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[Shri G. C. Bhattacharya] also very much 
active in the Amethi camp which was held 
before the election took place there for which 
Mr. Sanjay Gandhi had stood. And now it is 
all political. It is all a whitewash that they 
condemn it. Who can forget that they were 
intimately connected with Mr. Sanjay Gandhi, 
son of Mrs. Indira Gandhi. They cannot state 
like this. I am only demanding that the 
Government should immediately conduct an 
enquiry into the matter and come to the House 
with a statement fixing responsibility on these 
persons so that democracy in this country can 
be saved and this country can be saved from 
the facist dictatorship again. 

REFERENCE TO STAYING OF MEM-
BERS IN THE  LOBBY IN    THE NIGHT 

 

 

Regarding Business of the HoUse 

SHRI DEVENDRA NATH DWIVEDI 
(Uttar Pradesh): I am on a point of order with 
the permission 01 the Chair. 



217 Re staying of Members     [21 DEC. 1978]     in the Lobby in night    218  

SHRI KALYAN ROY (West Bengal): He 
cannot be allowed. 

SHRI KALP NATH RAI: He was not 
present.    You called his name. 

SHRI DEVENDRA NATH DWIVEDI: 
He was not present when you called his 
name. He was not present. He should not be 
allowed. 

SHRI DEVENDRA NATH DWIVEDI: 
Yes, I am going to speak. But I cannot shout. 
I have not been feeling well.    (Interruptions) 

 

(Interruptions) 

(Interruptions) 
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SHRI   DEVENDRA      NATH  DWIVEDI:   
Sir, I am on a point of order. I wish you had 
not allowed my esteemed colleague, Mr. 
Shahi, to speak because you had called his 
name and he was  not present.   After that  he 
saw t0 it that he was     allowed to speak. This 
is the manner in which the authority of Rajya 
Sabha is going down, and it is only in regard 
to that that I have  stood  up  with your  kind  
permission  to   raise  a  point  of  order.  I 
sought permission of the Chair to raise a point 
of order while the Prime Minister was still 
present in the House because  I  am  going  to 
raise  an  issue which does not stem from one 
particular rule of the Rules of Business of one 
particular provision of the Constitution. I 
invoke the provisions of the Constitution, the 
Rules of Business and the  practice  that  we   
have  followed since  the   Constitution   was   
adopted. I  am  invoking all these in order to 
raise a point of order which has something  to  
do  with  the  very  life  and death of Rajya 
Sabha. In the past few days there has been 
what we call a deadlock, a stalemate. Rajya 
Sabha is not functioning    in the      manner in 
which it should, and the newspapers have,  by   
and  large,      reported  in  a manner as if a 
very simple ksue is involved. If you take a 
superficial view and we lower the sights, then 
the issue  looks very simple that we want to  
appoint  a  certain  committee,  the 
Government does not want us to appoint a 
committee, and the opposition which is in 
majority is insisting that we be allowed to 
appoint a committee; therefore, Rajya Sabha is 
not functioning. But that is not the issue. The 
issue- 

(Interruptions) 

(Interruptions). 

(Interruptions) 

(Interruptions) 
(Interruptions) 
(Interruptions) 
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is that in the last Session of Rajya Sabha the 
Leader of the House was party to a conspiracy 
to denigrate Rajya Sabha, to commit a 
contempt of Rajya Sabha and to reduce it to 
the status of impotence. What happened in the 
last Session is that Rajya Sabha   ceased   to   
be   a   co-partner. . . 

THE MINISTER OF STATE IN THE 
MINISTRY OF LABOUR AND PAR-
LIAMENTARY AFFAIRS  (DR. RAM 
KRIPAL SINHA):     Sir, What is the 
point of order in it? 

SHRI DEVENDRA NATH DWIVEDI: I 
am coming to my point of order. I will urge 
the honourable Members and the Treasury 
Benches to bear with me. I am saying some-
thing which will appeal to you and it is in 
your interest as much as it is in my interest. I 
am not raising a partisan view at all. I just 
want to seek your indulgence and I would 
request you to give me  a patient hearing. 

What happened in the last session? Rajya 
Sabha and Lok Sabha are copartners 
according to the Constitution of India and 
according to the system envisaged therein. 
There was a sort of balance between them, but 
that balance was done away with in the last 
session and an imbalance was created in the 
Constitution. The Raya Sabha was made to 
look ridiculous in the eyes of the public of 
this country. The people of this country have 
started believing that the Rajya Sabha is a 
mere deliberative body or some kind of 
Rotary Club which can only discuss and 
debate and it has no teeth and it has no 
powers and it does not have the power even to 
appoint a Committee let alone any other 
power which is enjoyed by the sister 
Parliamentary body, namely the Lok Sabha. 
This crisis started from that time and from 
that time onwards the Rajya Sabha has ceased 
to be what it was before that time. And what 
was it before? 

When the framers of the Constitution were 
discussing in the Constituent Assembly 
whether we should have a second chamber or 
not - you will see 

this if you go through the debates in the 
Constituent Assembly - the Rajya Sabha  was   
supposed  to  be   a   body which was not 
merely a second chamber to give second     
thoughts to the proposals   emanating  from  
the     other House, but it has something to do 
with the  quasi-federal      character   of  the 
Constitution because to this House the 
President will nominate twelve persons and 
with all other Members the Rajya Sabha in the 
past thirty years has emerged as a body which 
is almost hundred per cent an equal partner of 
the Lok Sabha. In legislative matters our 
powers are like the powers of the Lok Sabha. 
In matters relating to the Constitutional 
amendments our powers are the same as those 
of the Lok   Sabha,  except      that  in  money 
matters  the  Lok      Sabha  has  some other 
powers. I need not recall to you that there  are 
two provisions  which only deal with the 
Rajya Sabha, and not with  the  Lok  Sabha.  
There  are two    powers  which    only the    
Rajya Sabha has. But there are some powers 
which the Rajya Sabha does not have. Now, 
the sovereignty which the Members of this 
House share with the Lok Sabha  Members  
has  been   destroyed by a conspiracy. I charge 
the Leader of this House and the Leader of the 
other House, namely, the Prime Minister of 
India, for this conspiracy. This is a conspiracy 
between Shri Morarji Desai   and  Shri  Lai  
Krishna Advani because    of    which    a    
situation    has been  created in which Rajya  
Sabha, for all practical purposes,    has    been 
made redundant.    Unfortunately,  the role of 
the Chairman    of the Rajya Sabha has left a 
great deal to be desired,   without   any   
disrespect  to   the present  incumbent  of the  
office. But I will be failing in my duty if I do 
not say that    the Chairman      of the Rajya 
Sabha has not upheld the dignity of this 
House. The Chairman, by a wrong 
interpretation of the Resolution, has allowed    
a situation to be created   in  which   the   
Rajya   Sabha has became a laughing stock... 

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: I again 
request the hon.  Member not to cast 
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reflection on the decision of the Chairman.   
That is not at all proper. 

SHRI      DEVENDRA  NATH  DWIVEDI,: I 
am raising a point. Do I not have the right to 
do it? I said I am not   casting   aspersion   on   
the   Chair. All I am wanting to submit is that 
between the Leader of the House and the  
Chairman a situation has     been created in 
which the majority will of "the Rajya Sabha 
has been frustrated. The decision which was 
taken by the Rajya Sabha is as sacrosanct and 
as legally binding as the  decision taken -by the 
other House  the other day... 

DR.  RAM KRIPAL slNHA:   Is this .his 
point of order? 

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Why do you 
bring in all these? That is not before the 
House now. 

SHRI DEVENDRA NATH DWIVEDI: I 
am only saying that our decision was as legal 
and Constitutional as the decision of the Lok 
Sabha. In the Lok Sabha they can terminate 
even the membership of the former Prime 
Minister. But this House cannot even appoint 
an enquiry committee to go into the allegation 
which has been made by no less a person than 
the former Home Minister. Sir, there is a 
couplet: 

 

Is this the status, is this the power and is 
this the character of the Rajya Sabha?    My  
point is... 

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN:  Please -
come to your point straightway. 

:3 P.M. 

SHRI DEVENDRA NATH DWIVEDI: 
The point I am making is this. The point is 
that the Rajya Sabha has .not been allowed to 
function because 

of the crisis that has been brought about by 
the Leader of the House and today, Sir, the 
Chair has been put to .. .   (Interruptions) 

DR. RAM KRIPAL SINHA: It is not 
proper to say that . . . (.Interruptions) . 

SHRI DEVENDRA NATjtf DWIVEDI: 
Sir, we must get out of the stalmate. 

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: That is all 
right. 

SHRI DEVENDRA NATH DWIVEDI: 
We must resolve this crisis and that crisis can 
be resolved only if there is a higher-level 
constitutional conference. There should be a 
high level Constitutional conference to be 
convened by the President of the Republic, 
that is, the President of India, the two 
Presiding Officers, to decide this. Sir, it is a 
question of the powers of the Rajya Sabha. 
The Chairman of the Rajya Sabha should be a 
party to that, the Leader of the House should 
be a party to that, the Leader of the 
Opposition should be a party to that and then 
the Leader of the Opposition and the Leader 
of the House in the Lok Sabha should also be 
there and should also be parties to this and 
they must discuss. .. 

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: That is all 
right. 

SHRI DEVENDRA NATH DWIVEDI: ... 
the place, the status, the powers of the Rajya 
Sabha. Otherwise Sir, this will happen, and 
this is exactly what is happening, that is, the 
Rajya Sabha is being rendered redundant and 
that is why the Government business is not 
being allowed to be continued. 

SHRI N. K. P. SALVE (Maharashtra):   
Sir, I am on a point of order. 

SHRI DINESH GOSWAMI (Assam): Sir, 
I am on a point of order. 

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: There is no 
point of order. Now, let us take up the 
legislative business of the House. 
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SHRI BIPINPAL DAS (Assam): Sir, I am   
on a point of order. 

SHRI N. K. P. SALVE: Sir I am on a point 
of order. I will only take two minutes.   
(Interruptions) 

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: That is all 
right. Let us come to the legislative business 
of the House. 

SHRI N. K. P. SALVE: Sir, I will just take 
two minutes.    (Interruptions) 

SHRI DINESH GOSWAMI: Sir, I am on a 
point of order. 

SHRI BIPINPAL DAS: Sir, on a point of 
order. 

SHRI N. K. P. SALVE: sir, I am on a point 
of order. (Interruptions). I am on a point of 
order. 

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Order, please. 

SHRI N. K. P. SALVE; Sir, I am on a point 
of order. Kindly hear me. I will take just two 
minutes. You kindly hear me. This is of the 
utmost importance. Sir, it is a question of the 
legitimacy of the wishes 0f the majority... 

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Order, 
please. 

SHRI N. K. P. SALVE: Just two minutes, 
Sir. 

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Now, do you 
want to take up the motion for election to the 
Tobacco Board or not? 

SOME HON. MEMBERS:  No. SjHRl 

KALP NATH RAI: No, no. 

SHRI BUDDHA PRIYA MAURYA: No. 

SHRI N. K. P. SALVE: Sir, give just two 
minutes to me, 

SHRI BIPINPAL DAS: Sir, I am on a point 
of order. 

SHRI N. K. P. SALVE: Sir, I will take a 
few minutes only . . .(Interruptions). 

DR. RAM KRIPAL SINHA:   Sir,... 

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Let us hear 
what the Minister is going to say. 

DR. RAM KRIPAL SINHA: Sir, this is a 
small business and if the House agrees, this 
can be finished in no time. . .(Interruptions). 

SOME HON. MEMBERS: No. 

SHRI      PRANAB       MUKHERJEE (West 
Bengal): No. I do not agree to i     it. 

SHRI   KALP  NATH  RAI:   No,  no. 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA (West Bengal): 
Sir, I have a submission to make. 

SHRI N. K. P' SALVE: Sir, I have to say 
something on my point of order. 

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Yes, Mr. 
Salve. 

SHRI N. K. P' SALVE: Sir, I would be 
taking about five minutes' time. Sir, the 
question is no longer purely a question of the 
legitimacy of the wishes of the majority and 
it is a question of respecting the wishes of 
the majority in a democracy. Sir, this is not a 
demand which purely by a brute force, 
absolutely untempered by any restraint, 
absolutely untempered by any wisdom, that 
we are making and we are not demanding 
something like that. Will that we are 
demanding is some time of the House and, 
certainly, Sir, I am going to show some 
authority under our Constitution and also 
from May's "Parliamentary practice". The 
wishes of the majority in this respect are the 
absolute prerogative of this House as to what 
subject we want to discuss, when we would 
like to discuss it and in what order we would 
like to discuss it. There is the memorandum 
which has been submitted, a memorandum 
signed by the minority of the members and I 
would like to show you the authority to 
make 
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[Shri N. K. P. Salve] it clear that this is the 
privilege of this House and it is because we 
have failed   in   our   method   of  functioning. 
we have failed in our efforts.      Our efforts  
have failed, our  imploring  has failed,   our  
requests  have  failed   and our wishes have   
failed and we have come to a stage now when 
no one can do anything about it.   We are past 
that stage.    We have no faith in this Gov-
ernment.   They know that we are going to 
have a debate which would be inconvenient to 
them, and they know that the goose of the 
Prime Minister would be cooked the day the 
motion   is adopted. But for how long will your 
goose remain   not   being   cooked.   You  
know that the goose      will be cooked and that 
is your apprehension. You search your hearts. 
There is no use shouting at this.    You search 
your hearts and see whether or not this is your 
apprehension and, if this is your apprehension, 
see whether or not you are being unjust to this 
House, whether or no'i you are being unjust to 
the majority of this House. Sir, I wish to show 
you the authority from the Constitution to tell 
you that whoever be that person, whether it is 
the Prime Minister. ..(Interruptions). ..    or   
whether it is the Leader of the Opposition or 
whether M is  the Chairman, if he is not going 
to abide the authority he is likely to be charged 
with committing a Violation or breach of 
privilege of the House. 

Sir, before I read from 'Parliamentary 
Practice', I am reading from the 'Constitutional 
Laws of India' by Mr. Seervai.   Those  who   
are  students   of the constitutional   law know   
that he is the highest authority on the consti-
tutional    law      in        India.    Sir,    I am   
reading   from   his  latest   edition, page   
1162  under  the   chapter   'Freedom of 
Debate and    Proceeding and Privileges  of  
the  House'   .. .    (Interruptions). 

 

(interruptions) 

SHRI      YOGENDRA    MAKWANA 
(Gujarat):  This  is  very  clear. 

SHRI SUNDER SINGH BHANDARI 
(Uttar Pradesh): There is no point of order. 

SHRI YOGENDRA MAKWANA: Who 
are you to decide?... (Interruptions) 

SHRI N. K. P. SALVE: If I may be 
allowed to read from one chapter... 
(Interruptions) 

THE LEADER OF THE HOUSE 
(SHRI LAL K. ADVANI): Mr. Depu 
ty Chairman, I would like to make a 
few points very clear, because 1 
have been listening with 
great anguish to very many speeches made in 
this House, and just now one Member from 
the Opposition repeated what has been said 
earlier, about niy having committed contempt 
of this House . .. (Interruptions) I would like 
the hon. Members to bear with me. I am very 
conscious of the fact that during this entire 
session this House has not been able to trans-
act   any   business.... (Interruptions) I 

SOME HON. MEMBERS: Because 
plearie.. . (Interruptions) 

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Order, 
please. .(Interruptions) 

SHRI LAL K. ADVANI: I do not know 
whether any of you, particularly those in the 
Opposition, are con-oious of the fact that 
during this session we have really reduced 
this House to a mockery... (Interruptions) 

SHRI rfrlUPESH GUPTA: Sir, on a  point  
of   order   ...    (Interruptions) 

SHRI PRANAB MUKHERJEE: It is 
because of the arrogance of the Government 
and the arrogance of the Leader of the House. 
. .(Interruptions) 

SHRI LAL K. ADVANI: Let me complete 
my say. . . .(Interruptions) What I have just 
now said, I withdraw .... (Interruptions)'. 
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I said that I am part of you. I am part of the 
House. In a way, I was condemning myself 
also. (Interruptions) Please bear with me. If in 
any anguish and agony, I used .vords which 
normally I would not use, I withdraw  them. 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: You should 
realise that you have transacted one business 
very well and that business is the protection 
of the families of Mr. Morarji Desai and Mr. 
Charan Singh. 

(Interruptions) 

SHRI LAL K. ADVANI: This House 
knows very well... 

(Interruptions) 

 (Interruptions) 

SHRI LAL K. ADVANI: Certainly i am 
not going to yield to Mr. Kalp Nath Rai who 
has been, in a way, responsible for many of 
the scenes in this House and this is something 
which not only I but most Members of this 
House do feel about. 

SHRI BHISHMA NARAIN SINGH 
(Bihar): This is wrong. You must see your 
Members  also. 

SHRI LAL K. ADVANI: In the last session, 
this issue was raised from the first day. 
Notices were given for a Calling Attention and 
other motions were also given to the Chair. 
The Chair went through them and then al-
lowed a certain Special Mention that day. In 
his wisdom he did not allow a Calling 
Attention Motion. The Lea-, der of the 
Opposition raised the matter and wanted it to 
be discussed through some other motion and 
not as a Special Mention by which the 
Government would have to reply. I went to the 
Chairman and suggested that a Calling 
Attention motion might be admitted so that the 
Members had an opporunity of expressing 
their views  in  this  House.  Later  on,   when 

the Calling Attention was discussed in this 
House, many hon. Members had their say 
whatever they had to say. At the same time, it 
was insisted that the letters exchanged bet-
ween the Prime Minister and the Home 
Minister should be laid on the Table of the 
House. Thereafter, there was a discussion 
between the Chairman and the leaders and a 
modality was agreed upon. That modality was 
regarded as final to end the matter. (In-
terrupions) I am merely trying to recapitulate 
the efforts made by the Government to satisfy 
the wishes of the House. Thereafter, all the 
leaders saw those letters and found that there 
was nothing in them. (Interruptions). I would 
like to complete my say. (Interruptions) I am 
not yielding. 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: Sir, the Leader 
of the House made a very serious statement... 

(Interruptions) 

SHRI LAL K. ADVANI: I am not going to 
yield to Shri Bhupesh Gupta or Shri Salve. 

 

(interruptions) 

If I am allowed to have my say I will 
explain the position. (Interruptions) 
Thereafter, two motions . were admitted in the 
last session by the Chairman. The No-Day-
Yet-named motions are not discussed 
necessarily. 

AN  HON.   MEMBER:   Who  says? 
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SHRI LAL K. ADVANI: I have myself 
been a Member of the opposition. No-Day-
Yet-Named Motions are discussed only if the 
Government agrees to them. 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA; Where is it  
said? 

SHRI LAL K. ADVANI: No-Day-Yet-
Named Motions are discussed only if the 
Government agrees to them. They are not 
discussed otherwise. I have been in the 
Opposition for years together, I have come to 
the Government only now. And I have been 
giving notices of scores of No-Day-Yet-
Named Motions. Never have they been admit 
ted because the Government was rot willing to 
admit and discuss them. Admission, is in the 
hands of the Chairman. The Chairman does 
admit them. But thereafter whether to discuss 
them or not depends upon the agreement of 
the Government. This is a hard fact, 
(interruptions)' Perhaps, the Secretary-
General and the Chairman may be able to 
decide this. (Interruptions) I am very precise 
about the fasts. Therefore, in the last session, 
even though many of my colleagues in the 
Government felt that there was no point in 
discussing these motions once a Calling 
Attention motion has been discussed  
already... 

(Interruptions). 

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Order 
please. 

SHRI ARVIND GANESH KULKARNI 
(Maharashtra): I have nothing to say. I have to 
make a small submission. When the Leader of 
the Opposition wanted to say something, we 
requested our friends there to sit quiet. When 
the Leader of the House is speaking, it is a 
democratic practice that we must hear him. 
You should hear him. 

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: They are all 
hearing. Why do you worry? 

SHRI KALP NATH RAI: Why not a 
discussion on  the motion? 

SHRI ARVIND GANESH KULKARNI: 
Mr. Kalp Nath Rai, you are dictating a new 
parliamentary procedure. It is to be your 
parliamentary practice. .. 

(Interruptions) 

MR. QEPUTY CHAIRMAN:      Or^er 
please. 

 
SHRI LAL K. ADVANI: Sir, as I said 

earlier, some of my colleagues were of the 
view that having discussed the issue through 
the device of a Calling Attention motion, 
there was r>o point in repeating a discussion 
over again. 

SHRI KALP NATH RAI: There was a  
demand  from  Mr.  Bagaitkar. 

SHRI LAL K. ADVANI: However, the 
Government agreed to a discussion on one of the 
motions. There was a full-fledged discussion on 
that. And even during that discussion, you are 
well aware of it that 1 had pointed nut —I had 
not pointed out about the Raj-ya Sabha only.—
about both tbe Houses of Parliament as to what is 
the validity of a Resolution adopted by either 
House of Parliament. I want to make it very clear 
that when I referred to the validity of the 
Resolution of the House—I am referring both to 
the Rajya Sabha and the Lok Sabha— I did not 
make a difference between the Lok Sabha and the 
R'ajya Sabha, and it was my view which I cited 
on the basis of a specific document described as 
the Resolutions of Parliament that there are three 
kinds of.... (Interruptions) I am merely reiterating 
here the view that the Government had 
expressed, the view that the Government holds 
even today, and the view that the Chairman has 
approved and endorsed. Now, unfortunately, you 
have been always in a mental frame of mind, 
particularly the Congress (I) Members that if the i    
Chairman agrees to what you say, it 
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is right and if he does not, then he is acting 
according to the dictates of the Government. 

 I 

SHRI BHISHMA NARAIN SINGH: This 
is our charge against you. 

SHRI LAL K. ADVANI: So far as the 
Resolutions are concerned, those Resolutions 
which derive their authority from any specific 
provision of the Constitution, from any 
specific statute, they are binding on the 
Government. The Government has no option 
but to act in  accordance  with  them. 

PROF. N. G. RANGA (Andhra Pradesh): 
You did not concur with the wishes  of the 
House. 

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: You listen 
to him please. 

SHRI LAL K. ADVANI: Those Re-
solutions which pertained to the House itself 
are also binding. But those Resolutions which 
direct the Government to do something, which 
it has the discretion to do in the matter of its 
executive authority, they are just recom-
mendatory, they are not binding oa the 
Government. (Interruptions) I give an 
example. Today this House decides by a 
majority to set up a committee to examine, for 
instance how the Customs Office in the 
country are running, how the Embassies all 
over the world are functioning, how the AH 
India Radio Stations are running. This is a 
resolution of a committee which does not 
derive any sanction from any statute or from 
any provision of the Constitution and, 
therefore, it is just a recommendatory 
resolution. Even if you say that this House 
directs the Government to set up a committee 
or this  House  set3 up  a committee... 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: Mr. Ad-van i,  
I have been listening to      your 

very learned speech but please clarify one 
point. We are not here on that point. My 
resolution is this: This House sets up a 
committee of itself... 

SHRI LAL K. ADVANI: Yes, yes. I  
understand your point  very well. 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: Quite apart 
from that the issue is whether the Rajya 
Sabha has a right to set up a committee? 

SHRI LAL K. ADVANI: As the Leader of 
the House I have my responsibility to this! 
House. Therefore, I would not like to be a 
party to any resolution, to anything, that, in 
wav, pitches the House against the Govern-
ment or the other House. I would not like to 
be a party to it. Therefore, the point that I 
stressed at the very outset is that so far as No-
Day-Yet-Named Motions are concerned, their 
admissibility is governed by the Chairman's 
decision but their discussion is certainly with 
the agreement and consent of the Government 
and not without that. 

SOME HON.  MEMBERS:  No,  No. 

SHRI PRANAB MUKHERJEE: Please tell 
me the rule. Please cite the rule. Under what 
rule do you say this? (Interruptions). 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: Because only 
one... 

SHRI PRANAB MUKHERJEE: Sir on this 
particular issue I am on a point of order. Sir, 
rule 23 says that on the days allotted for the 
transaction of Government business that busi-
ness shall have precedence. Sir, the Leader of 
the House cannot arrogate to himself the 
power that if a motion is   admitted   by   the   
Chairman   under 
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.[Shri  Pranab   Mukherjee] rule 170 and if 
time is allotted under rule 172   .   ;   . 

SHRI LAL K. ADVANI: No, I am not 
yielding to him. There is no ooint. 

SHRI PRANAB MUKHERJEE; He has 
the power to fix a time after the 
Government business is over, and the 
House may sit late in the night. It is 
incumbent upon the Chairman. 
(Interruptions). He has only to be 
consulted. He cannot authoritatively .  .   . 

SHRI LAL K. ADVANI: I am aware of 
rule 170. I am aware of Rule 172 and rule 
176. I have gone through ill these rules in 
detail. Sir, so far as the interpretation of the 
rules is concerned, I am willing to accept 
your ruling but I am not willing to accept 
either Shri Salve's ruling or Shri Bhupesh 
Gupta's  ruling. 

SHRI BHISHMA NARAIN SINGH: 
We also are not prepared to accept your 
ruling. 

SHRI LAL K. ADVANI; I feel the 
situation today is. .   .   . 

SHRI ANANT PRASAD SHARMA 
(Bihar): Sir, it is normal parliamentary 
democracy that when a point of order is 
raised the speaker should yield. That also 
he is not doing. 

SHRI SUNDER SINGH BHANDARI; A 
point of order cannot be raised on every 
issue. 

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Let the 
Leader of the House speak and the other 
Members can comment on it later.   
(Interruptions). 

SHRT LAL K. ADVANI; Sir, as I said 
when the motions were discussed  .   .   . 

SHRI N.K.P. SALVE; How much time 
will you take? 

SHRI LAL K. ADVANI; I am concluding. 
I would not like to go over the entire story 
again. I would only   | 

like to point out that in the las* ~es~ sion, the 
whole of the session was taken up by the 
discussion on -his subject. The Government 
has not been fighting shy; of a discussion at 
any time. We have been discussing. Not 
merely that. We have also don± something 
that has .not happened in the history .of the 
last thirty yea-s. Here :'s a Prime Minister 
who himself stood up to say that because it 
referred to his son, therefore, even if a single 
Member of ffie House— I Jim not talking of 
the majority nor of the Resolution—was 
willing to write to him. he would take action. 
That means he is owing the responsibility. He 
is not speaking on the basis of hearsay and he 
is not merely saying that he read it 
somewhere. 

SHRI ARVIND GANESH KULKARNI: 
What about Shri Makwana's letter? 

SHRI LAL K. ADVANI: Three or four 
days back, Shri Makwana mentioned in this 
House that he has written, a letter..to the 
Home Minister, the former Home Minister 
and that would have been more than six 
months ago .   .   . 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: Let a statement  
be made. 

SHRI YOGENDRA MAKWANA: I have 
written two letters. 

SHRI LAL K. ADVANI; He wrote two 
letters to the former Home Minister and he sent 
copies to the Prime Minister. That is what he 
said in the House. Immediately, thereafter, we 
asked the Prime Minister. The Prime Minister 
said that he did not recall any such copies 
having been received by . him. But he has 
again written to Shri Makwana asking him to 
send him copies of the letters .   .   . 

SHRI YOGENDRA MAKWANA: I have 
not received any such letter from the Prime 
Minister. 

SHRI LAL K. ADVANI: He has sent the 
letter yesterday.    I am not saying 
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it on my own; I have spoken to him   | 
myself.  

Sir, 1 have to fulfil my own obliga- i tion to 
the House as well as to the Government. Both 
obligations I have to fulfil and I have been trying 
to -fulfil them to the best of my ability by 
conveying to the Government the feelings of this 
House. But at the same time 1 have been of the 
view that if the Government is told: "Unless you 
do this or that...." no Government is going to 
proceed. Sir, I would be the last person to act 
under such threats.... (.Interruptions) 

SHRI ANANT PRASAD SHARMA: 
Neither a threat from this side nor a threat 
from the Government side. 

SHRI LAL K. ADVANI: I have spoken to 
many Members even of the opposition and 
many Members of opposition also feel that 
this is not a right way.    They feel  .   .   . 

SOME HON. MEMBERS: No, no. Even 
your Members want a discussion. 

SHRI LAL K. ADVANI: Therefore, Sir. I 
would have no objection if the Chairman 
takes an initiative in the matter and calls us in 
his Chamber and discussrs the whole issue 
with us.... 

SHRI JAGJIT    S'NGH      ANAND (Punjab):   
That    is the   will of    the majority of the 
House. 

SHRI BUDDHA PRIYA MAURYA: You 
are involving the Chairman. 

SHRI LAL K. ADVANI: I have never 
involved the Chairman. You have involved 
him. 1 am always willing to be guided by 
him. 

PROF. N. G. RANGA; You are in the 
hands of the Chair; you are always saying 
like    that. 

SHRI MANUBHAI PATEL (Gujarat): 
They are disturbing every time. If you disturb 
the Leader of the House like this, we can also 
distrub your leader. 

SHRI ARVIND GANESH KULKARNI: 
What is the need of getting up and 
disturbing? 

SHRI LAL K. ADVANI: So far as this 
issue, or a discussion on this issue is 
concerned, it has been discussed at length 
over and over again -and so far as the 
recommendations of this House are 
concerned, or the Resolution adopted by this 
House is concerned, the Government's view is 
that it is recommendatory and in the last 
session a motion on the basis of this 
discussion was adopted by the House and 'he-
Government's view was—which was 
endorsed by the Chair also—that it was 
recommendatory. The Government responded 
to that. And now ifl this session, when a 
specific question was raised by Shri 
Makwaha that he has written to the Prime 
Minister, was raised by immediately we askei 
the Prime Minister' and the Prime Minister 
has again written to him ind the moment his 
letters are receiver;, necessary action will be 
taken. 

SHRI JAGJIT SINGH ANAND: We do 
not accept Shri Morarjibhai's position 

SHRI LAL K. ADVANI; You may not 
accept Government's position uut today it is 
the Government; it has the responsibility to 
the other House. The Government's 
responsibility is to the other House and no 
Government, even if it is in minority in this 
House as it is, would like to be a party to 
some process or some motion which brings 
one House into contradictions with the other 
House. Therefore, Sir, these rules .provide 
that in the case of No-Day-Yet-Named 
Motions the Chairman .can decide only in 
consultation with the Leader of the House, 
which means, the Government. ' These rules 
have been framed specifically from that 
viewpoint. This is all that I have to say.     
(hiterrwptions) 

SHRI N.K.P. SALVE: Sir, the Leader of 
the House is totally wrong when he says that 
the question of admissibility of the motion in 
the House, the bringing up of the motion in 
the 
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[Shri N. K. P. Salve] 
House is the Government's prerogative. Sir, I 
would like to refer to May's Parliamentary 
Practice, Our rules conform to that. It says: 

"But still often, unavoidably, the 
Government, in most Sessions, find 
themselves bound to provide time for 
subjects the discussion of which is 
demanded by substantial number of 
members, whether supporters or opponents 
pf the Government. Such matters are 
generally brought forward by substantive 
motions, moved by private members and 
granted precedence by the Government if 
an expression of opinion by means of vote 
of the House is required." 

If an expression of opinion is required   .   
.   .   (Interruptions) 

SHRI LAL K. ADVANI:  It is with the 
consent of the Government. 

SHRI N. K. P. SALVE; May's 
Parliamentary Practice also says this. Let him 
understand the position. The control of the 
time is in the hands of the House. In principle, 
the control of the time of the House stays with 
the House itself. If, in practice, the House has. 
by standing or special ^orders, delegated this 
control, it does not mean that the basic power 
to give control is taken away. Now, I would 
like to refer to the Indian Constitution, as has 
been enunciated by the distinguished author. In 
terms, this is what he has said. Kindly bear 
with me for one minute. There are only four 
lines. This is the Bible of the Indian, 
Constitution. The heading is: 'Freedom of 
Debate-Proceedings and Privileges of the 
House'. The matter is very serious. 

"Freedom of debate must be distinguished 
from the freedom of speech because the 
freedom was claimed by the House against 
the views of the Tuder and Steward 
sovereigns which maintained that the 
Commons were summoned merely to vote. . . 
. Just as he is saying    that we must 

discuss whatever the Government wants. 
They said the Commons were summoned 
merely to vote. 

"Such    sums as    were    asked    of them to  
formulate  or   to    approve legislation  or    
topics   of legislation submitted to them and to 
give an opinion on matters of policy if, and 
only    if, they    were    asked.    The House 
maintained and    successfully obtained    in the  
Bill  of Rights,  a right  to  debate  what    
subjects it liked, when it  liked and in   what 
order it liked." This, Sir,  is the right of the 
House. Majority can decide what subjects it 
wants to debate, when it liked to debate and in 
what order it liked to debate.    Majority    of us    
are    calling upon     the  Chair     to     bring     
this motion for discussion in     the House 
tomorrow.    Sir, if this is not brought up for 
discussion tomorrow, according to   Mr.  H.  
M.   Seervai,    the  greatest authority on 
Constitutional Law,    it will be contempt of the 
House and a breach of privilege of the House. 
SHRI  DINESH GOSWAMI:   Sir,    I have 
been trying to raise a point   of order  for a 
number of times. (Interruptions) 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA; Sir, must we 
discuss the point again and again? 

SHRI DINESH GOSWAMI- Sir the Leader 
of the House says that he will not be subject to 
any pressure if it is said in the context that we 
would not a!j|ow any Government Business to 
take place unless something is done according 
to our request. As far as our party is 
concerned, we will never make any such 
expression. We do not say that we will stop 
Government Business if they do not accept 
our request. This is not our demand. Our 
request and the point of order that I want to 
raise is different. The point of order that I am 
raising is this. Last Friday evening, you gave a 
ruling. You sai<j that there is no Government 
Business for the next week. Am I to 
undertsand . . . (Interruptions) I am not 
yielding. You have said that there is no 
Government Business before the 
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House next week. Therefore, I raised a 
point of order before you how this List of 
Business has been circulated. Our 
complaint ttftha Chair is, this. We are not 
showing any disrespect to the Chair, But let 
me point out that when a point of order is 
raised, the Chair is expected to     give a 
ruling on it. 

When We raised a point of order, -it 1.00   
Eum.   the  House  was   adjourned and  again 
when we met after lunch,   j you said that the 
House stood adjourned. I want to know: In view 
of your categoric and definite ruling on Friday 
that there is no list of business before the House,  
there     is no  Government business  before the 
House,  how is  it that we are transacting some 
business? And   in  view  of  the fact  that   there 
is no Government business    according to  your  
ruling,  myself,   Mrs.   Ambika Sonij some 
other Members have given a notice of motion.   
The motion reads like this that in view of the 
fact that there is no Government business before 
the House this House takes up      the motion   of  
Shri  Bhupesh   Gupta     for discussion  on 
Thrusday,     immediately after the Question 
Hour.  I have    not been told as yet as to what 
has happened to the motion which I placed 
before you yesterday.   I do not know whether 
this motion has been admitted or it has been 
rejected.   Even now you can tell us about that. 
If you say that the  ruling given  by you  was  
wrong, well, we can understand, but we respect 
your ruling, and if your ruling ;s to be respected 
that will mean that we have no Government 
business. And if we have got no Government 
business, are we to sit idle? We have come here 
to do something. Therefore, if the Government 
has not been  able to  bring forward   any   
business   in   accordance with the rules, as a 
private     Member of the House I would say that       
the House   should   not   sit   idle,   it   should 
discuss   the  motion   of  Shri  Bhupesh Gupta.   
On that you can take the opinion of this House.    
That is one point. 

 
SHRI JAGJIT SINGH ANAND: The    
Chairman  is     not  giving  any  ruling.     
(Interruptions). The Chairman    goes 

away at lunch without giving any ruling. 

SHRI DINESH GOSWAMI; The second point 
on which I want a ruling from  you  is  of  
fundamental  importance. I have stated that 
under rule 1.72 when a motion is given, if the 
Chair admits it, then I concede that the Leader 
of the House    is to be consulted about the 
discussion.    I hope Mr. Ad-vani will have to 
agree by now, after the decision of the Supreme 
Court    in the case of special courts, that 
consultation does      not mean    concurrence. 
Consultation means that you are to be 
consulted, but your consultation is not binding 
upon the Chair.   That is why in the special 
courts' case the Government  was  compelled  
to  change      the word 'consultation'     for 
'concurrence'. Rule 172 clearly says that the 
Leader of the House is to be consulted.     The 
Leader of the House has said that he is  not  
agreeable  to   a  discussion,  but the Chair is  
not  bound  by what  the Leader of the House 
has said.    If the Chairman wishes,  he may  
reject  ihat view.    Therefore, I want to have        
a clear interpretation of rule 172.        In spite 
of the categorical observation of the Supreme 
Court, the highest judicial body of this land, 
whether the word 'consultation' will    be    
interpreted    in this House as   'concurrence', 
you please let  us  know.     Kindly  let   us     
know where we stand. Can the Leader of the 
House put a veto upon you regarding a 
discussion? My contention is that he is  simply 
to  be consulted.    You may accept his view, or 
you may reject his view. The view is not 
binding.   If you say that in spite of the verdict 
of the majority of this House, in spite of the 
view expressed by the entire opposition,  you  
accept     the    views of the Leader of the 
House.    I have nothing to say, but you cannot 
evade all the time.    The Chair is expected to 
give rulings.    If you do  not give rulings, 
obviously,     tomorrow     again  I   shall have 
to raise it again and again the time  of the 
House will be     wested. Sir,  I  can  tell  you 
that  very many legislative    items    are     
pending    in which    we    are    interested,    
but    if 
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[Shri Dinesh  Goswami] the   Chair is not 
giving  any ruling, if both the sides of the 
House interpret a particular provision in 
different ways,  the deadlock will continue. 

Therefore, my two points are: First-•ly-in 
view of the fact that the Government business 
is not there you should accept my resolution 
and secondly, there should be a clear 
interpretation of rule 172, not only to resolve 
the present position but also for all times to 
come. 

SHRI GHANSHYAMBHAI OZA 
(Gujarat): -Sir, about the business 'if the 
House my friend has made a very pertinent 
pointv As far as I remember and if I have 
heard you correctly, you said that the 
Governn e:it has unilaterally placed the 
business of the House for the next week and 
that is not approved by the House, cr some 
such thing. 

SHRI JAGJIT SINGH ANAND: Not 
unilaterally.   Please   read   the   ruling. 

SHRI GHANSHYAMBHAI OZA : Please 
hear me. The Chairman has said that the 
Government has placed the business of the 
House for the next week unilaterally, if I 
heard it correctly- 

SEVERAL HON. MEMBERS: No, no. 

SHRI GHANSHYAMBHAI OZA: That is 
to say that the business is there. There is 
nothing wrong in sending us the business of 
the House for the next week. What is 
pertinent, according to me, is that the 
allocation of time was not decided upon 
because of certain developments. But the 
business of the House was there by the 
Government. After that the House is to decide 
what time has to be allocated to what 
business. (Interruptions) That is not out of 
order. To circulate the business of the House 
for the next week is perfectly in order. It is not 
at all out of order. 

SHRI JAGJIT SINGH ANAND: The 
Chair decided that there was no business. 
You read the ruling. 

SHRI GHANSHYAMBHAI OZA: If I had 
heard the Chairman correctly, this is what I 
heard. Therefore, it is nothing cut of erdej. 

Another point is being repeatedly made in 
this House. Mr. Salve is not present here. He 
referred to Seervai's book on Constitution. He 
has said 'the House'—that is to say the Lower 
House which can remove the Government. Of 
course it has got every right to give directives to 
the Government. But this House has its own 
limitations. In all democratic countries, the 
Upper Chambers have certain rights. We ail 
know them. The fathers of the Constitution also  
rave made it very clear that the Upper House in 
meant for advising tine Lower House on 
legislations and other matters which come 
before them, and their "views are to be res-
pected; there is no doubt about it. The Leader of 
the-House is absolute y correct when he says 
what other business is to be transacted in this 
House. Otherwise as I have been saying very 
often, you will be enjoying the right of veto: 
you will be censuring the Government 
indirectly, which is not your right. Has any 
Upper Chamber, even indirectly, censured any 
Government? You can't; not even if you are in a 
majority. There is no question of majority or 
minority. You can transact any Private 
Members' Bufiness; you are at perfect liberty to 
bring any Bill, to bring any Resolution. Then 
there is the Question Hour. But you have no 
right to transgress the rights of the Lower 
House, which, I think, you are trying to do. You 
are projecting your rights and saying in injured 
innocences that your rights are being taken 
away. That is not fair. This io against the 
provisions   of  the   Constitution. 

SHRI L. R. NAIK (Karnataka): Sir, the 
issue has been thoroughly discussed with 
reference to the rules and regulations and 
May's Parliamentary Practice. What we wanT 
now is your kind ruling on the point whether 
vule 172 applies" fo" this case or not. whether 
this House "has the power to discuss its own 
rluslness. 
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SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: Sir, I 
do not wish to cover the points which 
have been covered time and again. No 
useful purpose, in my view, could v)e 
served. Tomorrow, according to tne 
schedule this House is going to ad 
journ Therefore I will make submis 
sion to you from the point of view that 
before settling the business of the 
House for tomorrow, we can take up 
the twd Motions. This is what I am 
driving at. And, Sir, we can discuss 
the legal points, constitutional points 
at length. But 1 was a little amused, 
somewhat intrigued and have a 'ittle 
concern   for  our  good  friend, Mr. 
Advani. He had gone to these benches barely 
21 months back. May be, Sir, it will not be 
long before he shall be sharing with me the 
same benches where I am. He will come back; 
fhe prodigal son will come back. It may not be 
long: the way things are going, it may not be 
long. Therefore, I would ask my good friend, 
Mr. Advani, not to tread on dangerous ground 
and not to put the arguments in such a manner 
that should be, by chance of history, come to 
occupy with us the same place, all these 
argument? will be used against him. But Mr. 
Advani is a soft spoken man. Not being a 
lawyer that way, perhaps he has not caught the 
legal point very well. But he has tried to 
persuade us. Sir, what did we do? Basic 
questions have been posed for over one 
month. Ye:-, we are in the midst of the crisis 
of India's parliamentary democracy. Yes, let 
us, first of all, recognise that if we do not 
understand that we are passing through a 
period of deepening crisis of India's 
parliamentary democracy we shall be 
committing a great error. And the crisis is in 
exhibition every day here. Could you imagine 
some ten years or twenty years hence the 
Indian Parliament functioning in a situation 
when in the Lok Sabha there would be gov-
ernment majority but in the Rajya Sabha it 
does not have the majority. Well, the 
implications of it should be thought of and 
what the Opposition can do you must realise. 
Sir. do not misunderstand me. I am not 
meaning anything  in  the  bad   sense   at   all.      

have nothing against you. Suppose we vote a 
no-confidence motion against the Deputy 
Chairman. You w.'il ad-mit.lt—this is a 
precedent. It will be passed. And then election 
takes place and Bhupesh Gupta is made the 
Deputy Chairman, Jf they vote, what kind of 
ruling you will get. It will net be our good 
old, esteemed Deputy Chairman,. Mr. Mirdha, 
sitting there; some one else would be sitting 
there and giving the ruling. This is how it may 
happen. Unfortunately, we do not have with 
us the avenues open to the Lok Sabha 
Members to deal with the Speaker because I 
know that if we pa~s a Resolution against the 
Chairman it has to be passed also by the other 
House because he happens to be the Vice-
President of India. Suppose this House passed 
a resolution. Then what happens? Election 
comes. And who get;- elected? The majority  
will elect whoever it  is. 

Sir, therefore, it must be understood. We 
have been accused again and again of 
obstructing government business. It is not 
very fair. If anybody has obstructed the 
government business it is the Government 
itself. And why has it obstructed? Because 
this Government says that the interests of the 
family of the present Prime Minister and the 
former Home Minister are far more 
fundamental, far more honourable to be 
protected than the interests of the House or 
even the Government business. Sir, is it the 
way of democratic functioning, or is it the 
way of absolute monarchy when for the 
Crown Prince everything is done? You know, 
in the old days in the absolute monarchy the 
Crown Prince was the supreme. We had dealt 
with one Crown Prince. Now we have got an-
other Crown Prince. This is the iSituation. 
Therefore, do not blame. And Mr. Advani 
should realise that if it is repeated, in the next 
sessicn it will be admitted again. . . 

SHRI LAL K. ADVANI: Why should we 
take the time of the House if we have already 
dealt with it? 

SHRI     BHUPESH     GUPTA:     What 
would   happen?     In   the   next   session {he     
same  thing     may   repeat.    You 
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[Shri Bhupesh Gupta] 

should really think over the matter. Why does 
Mr. Advani say so? He is a very intelligent 
man. He is a journalist like me. The only thing 
is that I like it and he does not like it. That is 
all. He should know the rules. The "Chairman 
may after considering the state of business in 
the council and In consultation with". . . It is 
in consultation  with. 

SHRI LAL K. ADVANI: The Chair-man 
may. . . 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: How do you 
say "agreement"? From where did you bring 
the word "agreement". If anywhere you And 
this word I shall withdraw my resolution. I 
would put the challenge to you. Anyway, 
consultation, yes; I would like to consult you. 
It is a good provision in the Rules which have 
been made. But this is a procedural matter. 
The question of consultation is not a matter of 
substantive law; it is a procedural law—how 
things should be processed and taken to the 
House and discussed, arrangements to be 
made. It is a part of the business arrangements 
of the House, rather than the substantive laws 
of the House, that guide the House. Therefore, 
I say: Don't take cover under that. Now I do 
not blame Mr. Advani any more. My friend 
said that it is a conspiracy and we need not 
blame him for that. If the Janata conglomerate 
is not a creation of a mammoth conspiracy of 
a particular type, what else is it? That is all 
right. We do not go into that. 

My quarrel is with the Chairman and 
I am making a submission to the 
Chairman. This House has a tradition. 
First of all, do you recognise that we 
are a sovereign House? If you say we 
are sovereign, the matter further 
arises. The other day, I heard the 
Prime Minister Mr. Morarji Desai, 
reading out a speech on a privilege in 
another place where he hammered the 
point      about the sovereignty 
and supremacy of Parliament.    May I know 
if only the Lok Sabha is supreme 

and we are not supreme? We have the same 
supremacy in our sphere as the Lok Sabha. Sir, 
if we are supreme, it stands to reason that we 
determine our business also. A sovereign 
nation determines its own imunicipai and other 
laws. A sovereign House determines its own 
business. Even that is being violated. We are 
here for violation of the privilege! Well, I do 
not know who is violating it. But the fact 
remains that the privilege of this House has 
been and is being violated. And if this is not 
contempt of the House, I do not know what 
contempt of the House is. It is for you to find 
out how it is happening. Have you any doubt 
that the majority wants the discussion, the 
majority wants to determine the business in a 
particular manner, and the majority has 
already succeeded in creating a situation? But 
the Government does not see the consensus 
and come and say that here is today's business. 
On one point you have accepted it. On another 
point, you have t0 accept it. Suppose today I 
suggest a resolution of the kind "This House 
hereby resolve taking up the two motions 
standing in the names of two Members, Shri 
Bhupesh Gupta and Shri Bipinpal Das, listed 
in the List of Business of November 22 in 
regard to the allegation against the families of 
the present Prime Minister, Mr. Morarji Desai, 
and the former Home Minister, Mr. Charan 
Singh", then tomorrow you will have to take 
up that motion. It is not a question of the 
power of the Government or anything. That is 
irrelevant. You have to take it up. But here I 
know you will not waive the Rules. And that 
would also be wrong because we demand 
waiving of the Rules. You have to do it. Mr. 
Morarji Desai, while dealing with the privilege 
issue in the other House, had the rule of 30 
minutes waived. Thirty minutes' discussion 
became a ten-hour discussion. But here 
nothing is done. Sir, all I say is: Why is the 
Chairman silent? Why are you silent? You do 
your 'namaste' so magnificently welL I should 
say, when we leave our House. But why are 
you silent?   Let the Chairman say, 

 



249      Re staying oj Members     [ 21 DEC. 1973 ]     in the Lobby in night        250 

"I will not allow this motion. 1 do not think it 
should be discussed." Why does he not say 
so? I could have understood it if he had come 
and said, "'I have consulted everyday, but I 
have come to the conclusion after doing 
everything possible that this motion should 
not be discussed". Let the Chairman say this 
thing and let the people judge the Chairman. 
The people will draw their own conclusion. 
They will not go by the rule book. Perhaps 
they will think of some election somewhere. 
They will not go by the rule book Why does 
he not say so? Why does the Chairman not 
tell us that he does not allow it? He never says 
so. Silence, killing by silence. Why should 
that be? Well, even saying that will not be 
right. Therefore, Sir, from every angle, he is 
wrong. And can you cite one instance from 
any Parliament when a particular House wants 
to do something within its own sphere, but it 
is not allowed to do that? 

Sir, Mr. Advani says, the Government is 
not bound. We have not asked in this 
resolution that the Government must be 
bound. That is not the issue. In my view, the 
Government is bound even if you mean that 
the Government is not bound. What I have 
asked for in my resolution is to appoint a 
committee, to elect a committee, which will 
look into the charges of allegations—that is 
all— and tell the House what should be done, 
not tell the Government, but tell the House, 
what should be done. How does the 
Government come into the picture? In the 
context of my resolution, we are not allowed 
even to do that. We are not allowed to do 
even that despite the physical demonstration. 
Mr. Advani is nodding his head. You have 
not understood anything 0f Parliament, if I 
may say so. Why do you bring in the Govern-
ment? 

Therefore, all I say is, it has become a 
major moral and political issue. The major 
moral and political issue   before  Parliament  
is:   Has the 

House, Parliament, the right to go into the 
allegations made against the son of the Prime 
Minister of the country had then make 
recommendations to the House itself? It is a 
matter which very fundamentally concerns 
parliamentary democracy. If that right is not 
there, we are not even a municipality. A 
municipality has more power perhaps. Sir, 
this is the test. 

You  have  expelled  the former 
Prime Minister from the Lok Sabha and sent 
her to the jail, and the present Prime Minister 
would not allow even the allegations against 
his son to be seen by his colleagues. 

SHRI MANUBHAI PATEL: It was 
established by the Privileges Committee. 
Would you compare it with that. Should a 
Member like you compare it with that case? 
It was established by the Privileges Com-
mittee. 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: I am not going 
into the analogy. The world will see. The 
world has listen to Mr. Morarji Desai's 
speech. I am not going into the merits or the 
demerits of the case. You all know our views. 
Here in India parliamentary democracy is so 
wonderfully functioning that for certain 
things done in 1974, the person who had been 
for 11 years the Prime Minister of the country 
and happens to be the leader of the main party 
the first opposition party in Parliament, has 
been sent to the jail, and her membership 
taken away, punishing the Chikmagalur 
constituency, but exactly at the same point of 
time the present Prime Minister would not 
like the allegations against his son to be seen, 
examined, by his colleagues in the other 
House. 

SHRI MANUBHAI PATEL: This is 
fallacious, fallacious of logic. In one case the 
Committee has established it. In the case it 
has already been established. Mr. Bhupesh, in 
one case, it  has  already been  established     
by 
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[Shri Manubhai  Patel] 
the Privileges Committee.    That has been 
established. 4 P.M. 

Now, here the Prime Minister has already 
announced that any charge levelled against 
his son should be brought before the Chief 
Justice of the Supreme Court. (Interruptions) 
Thereafter, even Mr. Salve or you, Mr. 
Bhupesh Gupta, had no courage to bring even 
one charge out of those 34 charges before the 
Chief Justice. Now, how do you compare 
these two cases? Only when you bring it and 
there is a prima facie case and it is proved, 
then it comes before the House and then the 
House goes into action. But you by a fallacy 
of logic are trying conveniently to skip one 
step and trying to jump to the next step. 
(Interruptions) Here you are intelligently 
trying to compare these two, thereby trying to 
instigate the Congress  (I).    Very convenient. 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA; Sir, I have 
listened to his point of order. If the movement 
of his hands, if the movements of his fingers 
is relevant, I say, he should be sent to some 
dancing institution. Sir, I thought he was a 
Tbetter interrupter, 

SHRI MANUBHAI PATEL: No 
question of    interrupting.   You    are 
misleading. 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA; When I was 
interrupting . . . (Interruption) sitting   also   
you   interrupt? 

SHRI MANUBHAI PATEL: No. It is a 
question of interpretation. 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: I say, this is not 
the issue. I am just saying how it would I00V 
to the world, how it would look t0 the people, 
because this is, I say, a political and mora; 
matter." A person who moves a resolution for 
sending a former Prime Minister, his 
immediate predecessor, to jail arid for 
expelling her, does not dare  come  out  on  
his   own and  say 

"Yes, I give, the things to the committee; let 
the committee see it". Is it moral? Mr. Morarji 
Desai's friends say that he has got moral 
vitality. Where is it now? If I were Morarji 
Desai I would have not only given this thing 
to the committee, but I would have said '"fill 
the committee finds it out, I will not hold any 
high public office". I would have said that. 
Why does he not do so? Sir, imagine what 
Gandhiji would have said. The name of 
Gandhiji is taken. I have seen Jawaharlal 
Nehru here. My friend says "Oh, Mr. Morarji 
Desai is agreeing to send your letter to the 
Chief Justice", as if we cannot write to the 
Chief Justice also. He may not open the letter. 
That is not the issue. The issue is whether 
Parliament has the right collectively. And 
now, collective wisdom. (Interruptions). Sir, 
you cannot run with the hare and hunt with 
the hound. In the other House, It is collective 
wisdom by majority— collective wisdom 
through certain processes, as Mr. Morarji 
Desai has said. In this House, collective 
wisdom   is   inoperative.     Wonderful! 

SHRI YOGENDRA MAKWANA: Double 
standard of Mr. Morarji Desai. 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: Sir, what shall 
I say? Never have I experienced such a thing 
in the House. And they are doing it because 
they know, they do not have majority to 
protect corruption. If they had the majority to 
protect corruption- in this House, Mr. Advani 
would have said, "All right, we shall go into 
it." I know his weakness. Your weakness is 
numbers. Admit it. Sir, what have we been 
treated to? Every day we heard that some 
statement will be made. Yesterday i heard 
that the former Home Minister would make a 
statement at 12 o'clock in the Lok Sabha 
today in which, one of his lieutenants told me, 
Kantibhai would be mentioned 

SHRI KALP NATH RAI- Thirty-one 
pages. 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: I say, I do not 
believe, what Mr. Charan Singh 
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says because he changes his views now and 
then depending on the fluctuations in his party. 
Sir, we hear today that no statement will be 
made. Yesterday we heard that '• it would be 
made. They cannot make a statement, they dare 
not make a statement in their own house, 
Therefore, this is what I say; the whole thing is 
abnormal, obnoxious: a gentleman being given 
a purse of Rs. 1 crore on the sammelar. day. Of 
course, all this is against Mr. Morarji Desai. 
Somebody's wife has got—I do not know the 
weight of the women— Rs 9 lakhs against her 
weight. Such things are happening. What have 
you brought this country to? I should like to 
know it. Mr. Advani dare not do anything 
because the power game is there. I know of 
honourable Members sitting there, including 
my good interrupter; they are honourable men, 
yes. But the trouble is you are doing the same 
mistake that was committed in the past. Why 
don't you utter a word against Kanti Desai? 
Why don't you say a thing against him? 
Therefore, I demand .   .   . 

SHRI MANUBHAI PATEL: Why cannot 
you bring your charges before the Chief 
Justice? 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: No. no, that is 
not the point. Mr. Advani says the 
Government i? responsible to the Lower 
House. For his existence and continuing in 
office the Government is responsible. But 
the Government is equally responsible to this 
House also. That must be realised. No 
argument is needed for that. May I. 
therefore, appeal finally to our good 
Chairman, Mr. Jatti, through you,.to our 
good Chairman for whom- I have got per-
sonal regard, let him come tomorrow, te.'l- 
us that all that we have been doing is wrong 
and therefore he will not allow any 
difcussion; alternatively, let him say,, since, 
th^re is no. other Government business, this 
matter be taken up and let the controversy be 
over "once and for all- If he would not like 
to say that, let him say, having sensed the 
HouSe, I allow the resolution t0 be moved, 
that this be taken: up for 

discussion; he can do so with the sanction of 
the House.    This is    the    only thing left 
now.    This is the only thing honourable to be 
done by the Chair.   I would not like the 
Chairman's position to be viewed by the 
people as if it has become a Ministry.    I 
would not like that.     I  would not   like  the    
Chairman's office to be viewed that way,, to 
be buffeted and auctioned in the same way, 
and an impression created  that perhaps it has 
more affection of the Chair   than   concern   
for   Members  of thl House that had led the 
Chairman either to remain silent or to deny the 
Opposition, the majority of the Members—I   
will not say  Opposition,  the majority of the 
Members—their right of  exercising their 
collective wisdom in    a    matter    of    this    
importance. Therefore, I put this moral and 
political   issue   before  the   conscience  of 
the  Chair  and  let  the  Chair  riie  to the 
occasion. 

 

"the Council of Ministers shall be 
colllectively responsible to the House of 
the people". 
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SHRI GHANSHYAMBHAI OZA: He is 
not a Member. But Mr. George Fernandes is a 
Member as well as a Minister. 
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SHRI GHANSHYAMBHAI OZA: I do not 
defend Shri Kanti Desai. But here it was a 
matter of privilege. You are mixing up. 

SHRI BUDHA PRIYA MAURYA: Do 
not mix up. 

SHRI GHANSHYAMBHAI OZA: You are 
mixing up, Mr. Maurya, not I. 

 
SHRI LAL, K. ADVANI: Sir, I would not 

be proper for us to comment on the decision 
of the other House. 

He is not a Member.

(Interruptions)

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: That wi)'l have 
t0 wait for the Seventh Lok Sabha. 
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MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Yes, it is not 

proper, 

SHRI LAL K. ADVANI: It is absolutely 
improper on the part of any Member of this 
House to comment on the decision of the 
other House. 
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SHRI A. R. ANTULAY (Maharashtra): Mr. 
Deputy Chairman, Sir, I would like to draw 
your attention and the attention of the House 
to two articles of the Constitution and I shall 
not waste the time of the House in interpreting 
them. We have been discussing too much of 
the rules made under Article 118. Mr. Deputy 
Chairman, Sir, when the rules fail, we should 
go back to the constitutional book which 
ultimately is superior to any other books in the 
country. If we refer to Article 100(1), it reads 
thus: 

"Save as otherwise provided in this 
Constitution, all questions at any sitting of 
either House or joint sitting of the Houses 
shall be determined by a majority of votes 
of the members present and voting, other 
than the Speaker or person acting as 
Chairman or Speaker.'' 

Article 118(1) reads thus: 

"Each House of Parliament may make 
rules for regulating, subject to the 
provisions of this Constitution, its 
procedure and the conduct of its business." 

Now, Article 118 gives authority for making 
all the rules which have been quoted often with 
regard to the conduct of business. When the rules 
fail, as they have failed now because the Business 
Advisory Committee has not been in a position to 
transact the business of the majority, the hon. 
Chairman should fall back on the constitutional 
article, i.e. Article 100(1), It is the main articlle 
and not a subsidiary article like Article 118 which 
delegates the power to some other authority on 
behalf of the House. Therefore, Mr. Deputy 
Chairman, Sir, I would only i urge upon you that 
under Article 100(1) j of this Constitution, this 
question be posed to the House and let the House 
by majority, decide. The Constitution makers did 
not envisage any deadlock as we have been 
experiencing during the past 8 or 10 days. This 
article 100(1) is precisely the article inserted in 
the Constitution to resolve such a deadlock. 
Therefore, when the constitutional article is clear 
that the question should be put whether this 
House wants to discuss the motion submitted by 
Mr. Bhupesh Gupta and Mr. Bipin-pal Das and 
those who are in favour will say 'aye' and those 
who are against it will say 'no> and the result will 
be the result as contemplated under the 
Constitution. No Business Advisory Committee 
can over-rule this article of the Constitution 
which is supreme. Therefore, in all humility, Mr. 
Deputy Chairman, Sir, I would say that nobody is 
obstructing the business of the House. The 
majority wants that the constitutional article 
should take effect and if the Treasury Benches, 
simply 1 because they are in Government, do not 
want the article of the Constitution to be effective 
and fruitful, then, I think, Mr. Deputy Chairman, 
Sir, it is here that you, from your august Chair, 
should step in to regulate the business 
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of the House. The first thing, after the 
Question Hour tomorrow, should be the 
motion submitted by Mr. Bhupesh Gupta and 
Mr. Bipinpal Das and the moment the decision 
of the House is given on that motion by a 
majority, as contemplated under the article of 
the Constitution, let the Committee be 
appointed as contemplated in that Resolution 
itself. Therefore, let us not waste this session 
so far as this committee is concerned. Sir, I 
would only make an obervation before I 
resume my seat. I do not want to repeat it. But, 
unfortunately, the Leader of the House was not 
here then. Without repeating the argument, I 
would only say this. If the Lower House is 
sovereign and if the sovereignty was claimed, 
how is it that this Upper House is not even 
allowed to transact its own business under the 
Constitution? And if the Government is 
obstructing the business of the House, it is the 
Government which is to be held responsible 
not only by this generation but by the posterity 
also. Mr. Deputy Chairman, Sir, I will urge 
that whatever the Treasury Benches may feel 
about a point or two, the Constitution can 
never be allowed to be bypassed simply by the 
governmental machinery as it is being done 
today and at their convenience. Therefore, I 
would only request the Chair to kindly help to 
give effect to article 100(1) which is enshrined 
in the Constitution precisely foreseeing, 
perhaps, a situation as has arisen for the past 
one week or ten days and to come out of it. I 
would only draw the attention of the hon. 
Leader of the House to article 100(1) and urge 
him to read it again, and if he can get some 
Tight out of that article, I think, he should go 
in the light of that article itself in order to see 
that a constitutional break-down does not take 
place, so far as this Government is concerned, 
in the Upper House, at the hands of the 
Government itself. Thank you. 

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Shri Shiva 
Chandra Jha. 

SHRI R- NARASIMHA REDDY (Andhra 
Pradesh): Mr. Deputy Chairman, Sir... 

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: He is 
wanting to speak for a long time. Let him 
speak. 

SHRI R. NARASIMHA REDDY: I Will 
take just a few minutes, sir. 

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Let him 
speak. 
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SHRI R. NARASIMHA REDDY: Mr. 
Deputy Chairman, Sir, this problem, in my 
view, is a very important one which involves 
a fundamental principle of parliamentary 
democracy, as I understand. Sir, in the parlia-
mentary democracy, in the system of 
parliamentary democracy established, in our 
Constitution, in all the Articles there is one 
fundamental aspect, and that is, the three 
wings in the Government, the legislature, the 
executive and the judiciary, are independent 
in their respective sphere. Sir, always in the 
history of the countries and nations, we have 
seen that the executive encroaches upon the 
regime of the judiciary and the regime of the 
legislature. That is the first step. Sir. in this 
question, the problem is not what motion is 
discussed and whether the motion is discusesd 
thoroughly or not. The important question is 
whether the view of the legislature-whatever 
it is—can be stultified by the legislature. This 
is the most important question. In our system, 
the practice is that the Leader of the House is 
also a Cabinet Minister.   He 

has a dual role. As a Cabinet Minister, he is 
part of the executive and as Leader of the 
House, he is not a part of the eexcutive. As 
Leader of the House, he has to reflect the 
opinion of the House. He cannot bring in his 
position as a Minister, as a representative of 
the Government. Sir, my understanding of 
Parliamentary democracy is, as the Leader of 
the House, he must take the opinion of the 
House. Whatever is the Government's opinion, 
it is irrelevant to this matter. Here, it is the 
Chairman and the Deputy Chairman who are 
the custodians of the House. Whether I like a 
motion or not, whatever may be my likes and 
dislikes, when the majority of the Members of 
the House wants a discussion on the motion, 
the Government has no right to say 'No' to it. 
Sir, I am mentioning this not in regard to this 
particular issue alone. am mentioning this for 
future. The future of democracy will not be 
safe if the executive is permi— ted to 
encroach upon the rights of the legislature. 
This is the basic point which I would like to 
make. When this issue arises, it is the duty of 
the Chair, it is the right of the Chair, to just 
ask the Leader of the House whether he is 
willing to have this motion discussed. 

SHRI SUNDER SINGH BHANDARI:    
He has already said so. 

SHRI R. NARASIMHA REDDY: j Please 
listen. The Chair should ask j the Leader of the 
House whether he is willing or not. He must take 
the opinion of the House and decide on the time, 
the date and the duration. My friend has quoted 
the relevant article of the Constitution. 

SHRI    SUNDER    SINGH    BHAN-
DARI:     The Committee has stopped 1 the 
Chairman from doing so. 

SHRI R. NARASIMHA REDDY: I am 
putting my point of view, Mr. Bhandari. 

SHRI YOGENDRA MAKWANA: Why 
are you perturbed, Mr. Bhandari? Is it not 
palatable to you? Kindly hear him. 
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SHRI    R. NARASIMHA    REDDY: In my 
view, Sir,    in   the   interest of Parliamentary 
democracy, just as we have to protect   the 
independence of the judiciary,  we will also 
have the protect  to  independence  of     legisla-
ture.     Sir,  there  is  a  lacuna  in  our practice.    
I had long     ago     thought about it.    There    
is a lacuna in our practice,      in      our      
Parliamentary democracy     which, perhaps,,     
we wil will      have   to      rectify.     In      my 
opinion, the    Leader    of    the   House should 
be elected by the House.    He cannot be a 
member of the executive. Unless    the   
Legislative leadership is separated from the  
executive leadership, the danger of the 
executive encroaching  upon  the    legislature  
will always be there.    Therefore,  I would like 
to bring a Consti ution  (Amendment)   Bill, 
with particular reference to this, whereby the 
legislative leadership acts independently of the 
executive leadership.    The executive must 
come to the legislative leadership for the 
Business and the legislative leadership will 
accept the Business in consonance with the 
wishes of the House. This is not in regard to this 
particular point    alone.    I   would   request   
the Leader of the House to consider this aspect, 
the basic and fundamental aspect of 
Parliamentary democracy, and agree to a 
discussion.    A lot of discussion has already 
taken place.    In my opinion,    only   two   
hours or an hour is enough for this motion.   It 
can be done and if   the   Leader   of   the House 
is not willing, the Chair must decide by 
tomorrow and have a discussion. 

 
DR. RAFIQ ZAKARIA (Maharashtra) : Sir, 

those of Us who are anxious that this House 
should function are tired of what is going on 
in the House from day to day. We are really at 
a loss to know how this deadlock can be 
resolved. I would like the Minister of State for 
Parliamentary Affairs not 

to leave the House as there is something to 
which I would like to draw his attention. I 
want to follow the rules though I find that 
the rules are of such a contradictory nature 
that we are not able to resolve the deadlock. 
Sir, my friend Shri Dinesh Goswami has 
raised the objection that the other day you 
gave a ruling that what the Minister of the 
State was stating at that time... 

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN:    I have 
clarified the position.   Please be brief. 

DR. RAFIQ ZAKARIA:    I want to give my 
opinion about it, that what the Minister of State 
for Parliamentary Affairs was stating at that 
time was an announcement by the Government 
and it was not binding on the House.    I   
respectfully      submit,   Sir that that is a correct 
ruling in accordance    with    the rules.   I admit 
that ,    under rule 23 the Government business  
shall  have  precedence  and  the I    Secretary 
shall arrange that business I    in such an order    
as   the   Chairman after consultation with the 
Leader of the Council may determine.    Sir, the 
business of the House is again dependent on rule 
35, under which, as you know, the House has to 
agree.   It can be that ti the past no formal 
decision of the House was taken because, as I j    
said, at that time    it    was presumed |    that 
when the   Chairman   announced the agenda as 
approved by the Busi-!    ness Advisory 
Committee, it was taken for granted that the 
House had agreed. In this case, Sir, the Business 
Advisory Committee      itself has not    approv-
ed, at least, the time of the business— I will go 
strictly by rules—nor    did the Chairman make     
any announcement in the House and still the 
Secretary-General  has  listed  the business. The 
Secretary-General will   rely   on rule 23, but Sir, 
the irregularity that has arisen is because of rule 
35 which requires that the House has to approve 
at least the allocation of time.    Now the 
Government business    has    come i    before 
us.   Even though it is announced by the 
Minister of the State for 
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[Dr. Rafiq Zakaria] Parliamentary Affairs 
and is listed in the agenda papers, the House 
has refused to allot any time to it. This is the 
situation which perhaps the rule makers at that 
time did not visualise, but that situation has 
arisen now. Today, the situation is that the 
Government business has come to us. Another 
situation is that the Business Advisory 
Committee has allotted no time to it and the 
third situation is that the House has not agreed 
with any report of the Business Advisory 
Committee, because there is no such report 
before the House. Now in such a situation 
how is the House to function? The 
Government is blaming the opposition. The 
opposition is blaming the Government. But, 
Sir, the deadlock has been created as a result 
of the lack of cooperation and understanding 
on the part of both the sides. The Government 
is apparently now determined that under no 
circumstances, either the motion of Mr. 
Bhupesh Gupta or the motion of Shri Bipinpal 
Dao, are they prepared to discuss. Therefore, 
the question arises, what is to be done. 

Now, Sir, 1 find that in every rule there is 
the restriction as far as the functioning of the 
House is concerned by saying that the consent 
of the Chairman or the approval of the 
Chairman is necessary. And the Chairman, Sir, 
leaves right at the crucial time. The House puts 
you in charge and I do not find any respon-
sibility being cast, under the rules, on thj 
Deputy Chairman. I do not know w:iat you are 
going to do. Therefore, if this House is to 
function, particularly when the Congress (I) 
opposition has made it clear—I am quoting 
th.» Leader of the Opposition—that unless Mr. 
Bhupesh Gupta's or Mr. Bisinpal Das's motion 
is included there will be no business of the 
House, either you give the consent under the 
ru'es so that the House may decide what is to 
be done, or you better sort of tell the 
Government that it is not possible for this 
House to function, pay in and day out the same 
issue is being discussed.    Day in and day 

out hours are being taken on going over the 
same point ad nauseam, which is also a little 
tiring. I do not know why the Government is 
not facing the situation. Some of the Members 
on the other side have seen the gravity of the 
situation and they have said: "All right, 
heavens are not going to fall". Now the 
argument that is made is because the Motion 
was discussed last time, why should it be 
discussed again here? I will humbly submit to 
the Members of the Janata Party to see what 
happened to that Motion. That Motion of Mr. 
Bhupesh Gupta wanted the appointment of a 
Committee to be nominated by the Chairman. 
Nobody visualised at that time that there also 
a deadlock like this would be created—that 
despite the fact that the House passed the 
Motion, on some technical ground it would 
not be acted upon. Had it been acted upon, this 
situation would not have arisen. Because it 
was not acted upon, therefore this situation 
has arisen. May be it was because the 
Chairman refused to nominate the Committee. 
The Chairman said that it would be 
infructuous for him to appoint the Committee 
because the Government said that it would not 
cooperate. That being the situation, again the 
same issue has come up as a result of the 
frustration that was caused because of what 
happened in the last Session. 

Now, Sir, the position being what it is on 
either side, if we are only to go on discussing 
this question day in and day out whether it 
should be discussed or whether it should not 
be discussed, then I think it is unfair not only 
to all of us but it is unfair also to the people of 
India who are paying for our functioning. And 
we are being made to look so ridiculous that 
we cannot resolve this ordinary dispute. 
Therefore, Sir, what I feel is that the 
Chairman will now have to take courage in 
both hands. He will have to make up his mind 
whether he will give his consent or not, 
because if he does not give his consent, the 
rules being  what  they  are,   I  don't  think 
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we can go back on this. This deadlock will 
perpetuate and if this deadlock is going to be 
perpetuated) then no amount of speeches on 
either side are going to help us. 

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: The hon. 
Minister for Tourism and Civil Aviation 
wants to make a statement on the hijacking. 
As the time is short, I will request him to lay 
it on the Table of the House. 

STATEFENT BY MINISTER 

Hijacking of Indian Airline Plane on Flight 
from Luc know to Delhi 

THE MINISTER OF TOURISM AND 
CIVIL AVIATION (SHRI PURUSHOTTAM 
KAUSHIK): Sir, I beg to lay on the Table a 
statement on the hijacking of an IA plane on 
its flight from Lucknow to Delhi. [Placed in 
Library. See No. LT-       J 

SHRI BIPINPAL DAS (Assam): I rise on 
a point of order. 

SHRI BUDDHA PRIYA MAURYA 
(Andhra Pradesh): Provided we shall be 
allowed to put questions, if it has something  
misguiding. 

DR. RAFIQ ZAKARIA (Maharashtra): 
This is what happens . . . (Interruptions) 

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: I am not 
adjourning the House. I have told him to lay it 
on the Table of the House. I am clarifying. He 
has put it here. He would not read it; it will  
be  circulated  to  hon.   Members. 

RE. BUSINESS  OF    THE    HOUSE—
Contd. 

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: The 
discussion on this matter is now over. 

Some points have been raised by Shri 
Goswami and other Members regarding the 
List of Business and how it was prepared. 
Other Members have also raised it today and 
earlier 

also  and  I  believe sbme sort of explanation i 
 
 
 
 

 due to the House. 

On Friday, the 15th December, 1978, when 
Government Business for the week 
commencing 18th December, 1978 was 
announced, certain points were raised. I had 
then observed that the Business Advisory 
Committee had not allocated any time for the 
new Government Business that was expected 
to be taken during the week. As regards the 
announcement itself, I had said that it was 
merely in expression of the Government's 
intention to place the Business before the 
House. It is true, as stated by me in the House 
on 15-12-1978, that the Business Advisory 
Committee had not allotted time for 
discussion of the Business placed before it by 
the Government on that day. However, the 
List of Business has been prepared and 
circulated to the Members, and rightly so, 
under rule 23 read with rule 29 of our Rules 
of Procedure. No irregularity has been 
committed in the preparation of the said list. I 
will read out rule 23, part of it: 

"On days allotted for the transaction of 
Government business that business shall 
have precedence and the Secretary shall 
arrange that business in such order as the 
Chairman after consultation with the 
Leader of the Council may determine:" 

There are two definite set of rules for the 
allocation of business by the Business 
Advisory Committee, and another set of rules 
for the preparation of the List of Business. 
Now, Members probably see some sort of 
contradiction or lack of reconciliation 
between the two sets of rules. All I can say is 
that when the rules were framed the type of 
situation that has arisen was, probably, not 
contemplated. But that does not mean that the 
List of Business has not been properly 
prepared. As I said earlier, it has been 
properly prepared. 

Now.  as regards      rule  172  many 
Members wanted.".. 


