go even by the state
ment of the Minister of Law if he 
plied any suggestion about their being 
implicated in the offence of forgery.

Finally, if the House has been cal
led a brothel, could we allow that 
person who has called it so to go un
punished? I would ask whether as 
a matter of course in the past, if any 
journal bad made such aeurrilous or 
derogatory remarks, the matter* was 
not been sent to the Committee of
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Privilege*. You ate going to make a 
gross departure froaa the past. In ail 
»uch eases, In the past, the matter 
had always been referred to the Com
mittee of Privileges. Now if you 
make a departure from the past, you 
are answerable to the country, to the 
House and to each member thereof 
And Mr. Deputy Speaker, Sir, if these 
people are impervious and insansitive 
to such scurrilous remarks and do not 
care for them, there would be some 
persons at least who have still shame 
left in them and who have a reputa
tion to defend. You may not have a 
reputation to defend, but we do have 
a reputation to defend. And as mem
bers individually and as a House col
lectively, we would definitely consi
der it to be an injury to the reputa
tion the House collectively and to 
the reputation of members indivi
dually.

SHRI D1NKSH CHANDRA GOS- 
WAMI- At the outset, 1 condemn in 
no uncertain manner George Fernan
des, the editor of this paper and the 
printer and the publisher. They have 
done not only a disservice to this 
House but to the parliamentary sys
tem as such. You rightly observed in 
the last dav that so long as people 
have confidence in the parliamentary 
system of this country, the unity of 
this country will stand and those who 
try to drive a cleavage in this confi
dence deserve the highest condemna
tion.

I expected from the members of the 
Opposition. particularly from the 
Mover, Shri Mody, or from Shri 
Shyamnandan Mishra that they would 
also speak something against George 
Fernandes, but if you go through 
their speeches, you will find that they 
have not uttered a word of condem- 
natim\ against the rditor, printer or 
the publisher, Toev have not utter
ed a single word against George Fer
nandes. Members of this House have 
been described in the most unchari
table manner, thugs and so on. But 
kindly ftave a look at the motion mov
ed by Mr. Piloo Mody. It does not at 
all make mention of these facts. They

repeat it time* without number that 
this House had been described as 
brothel, Members of this House had 
been described as thugs. Unfortu
nately Mr. Piloo Mody’s motion doe* 
not feel it necessary to mention these 
facts. For the first time today we find 
Mr. Piloo Mody and Mr. Shyamnan- 
dan Mishra have became the greatest 
admirers of our Prime Minister. I 
hope what Mr. Shyamnandan Mishra 
just now said will be followed by him 
till the end of this session and also in 
the sessions to follow.

In a motion like this where the 
House could unanimously support, 
what is happening There was a time 
when Members of this House from this 
side also expressed severe discontent 
against the criticising of Mr. Fernandes 
in the paper in controversy. But we 
find that the Members of the Opposi 
tion did not bring in this motion with 
the intention of punishing Ihe printer 
and publisher or George Fernandes 
or preserving the dignity of the House 
and its members, but only in order to 
carry on their political ends. We can
not permit a malicious motion like 
this be carried by which the Opposi
tion wants to gain their political ends. 
The dignity and decorum of this 
House—is not the sole preserve of 
theirs; the Members of the ruling 
party are equally concerned with it. 
They should search their hearts whe
ther thev are discharging their duties 
correctly. I never expected that in a 
matter of this nature Members of the 
Opposition would try to play politics. 
But it is apparent from the speeches 
of Mr. Modv and Mr. Mishra because 
thev did not make a single reference 
to Mr. Fernandes or to the printer. 
The motion does not even mention the 
allegations that have been brought 
against the Mevnbers of this House 
and that was whv I raised a point of 
order at the beginning The questieta 
of privilege should bo sent to the Pri
vileges Committee without being con
fined to a particular motion: because 
if vou send it in the form of a motion 
the Committee is prevented from 
making a full investigation into the 
entire issue.
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MR. DEPUTY-SPEAKER: We gW l 
continue this debate tomorrow.

SHRI K. RAGHU RAMAIAH: To
morrow we have got the Constitution 
(Amendment) Bill. Later on a date 
might be fixed.

MR. DEPUTY-SPEAKER: Yes
Tomorrow we have fixed for the Cons
titution (Amendment) Bill and there
fore this will be taken up later.

SHRI MADHU LIMAYE- This has 
priority over everything else. I shall 
move a motion for suspension of that 
item.

MR. DEPUTY-SPEAKER: You
may. The Constitution (Amendment) 
Bill has to be passed by a special 
majority; therefore notice has to be 
given to Members. That has been 
done. Now before we take Up the ad
journment motion by Shri Vajpayee,
I will allow the Secretary General to 
pass on a message from the Rajya 
Sabha.

15.59 hrs.

MESSAGES FROM RAJYA SABHA

SECRETARY-GENERAL: Sir, I
have to report the following messages 
received from the Secretary-General 
of Rajya Sabha:—

(0 “In accordance with the pro
visions of rule 127 of the Rules of 
Procedure and Conduct of Busi
ness in the Rajya Sabha, I am di
rected to inform the Lok Sabha 
that the Rajya Sabha, at its sitting 
held on the 31st August, 1974, agre
ed without any amendment to the 
Additional Emoluments (Compul
sory Deposit) Bill, 1974, which was 
passed by the Lok Sabha at its sit
ting held on the 27th August, 1974.”

(ii) “In accordance with the pro
visions of Rule 127 of tihe Rules 
of Procedure and Conduct of Busi
ness in the Rajya Sabha, I am di
rected to inform! the Lok Sabha that

the Rajya Sabha, at its sitting held 
on the 31st August, 1974, agreed 
without any amendment to the 
Compulsory Deposit Scheme (In
come-Tax Payers) Bill, 1074, which 
was passed by the Lok Sabha at its 
sitting held on the 27th August, 
1974.”

(iii) ‘I am directed to inform the 
Lok Sabha that the Rajya Sabha, at 
its sitting held on the 2nd Septem
ber, 1974, has passed the enclosed 
motion referring the Prevention of 
Food Adulteration (Amendment) 
Bill, 1974, to a Joint Committee of 
the Houses and to request that the 
concurrence of the Lok Sabha in the 
said motion and the names of the 
Members of the Lok Sabha to be 
appointed to the said Joint Com
mittee may be communicated to this 
House.’

MOTION

“That the Bilj further to amend the 
Prevrntion of Food Adulteration Act, 
1954, be referred to a Joint Committee 
of the Houses consisting of 60 mem
bers, 20 members from this House, 
namely:—

1. Shri Triloki Singh
2. Shn Kamalanath Jha
3. Shri R. D. Jagtap Avergaonkar 
4 &mt Ruthnubai Sreemvasa Poa
5. Stari Tirath Ram Amla
6. Shn B C Mahanti
7 Smt. Kumudbcn Mani.shankcr 

Joshi
8. Shri Piarelal Kureel urf Piare- 

lal Talib
9. Shri Krishan Kant

10 . Shri Khurshe  ̂ Alam Khan 
1). Shn Lalbuaia
12. Shri K. B. Chettri
13. Shri M. Kadarshtih
14. Shri Sanat Kumar Raha
15. Shri Bhairon Singh Shekhawat
16. Dr. K. Nagappa Alva
17. Shri Rabi Ray
18. Shri S. A. Kbaja Mohideen 
19 Shri Showaless K. Shilla 
20. Shri P. K. Kunjachen

and 40 members from the Lok Sabha:


