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The question is;

•That clause 1, as amended, the 

Title, as amended, and the Enact

ing  Formula stand part of me 
Bill.

The TJiotion was adopted.

Clause 1, as amended, the Title, as 

amended and  the ETiactinfl Formula 

•were added to the Bill.

Shri Karmarkar: I beg to move:

“That  the Bill, as amended, be 

passed.”

Mr.  Deputy-Speaker: The  question

is:

“That the Bill, as amended, be 

passed.”

The motion was adopted.

ttniversity grants co m mis

sion BILL

■̂ The Parliamentary Secretary to the 

Minister of Edacation (Dr. M. M. Das):

I beg to move:

“That the Bill to make provi

sion for  the  co-ordination and 

determination of standards in Uni

versities and for that purpose, to 

establish  a  Univ»rsity  Grants 

Commission, be referred to a Joint 

Committee of the Houses consist

ing of 45 members, 30 from this 

House, namely, Shri N. V. Gadgil, 

6hri V. B. Gandhi, Shri Jethalal 

Harikrishna  Joshi,  Shri  R.  V. 

Dhulekar, Shri Birbal Singh, Shri 

Algu  Rai  Shastri,  Shri  Syam- 

nandan  Sahaya,  Shri  T.  S. 

Avinashilingam  Chettiar,  Shri  S. 

Sinha,  Shri  T.  N.  Vishwanath 

Reddy, Shri A. M. Thomas, Shri 

N.  Rachiah,  Shri  Dewan  Chand 

Sharma,  Giani  Gurmukh  Sin  ̂

Musafir, Shri Radhelal Vyas, Shri 

Mulla  Teherali  Mulla  Abdulla- 

bhai,  Shri  Krishnacharya  Jashi, 

Pandit  Lingaraj  Mishra, Dr. Man- 

mohan Das, Shri Rameshwar Sahu, 

Shri  Jaipal  Singh,  Shri  H.  N.

Mukerjee, Shri K. M. Vallatiaras, 

Shri  B.  Ramachandra  Reddy,

H. H. Maharaja Rejendra Narayan 

Singh Deo, Shri B. H. Khardekar, 

Prof.  Meghnad  Saha, ari  Siva-  '' 

murthi Swami, Shri P. N. Raja- 

bhoj and the Mover, and 15 mem

bers from the Rajya  Sabha;

that  in  order  to  constitute  a 

sitting of the Joint Committee the 

quorum shall be one-third of the 

total number of members of the 

Joint Committee;

that the Committee shall make 

a  report  to  this  House  by  the 

30th day of April, 1955;

tliat  in  other  respects  the 

Rules of Prpcedure of this House 

relating  to  Parliamentary 

Committees wiU apply with such 

variations  and  modifications  as 

the Speaker may make; and

that this House recommends to 

the Rajya Sabha that the Rajya 

Sabha do join the said Joint Com

mittee and  communicate  to  this 

House the names of member 3 to 

be appointed by the Rajya Sabha 

to the Joint Committee.”

Mr.  Depnty-Speaker: He wants  to 

continue or shall I put it to the House 
immediately?

Dr. M. M. Das: I wiU continue next 
day.

Shri  B.  K.  Chaodhnri  (Gauhati): 

On  a  point  of  information.  Sir,  I 

want  to  know  why  instead  of 49 

members as  usual  only 45 members 

have  been  selected  for  this Com

mittee?  In all Committees we always 
have 49 members.

Mr. Depaty-Speaker:  There  is no 

question of “usual’ here.  Now, we will 
go to the next item.

Resolution re:  3398
Removal of Speaker

RESOLUTION RE: REMOVAL OF 

SPEAKER

Mr. Depaty-Speaker; The House will 
now take up the Resolution.

Shri JawaharUI Nehni: Sir, may I 
make a submission to the House?  You
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were pleased to  allot two hours for 

this discussion.  .

Mr.  Depnty-Speaker:  Yes,  from

3-30 P.M, to 5-30 P.M.

Shri Jawaharlal Nehru;  Normally 

you do adopt some kind of proportion, 

but I should like to  submit that in 

this particular case, more time should 

be allowed to the Opposition than to 

the Goveriraient Benches.  We do not 

wish to take too much time and I hope 

that hon. Members on this side wUl 

not take too much time of the House 

in their speeches.  Naturally, we will 

have to say something which we will 

do.  But.  I  would  submit <or  your 

consideration  tîat  the  Opposition 

should have more tin»e.

Shri  M.  S.  Garupadaswamy  (My

sore): I have already given you a list 

of names,

Mr. Deputy-Speaker: I will try to 

regulate the debate accordingly  Shri 

V.  Missir may move  the resolution, 

formally.
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Shri  S.  S.  More:  Mr.  Deputy- 

Speaker, I am rising today with pain- 

and anguish in my heart.  I am trying 

to do my duty which is  both  un

pleasant but necessary.  Now, we are 

an infant democracy and what is the 

main,  fundamental  conception  of 

democracy?  We are trying to deve

lop our democracy after the pattern 

of  England.  According  to  that 

pattern,  no  democracy  is complete 

without a party in power and a party 

in Opposition.  If I can use a meta

phor with your permission,  the type 

of democracy which we are trying to 

develop has two legs, one leg is of the 

party in power and the other leg is of 

ttie party  or  parties  in  Opposition. 

One leg might be going forward for 

some time but the other leg too, as 

an alternative, goes forward and thpn 

only the humanity or democracy ad

vances.  What have we done to meet
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the jeers and ironical laughter of th« 

party  in  power?  What  have  we 

done?  Are we not a responsible lot 

of persons?  We do command, on our 

side, though so small, some ei-Presi- 

dents of the Congress, some cx-Gene- 

ral Secretaries of the Congress, some 

doughty fighters in the cause of free

dom  who  still  carry  on their faces 

the scars of the freedom battle.  We 

have  some  ei-Judges of High Court. 

We are a responsible lot of persons, 

and ordinarily, among the responsible 

persons,  the  sense  of  responsibility 

cannot be computed in an arithmetical 

expression  or  arithmetical  formula, 

Taecause if we proceed to measure the 

sense of responsibility by a counting 

<of heads, I think only folly will be 

•declared  as  the  most  responsible. 

We are struggling in our own way. 

People have sent us, their representa

tives,  by electing us to the floor  of 

this House, so that we are also expect

ed to discharge some responsibility tc 

them and therefore, we are humbly, 

though against very heavy odds, trying 

to fight for our own cause.

It has been said that this is an im

proper move on the part of the Oppo

sition.  I do accept what the Leader 

of the House says because, in spite of 

the  fact  that  he  is  at  present  the 

Leader  of  the  ruling  party  my 

memory, which frequently goes to the 

past,  cannot forget that he was the 

leader of the national movement, who 

inspired  young  people  to more  and 

more exploits.  Therefore, I am  not 

prepared to take  whatever he says 

with rancour.  But on this question, 

when we are meeting to discuss a very 

important point, verj’ imoortant from 

the point of  view of our democracy 

let us  go ahead without  exhibiting 

any temper.  A man who loses  his 

temper loses everything that is pre

cious in life.  At least, let not poste

rity judge us by saying that we lost 

our  temper  bn  crucial  occasions. 

Controls have gone, but the control 

of our tempers, of our passions, is an 

eternal thing, and then only humanity 
can advance.

1 have the greatest resard for the

Chair.  As a student  of a  constitu

tional  literature  and  past  history,  I 

cannot forget that the Speaker has to 

discharge  a  certain  function.  What 

is his function?  Not doinfi sometliing 

which is against parliamentary tradi

tions, because, here, we are trying to 

lay durable  foundations for our future 

democracy and these durable founda

tions can be laid only if, on occasions, 

we look to other nations which have 

their own experience and which can 

serve as a sort of beaconlight to  all 

of us.  What is the history of England? 

We are very prone to quote English 

precedents.  The  precedents  of  the 

House of Commons have developed by 

waddings through oceans of blood and 

conflict, tin they reached the present 

conditions.  There was a King who 

was  fighting  against  democracy  and 

he was made to walk to the  scaffold. 

There was another  King who  was 

prepared to trample on the  toes  of 

democratic principles and so he was 

made to leave the country.  That  is 

the past tradition of  parliamentary 

democracy.  Even  this institution of 

SpeakersWp—I am saying that in an 

abstract  method—had  its  ups  and 

downs.  I know that in the history of 

parliamentary democracy, at the out

set, the Speaker was a stooge of the 

monarch,  trying  to  plead  his  cause 

with  the  fighting  Members  of the 

House of Commons.  He was looked 

upon with distrust, and a convention 

has developed that, when Parliament 

proceeds to discuss Supply, and dis

cuss  the  grievances  before  Supply, 

the Speaker, who is the stooge of the 

King, is shut out from the delibera

tions of the House, and the Chairman 

of the Ways and Means steps into the 

Chair.  That tradition is there.  After 

that, the monarch was subdued.  He 

was rightly vanquished by the House 

of Commons and  the Kiog became 

figurehead.  But  what  happened? 

Party  politics  developed.  The 

monarch  disappeared,  but  another 

dictatorship  came  on  the scene—the 

dictatorship  of  the  majority,—and 

from being the stooge of the monarch, 

the Speakership entered another phase 

where the Speaker was treated as the 

stooge of the party in power.  It was 

Sp^ei  Onslow,  in  the  eighteenth 

century, who set up that tradition of
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discardiBg  all  the trappings  of  thf

party and placed the Speaker in an 

impartial role and assuring the mino

rity who are on the Opposition side; 

“Here  is  a  man who will  fight for 

your  rî ts;  fight  for you without 

any  sense  of  loyalty  to  his party.” 

My submission is that we will have to 

take all these considerations in to ac

count  before  we  decide  how  our

Speaker ôuld develope.  Unless we 

look to  those precedents,  unless we 

enter into the spirit of the develop

ment of the &use of Commons, and 

their beautiful traditions, it will not 

be  possible  for  us  to  lay  enduring 

foundations  for  posterity.  Mechani

cally quoting Hansard here and quot

ing another precedent there will not 

give  you  the  right  spirit.  There

fore,  I  would  say  that  we

all of  us have to approach this pro

blem from this high level.  It is not 

a question of partisanship.  Unfortuna

tely, today, we are here on the side 

of the Opposition, but does that mean, 

and does any Member from that side, 

say, "This Opposition wiU be an ever

lasting Opposition”?  No.  Even  the 

Leader of the House, who has a better 

sense of democracy than most of his 

followers will  be  frank enough  to 

admit___(Interruptions).

I assume that the Leader of  the 

House has a following not only in this 

House but even outside.

Several Hon. Members: Yes, yes.

Mr. Depnty-Speaker: We are speak

ing about the Speaker and not about 

any other leader.

Shri S. S. More: I accept correction 

from you. Sir.  I know my limitations. 

My submission is that the real ques

tion is. ‘Has the Speaker assumed that 

impartiality,  has  the  Speaker that 

measure  of  impartiality which  shall 

inspire  confidence  in  the  Opposition 

Members’’  When a vote of censure 

is tabled against Government, defeat

ing  it  by  a  majority  is  one thing. 

There,  the  Government  comes out 

triumphantly;  it  is  supposed to be 

victory of the party in power.  But, 

when a motion for the removal of a

particular  Speaker,  howsoever  res

pectable, is moved by a large section 

of the  Members  of  the  Opposition, 

simply defeating it by a large majority 

win not be enough, because you have 
to  see that  confidence  is  developed 

not only in the  Opposition  Members 

but in the world outside.  I need not 

repeat the truism that justice has to be 

done but justice must also appear to 

be done.

The impartiality of the Speaker, I 

would say the Chair, must be beyond 

any question.  It must be beyond any 

doubt by anybody else and even the 

slightest breath of suspicion and dis

trust  is  quite  enough  to soil  the 

mirror of his reputation.  So, it is not 

a  question  of  party  supporting  one 

man or  another  party  opposing  an

other man.  I  would  request this 

House  not  to  take  this  issue  on  a 

party  basis.  There  are  responsible 

Members.  Simply because they have 

chosen to disagree with the party in 

power, they do not cease to be res

ponsible  individuals  whose opinions 

need not be taken into account.  All 

of us have to  come  together.  The 

Leader of the House  has treated us 

on many occasions as though we were 

a motely crowd.  I do concede.  But, 

we  are  also  trying,  in emulation  of 

his great efforts, to develop unity out 

of diversity and what we have done 

today is to make our Christmas pre

sent to the great Leader of the party 

in power.  We, all of us, with different 

ideologies, red. blue black and white,— 

of all these colours—have come toge

ther.  It cannot be so unless we have 

some  definite  grievance.  That  grie

vance may be due to misunderstand

ing, that grievance  may be due to 

some other factors but you must re

cognise the fact that the grievance is 

there.  The malady  may  not  be 

serious but in every  case you  must 

take note  of the  malady  and  apply 

some quick cure.  It is no use diagnos

ing what was the root  cause which 

brought about this malady.  We feel, 

with  all  the  sense  of  responsibility, 

that  the  Speaker,  unfortunately,  is 

not doing what we expected him to 

do.
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Some Hon. Members: That is obvi

ous.

Stol s. s. More; I do welcome this 
laughter.  That shows their idea about 

democracy {Interruption). Now, what 

is the function of the party in Oppo

sition’  It is a corrective to the party 

in power.  I might not accept what 

Mahatmaji said about other matters, 

but Mahatmaji was very insistent in 

saying that whenever he saw in any

thing in this country autocracy rule— 

he might be in the minority of one— 

he must fight  with his soul  in its 

majestic  array.  We  might  be  very 

few  but  we  are  fighting,  according 

to  ’ us,  autocracy  (interruption). 

The geiins of autocracy are very insi

dious  in  creeping in.  They  do  not 

immediately  reveal  their  existence. 

They develop into some serious trou

ble and ê Opposition is playing the 

role of a sort of a germicide, killing 

the germs  or  suppressing  them in 

whatever plane they may be spread

ing.

The Speaker was pleased to say that 

he is the custodian of the Constitu

tion.  I will challenge  that  state

ment  with  all  my  regard  for  him. 

When a written constitution is placed 

on the statute-book, it is not a single 

individual that can be the custodian. 

In a country with a written Consti

tution.  the  real  job  of  interpreting 

that  constitution  and seeing that no 

single provision of the Constitution is 

violated  or  transgressed  is  the 

supreme function of the highest tri

bunal in the  country  and  no  single 

man can say that he is the custodian. 

What is the function of the Speaker? 

As it has been developed in England, 

the  function  of the  Speaker  is to 

maintain order, to regulate the pro

ceedings.  He is the interpreting au

thority .so far as the rights of both 

the  sections  of  the  House  are  con

cerned.  He has no legislative autho

rity,  But,  unfortunately,  in  this 

House—interpreting  wrongly  accord

ing  to  us—̂the  Speaker has  himself 

become the legislative authority  and 

his interpretation has become the law 

in this House.

I would refer you to article 105 of 

the Constitution. That says that the 

rights, privileges  and  immunities  of 

both Houses and the members of the 

Committees  thereof  shaU  be the 

rights,  privileges  and  immunitie* 

which are prevalent in the Commons. 

Now,  the  right  to  speak  and the 

right to  formulate  our  rules  is  our 

right but that right is ignored for a 

good many reasons in feat interpre

tation  of  the  Constitution.  Let us 

come to article 98.

Mr.  Depnty-Speakra::  That  is  not

. one of the charges.  The hon. Memter 

will  confine  himself  to  partaality 

regarding question and the admission 

of adjoummeBt motions.

Shrl S. S. More; In view of the 

shortage of time, I wiU ĉcept what 

you  say.

My submission is that as far as this 

chargesheet is concerned, I was refer

ring to article 98.  It is the business 

of Parliament to pass  certain lawŝ 

regulating the Parliament Secretariat.

It has not been done but I will leave 

that matter  there without  further 

developing it.

Then, we have in this motion said 

that  adjournment  motions  are dis

allowed.  That is the first item of our 

resolution, and, I would say, an im

portant item.  What is the function of 

an adjournment motion in the Parlia

mentary procedure.

Shri Algu Rai Shastri  (Azamgarh 

Distt.—East CTtta Ballia Distt.—West): 

Should  it always  be  admitted?

Shri S. S. More: My friend is ask

ing me, should it always be admitted.

I would not allow myself to be dis

turbed but I would say, what is the 

function  of  an  adjourr̂ Tient  motion. 

The party in power is there.  So many 

things happen.  The parties tn Oppo

sition are there to pin down or attract 

as violently and vehemently as possi

ble the attention of the Government 

to certain ills or certain acts of mis- 

administration.  England is compara

tively  a  small country, but  in such- 

a vast country as this, the party In 

power  may  be  here  but  the  lower
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tiers of administration are trained in 

the  British tradition.  They  are not 

trained to be friends of the country. 

-So, whenever something wrong hap

pens, it is our function and responsi

bility to the constituencies which we 

represent, to bring that wrong before 

this House and see that Government’s 

attention is  properly  attracted.  It 

may be said that while we have any 

grievance, we can come here and have 

a half-an-hour discussion  or  a  two- 

hour discussion and that we have been 

provided all the valves for letting out 

steam.  But the half-an-hour discus

sion has no purix)se and the two-hour 

discussion has another purpose; but an 

adjournment motion in the scheme of 

parliamentary democracy has a parti

cular function to discharge and that 

function is that it carries along with 

it is a sort of censure of the Govern

ment.  It is our right, I say, under 

article, 105.  If members of the House 

of Commons can censure, then I also 

have the same right to censure Gov

ernment  and  table  an  adjournment 

motion  and  see  that  Government’s 

.attention  is  properly  drawn...........

Shri Dabhi (Kaira North): Sir, on 

a point of order.  You definitely rul

ed that the definite charges should be 

stated on the floor of the House.  Not 

a word has been said about that.

Mr. Deputy-Speaker: I  have  asked 

him  to confine  himself  to adjourn

ment motions and to questions; if he is 

not able to give any specific charges, 

certainly the hon. Members ’ can say 

that there is no specific charge.

Shri S. S. More; I am trying in a 

lawyer’s manner____

Shri Algu Rai Shastri: But, You are 

failing miserably.

Shri S. S. More:  ____to propoimd

the principle of law and illustrate it. 

"We say  that we  have  every right 

imder Chapter X of our Rules to table 

adjournment motions.  Are we doing 

something wrong?  It is  contended 

by many that we are indiscriminately 

“tabling adjournment motions and that 

-these  adjournment motions  are  only 

■supposed  to  serve  the  purpose ot 

■ventilating  some  grievance  here or

some  grievance there. I would bring 

to your notice that during...........

Mr. Deinity-Sp̂ er: I shaU be very 

strict regarding time.  We have fixed 

only two hours.

Shrl S. S. More: My submission is 

that it is our right to move adjourn

ment motion. The consent is supposed 

to be there. Even under the old Rules, 

precedents were there.  You were a 

Member of the Central Legislature in 

1935.  I am only taking one particular 

year.  The Congress moved as many 

as 34  adjournment motions.  What 

was the purpose?  There was no light

ing of railways; somebody  was pre

vented by a local Government from 

travelling, and such matters; but un

fortunately,  the  restriction of time 

prevents me from giving instances.

I would say that in this House we 

have'up till now moved about 89 ad

journment motions, and out of the 89 

adjournment  motions,  two  were  not 

pressed and one was only allowed— 

and my friend. Dr. Lanka Sundaram, 

was  the  fortunate  Member  of the 

House who could secure the consent— 

and barring these three, 86 adjourn

ment motions have been  disallowed. 

Why?  The  Speaker refused to give 

his consent.  I would say  that this 

consent  affair  cannot  be  used for 

stifling adjournment motions.  Take, 

for  instance,  the  Standing  Order  of 

the House of Commons, No. 9.  It says 

that the  Speaker is to be convinced 

that  a  particular  motion  is  urgent, 

specific and of public importance, and 

the moment he is convinced, the ad

journment motion is placed before the 

House.  This was the procedure which 

was followed during the last Assem

blies under which the Congress was 

functioning, but I would not go into 

these details.  Take, for instance, the 

last thing that has broken the camel’s 

back  As  Opposition  Members,  we 

have been suffering for the last two 

years with the patience of Job, but at 

the same time we did not complain. 

The last thing that broke our back, 

our power of endurance, is the motion 

which was presented by my  friend.
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Shri  Gunipadaswamy.  The  Gov»n- 

ment’s version was accepted.  Accord

ing to the House of Commons’ proce

dure, even the mover of the adioum- 

ment motion is  permitted  to  have 

his  say,  but  here  only  Gov

ernment  is  permitted  to  have 

an extensive say and then the Oppo

sition is told, “No. no, you  are  ̂ 

interested  party.”  Even  Dr.  Katju 

will  admit  that  the  version  he  got 

from  Manipur was  a version based 

on the  views  of  the  administrative 

officers there, who might be the police. 

As  against that, the version we g<rt 

was  from  an hon.  Member  of  this 

House.  And  what  is  the  equation. 

Are the police under the control of the 

party  in  power  above  in  prestige 

compared  to  Members  belonging  to 

the Opposition.  Does the police get 

better privileges?  Not only  that. 

We are also raising points of order. 

Point of order is a fundamental right 

under the British system and it is also 

a right conceded to us under article 

105.  What is ttie point in saying be

fore  he  has  developed  his  point  of 

order,  “Well,  there is  no  point  of 

order.”?  This is judging too hastily. 

The attitude of a judge who sits in 

the Chair ought to be the attitude of 

the Supreme Court Judge who would 

be giving a patient hearing to all the 

Parties concerned and then come to 

his own conclusion without any bias. 

I would say that there are Constitu

tions  where  a  Judge  of  the  High 

Court is supposed to be in the Chair 

of the Legislature when debate goes on. 

We must develop a tradition by which 

the Speaker, whosoever he may be, and 

whatsoever Party he may belong to, 

will  shed  all  Party  leanings  the 

moment he sits in that sacred Chair. 

We all know about what is said of 

Vikram’s Throne, aad sort of attitude 

must be there.  Fortunately, Vithal- 

bhai Patel and many great Speakers 

have been contributed by the national 

movement.  I would say that as far 

as  we  are  concerned,  consent  was 

given in the cas« of only one adjoam- 

ment motion out of 88 and I would not 

go into the  reason;  points  of order 

ignored,  suppressed, iK>t allowed to 

be raised.  Hie last thing that I would 

587 LSD

like to mention before I resume my 

seat  is  the  tone  in  which  we  are 

addressed.  We are responsible Mem

bers, sufBciently senior in our life; we 

have left our schools far behind.  But 

I feel on many occasions that we are 

treated like ‘a pack of urchins’, to use 

that expression and tried to be con

trolled by a long rod.  I would say 

that  the  milk  of  human  kindness 

must be flowing there, and the himian 

touch  wUl  pacify  the  Opposition 

Members  more  effectively than  the 

sharp edge of a smarting tongue.

I would say that these are our feel

ings, and I specially make an appeal 

to the Leader of the House that it is 

for him to  take  notice  of  all these 

facts.  I know that he has a perma

nent interest in developing democracy, 

but democracy  cannot be  developed 

by  developing  a  sort  of  partisan 

spirit—a  fanatical  partisan  spirit— 

whioh is not proper according to the 

fundamental  concepts  of  democracy, 

as far as Speakership is concerned in 

Western countries.  That is all what 

I would say.  I support this Eesolu- 

tion.

Mr.  Depaty-Speaker: Shri Gopalan 

wants that after one or two speakers 

on this side have spoken, he might be 

caUed upon to speak, but they should 

know what the charges are.  There

fore, I would call Shri Gopalan  to 

speak.

’ Shri A. K. Gopalan; My friend has 

given  some  points, especially about 

adjournment motions,  and how they 

were treated.  Parliament is a forum 

where the people’s grievances are to 

be focussed, and it is for that reason 

that we have been  elected by the 

people, and it is for that reason that 

we have come here.  We have to bring 

forward the grievances of the people 

in  some  form  or  another  before 

Parliament.  There had been  about 

83 adjournment motions given by tbe 

exposition and I do not know whether 

any Member opposite can say that any 

one of those adjournment motions wa* 
soch -Hiat it did not concern either the 

liie  or the suflwing  of the people 

of this country.  As ftir as the admis- 
TOJH  of the adjout̂ ent motions is 

concerned, «iat  is another  question.
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but what I point out is that there 
was not one instance, but many ins
tances, at)Out  adjoumment motions 
where  we have to  believe  thai the 

Chair, which should be impartial, had 
been partial.

Shri Algn Bai Shastri: Give us one 

or two instances.

Shrl A.  K.  Gopalan; I  would say 

that the  Chair, on several occasions, 

had stated that he was a party man. 

It  was  also  quoted—that  is  my 

memory.  Not  only  that,  it  was 

quoted in papers wherein it was said 

in an editorial—

“On  his election  as Speaker, 

Mr. Mavalankar  differing  from 

'  predecessors declared himself still 

a  party-man  and  during  fhe 

Speakers’  conference  what en

grossed  him  was  Congress- 

nomination  in  the next  election 

as a party-man.”

On his election as Speaker, he declared 

himself to be still a party man.  The 

name of  the paper  is  The  Deccan 

Herald.  The Speaker has said. “I am 

still a Congressman and am a party 

man.”.

Shri M. D. Joshi (Ratnagiri South): 

On a point of information.  Is that a 

charge?

Shrl Pnnnoose: Just  listen;  be  is 

developing the dharge.

Shri  A.  K.  Gopalan:  H  they are 

patient enough to hear, I am giving 

the charge  If there is no charge, 

let them reply, “There is no charge 

levelled  and  we  have  nothing to 

reply.”.  .

The first charge is this.  According 

to parliamentary procedure, what we 

understand is that the Speaker does 

not belong to any Party, he is a non

Party  man,  he must surely  be  one 

who is not attached to any Party or 

any  such thing  in  Parliament.  He 

must be a man belonging to no Party. 

If he says, “I am a Party man”, that 

shows that when a Party man is in 

the Chair, he will support his Party. 

A party man will have at least sym

pathy towards his  Party.  That  is 

why  I said that he must not be •

party man.
The next point that I want to say

Mr. Depnty-Speaker: On this parti

cular point, there can be differences' 

of  opinion  as  to  what  the  rule  in 

India ought to bo about fee Speaker. 

We have  not yet  developed  a con

vention that the Speaker ought not tt> 

contest a seat, what are the limitations,, 

and so on and so forth.  On that parti

cular subject, if you found him to be 

a party man because be said so some 

two years ago when he was elected,, 

you have tabled a motion two years 

later.  Possibly there might be some 

justification, but am I to go into that 

matter now?

Shrl  A.  E.  Gopalan: I  have only- 

begun, and if you take one sentence 

out  of  it,  how  can  i  speak?  You 

must hear me and then say whether 

there is any reason for this adjourn

ment motion. If you take only the iirst 

sentence and say “Is this a  reason 

for  the  adjournment  motion?’̂ 

certainly I cannot answer.  1 do not 

want  tr'  make  it  the  main  point. 

Whatever  the  practice  might  be  in 

other countries, we wiU have to de

cide the practice that is going to obtain 

here in future.  But the parlianlentary 

practice in other countries is that the 

Speaker is not a party-man. That is 

all that I wanted to say. I only wish

ed to bring to the notice of this House 

that an editorial had been written by a 

paper that party-man should not be 

in the Chair.

4 P.M.

The first point that has been made 

in the Resolution is regarding adjourn

ment motions.  My hon. friend Shri 

Gurupadaswamy  had  tabled an  ad

journment motion on the information 

supplied by a Member of Parliament 

»?ho was not able to be present in the 

House and who had suffered.  When 

that  motion  was  tabled  the  Home 

Minister gave his version.  Shri Guru

padaswamy got up and said lhat  a 

Member of Parliament who was there 

on the spot and who was the sufferer 

had written to him and he wanted to 

give his version.  To that the Speaker
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said; “You are an interested party.  I 

will  not  hear.  Whatever Ihe  other 

side says is correct and I will take it 

at it.”  Not only that, there are two or 

three  other  instances,  which  I shall 

presently  point  out.  The  Speaker 

hears only one side and does not hear 

the other, as interested parties.  I say 

that both the parties  are interested. 

It is true that we are an interested 

party.  We are a party that is inte

rested in the welfare of the people; 

we are a party that is interested to 

take up the problems of the people, 

their urgent and important problems, 

and  bring toem  before Parliament. 

We are a party that is interested in 

bringing before Parliament the griev

ances of tlie people when they write 

to us.

In the same way I shall presently 

show that the Home Minister is also 

an  interested  party  and  how  he  ii 

an  interested  party.  There was an 

adjournment motion tabled by me on 

the  Kurnool  firing.  When  I  tabled 

the adjournment motion there was no 

reply from the Home Ministry.  The 

next day a statement was made by 

the Home  Minister;  but I was not 

allowed to say  anything.  After the 

statement of the Home Minister I was 

askei by the Speaker as to whether 

I had to say anything about its ur

gency or political importance.  The 

Home Minister only read a statement 

that was sent to iiim by the officers in 

Kurnool.  If after that I had  been 

given an opportunity, I would  have 

been ab)̂ to point out in what res

pects his statement was not correct. 

The Home  Minister’s  statement said 

that the communists were taldng  out 

a  procession  through  a road where 

some Congressmen were living.  They 

abused them and then began stone- 

throwing.  The communists who were 

going in procession got up on house
tops and then began to throw stones. 

When the communists were going in a 

procession,  how  could  they  throw 

stones  from  house-tops?  He  said 

from the house-tops they were throw

ing ston«s and going in a procession. 

They could not have got up on house

tops because they were going in a pro

cession and people were standing there

outside.  There was a clash between 

the two parties and those men who 

were living in the houses began  to 

throw stones.  How can the proces

sionists throw stones from house-tops? 

They cannot get up the liouses, because 

the  other  party  was  there to  stop 

them.  In actual fact, even the police

men did not fire on the processionists. 

The policemen  only  flred  in  the  air 

and it was the landlords  that fired. 

The version given by the Home Minis

ter was that the Police fired on them.

ShriA. M. Thomas (Emakulam): On 

a point of order: tliis incident which 

is now being expatiated upon by the 

, hon.  Member  took place after the 

tabling of the Resolution under dis

cussion.  Can subseqiient  events  be 

taken notice  of?

Shrl A. K. Gopalsn: The motion I 

tabled was on the basis of informatido 

I got from a Member of ParliamosC; 

a Member of the Rajya Sabha, who 

visited that place.

Mr. Depnty-Speaker: The  point  of 

order that has been raised by the hon. 

Member is whether an event which 

took place subsequent to the tabling 

of the Resolution can be invoked for 

the  purpose  of  laying  a charge, or 

substantiating a previous charge.

The Minister of Defence Oî anisa- 

tion  (Shri  Tyagi):  Retrospective

effect!

Mr. Deputy-Speaker; When was the 

adjournment motion tabled.  I believe 

the Resolution was tabled on the 4th. 

When was the adjournment  motion 

on  firing  in  Kurnool  tabled—before 

or after the 4th?

Sbri A. K. Gopalan: Êefore the 4th,

I presume: I do not exactly remmem- 

ber.  We are speaking of the adjourn
ment motions.

Mr.  Deputy-Speaker:  True, of

course.

Shri Pnnnoo3e: May  I point  out 

that a Resolution becomes one only 

after it  has  been  admitted.

Mr.  Depotp-Speaker:  The  hon.

Member is expected to refer only to 

adjournment  motions  or  qtiestions 

before  this  Resolution  was  tabled. 

Any  reference  to  either  question*
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or adjournment motions tabled after  MSr.  Dejknty-Speaker:  If  the

that lor flie purpose of  supporting charges are to be specific, they must 

Oiic Resolution is not in order. The refer to an inxiident which must have

hon.  Member must have a  number 

of other matters; he can refer to them.

Skri A. K. Gopelan: It is not said 

anywhere  that  the  adjournment 

motions  or questions  should be  be

fore this Resolution was tabled.  It 

is not a question of whether the ad

journment motions related to a pre

vious period or a later period. What 

is  done  with,  the  adjournment 

motions is the question, I do not know 

when the adjournment motion came 

up.  But so far as this Resolution is 

concerned, it is being discussed only 

today.

Mr. Depnty-Speaker:  That is my

definite  ruling—̂ hon.  Members  who 

have practised in a court  of  law 

must be aware of it.

Acharya Kripalani: May I make a 

submission?  Even after we have ex- 

I>ressed our resentment, if the Speak

er behaves like that, we are entitled 

to say that even after' we have ex

pressed our resentment, he continues 

to behave like that.

Mi.  Deputy-Speaker:  I  am  here

only to regulate the proceedings.  I 

am  not going into the substance  of 

the  charges.  As  to  whether  it  is 

right or wrong, it is for the House 

to decide.  The only point, so far as 

procedure is  concerned,  is that  any 

person  against  whom  any  charges 

are made,  can  be  expected  to 

answer  only  those  matters which 

must have arisen before those charg

es were made, whenever it might be 

taken  up.  Therefore,  this  cannot 

have  retrospective  efiect.  It  is  not 

as  if hon. Members saying:  “If you 

behave within these fourteen  days, 

we will withdraw this  Resolution.” 

It is not as if it is a test, or period 

ol  probation.  Therefore,  I  am  not 

jping to allow it; it is not in order.

Acharya Kripolani:  This  is  not  a 

criminal  court.  It is a  question of 

fhe genCT̂ conduct of a person who 

occupife  the Chair, that is all.  If 

you do hot allow. It is all right.

arisen before  notice  of  the  Resolu

tion is sent.

Shri  S.  S. More; May  I bring to 

your notice Article 94 of the Consti

tution.  Your ruling is  likely  to 

amend  and  afEect  that  particular 

Article.

Mr.  Depnty-Speaker;  I had  al

ready  ruled having  regard  to  these 

things.  I referred to the other rule. 

If the hon.  Member would  refer to 

article 94,  it does not contain  any 

provision for a  debate or something 

like  that  for  removal.  I  should 

have  straightaway  put  the  question 

to the vote of the House.  But,  on 

the  other hand,  we  referred  to the 

other  article also and read it dlong 

with  this.  The  Speaker  is  entitled 

to take part in tiie proceedings; the 

other  article  contemplates  pro

ceedings  and  a  resolution.  I 

already ruled  that  the  resolution 

must be  specific;  specific  charges 

must be given.  That is my first im

pression.  I  said  to hon.  Members 

that on that technical ground, I did 

not  want  refuse  admission to  this 

Resolution.  I, therefore, allowed the 

hbn. Members to crime forward with 

Specific charges.  The only point for 

consideration  is  whether  any  parti

cular  incidents could be  referred to 

which happened after this Resolution 

has  been tabled.  That will put the 

person against whom the charge  is 

made in a very difficult position be

cause  he  could  not  anticipate  all 

these.  Purely as a matter of  pro

cedure  it  is  not  allowed.  Hon. 

Members  ought  not  to  refer  to 

these matters  and base  their  con

clusions  upon that.

Shrl A. K. Gopalan; I do not refer 

to that matter.  I go to the adjourn

ment motion that was tabled and in 

which a Member of Parliament was 

involved.  It was not taken up.  It 

was  stated that we  could  not  take 

aiiy in|ormation that had cornel ftt»n 

thst hon. Member ot the House and
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we had to take what the hon. Home 

Minister said to  be  correct.  Today 

that hon. Member is here and if you 

look at his head you will see little 

scars as a result of beating.  But on 

that  day,  only  the Home  Minister 

was allowed il.̂ make that statement 

but on the other side the hon. Mem

ber,  Shri Gurupadaswamy, wlio had 

to say something and who wanted to 

say it based on the report that was 

received by him from an hon. Mem

ber of Parliament could not and was 

not allowed to say it.  If that hon. 

Member had been here, certainly the 

version of the Home Minister would 

not have gone.  The  Speaker  said 

that we are interested parties.  Is 

not the Home Minister an interested 

party?

The Home Minister is an interested 

party in that affair.  He wants  to 

shiehi the officers who were respon

sible.  He wants to show to the peo

ple nothing has happened  whereas 

something has happened and a Mem

ber of Parliament  was beaten  anft 

put inside the jail.  He is present 

here  today.  People  outside look  at 

the  adjournment  motion  and  the 

statement given by the Minister.  At 

one stage he did not even want to 

use  the  word  ‘lalM’.  He  said  ‘big, 

long,  bamboo  stick’.  That  is  what 

he said.  They have  got  a  ruling 

majority in the House.  Here, we are 

only in a minority. (Interruptions.) 

I do not want to go into details about 

that.  We have got  the  majority 

votes position.  If the votes are look

ed  into,  we  represent  more  peĉle 

than the  ruling  party  represents. 

(Interruptions.)  If  you  want  to 

know that, only  44‘5  per  qent.  haH 

voted for Congressmen. (Interrup

tions.)  That is why I said that  I am 

not going into details.  Let us even 

suppose that  we are in a minority.

Mr. -Depoty-Speaker;  I agree that 

even if one hon. Member is not treat

ed impartially, he may have a griev

ance and many hon. Members  may 

support him.  But he need not  go 

into the general position of  parties. 

We are concerned as to what is the 

kind  of partiality.

Shri A. K. Gopabuu It is  ̂ques

tion in this House where the majority 

party is ruling, the minority  party 

should be allowed to say something, 

particularly when  a  Member  of 

Parliament is involved and when an 

adjournment motion is moved relat

ing to a Member of Parliament.  His 

version  should  be  shown  to  the 

Parliament.  An  hon.  Member  has 

written  something to  another  hon. 

Member.  On  the  basis  of that  in

formation  or  report from  that  hon. 

Member, a Member here says: “Allow 

me to say certain things; what  has 

been said by  the Home Minister is 

not a fact; that is not what has hap

pened;  I  have  obtained some infor

mation from an hon. Member.”  But, 

he is not allowed to say  anything. 

The hon. Member who was involved 

was not present here on that  day 

and because he had not said  any

thing  the  opinion  of  the  people 

would be Hjat the- other  statement 

would be correct.  They would thinV 

that the police did not do ."Tiything 

or that there was no lathi rhargp

Mr.  Depnty-Speaken  His  time  is 
up.

Sbri A K. Ctopalan: Sir, I should 

be .allowed the time that had  been 

taken  for  the  points  of  order; 

the time taken for that type of inter

ruption should be excluded.

Mr.  Depaty-Speaker:  J have ex

cluded that time also.

Shri A K. Ĝ HudajL;  As far as ad

journment motions are concerned, we 

have said even before that they are 

not  allowed.  Even if the  adjourn

ment motions are not allowed or are 

ruled out, the Chair must hear what 

the Government has to say and also 

hear what the man who has moved 

it has to say.  It is only after hearing 

bolfli sides that the Chair  ruie'

out an adjournment  motion.  But 

here the ruling party alone is faeara 

and the  other parties are not even 

allowed to express what they have 

got to say.  The discussion hese on 

such matters to the .people  certain 

things especially when it is concern-
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ed with a Member  of  Parliament. 

When it is brought before the Parlia

ment and an hon. Member says taiat 

this  is what an hon. Member  haa 

written, it is not a matter of interesx- 

ed parties.

Mr.  Depnty-Speaker:  Two  hours

had  been  allotted;  1  allowed  29 

minutes  to  Shri  More;  1  have  al

ready  allowed  20  minutes  to  Shn 

Gopalan.

Shri A.  K.  Gopalan;  About  57 

minutes were taken on  points  or 
Order, Sir.

Mr.  Depnty-Speaker:  It  comes

within that time.  Even then,  non. 

Member has taken  nearly  fifteen 

minutes.  There are two more names 

given by Shri Gurupadaswamy; then 

there are some other Memb  ̂here 

and the hon. Leader of the  House 

and any  other  hon.  Member  ol 

Parliament in the Congress Party or 

otherwise.  There are then the other 

groups;  they  might  speak.  Shri 

Frank Anthony  also had written to 

me that he would like to speak.

Sardar Hakam Slngb  (KapurtSiaia- 

Bhatinda):  There  are a few  hon. 

Members who are in the Opposition 

but who  do  not  agree with  their 

friends;' they  should  also  be  given 
chances.

Shri A. K.  Gopalan:  As far  as

questions  are concerned,  I  would 

point out two things.  Question No. 

548 was  disallowed but no  reason 

was given; it was an important ques

tion.  Other questions  about certain 

Government undertakings  like  the 

Hindustan Aircraft Factory and ques

tions concerning the telephone indus

tries  D.V.C.,  industrial Finance  Cor

' poration and other things were ask

ed;  those  questions  were  disallowed 

on the ground that they rdate  to 

autonomous bodies.  Tbere are other 

questions which I need not point out

Mr,  l>epnty-Speaker:  I  shall  now 
call Acharya Kripalani

Adurya Kr̂ alaai:  You  said you 

would can the other Members.

Mr.' Deputy-Speaker;  What  is  it 

that they have to say?  These hon. 

Members  who have got a grievance 

had tabled the  Resolution  against 

the Speaker himself; they must say 

to the other people what their point 

is.  The lion. Leader of the  House 

had already said that they could take 

sufficient  time;  then  they  should 

wind up by referring to such points 

which they might answer, if at all. 

They  are the persons who are ask

ing for the removal of the Speaker 

and so they should speak.

Dr. N. B. Khare:  Such a one is

myself. Sir.

Mr. Depnty-Speaker:  1

calling Dr. Khare now.
am  not

Sardar Hukam Singh: Sir, 1 agree 

with  my  other friends that  it  is  a 

serious  matter  that  we  iiave got 

before  us  for discussion.  It is un

fortunate that such a motion  should 

be before us on the Order Paper and 

put down for discussion. 1 certainly 

felt pained  when 1 found it.  My 

position is also embarrassing because 

I am sitting with my friends and am 

siding with them.  When tiiis thing 

came, 1 found Uiat there was  some 

struggle in my mind  and I decided 

*0 follow the dictates of my consci

ence  which  I  honestly  feel.  I was 

not a Member of  any  legislature 

before 1948.  So this is my first ex

perience.  I came here in April 1948 

and I have worked only with  one 

Speaker, and that is Mr. Mavalankar. 

So I cannot make any  comparisons 

and I plead if other persons  might 

have  greater  experience  with  other 

l̂eakers I have not got that.

But in spite of it, from whatever 

little experience I have got in these 

six years, I can say that I have never 

found an opportunity wbere I could 

allege that something has been done, 

a decision given or some  quotion 

disallowed or an adjoummoit motion 

rejected, simply  on ' this  account 

where I should draw this inference 

that  ,the  Speaker  was  acting  in  a 
partisan spirit.
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From what I find from the reso

lution it is “That this House, having 

taken  into consideration the conduct 

ol  the  Speaker  of  the  House  as 

regards"—there are two points men

tioned—“giving bis  consent to  ad

' joumment  motions,  disallowing 

-<luestions”—etc.  is  already  ruled 

out—“feels  that  he  has  ceased  to 

maintain an impartial attitude neces

sary to command the confidence  of 

all  sections  of the House”.  So  our 

discussion is limited, whether he has 

acted in a partisan spirit and there

fore has  lost the confidence  which 

this House had in the Speaker.

Reference  was  made  by  Mr. 

Gopalaa  that  as  soon  as  he  was 

elected  he  made  a  declaration  that 

he was a party man. that he belong

ed to the Congress creed.  Honestly, 

I should say that I felt offended then, 

because I thought that was not  an 

advisable statement,  and  others  in 

the  country  also  felt like that;  be

cause that gave us an impression tha 

he was conscious of that party afE 

liation, and he conveyed that impres 

sion  to  other  people  as  well.  Bu 

that is not relevant now.  The hon 

Members who have tabled this Reso

lution have to substantiate  whether 

subsequent  to  that,  in  his  dealings 

with Members, in  conducting  the 

affairs of this House, he has behaved 

in a manner which may be called a 

partisan manner, whether his conduct 

was ever that of a man who would 

not be impartial in the conduct of the 

business of the House.

And  whatever has  been  said  so 

far—I  have had the advantage  of 

listening to those grievances tiiat the 

hon. Members had—so far reference 
has only been made  that  questions 

have l>een  disallowed.  I can claim 

that I am one of those Members—at 

least one of those, if not  the  one 

Member—who can say that the largest 

number of questions in my case ai« 

disallowed. *,  '  :

Shri Namblar: That is a clear proof.

Sardar Hakam Btngli: Yes,  but I 
haTe no grouse against him.  Simply

because my questions have been dis

allowed. should 1 therefore say that 

the Speaker is partial?  Is  that  a 

ground for my coming forward  and 

saying so  (An Hon. Member: Not at 

all).  For the smooth functioning of 

democracy the final authority has to 

be entrusted to  some person whose 

word should be final.  Unless  that 

were there, how can  we  function 

harmoniously here?  And from  the 

reasons whenever they  have  been 

given—and sometimes they have not 

.been given—but if it is said that a 

part or the whole of it was covCTed 

bv another question, can 1 say it is 

party inspired?  It was once remark

ed by the Speaker that  sometimes 

he finds that the same Member sends 

the same questions again,  not  that 

other Members do, but the same Mem

ber sends the same  question  again. 

In that case he has certainly to exer

cise his discretion and see that  toe 

work is not duplicated or multiplied 

unnecessarily.  Do we want or âll 

we be satisfied if all these question)- 

that are tabled are  here—and  we 

have a list here of two hundred  or 

three hundred every day—would  it 

advance us any further?  The sixty 

minutes that we have got at our dis

posal will  only  be  sufficient  for 

twenty, thirty or forty and that much 

number we have already got.  If they 

were not scrutinised and some of tihem 

thrown out, which were unnecessary 

or whose answers have already  been 

given, certainly it would not be pos

sible for this House to function and 

it would be unnecessary  waste  ot 

money and time.  Therefore, so tar as 

the questions are concerned nothing 

has been said so far in any one of 

these instances.  Because  I  would 

have expected some questions to  ba 

brought before the House as instanc 

es  where they  were  perfectly  in 

order and they were  not  allowed. 

Even there it has not  only  to  be 

proved that some question was disal

lowed; it has also to be proved that 

it was disallowed on account of the- 

partisan spirit of the Speaker. Simply 

saying that a large number of them 

have been disallowed is not suffldcnt 

for our parpoae.
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[Sardar Hukam Singh]

Then  there  were  adjournment 

motions.  Really, so many have  been 

disallowed.  We ^e told there  were 

eighty-nine, and eighty-six were dis

allowed.  Then illustration is brought 

from England where it is a unitary 

government.  Here law and order is 

for the States to see.  And the Speak

er has, when it comes up that sucb 

and such a thing happened, there was 

firing etc., the Speaker has to say that 

it is a State subject, he cannot  inter

fere.  Our Constitution is such that 

we have to draw that discrimination. 

We have heard our colleagues  and 

they have discussed the adjournment 

motions rather than the no confidence 

motion.  They ought to have restrict

ed themselves and given  some  in

stances that in refusing consent  to 

those  adjournment  motions  the 

Speaker did not act impartially.  But 

nothing was said.  It was said  that 

there were firing? and so'on.

Shri A. K. Ot̂ alaa; II I had time 

I would have given. '

Sbri S. S. More: You have asksd 
us to illustrate our point.  Whenever 

we give instances some Member____

Mr. D««pâ-£peaker: It is  another 

matter.  Any hon. Member will inter

pret it in any manner.

Sardar Hukam  Singh:  My friend

Mr. Gopalan has said that he wot̂ d 

have given Other instances if he had 

had an opportunity to  do it.  But 

then if some other Members andvanc- 

ed those arguments and gave  those 

instances it would be for other friends 

to answer them.  What I can see is 

that what, has been, said in reply so 

far takes us no further.  I believe I 

am right when I say that in regard 

to the adjournment motions the same 

thing, firing etc., was said.  That was 

not the point wanted here.  What was 

wanted was something to show that 

the Speaker acted in a manner  that 

could  warrant  an  inference that ie 

was not acting in an impartial 

ner, that he was acting in a partiiaii 

spirit.  I fail to understand.

Another reference was made so far 

as the rules were concerned.

Shrl N.  Sredtantan  Nair:  What

about Mr. Rishang Keishing?

Sardar Hukam  Singh:  The  only

thing that has been brought out about 

adjournment motions is  that  there 

was one instance where an hon. Mem

ber of this  House  had  informed 

another hon. Member here, and  he 

moved the adjournment motion.  But 

the Speaker believed the Home Minis

ter’s information which was received 

from the police and did not allow the 

hon. Member here to press it.

Shrimati Remu Cbakravartty (Basir- 

hat): “I believe the Home  Minister 

rather than you”,  that is what  he 

said.

Sardar Hnkam Singh:  He did not

allow the Member here to speak and 

to substantiate that there was some 

truth in it.  I recollect that occasion. 

The Speaker did say that the Govern

ment has greater sources of informa

tion and primarily he would believe 

that.  Suppose it was correct— and I 

would believe the hon. MembCT  of 

this House that he had that .grievance 

and aiTSially he had been here—sup

pose it was so.  Suppose it is a lapse. 

Suppose it is a mistake.  And I con

cede that.  Would that alone be suffl- 

cient to  say that  a  no  confidence 

motion be tabled and passed because 

of that one instance?  Would it  be 

sufficient?  Simply because we  can 

show that in one instance the deci

sion given was wrong, does that suffi

ce to table a motion saying that the 

Speaker was partisan in that case?

Shti Alr> Bal Shaatri: No.

Sardar -Hnkam  Slngb:  I do  not

think that that conclusion is warrant

ed or Justified.  The Speaker, after aU, 

is Slso a human being.  I do not attri

bute  Infallibility  to  him.  He must 
have made mistakes, he has made mis

takes; I  admit that.  But, does that 

mean that simply his making  mis

takes should be the basis for drawing 

this conclusion that he is a i>aTtisanT 

This is what I am pressing.
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Shri Nambiar; Out of partisanship.

Sardar Hakam Slngli: Unless it is 

shown that that mistake is out  ol 

partisanship.  Nobody has  said  that 

he is incompetent.  Nobody has said 

that he is  not talented.  I fail  to 

understand  whether we can  get  a 

better man than the present Speaker. 

I have that conviction and belief and 

therefore I say that without fear.

Shri Aleu Bai Shastri: From  ex

perience also we see.

Sardar Hakam Sineh:  If opinions

difier, if they say that the judgment 

ought to have been on this side  or 

that, that is not good enou  ̂to war

rant the conclusion that  that  was 

done out of partisansliip.

Because I have no other data  to 

which I could answer, I conclude.

Shri  Frank  Anthony  (Nominated— 

Anglo-Indians):  I  am  speaking  on 

behalf of the Independent Parliamen

tary  group, which is, I think,  the 

third largest group in the opposition. 

The Members of this group gave their 

very anxious consideration  to  this 

Resolution and they decided that they 

could not rise to support by  way of 

making submission and they decided 

further that, if the matter is pressed 

to a division, they would vote against 

it as a mark of their continuing  con

fidence in the Speaker.  I hope  my 

friends on thk side won’t misunder

stand us.

■  We are, as a group, not pr̂ >ared 

to blindly endorse or acclaim every

thing that may fall from the  Chair. 

As a matter of fact, we ventured  to 

address the Speaker and while reit

erating  our conlidenee in him,  we' 

thought we should r̂ess the view 

frankly that on some occasions, per

haps, he had been unduly harsh and 

perhaps a little peremptory.  As my 

hon,  friend  Sardar  Hukam  Singh 

pointed out, we felt that in a House 

full of heterogeneous elements, it  is 

impossible to prescribe a  rigid  or 

dogmatic procedure which could  be 

uniformly applied to every  Member 

In' Oie iHouse.  We also 'felt that if, on
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occasions, the Speaker bad been per

emptory  or unduly  harsh,  he  had 

been innpartial in his harshness.  Per

haps he had  been  comparatively 

more harsh to the Congress Party than 

to the opposition.  Perhaps, the Mem

bers of the Congress Party have de

served that harshness.  But, there  is. 

no question of partisanship.

We pointed out in our letter to the- 

Speaker the two matters that  have 

been referr̂  to by Shri S. S. More 

and Shri A. K. Gopalan.  But,  we 

felt that perhaps the rules were  at 

fault and it has led to the abridging, 

of what we consider to be vital rights 

of the Members in this  House.  I 

have, as a fairly senior Member  in 

this House, always sought, where pri

vileges of the Members are concern

ed, to impress on my colleagues that 

in this matter of privileges, we must 

always be on conunon ground,  that 

there is  no room, where the jwivi- 

leges are concerned, for any kind of 

uncritical partisan or Party attitude 

to come in, and that if the rightt and 

privileges of any Member  of  this 

House, whatever his Party or what

ever his ,ix>Utical complexion, are en

croached upon, the whole House led 

by the Leader of thig House must feel 

aggrieved.

I think there has been a consider

able confusion of issues in respect olT 

this  resolution.  Certain  signatories 

to this Resolution are aggrieved  *c 

respect of adjournment motions  gnrt 

points of order.  They are aggrieved 

against the  Speaker.  But,  my  sub

mission is tliat it is not the Speaker 

who is to blame.  It is all of us in this 

House who are to blame.  It is th& 

rules that are detective.  If the ruleŝ 

are defective, it is because we have- 

abdicated not only our right, but we 

have shirked our duty.  We are near

ing the end of the life of this Parlia

ment; yet we have not sought as a 

House to frame our own rules of pro
cedure.  I for one feel very strongly 

that the rules with regard to  thes& 

two matters, points at order and ad

journment  motions  are  completely 

unsatisfactory.  You may remember. 

Sir, that I had fought you on this issu&
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[Shri Frank Anlhony]

•of the  right  of  a Member to  for

mulate a point of order.  I may men

tion in passing that with your ebul

lient good humour, to fight you is not 

always an unpleasant thing.  I have 

always felt that  it m\ist be a basic 

concept, a pre-requisite to the proper 

functioning  of  Parliamentary  demo- 

<racy  that  every  Member  of  this 

House must have an unqualified right 

-to  rise at  any time to a point  of 

order and to formulate that point of 

•order.  That was a right which was 

£iven to us even under the rules of 

the former Central Legislative  As

sembly: that is, to rise at any time to 

a point  of order.  That right conti

nued even in this House until 1952. 

Then,  a new rule has  come  into 

being.  But, we have not done any- 

-thing to qualify or protest  against 

■that rule.  That rule now gives dis- 

•cretion to the Speaker not to allow a 

Member to formulate a point of order. 

If the rule i‘-  defective  and  the 

■Speaker acts in accordance with that 

defective rule, we cannot blame the 

Speaker. .

Shri S. S. More; Who framed the 

rules?

Some  Hon. Manbeis:  The Buies

Committee.

Star! S.  S. More: No.

Shri FraiA Anflumyi- My submis- 

-sion is, I am addressing ail the Mem- 

t>ers of the House.  I say that to the 

Members of the Congress Party and 

to other  M b̂ers  on  this  side. 

They  have not  only  the  right,  but 

a duty—it is an inescapable  duty— 

-to see that our rules are  prop ŷ 

framed.  There is no  point in hav

ing a defective rule and then, because 

■the Speaker acts under  that  rule, 

■blaming him.  I say, it should be an 

inalienable  rî t  of  every Member 

-of this House to rise to and formu

late a point of order.  There is a 

very  real reason behind  this  right. 

This is  a rî t which was accorded 

■to the former  Central  Legislative 

Assembly.  This is a right which is

available  in  the  British  House  of 

Commons.  Because it  could  act  as 

a salutary check against the  Chair 

acting in a capricious or  arbitrary 

manner.  If  the  Chair  can make  a 

Member, who seeks to rise on a point 

of order, resume his seat without hear

ing his point  of  order, I say  that 

would, and that does, amount to  a 

Serious violation of what I regard as 

an absolutely basic right of the Mem

bers of this House.

My hon. friends have also canvas

sed this question  of  adjournment 

motions.  The point is  this.  Not 

only now, but before, under the old 

rules  applicable  to  the  Central 

Legislative  Assembly, the President 

and now the Speaker have  always 

been vested with discretion either to 

allow or not to allow an adjounment 

motion.  Even under the old  rules, 

the President was not bound to read 

out  an adjournment  motion.  My 

grievance  is  not  about the  proper 

exercise of the rights of the Speaker. 

My  grievance  is  against  the  rule. 

My friends’ grievance is also against 

the rule.  I say  that the right  to 

move an adjounment motion  is  a 

very valuable right.  I am not con

vinced with the argument that  we 

have  got  other rights,  and  other 

safety valves.  If  we have a  rule 

permitting  an adjournment  motion, 

then  all  the  consequential  rights 

which appertain to that right  must 

flow from that right.  I say this.  It 

is for the House to frame adequate 

and satisfactory rules with regard to 

adjournment  motions.  I  would  say 

to my friends cm the other side,  if 

you want,—and I say that we should 

want  it—̂in respect  of  adjournment 

motions also, there should be a con

vention.  Although the old rule  in 

the Central Legislative Assembly was 

there that the President need  not 

read  adjournment  motions,  some 

convention was establisAied and  the 

President  acted  on  that convention. 

Practically every adjournment motion 

was read in the House.  Even if it 

was a frivolous adjournment  motion 

obviously  an irrelevant adjournment
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motion;  he  read it  to  the  Hotue. 

And I say that that is a right which 

■we should insist on.  We have never 

had it, but it is a right which  we 

should insist on,—and then all  my 

hon. friends’ grievances  would  be 

fiven a complete quietus—̂that  any 

adjournment motion should be read, 

because it is not sufficient to say that 

somebody  can dispose of it in  his 

Chamber.  That may be a  method 

-which recommended  itself  to  my 

Communist  friends  for  disposing  of 

a mass of men behind closed  doors. 

But I say that it is a privilege  of 

mine  to  move  an  adjournment 

motion.  It is a privilege to present 

my motion to the House.  I say that 

it is a greater privilege of this House 

to  know  what  my  adjournment 

motion  is,  because  my  adjournment 

motion may be so patently  admis

sible  that the Speaker,  whoever he 

is,  would  not dare to  rule  it  out 

capriciously or arbitrarily.  It is the 

privilege of the-House to know what 

my adjoiirnment motion is, so that if 

necessary the conscience of the House 

would be  appropriately  outraged 

and it would act as a brake on  the 

Speaker  exercising  his  rights  capri

ciously or arbitrarily.

My submission is that if they are 

aggrieved, then they should see that 

these  rules  are properly  amended, 

and rules according to their light are 

established.  I  have  an  appeal  to 

make.  I  feel  that this is  a  very 

grave  charge,  and  as a lawyer,  I 

have seen,  quite frankly,  no  sub

stance in a grave charge  of  this 

character  being  levelled  against  a 

person of the eminence of the Speak

er.  It is  an extreme step,  and  I 

would make an earnest appeal to my 

friends  on this side,  not only  not 

to press this Resolution, but to with

draw it, because I feel Qiat if it is 

pressed, then the atmosphere in this 
Hotise may be completely  nnrt per

haps irrevocably vitiated.  Whatever 

we may say or profess, if this Reso

lution is pressed to a division, there 

wHI be constantly an  undercurrent 

of tension.  I feel that If it is pressed, 

what will happen inevitably will be 

that \rtiat the Uemben are sê inf

wiU not happen, viz. that the Speaker 

must  occupy  and  attain  an abso

lutely impartial role; they will make 

it impossible for lum to do so.  If 

tliis is pressed̂ inevitably, the Mem

bers  on this side who press it wiU 

drive  the  Speaker  and compel liim 

into adopting a partisan and a pro

party role.

Shri Algu Rai Shastri: No, no.  He

would not do it.

Pandit Thakur Das Bhargava: Oui

Speaker  is  above malice.  He wiU 

always behave rightly.

Shrl Frank Anttumy: I  agree.  1 

am  not saying that he will do  it 

But if people carry a motion of this 

kind  to  its  logical  conclusion,  then 

inevitably, they place the Speaker in 

an invidious position.

May I end on tliis note on behalf 

of my Group that  whatever  littlt 

imperfections there may have been— 

to  me,  these are imp̂ ections,  and 

we have said that the Speaker per

haps  on occasions  had  been unduly 

harsh,  but  certainly—they  do not 

justify  an extreme  step  of  this 

character?  On the other liand,  in 

basic matters, we have felt, and  I 

agree with Sardar Hiikam Singh, 

that the  Speaker lias  shown  very 

exemplary  independence  on  occa

sions.  My friends would perhaps be 

the first to rule out any cliange  in 

the Speaker, because I think private

ly he will admit that on many occa

sions—not only on thig  occasion,  I 

thinlc, but on several occasions  we 

liave said tliis tie  ha«!  played  a 

signal role in introducing many con

ventions wliich we have  not  had 

before,  conventions  calcidated  to 

foster parliamentary democracy.  For 

instance,  in  tbe  Committee  on 

Assurances—over  and  over  again, 

my  friend  has  been  on  committees 

with me—the Speaker has  acted  as 

a brake on executive intolerance, on 

the impatience of the  Minister  of 

Parliamentary Affairs, and as a defi

nite brake on Government’s  trying 

to act in an arbitrary or highhanded 
manner.

I oppose the Resolution.
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Dr.  N.  B.  Khare:  Although  there 

was heat in the House this morning 

on account of the hon. Leader of the 

House’s aggressive manner, voice and 

expression in exhorting the House to 

maintain a standard of behaviour, I 

will  not  import  any heat  in  my 

speech.  I will utter every word in 

an icy  cold manner in  conformity 

with  the  prevailing  atmospheric 

temperature.

On the 15th instant, I rose up to 

ask  about  the  fate  of my adjourn

ment motion about the foreign influ

ence on churches in India.

FandU Thakur Das Bhargava: This 

reference offends  against the  same 

rule which the Chair has been apply

ing up till now.  This happened after 

the Resolution was given notice of.

Dr. N. B. Khare: You are wrong. 

It was not so.

Till that moment, I had given  no 

cause  for  any  ofience.  Yet,  the 

Speaker said—I  am  quoting  from

the proceedings of that day—-------------

Mr. Depntŷ Speaker: What date is 

that?

J)r. N. B. Kbare:  15th of Decem

ber.

Mr.  Deputy-Sp««ker:  I  have  al

ready  said with  respect  to  another 

matter to which Siri A' K. Gopalan 

was  referring, that  incidents  that

took place *ftOT the tabling of this 

Resolution ought not to be referred 

to.  The hon. Member  must  have

many other things before, which he 

can refer to now.

Sbrl Pnimoose:  If  we bave  com

plaints about his conduct, aftM  the 

tabling of this Resrtution, then should 

we bring in another Resolution?

Dr. N. B. Khare: In Madhya Pra

desh, in the working of the Ministry, 

the same  thing  happened.  The 

Speaker said on the  15th instant, I 

ignore the hon. Member, I ignore his 

presence.  It is very painful to hear 

such remarks about oneself.  Clothed 

in temporary authority, backed by a 

brute and imthjnking majority,  he

dared to utter these words.  This is 

not only intolerance, but the height of 

arrogance.

Mr.  Deputy-Speaker:  The  hon.

Member is not impeaching the Mem

bers here.

Dr. N. B. Khare: I am not impeach

ing the Members.  I am only saying, 

that they are backing him.

Mr.  Depaty-Speaker:  The  hon.

Member should use respectful  langu

age with respect to the other Mem

bers of the House.

An Hon. Member: The hon. Mem

ber Dr.  N. B, Khare is reading  his

speech.

Dr. N. B. Khaze: No, no, I am not 

reading.  I am only referring to the- 

notes, and I am doing it deUberateJi’ 

because no  untoward words  should 

escape my tongue.

It amounts to mental murder of a. 

Member,  albeit  effected  non-violent

ly, and it is an iiuult to the electorate 

that, sent  him  here.  But in  the 

language of Jesus Christ, I would saŷ 

Father, forgive him Jor he knows not. 

what he is  doing,  being  blinded by 

authority.

He may take any decisions he likes, 

about the adjournment motions in his 

Chamber, but I hold that it is my right 

to hear the decisions on the  floor of 

the House.  No one can compel me to 

go to his Chamber for that purpose.

About questions, I believe that they 

are dealt with in the most  arbitrary 

mmner.  Here  are about two doren 

death warrants of my poor dry dead 

questions.  Not one was admitted In. 

this Session; though they dealt with 

in̂ portant  matters  like  education, 

history,  home  matters,  burning  of 

Hindu temples and so on, not one was. 

allowed.  My right of putting ques

tions  has  been  curtailed  in  this, 

arbitrary manner.  I protest strongly 

against tiijs.

1(t. 0«v>ty-Sp«Aer: Order, order..

I take very aerious exception to the 

hon. Member’s  behaviour  in 

manner In the .House.  Tliis Bwln-
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tion must be treated more seriously 

by the hon. Member who is one of 

■the sponsors of it.  Now,  charges 

have been levelled against one of the 

highest dignitaries of the State.  And 

when  we  are  entering  into  those 

•charges, is this the manner in which 

an order of the Speaker, whatever it 

might  be,  is  to be torn into pieces 

here?

Dr. N. B. Share: I am sorry for it. 

But I shall proceed further.

These are  more than about  two 

dozen  ‘death  warrants’.  I  am  sure 

no  question was  allowed  to  be put 

l)y me  because  tiiat  question,  I 

believe, would have brought out some 

unpleasant  facts  about  the GovCTn- 

ment.  Therefore, they were disallow

ed to  accommodate the Government. 

That is my charge, and I sit down.

Pandit  Thakur  Das  Bhareava:  I

have listened to this debate___

Shri S. C. Samanta  (Tamluk): On 

a point of privilege.  Sir.  So many 

Members of the Opposition have tab

led this Resolution, but up till now 

we have not heard what  all  they 

have to say.  I would therefore  re- 

<iuest you to allow the Members who 

have  tabled  the Resolution  at  least 

the leaders of the iiarties, to  speak 

first so that we may hear what they 
have to say.

Mr.  Depnty-Speaker:  The  hon.

Member, evidently,  has  not  been 

following the proceedings.  On behalf 

of those persons,  Shri More  spoke. 

They gave me four names, Shri S. S. 

More first, Shri A. K. Gopalan next 

then Acharya Kripalani.  I  asked 

Acharya Kripalani to speak,  but he 

said  he  wanted to hear  others  and 

therefore, I thought he waived  his 

right.  Then they had given the name 

of Dr. N. B. Khare.  These are  the 

four names given.  Then I gave op

portunity to two other hon. Members 

from̂ the Opposition—Sardar Hukam 

Singh  and  Shri Frank Anthony___

Shri Naaiblar: They are not on the 
Opposition.

Mr.  Depnty-Speaka:  They  are

leaders of groups.  It is not that I 

should call Members from one group 

alone.  I have to regulate the debate. 

I have got here in writing from Shri 

Gurupadaswamy saying: Speakers on 

the Resolution  of  non-confldencc—

Shri  More,  Shri  Gopalan,  Acharya 

Kripalani  and Dr. Khare.  I  have 

called upon all these Members  and 

Dr. N. B. Khare is just on his legs.

Dr. N. B. Khare; I am satisfied.

Acbarya Kripalani: May I explain 

that I did not speak when you called 

upon me to speak because I  found 

that you had circumscribed the scope 

of the Resolution.  The scope of the 

Resolution was not like that. The scope 

of the Resolution was wider.

Mr. Depoty-Speaker:  That  is  all

right

Acharya Kripalani:  You  do  not

expect me to go into the details of 

what the Speaker did at tliis time or 

at tiiat time.  I can talk about the 

general  attitude which, you say, we 

are not entitled to talk.  I can talk 

about the general attitude, the whole 

tone in which the proceedings were 

conducted, and that is relevant to the 

question.  Therefore, if you give me 

an opportunity  afterwards,  I  will 

speak.

Mr. Deputy-Speaker:  I have al

ready ruled that a general denuncia

tion,  unless thCTe are particular in

stances  referred to,  as  have  been 

referred to  and  alleged on the one 

side,  cannot be  allowed.  I have 

called upon  Pandit  Thakur  Das 

Bhargava  and in  due course I will 

request the  hon.  Leader of  the 

House if he wants to speak.  I have 

already given a ruling Siat on mat

ters such as this a general denuncia

tion is not allowed.

Shri M.  S.  Gompadaswamy:  May

I make a submission?

Shri  Sanmgadliar Das  <DhoiksnaI

—West Cuttack): May I speak?

l»r. Depdty-Speakm  1 gave  my 

Wiling at 11 O’clock In the morning 

fluit 1 am not going to allow ft.
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ShH Sarangadhar Das:  I am one

of the signatories to the Resolution. 

If you will allow me, I will cite  a 

specific instance.

Mr. Deiuty-Speaker: On befaaU of 

the signatories, four names have been 

given.  I have called all the four hon. 

Members.

Sbrl N.  Sreekantan  Nalr:  There

are others who voted, but who have 

not signed the Resolution.

Mr.  Deiutr-Speaker:  I  am  not

prepared to call them.  I am entitled 

to regulate the debate.  I  cannot 

allow every single hon. Member who 

has  signed the Resoliition to  spealL 

On behalf of  the  sponsors,  Shri 

Gurupadaswamy sent me four names.

I have called aU  of them.  (Inter

ruptions).

Shii Nand Lai Shaima (Sikar); No 

other people  are going to  be given 

a chance?

Mr.  Depnty-Speaker:  No,  no.

(Atterruptioiu).  Tlie  proceedings 

cannot be disturbed like this.  I have 

given  amjde  opportunities  to  hon. 

Members.  I  have  called  every  one 

of them.

Shri  Nand  Lai  Sharma:  What

about unattached people  who  are 

not signatories?

Mr.  Depnty-Speaker:  If  ifaere  is 

time, they will be called.

Pandit Tbakur Das Bhargava: Sir, 

I  have  listened with  great patience 

to the  speeches  of my  hon.  friends 

who had to say anything against the 

hon.  Speaker  of this  House.  I 

am extremely sorry to say that I ex

pected that they  would bring  some 

accusations  before  this  House____

Shri Syamnandan Sahaya  (Muza- 

fEarpur Central): Why should he be 

sorry?

Pandit Thakar Das Bhargava:  ____

because the House would  then  be 

able  to  deal with  them.  I  am 

sorry  at  the fact that these gentle

men, for whom so much has been said 

lay [ î More, former Judges of High

Courts and leaders and Presidents of 

Congress and all  that,  could  so 

flippantly and  so  lightly  bring  a. 

motion of this sort in this House.  I 

sm sorry for that

Shri Algu Sai Shastri: Exactly.

Pandit Thaknr Das  Bhargava:  I

knew there would be no valid accu

sations and no instances.  I was per

fectly sure about it, and I am even 

now more perfectly sure about it.  I 

will read out to the House what hap

pened on the 3rd December.  If it is. 

only to be judged by what happened 

here then, then I can say with abso

lute certainty that the behaviour of 

the Speaker was perfectly consistent 

not only with rules but with impar

tiality.

Shri  S.  S. More:  That is your

reaction.

Pandit  Thaknr  Das  Bhargava;

Kindly hear me.  I have heard you. 

At the same time, I  maintain  that

the attitude of some  Members  who

on that occasion took part  in  the 

debates  on  3rd  December  was 

extremely  wrong.  I  will  just

quote  from  what happened  on that 

day and the position as it was then. 

Now,  a motion was brought in this 

House by Shri M. S, Gurupadaswamy 

in respect of certain  ‘satyagrahis’, as 

he called them, and the motion read 

like this:

“The situation arising  out  of 

mass  satyagraha  movement  in 

Manipur  demanding the restora

tion  of the State Assembly  and 

the dissolution of the nominated 

Advisory Council; and the subse

quent  terror,  repression  and as

sault on peaceful  satyagrahis  on 

the  18th November  1954  and 

further action involving the arrest 

of Mr. Rishang  Keishing,  M.P- 

and Mr. Somrendra Singh, former 

Minister for Jails, and thus caus

ing a  grave  infringement  oit 

fundamental  rights  and liberties 

of the people".

These are the words of the adjourn

ment motion.  Now,  as socn as  it
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was placed before the  House,  the 

hon.  Speaker  asked the Miiustar of 

Home Affairs and States to say what 

he  had to say.  Dr.  Katju told the 

House that the language used  was 

■picturesque’  and further that  “there 

have been no terrors, no repressions, 

no  assaults’.  ’Then he suggested  to 

the Speaker that a short notice ques

tion might be allowed.  And what 

the Speaker say?  He said; no.

“I think the hon. Member who 

has tabled this motion is  likely 

to feel that a short notice ques

tion might bar the further consi

deration  of  the  adjournment 

motion”

So he did not accept the hon.  the 

Home Mir'fter’s suggestion,  though 

he had made it in absolutely  good 

faith, as has been proved by  what 

was said subsequently.  AU the same, 

the Speaker held ttiat if he allowed 

a  short notice  question,  then  the 

Member would lose his right to move 

the  adjournment motion.  Is  this 

partiality  or  impartiality?

Shrl Algn Bal Shastrt: Impartiality. 

(Intemiiptions).

Pandit  Thaknr  Das Bhargava;  I

have  gone through  every word  of 

what happened on that day.  Do not 

be impatient 

Then again, the Speaker asked the 

hon. Minister when he would be able 

to make a statement.  The Minister 

sain that there is a  great  distance 

between Manipur and  Delhi  and, 

therefore,  he would  require  some

time.  He said:

“You may be pleased  to  give 

two days because communications 

with Manipur are  not  always

3437

Then again,  Shri  Gurupadaswamy 

rose up and said:

“I have received telegrams stat- 

mg certain facts”.

I may just submit here, before I go 

to the other aspect of Ifce question, 

that  so far  as  these  adjournment 

motions are concerned, the rule  ia

that they are sent to the Stecretary, 

to  the  Chair  and  to the  Minister 

concerned, and after that unless Ae 

Speaker gives his consent, no motion, 

can be allowed.  This  is our  rule. 

This is not the rule here alone,  as 

Shri  Frank  Anthony  pointed  out. 

According to the House of Commons; 

practice, this is their general  nile,. 

and it is for very good reasons ttet 

this general nile has been in  exis

tence for  a  very  large number  oC 

years.

Then  again,  Shri  Gurupadaswamy 

made a statement;  .it  is  entirely 

wrong to suggest that he was  not

allowed to make a statement; he did 

make a statement, more than a state

ment, I should say.  He said this:

“I have received telegrams stat

ing certain facts.  I  want  the 

Minister to  ascertain those facts: 

also and then make a statement”.

And what was the statement that he 

wanted to make?

“The fact is that Mr. Kishang 

TTpUhing was beaten and dragged, 

and  thrown into  a ditdi  with- 

head bleeding and he was arrest

ed later on.  Of course, we came- 

to know that he was  arrested 

subsequently.  We want to know 

whether it is a fact”. ,

This was the statement made.  Now„ 

to say that he was not allowed  to> 

make a statement is not correct.

Shri S. S. More: Was it a state

ment or only giving some facts?

Pandit  Thakur  Das  Bhargavâ

Kindly hear me.  This is not the way 

to interrupt.  I would like interrup

tions on any other occasion hundred; 

per cent interruptions, but on  this- 

occasion, I would beg of him not to 

interrupt.

5 P.M.

Then again, after that, Shri Guru

padaswamy  said  that he would notE 

be present in the House on the 25th., 

will not be here because I 

"  have to go to Nagpur.  That is 

my personal difSculty.  It will be 

better  if it  is taken up on th&
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24th.  This is my personal diffi

culty.  I  am going  on the  25th 

to  attend  my  Party  convention. 

After all, it is not relevant here.

I just request the  hon.  Home 

Minister  to  make  his  statement 

the day after tomorrow so that 

we may------”

To this Dr.  Katju nodded dissent 

Then the Speaker said: “He nods his 

head.  He  says  it  is  impossible. 

There  is  another  alternative  also.” 

Then Shri Amjad Ali intervened and 

after  that  the‘Speaker  said:  “Two 

days  means  exclusive  today.”  Shri 

Gurupadaswamy  then asked:  “At

least, can I entrust it  to somebody 

-else?"  The  Speaker  replied:  “In 

•case the hon. Member is not likely to 

be here on the 25th, we wiU take up 

the matter two days after, when he 

returns.  That is the better  course.” 

Is  this  partiality  or  impartiality. 

(Interruption.)  You keep yourselves 

patient, I will read further.

Then on the  next occasion  when 

•this matter came up befme the House 

the  hon.  Minister  for  Home  Affairs 

and States made a statement.  I will 

not take  the time of the House  in 

reading that statement, it is a  long 

statement.

An Hon. Member:  Why?  That is

the important thing.

Pandit Thakur Das Bhargava;  If

-the House agrees to stay for 5 hours 

I will read every word of it.

Mr. Depaty-Speaker:  The  hon.

Member may go on.

Pandit  Thakur  Das  Bhargava:  I

-will  not  read  the statement.  The 

House  can  read  it.  In this state

ment, I  shall say  briefly, the hon. 

Minister for Home AfEairs and States 

stated  that  Shri  Bishang  Keishing 

was  never  arrested.  The  House 

knows  that  under  rule 267  if an 

arrest of a Member of Parliament is 

made, then the Member arrested or 

-the Oftcer in charge should send in- 

iformation to fliis House.  So far no 

JnfOrmation has come to this  House

and never  in any statement has it 

been said that Shri Bishang Keishing 

was  arrested.  It has  never  been 

Said so far.  Therefore, I am submit

ting on the main facts  as stated in 

the  Adjournment Motion.  AH  these 

facts were proved to be wrong when 

the Speaker got  the facts from Dr. 

Katju.  In his  statement he  stated 

that there was no Satyagraha  at aU. 

He stated there were  no terrorists; 

nothing  of the kind.  After that  he 

gave the entire thing as happened on 

18th November and then  he stated 

that there was no lathi charge  also. 

It was on the 25th.

Shri msbane Keidiing (Outer Ma

nipur—Reserved—Sch. Tribes):  Just

now the hon. Member was  quoting 

what Dr. Katju stated.  I say,  that 

statement was  wrong,  because I  am 

myself present here now.

, Mr.  Deputy-Speaker:  We  are  not

going into that matter now.  We are 

not  taking  evidence as  to  whether 

that statement is correct or not cor

rect.  The only point  is about  the 

position of the Chair. (Timtniption). 

Order,  order.  Both  hon.  Members 

may kindly  sit down.  We are not 

going into the question  whether  the 

statement is true or false.  The only 

question is: what is  the position so 

far  as  the  Speaker  is  concerned? 

What is he to do and if he has done 

anything, is he in the wrong?  That 

is the only point.

Pandit Thakur Das Bhargava:  In

this statement it is said that the hon. 

Member  was  never  arrested,  and 

further .............

Some  Hon.  Members:

arrested.

He  was

Pandit Thakur Das Bhargava: Sir,

what  are  we discussing?  Are  we 

discussing in respect of Shri Bishang 

Keishing or partiality of the  Spea

ker?  Those Members  who  arc in

terrupting do not Imow what is the 

î ue.  The issue  is  not  whether 

l̂ ri Bishwg Keishing was  aîrest6d 

or not.  If te was arrested...........
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Shri S. S. More: The point that we 

are making was not accepted by Go- 

rernment.

Mr. Deputy-Speaker;  Hon.  Mem

bers may know that we are not now 

deciding  as  to  whether  this  version 

is right or that version is right.  The 

[juestion is what is that the Speaker 

has  to  do  in  the  circumstances. 

Where, in the ordinary course he may 

admit or reject a motion, if even in 

the ordinary course he has done so, 

there may  be differences  of opinion 

regarding the  correctness  or  other

wise and whether that is on account 

of partiality.  That is the only point 

here.  Therefore, we are not going 

into the exact question as to  whe

ther Shri Rishang Keishing was arrest

ed or not arrested and whether one 

version is true or not.

Pandit Thakur Das Bhargava: If it

is  true  that  Shri  Rishang  Keishing 

was arrested then I have got my full 

sympathies for him and  I am  one 

with  him  in  seeing  that  whatever 

has been  done wrongly is  righted. 

The whole Government is bound  to 

assist him.  We will not allow  this 

thing to be done.  At the same time 

I beg to submit here, that is not the 

point.  I maintain that even if he was 

arrested and the official version was 

different, the  Speaker had only one 

course to  adopt  and it  would  not 

have been within his right to  adopt 

of contrary course.  I wiU give  all

the rulings before the House as  to

what the Speaker should have done 

and what he should not have  done.

Mr. Deputy-Speaker: I  am  to call 

the leader of the House next, there

fore, hon. Member may be brief.

Pandit Thakur Das Bhargava: Now, 

Sir what happened was this.  On the 

other day when the hon. Home Minis

ter  read  out  that  statement,  Shri 

Gurupadaswamy  stood  up  and  said: 

“May I make a submission?”  The 

Speaker asked': “Have you got  any

personal knowledge?”  to  which  he

replied; “I have none”.  He said: ‘1 

have received telegrams.”  Then  the

587 LSD

Speaker said:

“I do not think I need go  by 

the telegrams which  the  hon. 

Member  may  have  received.

Here is authentic official informa

tion which  is  certainly  more

reliable, and I do not tl  ̂ I need 

give my consent to this adjourn- 

merit motion.”

Shri  S.  S. More:  Is  not  tnai

partiality?

Pandit Thakur Das Bhargava:  If

Mr. More calls this statement of factf 

by  the  hon.  Speaker as  partiality, 

then he has to undergo some opera

tion of his brain.

Shri S. S. More: He is my surgeon.

Pandit Thakur Das Bhargava: I am

giving him something worse.  There 

are three  authorities  on this  point 

and  I  am  quoting  those  authoritie* 

before  the House.  A  Speaker  is 

himself bound hand and foot by the 

precedents of the House.

Shri S. S. More:  What are those

precedents?

Pandit  Thakur  Das  Bhargava:

Have patience; 1 wiU teU you.  The 

Speaker cannot always make  prece

dents himself.  First of all he has to 

follow “the past precedents and then 

for the future he mjjtes precedents. 

There  are three  precedents of  this 

House  in  which the  present  hon. 

Speaker ahd other hon. Speakers p  ̂

viously have held that  the  official 

authentic version is the last word on 

the point.  If Dr. Katju made a state

ment to this House, which according 

to Shri Rishang Keishing  was  not 

right,  then the House had  another 

course.  They could certainly table a 

no-confidence  motion  against  the 

Minister that he is not  giving  the 

right facts.  So far as the Chair  is 

concerned, the Chair is bound  hand 

and foot to accept the authetic official 

version and no other version.  (Inter

ruption).  I  am quoting  the  ruling 

made in 1940 on pages 684 and 685 of 

the debates.  In that case some Pat- 

waris from U.P. came to hear  the 

speech of our leader in 1940 and they 

were dismissed.
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An Hon. Member: 1935.

Pandit Thakur Das Bhargava; Then 

Shri Mohanlalji brought in a  motion 

saying that those persons were  dis

missed on that account.  The Speaker 

referred  the  matter  to  the Govern

ment and the Government stated that 

it was not on that account they were 

dismissed but because they neglected 

their duties.  This was accepted as an 

autiientic o£Rcial version and on that 

basis the adjournment motion was not 

allowed. (Interruption).  I am  not 

yielding. Sir.  On another occasion in 

1943,  there  Was  a  question  of 

Idgahra  wnich came before the pre

vious Speaker—not Shri Mavalankar. 

In that case the complaint was that 

the Government troops had occupied 

some Idgahra.  Then the authentic 

official information was that it  was 

not true.  A telegram was produced 

and all kinds of pressure put on Sir 

Abdur Rahim but he said that he was 

bound by the official version and he 

cannot go beyond that.  Similarly, in 

1950 in our own House a matter was 

brought before the House that on the 

borders of Pakistan there“was some 

collection of troops.  The Government 

was asked to give a reply and  the 

Government gave a reply.  Then our 

own Speaker held that that was the 

authentic official information  and he 

cannot go beyond that.  Then,  for 

the  interest  of  lawyer  Members  I 

would refer them to section 153 of the 

Evidence Aet which says that no per

son can be contradicted on his reply 

to  questions  asked for shaking  his 

credit.  Subsequently case of perjury 

may be made against him but he can

not be contradicted.  That is only by 
way of an analogy.

I am very sorry 1 am taking  the 

time which I wish to be taken by the 

T.eader of the House.  But, with your 

permission I will read out the further 
proceedings.

After the Speaker said; “I do  not 

think I need give my consent to the 

adjournment motion”, that is the time 

when all proceedings  should  have 

stopped.  According to me, when an 

order is pronounced by the Speaker 

“I do not gi>pe my consent”, that is

the c.id of the motion.  But,  what 

happ.;..3d?  Shri  Gurupadaswamy 

said:  "This  official  report  is  not

authentic.  It is prejudiced and  one

sided."  Those who take things like 

this and say that the Government ver

sion is prejudiced and one-sided, they 

have yet to  mend themselves.  ■

Shri S. S. More: We are emulating 

you.

Pandit  Tliakur  Das  Bbargava:

Again, the Speaker said:  “The only

point that I have in my mind is that 

1 do not wish to allow the hon. Mem

ber to use the floor of this House for 

spreading  information  which  may 

have no  basis at all.  Here is  the 

official report which is  certainly far 

more reliable than any telegrams or 

any  letters  received.”  Some  people 

may think that whatever they say is 

correct.  But the floor of this  House 

cannot be utilised for this purpose.  It 

is entirely wrong to utilise this House 

like tiiis.  It is obviously for propa

ganda purposes.

Shri M. S. Ciurupadaswamy: On a

point of order.  I want to know whe

ther the hon. Member has a right to 

say that my party is  interested  in 

making propaganda  and in  making 

use of this House for that purpose.

Mr. Deputy-Speaker: Some  hon.

Members  from the Opposition  side 

have tabled this motion.  Is it  not 

open to the other side to say that this 

is all for the purjwse qf propaganda 

and that there is no substance in it? 

I do not think there is any point  of 

order.

Pandit Thakur Das Bhargava: Then 

the Speaker said that “it is wrong to 

use the floor of the House for pur

poses of giving the reports which are 

merely,” etc. etc.  Then, several hon. 

Mepibers rose.  They do not  behave 

in this House in the way in  which 

ordinarily  Members should  behave. 

Supposing it is a matter between my

self and the Chair, if the Chair gives 

a ruling, I should or should not accept 

it.  But every time when the Speaker 

rises to give a ruling, groups of Mem

bers rise up as il they are always op-
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posed to the Speaker or should always 

oppose him.  Is it right?  We must 

have full confidence in the  Speaker 

and then the Speaker will behave to

wards  us  quite, justly.  Then  Shri 

Asoka Mehta rose and said, ‘’May  I 

point out one thing?”.  The Speaker 

said: “I am not going to give my con

sent to this  adjournment  motion”. 

Well, this was the second time when 

the ruling was given.  Then  Shri 

Asoka Mehta said that “one of  oitt 

colleagues, who is a Member of  this 

House,  is involved in it” and asked 

whether  he  could  be  permitted 

to point it out to the Speaker.  The 

Speaker stated: “It is a question  of 

weighing evidence and giving  prima 

facie weight to facts coming.  I give 

prima jade  more weight to this.  1 

do not give much weight to  reports 

coming  from  interested  quarters”. 

Nowhere in the entire proceedings is 

it said that Shri Rishang Keishing was 

an eye-witness.  It was not said at all. 

Then, further on, Shri Asoka Mehta 

said, “He is a Member of this House”. 

The Speaker observed that it did not 

make much difference.  He was quite 

right in saying so.  In matters  of this 

kind, I maintain that when the offi

cial version is there, the statement of 

one Member here is not sufficient to 

destroy the effect of the official ver

sion. Then, Shri Gurupadaswamy said 

that Government also are interested. 

Then the Speaker said that “it is their 

business to maintain law and order”. 

Then Shri More said—I want to refer 

to what he said, because he just said 

in the House today that the . Speaker 

was the pivot of the democratic insti

tution and he quoted the House  of 

Commons—or rather, he put this ques

tion vociferously:  “Is  this  demo

cracy?”  So  auch  gentlemen  behave 

and say that the Speaker is there to 

hear what these gentlemen may have 

to say and not to control the House. 

This is an intolerable situation.  If 

they behave like that,  we  should 

never allow such persons to speak in 

this manner.  To this insult and im

pertinence, Mr. Speaker said: “It may 

be anything.  I do not want to hear 

anything more on this point".  He 

aever said that the question was In

sulting or bad.  Look, at his coolness, 

look at his calm judgment, look at his 

spirit  of  toleration.  Then,  Shri 

Raghavachaii said: “May I make  a 

submission”?  Twice, the consent was 

not given.  The matter was  closed. 

Yet, Shri Raghavachari asked: “May 

I make a submission”? Mr.  Speaker 

said that the Member can have a dis

cussion with the Speaker in the Cham

ber.  Shri Frank Anthony  rediculed 

the idea of Chamber.  Many of the 

Members do not know that the Cham

ber is part of this House. It is not a 

private  Chamber. I can show  from 

the  Rules that it is  so. Then  Shri 

Raghavachari said: “It is not for pri

vate  talk”. Is this  the manner  in 

which Mr. Speaker should be spoken 

to?  Does the Member  imagine  that 

the  Speaker  wanted to  enter  into 

some contract, or  private  contract, 

with him?  Then the Speaker said: “I 

am proceeding to the next business”. 

Then  again,  Shri  Gurupadaswamy 

raised a point of order. What is this 

point of order?  I may just point out 

here what Mr. Attlee has said about 

iuch a point of order. He said  that 

ihis is usually the  practice when a 

man does not get a hearing from the 

House or the Speaker, and only then 

he says, “A point of order”.  Again, 

Shri  Gurupadaswamy  said:  “On

a  point  of  order”.  The Speaker 

said:  “No  points  of  order  now”. 

He  added:  “There  is  no  point

of order. He tan discuss the  matter 

with me in the Chamber".  After  the 

ruling was given that there  was  no 

point of order, no point of order could 

again be raised on the  same  matter. 

In the Rules 0} Procedure and  Con

duct oj Business, it is said  in  rule 

376 that a point of order shall  arise 

only in respect of the  ir.terpretation 

or enforcement  of  the rules.  It can 

arise in respect of a matter before the 

House ‘at the moment.’ When a ruling 

had been given, and the next business 

was called,  what was the fioint  of 

order in respect of matters which were 

closed?  I can quote from the House 

of Commons, from Campion and Jen

nings, that in a matter like this, when 

one matter has been closed, no point 

of order could be raised in respect of
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that matter and no point of order can 

be discussed in tois House.  That is 

the law.  Please see page 60 of  the 

book by Jennings.  When the Speaker 

gives a ruling, the point of order can

not be discussed or criticised in the 

House.  This is the present law. -My 

friend, Shri More, was quoting  the 

practice  in the  House  of  Commons. 

Let him please study it first.

Shri S. S. More: You are quoting.

Pandit  Thakur  Das  Bhargava: 

You started with the quotations. Pro

ceeding  furtiher, the  Speaker  said: 

“He can discuss the matter with me 

in the Chamber” Shri  Raghavachari 

said that  “this kind of treatment  is 

not justifiable”.  Is it tiie way in which 

the Members  should  behave?  Aga

in Shri N. C. Chatterjee—that learned 

ex-High  Court  Judge—rose up  and 

asked; “Can you rule out the point of 

order”? Is this the way in which any 

Member of this House should behave? 

He asks; “Can you rule out the point 

of  order”?  The  Speaker  replied; 

“There is np point of order.  It is no 

use insisting upon that thing, becau

se there is no point of order”.  I say 

there was no point of order.

Mr.  Depoty-Speaker;  The  hon. 

Member has quoted enough.

Pandit  Thakur  Das  Bhargava:

I  shall  read  only  one  more 

point.  For  the  third  time, 

the Speaker  said:  “I am not  pre

pared to give consent to this motion.” 

then rose Shri A. K. Gopalan to say 

“You must hear the point of  order”. 

As soon as the  Speaker  replied to 

this,  Shri  More  rose  and  asked: 

“May I know under what rule?” In

stead of knowing the rules and allo

wing the Chair to proceed, they ask 

him:  “Under what  rule?”

Shri S. S. More: What is wrong?

Pandit  Thakur  Das  Bhargava:  I

have got  the  printed  copy of  the 

debates.. It is quite easy to refer to it.

Mr.  Deputy-Speaker:  The hon.
Member may resume his seat.

Shri  Jawaharlal Nehru:  Mr. De-

puty-Speaker,  this, as several  hon. 

Members have observed, is a serious

matter. It is true that to a large  ex

tent, the hon.  Member, one of  the 

signatnries  who  sits opposite,  Dr. 

Khare, tried as usual, to reduce, it to 

the level of a farce.  But it is not  a 

farcical matter because there is some 

element of  tragedy in  this. It is as 

well that this House realises what we 

are talking about and what we might 

decide.  As a matter of fact, whatever 

we may decide—the decision is clear 

enough—sometimes things are  done 

which  cannot be  undone.  If you 

break a precious porcelain vase  you 

cannot put it together.  When some

thing has been done, ’it unfortunately 

cannot be undone.

I should like to address the House, 

if I may, in my capacity and the high 

privilege of being the Leader of this 

House  and not as a leader  of  the 

majority party.  So far as this majo

rity party is concerned, I should like 

. to tell them that not  one  of  them 

is bound by any whip or any direction; 

let them vote as they like.  It is not 

a party  matter.  It is  a matter  for 

this House, for each  individual,  to 

consider,  regardless  of  party  affilia

tions.  Therefore, let us try to think 

of it not as a party issue but as Mem

bers of this House, because this matter 

affects the hon.  Speaker, of  course, 

but it affects the high dignity of this 

House as Parliament, it affects  the 

first citizen  of this  country, that is, 

the Speaker of  this  Houŝ.  It is  a 

serious matter when the honour  of 

Parliament  is  concerned.  What  is 

said about the Speaker, what is done 

about the  Speaker  comes back  on 

each one of us who claim to be Mem

bers of this hon. House.  I wish Mem

bers to realise this because I have felt 

sad and very sad—over since this mat

ter came up before the House.  We 

have known the Speaker for  many 

years and we have seen him function 

and it is possible that some of us may 

not have exactly the same  opinion 

about him as others have; it is pos

sible.  It has so happened that some 

of us have not particularly liked  a 

decision of his or a ruling of his; some / 

of us, may be on that side of the House 

Or on this.  It is one thing not to like
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a ruling or to disagree with it or even 

to feel, if I may say so, slightly irri

tated about something that has hap

, pened.  These things happen.  But, it 

is completely a different thing to chal

lenge the bona fides of the very per

son in whose keeping is the honour of 

this House.  When we challenge his 

bono fides  we  betray  before' our 

countrymen  and  indeed  before  the 

world that we are little men and that 

is the seriousness of the situation.  It 

is for you to decide because  we are 

displaying to the world and to  our 

country  that  we  are  little,  quarrel

some men who indulge in  frivolity, 

who  indulge  in  accusation  without 

thinking what that means and with

out thinking what the consequences of 

it might be.

You, Sir, said a little while ago that 

you will not permit general denuncia

tions.  If I may say so, with all res

pect, it was the only thing to say and 

to do.  It is amazing that in regard 

to the head of this House, the Speak

er of this  House,  any  individual 

should indulge in any idle talk or gen

eral denunciation because he does not 

like his face, he does not like his tone 

or does not like anything which he 

says.  It  must be specific,  pointedly 

and deliberately something that is so 

obvious that nobody  can  ignore it. 

Here, what have we seen this after

noon?  The hon. Member who  first 

got up and spoke about this motion— 

not the proposer—but Mr. More in his 

soft and gentle voice, which  often 

contains many bitter things, went on 

and told us of what happened to the 

head of a King in England in the 17th 

century.  He told us of the practice 

of the British House of Commons 200 

years ago and all that.  I listened with 

amazement.  Here  was  a  serious 

matter, here we are in the middle of 

the 20th century, in the Republic  of 

India; and,  we are told about what 

happened in the middle ages or some 

other time in England.  It is true that 

we follow, to a considerable extent, 

the practices of the British  Parlia

ment.  But it is also true that even 

the practices of the British Parliament 

are not governed today by what hap

pened in the 17th century there.  But,

apart from that, we are not concern

ed with what happened in the British 

Parliament.  We are concerned with 

the honour of our Parliament, we are 

concerned with the honour of the per

son who holds up the dignity and the 

prestige of this Parliament.  I do not 

say that it is not possible at all  to 

raise  a  motion  against the Speaker. 

Of course, the Constitution has pro

vided it.  Nobody challenges the right 

of the Opposition or any Member of 

the House to put forward this motion. 

I do not deny that right since it has 

been given by the Constitution.  The 

point is not the legal right but the 

propriety; the desirability of doing it.

And, in this matter, it might have 

been possible, perhaps, that the Speak

er might have erred.  I do not think 

he has erred in this matter.  I think 

he has been 100 per cent, right.  He 

has been right.  I challenge anybody 

to tell me here or elsewhere in what 

particular way he has been wrong in 

this particular matter.  I say, if I have 

your permission to say so, that  any 

Member presiding or sitting here as 

the Speaker would have done exactly 

the same thing.  I say there are Mem

bers on the Panel of Chairmen, if any 

of them had been here, I do submit, 

to this hon. House, that they  would 

have had to decide the same way.  It 

was not whether the question was not 

one of fact.  You cannot convert this 

House into a forum where evidence is 

led, as the Speaker said; it cannot be 

done.  This House is meant, either by 

a motion of adjournment or by ques

tions, to bring certain facts to  the 

notice of this House and through this 

House to the country at large.  That 

is all that can be done.  Then they 

can be proceeded against and they can 

be pursued in other ways.  There is 

a question.  The question is  asked 

and the answer is given.  It may be, 

of course, probably that the answer is 

wrong; it may be deliberately wrong 

or it may be by mistake.  Whatever 

it is, it ends there.  You cannot argue 
it out.

So also, in the matter of an adjourn

ment motion, it is  inevitable—and I 

think Mr. Gopalan recognised it—that 

the Speaker’s ultimate decision has to
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prevail.  The objection was that  he 

gave his decision without giving  an 

opportunity to the other party to say 

something.  Now,  that is  a  matter 

with  which  Pandit  Thakur  Das 

Bhargava has dealt with,  I  think, 

very adequately.  But, if I may say 

so, on the first occasion that this was 

raised, the Member who raised  the 

matter had  his  say—Number  One 

say—, and then the Home  Minister, 

on behalf of the  Government,  was 

asked for his version of the facts.  He 

gave his version of the facts.  There 

the matter normally ends, because the 

rest is argument.  It may be carried 

on in some ether way.  But, at that 

moment,  it cannot be  carried  on. 

Each Member can challenge the fact 

given by Government at the  proper 

time and take such steps as he feels. 

But, at that moment, it cannot be done. 

The Speaker has to go to something 

else.

Mr. Anthony talked about the Rules 

etc.  May be the Rules are good  or 

bad.  I do not know.  We are not dis

cussing the Rules here.  We are con

sidering the position as it is today in 

accordance with the Rules.  But when 

Mr. Aiit’iony or any other  Member 

went  i' ‘alk about the Rules sup

pressing Something or the practice or 
convenl-ori growing up, or the Speak

er being hard and harsh about motions 

of ailjoumment  and  questions,  I 

pinched myself and wondered whether 

I was hearing right and what is  all 

this, abovit.  May I ask you to  get 

particulars about every Parliament in 

the world, wherever it may be, in the 

North or South, in the East or  the 

West and try to get a list of adjourn

ment motions, the numbers that  are 

moved, the number of questions that 

are put there?  I think it will be use

ful if we knew.  So far as the House 

of Commons is concerned—I have  no 

figures with me, but I have an idea...

Pandit  Thakur Das  Bhargava:  I

have got all the figures with me.  I 

can quote the figures if you order me.

Shrl Jaivaharlal Nehni:  I do  not

want that: he may do it later; but, it

is once or twice a year.  We have it 

three times a day.  Just conceive of 

it.  So also about questions.  Nobody 

can possibly say that we lack ques

tions,  In fact, we cannot deal with 

all of them.  Can you imagine  the 

enormous amount of time and money 

that is spent in gathering facts  for 

answering twenty or thirty thousand 

questions?  The whole apparatus  of 

Government is functioning like  that. 

Daily telegrams are going all over the 

country to g-t facts.  Now, hon. Mem

bers—some of them ŝay that  they 

are suppressed and Dr. Khare’s ques

tions are disallowed.

Dr. N. B. Kbare: All of them,

Shri Jawaharlal Nehru: So, just look 

at this picture.  A motion for adjourn

ment—as Mr. Anthony said and I en

tirely agree with him—is a  valued 

and precious right.  But, every valued 

and precious right can be so misused 

as to become a mftsance, and lose all 

its value.  You debase it if you use it 

in that way.  Here is a special thing 

which has importance because it  is 

used only on a special occasion, for a 

special purpose and when it is thus 

used,  it attracts the attention of the 

country.  What is it today?  There 

are three motions of adjournment  a 

day; that would not attract the atten
tion of anybody.

An Hen. Member: Eighty-nine  in 
three years.

Shri S. S. More: The Congress Party 

tabled far more adjournment motions 
ir. the past.

Pandit  Tbakur  Das  Bbargava:

Against a foreign Government,

Shri S. S. More: We are doing  it 

against an autocratic party in power.

Shri Jawaharlal Nehru: So far  as

the rules are concerned, I am not go

ing into them.  I do submit that  it 

does not matter who the Speaker is, 

he has to function in the manner, if he 

ic to function impartially, that  our 
Speaker functions.

I listened to a number of speeches 

delivered from the of̂ site side and
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I want to say no harsh word, but 1 

was amazed at this extraordinary exhi

bition from the other side------

An Bon. Member: Of what?

Shri Jaw'aharUl Nehru: It was an

exhibition  of  incompetence,  frivolity 

and lack of substance.  It is astound

ing.

Pandit  Thakur  Das  Bhareava:

Lightheartedness,

Shri Jawaharlal Nehru: It is  said 

again and again and Shri More rolls 

over history—the  seventeenth  and 

eighteenth  century------

Shri S. S. More: Only glimpses of

world history.

Shri Jawaharlal Nehru: I suggest

to the hon. Member to read that well- 

known book carefully.  Some  other 

hon. Member, Acharya Kripalani, said 

that he was speaking only on ques

tions of general denunciations or gen

eral invectives, not on any particular 

matter.  Is this the way to deal with 

anybody,  the  humblest  of  persons, 

much less the Speaker of the  Lok 

Sabha of the Indian Republic?

Acharya  Kripalani: I  did  not  say 

‘general denunciations’,  but  I  said 

‘general attitude’.

Mr. Deputy-Speaker: That is not a 

charge here.

Shri Jawaliarlal Nehm: I take it

that Acharya Kripalani stated  that 

the general attitude was bad, was un

fair, was partisan, was all that, other

wise he would not have signed  that 

document.

Acharya Kripalani: Quite right.

Shri Jawaliarlal Nehru: I would beg 

of hon. Members  sitting  opposite, 

those who have signed it and . those 

who in duty bound have supported it, 

to read that thing which they  have 

signed.  It is a vicious thing they have 

signed.  I doubt whether the persons 

have read it before they signed  it. 

If they had read it, they would have 

hesitated a hundred times before they 

signed that document.

Sliri S. S. More: Are we Ministers 

here to sign without reading?

Shri Jawaharlal Nehru: I wish to

make an exception in favour of the 

Communist Party,  because I  do  not 

expect any sense  of  responsibility 

from them, but I do expect, even ac

cording to their own  proclamations 

elsewhere, that they do not believe in 

democracy or a democratic set-up.

Shri  Sadhan  Gupta (Calcutta 

South-East):  Absolutely false.

Shri Jawaharlal Nehru: Do  you

then believe in democracy?

Shri A. K. Gopalan: We have come 

here to get the democracy from you. 

You said we have no faith in demo

cracy.  We have come here because 

democracy is in your pocket and we 

understood that democracy is to  be 

shared------(.Interruptions),

Shri Jawaliarlal Nehru: I hope Shri 

Gopalan will repeat that every morn

ing so that gradually it might  have 

some effect on  his  thinking  and 

action.

I would submit to this House that a 

motion of this character being brought 

up in the House is an extraordinary 

procedure, which could only be justi

fied under extremely grave  circum

stances.  It is a very serious matter. 

I have no details with me about other 

places, but elsewhere, so far as I know 

it is a very serious and very very rare 
thing.

Pandit Thakur Das Bhargava: Dur

ing the last 130 years in the House 

of Commons, such a motion- has  not 

been tabled even once.

Shri  Jawaharlal  Nehru: At  any

time!  And yet seeing the manner in 

which this has been brought forward 

and the wording used here, I say it is 

a gross abuse of one’s intelligence and 

to ask anybody in this House to sup

port  this  is  to  consider  that  man 

utterly lacking in intelligence.

Mr.  Deputy-Speaker: Has  Shri
Missir got anything to say?
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Shri Miŝ  nodded dissent.

Shri Sarangadbar Das: May I say

a few words?

Mr. Deputy-Speaker: We have ex

ceeded the time,

Shri S. S. More:  May I bring to

your notice one fact, namely, that the 

time fixed was up to six?

Mr. Deputy-Speaker: It was 3-30 to 

5-30 P.M, We started  two  or  three 

minutes late------

S'.iTi Puimoose:  Even  when  the

time was fixed, we said that it was 

insufficient.  Will you please Iwk in

to the number of speeches delivered?

Mr. Deputy-Speaker: Nothing more 

can be said.  There ij no good creating 

an  impression  that  any  discussion, 

well-meant or intended, was hushed. 

He has seen that all these hon. Mem

bers who have put in their signatures 

are moving together.  Their spokes

man, Shri Gurupadaswamy, was com

ing to me for this purpose and asked 

me twice or thrice and ultimately sub

mitted his list.  Shri Gopalan's name 

is here and I called him.  Therefore, 

Shri Gurupadaswamy represents  the 

Communist Party; likewise he repre

sents Acharya Kripalani’s Party,  he 

also  represents  Shri More’s  Party. 

There is no need for saying again and

again  and enough  opportunity 

been given.  The question is:

has

“That this House, having taken 

into consideration the conduct of 

the Speaker of the House as re

gards  giving his  consent to  ad

journment  motions,  disallowing 

questions, etc., feels that he  has 

ceased to maintain an  impartial 

attitude necessary  to  command 

the confidence of  all sections  of 

the House; that in his  partisan 

attitude he disregards the rights 

of members of the House  and 

makes pronouncements and gives 

nilings calculated to affect  and 

undermine such rights; that  he 

openly  espouses the  version  of 

the official spokesman on all con

troversial matters as against  in

formation  supplied  by  other 

Members of Parliament,  that all 

these acts constitute  a  serious 

danger to the proper functioning 

of this  House  and  ventilating 

effectively the felt grievances  of 

the people, and, therefore, resolve* 

tjiat  he be removed from  his 

office.”

The motion was negatived.

The Lok Sabha then adjourned  till 

Eleven of the Clock on Monday,  tne 

20th December, 1954.




