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SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: Yes, seven is 
equal to seven and zero jLs equal to zero. 

SHRI A. B. VAJPAYEE: But can there be 
parity between the aggressor and the 
aggressed? The Chinese forces are nearby and 
we have been pushed from that area. We 
wanted to have check posts but the   .   .   . 

MR. CHAIRMAN: I do not want to discuss 
it and I do not want you to discuss it now. 

SHRI A. B. VAJPAYEE: I can understand 
Mr. Bhupesh Gupta putting a different 
interpretation on what the late Prime Minister 
had said. But we on this side of the House feel 
that   .   .   . 

SHRI FARIDUL HAQ ANSARI (Uttar 
Pradesh): He may put any interpretation he 
likes. 

MR. CHAIRMAN: It is very simple. The 
Government of India, the Minister has stated, 
is not committed to anything. An exploratory 
enquiry was made on the basis of equality at 
zero. There is a proposal that there should be 
no force, Indian or Chinese. There is such a 
thing as equality at the level of zero. She 
suggested "If It is zero, would you agree?" 
They said: "If the proposal comes, we shall 
consider it." That is the position. That is the 
end of it. Thank you. 

MOTION REGARDING  RULES FOR 
REGULATING  THE  PROCEDUREAND   

CONDUCT   OF   BUSINESS IN THE 
RAJYA SABHA —contd. 

MR. CHAIRMAN: We shall now proceed 
to the discussion of the Rules Shri Bhupesh 
Gupta. 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA (West Bengal): 
Mr. Chairman, this is a good occasion that 
after so many years, nearly twelve years, we 
are today discussing the draft Rules which 
should have been discussed much earlier  
because   the  Constitution   en- 

joined upon us to frame Rules of this House 
and by implication give up whatever we 
thought should be given up of the old rules 
which we had inherited from the British 
Parliamentary system superimposed in our 
country. This is a task which had been long 
delayed but it is better late than never. It does 
not speak well of our parliamentary and public 
affairs that a free Parliament and a free country 
took so many years even to formulate its own 
rules and had to live on for twelve years—and 
no less—on what had been handed out to it by 
a foreign system. In this matter we can have a 
little consolation in competitive spirit when we 
know that we are in the lead and the other 
House has not even done that yet. I think the 
other House will benefit by our collective 
endeavours. 

SHRI A. B. VAJPAYEE; They have already 
done it. 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: No, they have 
not done it yet. He comes fr*m the other 
House. The law has not yet been  passed.   
Now   ... 

SHRI A. B. VAJPAYEE: I am more 
informed. 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: Yes, he is; 
sometimes he is not. He forgot the Prime  
Minister's   speech  just  now. 

We are now doing it. Naturally,, this is the 
only occasion when we can discuss this matter 
and go deeper into the question, analyse tibe 
problems of the parliamentary system and its-
functioning, venture to give our suggestion 
and see where we stand and how we should 
modify. 

Sir, at the very outset I would like to make 
some preliminary observations. Whatever the 
rules are, the success of a parliamentary 
system lies naturally in the success of 
democracy and democratic institutions. We 
are not to have a glorified institution, a 
cloistered body to function as if we are out of 
touch with the world and make good of it, a 
success of it. No, it is possible for us to give a 
good account of  ourselves only  if outside, 
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[Shri Bhupesh Gupta.] 
in the larger context of our national policy, 
democracy thrives and is encouraged, 
expanded and deepended in all spheres of life. 
Naturally, when that happens, it is reflected in 
this House. That is number one. Point number 
two in this connection is, howsoever we may 
have come here to this House, ultimately our 
loyalty is to the people who are faced with 
deep social conflicts in which the positive 
forces seek social justice and resolve their 
struggle and conflict in their own way. In a 
country like ours, naturally a parliamentary 
system, in order to be a success and make an 
impact on the people of the country, must take 
into account the yearnings and strivings of the 
millions of the toiling people and what is 
happening outside must be duly reflected from 
the standpoint not of the propertied classes, 
the privileged ones, but from the standpoint of 
the exploited classes and the underprivileged. 
This , is very essential. Those who think that 
they can make a parliamentary institution 
succeed or flourish in this sphere without any 
reference to what is happening outside would 
come to grief because that cannot happen; 
either we go forward or we stand still 
ultimately to go down. There is no possibility 
of marking time for any length of time. 

As I spsak today, naturally once again my 
mind is crowded with many things that we had 
experienced in the past twelve years. I should be 
failing in my duty if one important fact I did not 
mention, which has been healthy, positive, 
constructive, inspiring and that is the role the 
late Prime Minister played in sustaining our par-
liamentary institution. It is a matter of great 
tragedy today that when we are formulating the 
Rules, when we shall be recalling the 
contribution he made in this sphere, he is no 
more with us. I think we shall be living up to the 
traditions he wanted to set up as far as 
parliamentary democracy is concerned, 
naturally within the four corners of the social 
system in which J we live.   Well,  he will not  be 
here   I 

today   with  us;  he  is  not  here.   Mr. 
Chairman, that is a great tragedy . . . 

. SHRI N. M. ANWAR (Madras): Sir, it would 
be much better, infinitely better, if we were to 
call the late Prime Minister as the first Prime 
Minister of India. 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: Whichever way 
you like, he is only one Prime Minister; others 
will not take his place. They will be there. 
Prime Ministers will come and go but there 
will be very few like him. He stands a 
category by himself. That is the position 
today. I say this thing because we know that 
within our own experience occasions arose 
when the parliamentary system was 
challenged right in Parliament itself. I remem-
ber what happened when General Thimmayya 
behaved in a particular way when he was the 
Chief of the Army Staff. Actually he made a 
challenge to the Parliamentary system and 
there came the Prime Minister the next day to 
pull up the Army Chief and declare the 
supremacy of Parliament. When the Radio 
carried this news to all parts of the country, 
people felt relieved. Parliament had known, 
because of the intervention of the Prime 
Minister, how to defend its honour and dignity 
when it was challenged by one who was the 
Army Chief. This is there in the proceedings 
and you can read it. I think it will be part of 
our constitutional and parliamentary history 
how, in that crucial moment, when actually 
one General threw a big challenge in order to 
assert the supremacy of the Army over the 
Minister or the Cabinet, the Cabinet prevailed 
and the dignity of Parliament  was  
maintained. 

SHRI M. RUTHNASWAMY (Madras) : 
May I know how the Army Chief challenged 
the supremacy of Parliament, in what way? 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: The hon. 
Member was not here. I shall present him 
with a copy of the Lok Sabha proceedings and 
he will know by reading    the debates   how it 
was 



 

challenged and how the Prime Minister met 
that challenge. You may not think go but   .    
.    . 

SHRI A. B. VAJPAYEE: This is very unfair 
to General Thimmayya to say that he wanted 
to challenge the supremacy of Parliament. Is 
there any evidence to show that General 
TTrmmayya wanted to challenge the 
supremacy of Parliament? 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: Absolutely.* It 
is in the proceedings. 

SHRI A. B. VAJPAYEE: I was present 
then. I was a Member of the Lok Sabha   .    .   
. 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: I know you 
Were a Member of the Lok Sabha then. How 
can you understand it because you took 
Thimmayya's side there? 

SHRI A. B. VAJPAYEE:    No.    One 
more insinuation, Sir, I do not take sides so 
far as the military is concerned. 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: My friend, sit 
down. My friend, Mr. Vajpayee, should know 
that I shall not deal with things like that 
unless   .   .   . 

MR. CHAIRMAN: Mr. Gupta, you make 
the point you were making. 

SHRI FARIDUL HAQ ANSARI (Uttar 
Pradesh): How is all this relevant to a 
discussion of the draft Rules? 

SHRI N. M. ANWAR: I think he has made 
ah explosive statement. I do not think General 
Thimmayya ever challenged the supremacy of 
Parliament. 

MR. CHAIRMAN: That is not the point he 
has been making. He was tracing out the role 
of the late Prime Minister in the strengthening 
of Parliamentary institutions. 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: You can read the 
proceedings; you can read the   newspaper   
comments.   It is not 

something which is not known.    Every word 
has been uttered. 

(Interruptions) 

MR. CHAIRMAN: Mr. Bhupesh Gupta, 
you now go ahead. 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: But I don't yield 
when these interruptions are made. These are 
political interruptions. 

SHRI A. B. VAJPAYEE: You are making a 
political speech. 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: I shall make a 
political speech. 

SHRI A. B. VAJPAYEE: Then you must be 
prepared to meet political interruptions. 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: I am fully 
prepared; I am a hundred and ten per cent 
prepared to meet interruptions and I am very 
glad that Mr. Vajpayee has made it because I 
know that he is a consistent fighter for.    .    . 

SHRI A, B. VAJPAYEE: Sir, On a point of 
order. Is it open for a Member to say that one 
particular General who is retired and who is 
not present here in the House wanted to 
challenge the supremacy of' Parliament? 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: Absolutely. 
(Interruptions). There was another General 
who said that the Communists should be shot. 
I can relate one after another many instances. 

SHRI M. RUTHNASWAMY: But why does 
not he tell us how he challenged the 
supremacy of Parliament? 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: You read the 
proceedings. 

MR. CHAIRMAN: Mr. Bhupesh Gupta, 
you might leave it at that and go ahead. 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA; Sir, that is my 
fear. When we criticise the Generals so many 
democrats get uix Well, have you nor read in 
the newspaper that one former General Gene-
ral  Cariappa—said  that  the  Commu- 
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nists should be shot? Is it done in a 
democracy? I would like to know that. 

SHRI M. GOVINDA REDDY (Mysore) : 
May I humbly submit that this has nothing to 
do with the Rules of Procedure?    It is 
entirely irrelevant. 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: It is quite 
relevant because we are concerned here with 
the system of parliamentary democracy. 

MR. CHAIRMAN: Tt is relevant so far as 
democratic procedure is concerned but it is 
not relevant to bring forward individual cases. 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: I say that 
parliamentary democracy should be 
maintained when it ig a question of Rules of 
Procedure. I have only said that and I do not 
know why there should be these interruptions. 
You can ask questions and I can answer them.   
If I am wrong, correct it. 

SHRI M. RUTHNASWAMY: But you have 
not answered my question. 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA; You will never 
understand. 

SHRI M. RUTHNASWAMY: You tell us 
how General Thimmayya challenged the 
supremacy of Parliament. 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA; Then I would 
come to the former Governor-General. 

MR. CHAIRMAN: I would advise you to 
proceed further with your speech. 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: Why don't you 
ask them? 

MR. CHAIRMAN: Because you take twice 
the time they take for every interruption. 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA; Anyhow I do not 
know why . . . (Interruptions) We will have to 
mention Generals in future very much. All 
right, I would not mention any more. I am a 
civil-minded person; I am a very civil-minded 
man.    Therefore I    say 

that there are some    military-minded men.   
My friend is .here. 

SHRI A. B. VAJPAYEE: That is the 
reverse. 

MR. CHAIRMAN: Let him get over it and 
proceed. 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: Mr. Chairman, 
Sir, let me come to i the other aspect of it. It 
seems people are touchy about Generals, 
rather touchy about Ihings being said about 
Generals. 

MR. CHAIRMAN: Say something about 
politicians. 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: I was saying that 
when Generals become politicians it is better to 
talk about Generals before we talk about 
politicians. As far  as  the  Rules    are concerned, 
everybody    has said    that we    must strengthen 
parliamentary   institutions. The functions of the 
House are based not very much on rules but on 
traditions.   I    agree; and   we are in   the midst 
of creating traditions and conventions. In my 
view four factors have to be borne in mind in this 
connection. They  are:   (1)   Relation between 
the Members in    general and    the Chair. By 
Chair I do not mean you, Sir, but the Chair as an 
institution.    (2) Relations between the Members 
and the Government.    (3)  Relations    between 
the Government   and the   Opposition and  (4)   
Attitude of the Chair to the Opposition.   These  
are   the  four  pillars  on which  parliamentary  
institutions    stand.   If any    of these    goes 
wrong or gets distorted, what suffers is not the 
mutual equation of relations but what suffers is 
the parliamentary institution itself.   Naturally    
whether they are rules or traditions and con-
ventions, they   should be so   shaped, guided,  
nurtured  and  cultivated  that all   these   
relations   develop    into   a synthesised    
collective     force    which serves the    cause of 
the   people, the cause Of the country and carries 
the parliamentary    institutions    forward. Now, 
Mr. Chairman, when I refer to the Chair, I do not 
have any particu- 
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lar Chair in mind. It is with the Chair as an 
institution that we are concerned when we talk 
about the Rules. 01 the four factors I men-
tioned, two factors in my view are particularly 
important; one is the attitude of the Treasury 
Benches towards parliamentary institutions—I 
am glad Mr, Chagla is here and I should like 
him to take note of this— and secondly the 
role of the Chair. These are two important 
factors. The Chair is the supreme head, almost 
sovereign in the House. His word is the final 
word and therefore he can make or unmake 
the institution. He could nurture it; he could 
develop it or he could distort it and pervert it. 
It all depends on how the Chair acts. In a 
politically democratic set-up the function of 
the Chair naturally would be to see that 
democracy is strengthened. Within the 
precincts of Parliament, within the four 
corners of Parliament, when we function, the 
Chair is sovereign and so a great 
responsibility devolves on the Chair as to how 
the matters are handled because if somebody 
goes wrong in the country we can go to the 
High Court and the Supreme Court. We have 
the writ of mandamus, the writ of certiorari 
and other things but we cannot do anything in 
respect of the Chairman  or the Speaker. 

SHRI G. RAMACHANDRAN: Since these 
brilliant points that ray hon. friend is 
mentioning are known to every school boy, 
can we not expect him to say something more 
relevant to the Rules? 

MR. CHAIRMAN: He wants them to be 
known to Members of Parliament. 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: I know the hon. 
Member has got a difficulty. Because he has 
been a teacher for long he has that complex 
lest he should be treated as a school boy. I can 
understand that. Far be it from me   .   .   . 

SHRI G. RAMACHANDRAN: I was only 
suggesting that my hon. friend might have far 
more important things to tell us than telling us 
what everyone of us knows. 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: Sometimes it has 
to be said. Like Ram Dhun it is better to sing 
time and again; like the mantrams, Gita and 
so on; you read them again and again 
although you know them very well. So this is 
very important. I shall deal with every single 
chapter. I can tell -you that I was not dealing 
as if I was dealing with school boys. How can 
I when people like my grandfathers are here? 

SHRI FARIDUL HAQ ANSARI: Whom 
you do not treat as sensible enough. 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: No, no. He is a 
learned man and I have a great regard for him 
but sometimes even great men suffer from 
complexes; it is called a conditioned reflex. 
Therefore, Mr. Chairman^ this is very very 
important. In our Rules we find there is 
nothing there which really controls the Chair. 
There is a lot of rules by which the Chair con-
trols us but there are very.few things which 
control the Chair. Suppose the Chair says, 'I 
give this ruling; this point of order is invalid' 
well, that is the final word. If somebody said 
such a thing outside, I can take recourse to the 
Constitution and move the High Court or the 
Supreme Court Even the Prime Minister or 
the Government is not free from this but in 
respect of the Chair, I cannot do anything. 
Therefore I say that the Chair is the Sovereign 
here. I stress this point in order to bring home 
the other aspect, namely, the responsibility of 
the Chair in dealing with Parliament and 
conducting the affairs of Parliament because it 
is in his hands largely that Parliament grows. 

SHRI M. GOVINDA REDDY: Do you want 
to change that theory that 



 

[Shri M. Govinda Reddy.] Parliament is 
supreme and the Chair   j is supreme in 
Parliament? 

SHRI P. N. SAPRU: May I ask Mr. Bhupesh 
Gupta if it is not possible for us to bring a 
motion of no confidence against the Chair if 
we are dissatisfied with his rulings or opinions 
and whether that is not a way by which we can 
control the Chair? 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA:    That   is certainly 
provided for but we never do this thing.    
Scarcely do we do it. It is    something    which    
should    be avoided.   And there    should    be 
cooperation between all sides for such a thing.   
In fact as you know we do not take recourse to 
it.   I am saying all this because it is important 
in the content of   what we are    discussing. 
The role of the Chair is not written in  the  
Rules  in  so *nany words but everything 
depends on how the Chair handles them and 
applies them.   It is the    most     important    
thing.   Now, here  in    our country    generally 
the Speaker or the Chairman or the presiding 
officer is elected by the ruling Party    really.   
Their    nominee    gets elected   by reason    of 
the fact    that their Party is in the majority. 
Sometimes he is elected    with the agreement     
of     the     Opposition    Parties.. Sometimes it   
may not be   with the agreement  of the  
Opposition Parties. But once it is done, We 
expect that the functioning of the Chair should 
be always   absolutely    independent. That 
tradition is accepted in theory in our country,  
but I do not know whether in every Legislature 
it is accepted in practice    also.   But   then    
when   the Chair is elected in this manner, well 
he becomes vulnerable to all kinds of 
criticisms,    apprehensions    and   misgivings, 
more    especially when    it is made to look—
may   be he does   not mean it—that he is 
becoming a little partial to the Government or 
to this or that side.    Therefore, he functions 
under great difficulties.    There is no doubt 
about it.   But since he is elected  by the  ruling 
Party there is  an unfortunate presumption 
against him 

that he is liable to all kinds of pressures   .   .   
. 

HON. MEMBERS:  No, no. 

SHRI P. N. SAPRU: On a point of order, I 
strongly object to that expression. It is a 
reflection On the impartiality and integrity of 
the Chair.   He is not to tell the Chair. 

MR, CHAIRMAN: Mr. Gupta is only 
pointing out the mutuality of relationship 
between the Chair and the House. 

SHRI FARIDUL HAQ ANSARI: He has 
mentioned the Speaker of the Lok Sabha. 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: No, no. Speaker 
of an Assembly, Speaker of a Legislature. 

SHRI FARIDUL HAQ ANSARI: Rajya 
Sabha also. 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA; N*. HO. I say 
this theoretically. 

MR. CHAIRMAN: You please carry on. 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: Absolutely I 
have made it clear that nothing applies to you, 
Sir. Therefore, I say that puts such an 
institution into difficulty. That is what I say. 
Now, hon. Members neted not be so touchy 
because I am not bere to flatter anybody. I 
know that well. Mr. Kairon moved a no 
confidence motion against the Speaker. Ask 
the Congress leaders why they have such 
things? Why ask me? Mr. Prabodh Chandra 
was chucked out by him to put somebody else 
there. If there is anyone who shows disrespect 
in the Congress Party to the Speaker, it is Mr. 
Kairon. Those who live in glass houses should 
not throw stones at others in this manner. 
Now, I am not concerned with any individual 
Speaker. I am concerned with propositions 
and principles. I know, for example, that in 
one of the elections in West Bengal in    1957,  
in  our    election    campaign- 
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against the candidate—one °f the candidates 
was the Speaker who was contesting as a 
Congress candidate— our point was that he 
listed to give his rulings after looking at the 
Chief Minister, Dr. B. C. Roy. That had a very 
telling effect and he got defeated because 
every day whenever a ruling was given, he 
would turn to the right Ti. do not know why. 
And inevitably his. eyes fell, maybe by 
coincidence, on Dr. B. C. Roy, the Chief 
Minister. Mter that the ruling was given. 
Naturally the people saw it. We made it a big 
point in the election campaign and he lost it, 
the poor chap, that way. Therefore, tfctese 
things happen. 

SHRI P. N. SAPRU: It is not right to refer to 
people who are not present here. 

SHRI BHUPESH    GUPTA:    I     say these  
are rare  things.   I  say,  therefore, as far as the 
chair is concerned Or the Speaker is    
concerned  or the presiding officer is 
concerned, generally,    collectively speaking,  
it is    they who must win not only confidence 
in the abstract sense by their leadership of the 
House but by their day-to-day work.   And it is 
done.   We have such examples.   Your 
predecessor and you, Sir,  are setting good 
examples  about which we are happy.   And I 
am not making any complaint at all.   Please do 
not misunderstand me, hon. Members.   
Therefore, I say that the Chair is the linchpin 
under    a parliamentary system as far as this    
House is concerned.    It is the linchpin.    Then 
comes the Government. Now, I believe their  
susceptibilities     will     not     be touched. 

The Treasury Benches have really ■ most 
important part to play because the Treasury 
Benches control the majority in the House. 
Otherwise, they will not be Treasury Benches. 
Naturally it is their attitude towards the 
Opposition, towards private Members, 
towards Members of their own Party who do 
not belong to the Government, which will 
largely determine as to how parliamentary 
instt- 

tutions  shape.    Now,     naturally one need not 
be too much    indulgent in such matters.    At the 
same time, one must be  tolerant and     must     
show understanding  and     appreciation and 
must not try to escape the responsibility even if 
there are certain technical flaws in the 
approaches that    are made from this side of the 
House or from   the   other     side.    Now,     
here again,  who can control the Treasury 
Benches except the Chair?  We    can shout  at 
them.    We     can     criticise them.    We can 
even use harsh words against them,  but we 
cannot control them.    Control can come only    
from the  Chair.    But     at     the     present 
moment, in some Houses in India,   in some 
places,  when the Minister gets into a jam by 
answering questions or even without any answer 
being given, somehow or other we find the Chair 
coming to his rescue by passing on to the next 
question or by saying something which really, in 
effect, protects the Ministers and so    on    or    
saves embarrassment on    the part of    the 
Government.    Such     an     impression should 
never be created. 

AN HON. MEMBER: Where does it 
happen? 

SHRI N. M. ANWAR: The problem is how 
best to control Mr. Bhupesh Gupta in this 
House. 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: Bhupesh Gupta 
is small fry. 

HON. MEMBERS:  No no. 
SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: Nothing will be 

lost if he goes wrong, but much will be lost if 
the Treasury Benches go wrong. Do you not 
know how things go wrong when the Treasury 
Benches go wrong? You know it very well. 
Therefore, I say that control over them is in the 
interests of the entire House and of the country 
because it is in a way helping them. I find at 
the same time that as a result of this, when we, 
after a lot of trouble, research work and 
various other things, get these Ministers into a 
jam, suddenly somebody coming to rescue 
them. We should not like such a thing at all. 
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It is better to get one Minister and then fix 
him up because the nation Is the gainer. 

SHRI G. RAMACHANDRAN: You almost 
seem to have a Minister in your  hands,  
squeezing him now. 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: I wish I could 
have a few of them in my hands, but for the 
present they are in your hands. Now, this is 
the position. Therefore, the whole attitude of 
the Treasury Benches in our country is firstly 
because of the assured majority they have. 
They cultivate wittingly or unwittingly a kind 
of conceit and arrogance and intolerance.    . 

Hon.  MEMBERS:  No,  no. 
SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: ... and 

confidence in themselves which they should 
not have always. Secondly, because they are 
in the Government and have the backing of 
the majority they try to evade many things. It 
is for them to satisfy the country when they 
are called upon to explain things. But as you 
know, even in answering many questions and 
so on sometimes answers are given which if it 
were a case of an examination paper would 
have attracted that great number called zero, 
because it is no answer at all. Yet they get 
away. What I would like is that in such a 
situation it is for the Chair to carefully follow 
the exact question, what the questioner is 
aiming at from the point of view of public 
interest and then see that the Minister is 
pinned down to answering exactly and 
precisely what is sought to be elicited from 
him rather than try to get out of it by giving an 
evasive or wide answer. That is how it should 
be done. 

Again, as you know, we make serious 
allegations from time to time in the course of 
our speeches against Ministers. The 
allegations may be right or wrong. But the 
Ministers, whenever they find it inconvenient, 
just do not say anything about them. They 
skip over the allegations and do not answer 
them.   Well, they think 

that they have got the majority in the House 
and they can carry on. But that is no good. 
When a Member of the House makes an 
allegation against the Government or an 
allegation of a concrete nature against a 
Minister, it is the bounden duty of the 
Minister to prove that the allegation is 
something wrong. It is not for the Member to 
prove it that it is right because he has come 
armed with certain facts and materials which 
he believes to be true and on the basis of these 
call upon the Government to explain his 
conduct because it is the Government which is 
answerable to public criticisms and public 
probe in this manner by stating its position. 

MR. CHAIRMAN: Mr. Gupta, the House 
stands adjourned till 2.30. In the afternoon 
you can continue your speech. 

The  House  then  adjourned for 
lunch at one of the clock. 

The House reassembled after lunch at half-
past two of the clock, THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN 
in the Chair. 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: Madam Deputy 
Chairman, I was just dealing with some 
general aspects of the problem of the 
procedures of the House, and presently I shall 
deal with some important rules as amended 
now and I shall give my views on them. 

Hon. Members will have noted that I have 
given a note of dissent for exhaustively 
dealing with some of these points I am going 
to make, but I believe that many of the hon. 
Members may not have read that note of 
dissent. 

SHRI NAFISUL HASAN (Uttar 
Pradesh): Most of us have read that note, I 
may assure the hon. Member. What he says is 
not correct. 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: Certainly you 
did not read it. I was keeping an eye on you. 
Others    may    have 



 

read, but at least the one person who did not do 
so is yourself. 

I  should  like  to  say  that the  tendency has 
grown with some presiding officers to  treat  the     
opposition     as blame-worthy generally and, if 
I may say so with all respect,  to treat the 
Ministers as if they are some parliamentary 
angels or devdootas or  some such thing.    That 
is exactly    not so. Therefore, I think that one 
needs    to be  very  careful     in     such    
matters. Government  is always  protected    by 
very many things but the opposition is  not.    
From  whichever  angle     you look at the 
problem you would again and   again  come  to  
the  manner     in which  the  business  of the  
House  is conducted   and   guided  by  the  
Chair or  the  presiding  officers.   Much  will 
depend  upon  them.   Then  the     first thing  
we  naturally   expect   of   them to do is to see 
that the Treasury Benches function in the 
interests of democracy  and   deal  with     
matters     and problems in the best interests of 
the people. Without that there cannot be any 
harmony in the  development of the 
parliamentary system or the work of Parliament.   
Tensions     and     conflicts  arise the  moment  
the  Government takes up an intransigent 
attitude or tries to avoid    issues    or    evade 
things. 

Having said that, I should also like to say 
that in the period of twelve years we have 
suffered because of the absence of rules. Much 
was made up because of the intervention by 
the Chair and of the co-operation of other 
Members. As a maner of fact we can claim 
that although we are an Upper House, we tried 
to shape it in the spirit of democracy as far as 
possible within the limitations of the 
Constitution. When we came here some twelve 
years ago, it was taken as if we were 
something like the House of Lords. In the 
beginning the tendency was to treat it 
something like that. But the Members resisted, 
the Chairman co-operated and others co-
operated. Then it was not possible for people 
to treat us as if we were a 

kind of House    of   Lords.   The    two things 
have no comparison at all. We evolved  our 
rules,  as  you know.   In the beginning for a few 
days we did not have even a  Question Hour and 
it took a little time before we evolved the  
Question  Hour,  and  then gradually  we  
advanced.   Even  today     we do  not  have  
Adjournment    Motions. Therefore, I pay 
tribute to all    those Members  who  had     
contributed     to evolving a system    of    rules    
which makes  it more responsive to    public 
opinion and  to the needs of    democracy.   
Many Members  are here and most are not here 
who had    during that time contributed to the 
evolution of the system as we have now.   Offi-
cers  of the  Sabha  have  also contributed and 
we have functioned in    a co-operative  spirit 
here,  and  I  need not  say  how  the  previous  
Chairman and others  had  also  co-operated     
in this matter.    Good traditions we have built 
up.   Those good traditions    we have got to 
carry forward.   We can build up traditions also.   
That is what we should do in the coming years 
that lie ahead of us.   Therefore, we should be  
forward-looking   in   such   matters, not 
backward looking, and the parliamentary system 
has to develop by our fighting against inertia,   
conservatism, certain unseemly adherence to 
certain past things and past    rules,     certain 
outdated and obsolete conventions and 
traditions.   All the time the approach must be 
one which is dynamic    and, as I said, forward-
looking.   We should go on evolving this thing    
and    we should  not  just  reconcile     
ourselves even to these rules. If the rules are not 
to remain as they are, we should ■give them 
more substance and make them more dynamic.   
That we can do by  conventions  and  traditions     
very deliberately  created  in     this     House 
through mutual    goodwill    and    cooperation. 

Now here we must be clear in our mind as 
to what we stand for and what we are doing 
here. To my mind, I think that we are here 
naturally to serve the country and the people. 
What are we going to do and how are we 
going to    serve    them? 

257 Rules for [ 1 JUNE 1964 ] and conduct of 258 
regulating the procedure business in the Raiya Sabha 



259 Rules for [ RAJYA SABHA ] and conduct 0/ 260 
regulating the procedure business in the Rajya Sabha 

[Shri Bhupesfi Gupta] 
Naturally, in a country like ours,  in a   newly  
liberated  country,  we  have to see that we so 
function  that    we overcome  the  legacies of    
the    past colonial ruie,  that is to say, that we 
should  direct  our   attention  and  our 
authority and power against the legacies of the 
colonial domination, whether it be foreign 
monopolists or landlords or other retrograde 
elements in the  country,  socially  I  am  
speaking. Naturally,   our  attention  should      
be rivetted on those things and we should so 
evolve the parliamentary institution that it 
becomes an instrument in our hand  in fighting  
those  dead legacies of the past and serving the 
interests of the people. I know the   limitations 
that exist in this respect because we are 
circumscribed by the social order in    which    
we function.   We  cannot go beyond the 
bounds  of that social order,  it is true,  as 
things stand today, but if we cannot go beyond 
the bounds of the social order, we can go as far 
as possible and therein there is room for co-
operation, mutual understanding   and      
accommodation.   But that is  not possible  
without conflicts between the opposite     
interests.   We cannot avoid these if we have as 
our objective  social   development.   If the 
Parliament is used to shut it out    or to side 
with the forces    of    reaction that way, then it 
cannot give a good account of  itself.   Rules   
and   everything would be tested in the light of 
how they are serving the interests of the  
country and  taking it    forward, serving not 
only the material interests but also the cultural 
interests of the country as well.   We are in the 
midst of that Struggle in the formative years of 
Parliament,  and  naturally     much will depend 
upon how we of the present generation 
function in this House and in the other House.    
I have    no illusion that  so long as    the    
social system remains as it is we cannot go 
very far,  but  certainly  many  things we can 
do in the interests of the country and the 
people.   The very functioning of    this     
institution     should create the proper impact 
on the minds of the  people.   They  should  
have  a 

sense of feeling of intimacy with the 
Parliament. They should have a sense of 
feeling that Parliament is their institution. 
They should have a sense of feeling that 
Parliament is serving their cause and that it is 
mindful of what is happening. They should 
have a sense of feeling that Parliament is 
absolutely their creation and is subserving 
their interests. That is how we should bring 
the Parliament to the people. That can be done 
only if we know how to conduct ourselves and 
how to press things  here. 

Now let me deal with the various aspects of 
it. First of all let me take, Madam Deputy 
Chairman, Chapter III which provides for the 
election of the Deputy Chairman. I am not 
satisfied with these rules. Election should be 
by secret ballot and no one should really be 
Deputy Chairman unless he has an absolute 
majority support of the Members of the House. 
That is very very important. Sometimes we 
think that it is a routine matter and that we 
need not bother about it. Therefore, we should 
see that it happens like that. The second point I 
would have liked to see here included is that it 
is made obligatory to choose the Deputy 
Chairman from the opposition. Please do not 
think that I am making a partisan or a narrow 
claim. Even in the other House when we 
started, the Deputy Speaker was chosen from 
the opposition. Ultimately it was given up but 
it was done. In some countries it is done. 

SHRI AKBAR ALI KHAN (Andhra 
Pradesh): Could you quote some precedent? 

SHRI A. B. VAJPAYEE: In UP. they had it. 
SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: I say, the 

Congress Party should now at least have some 
calm thinking. May be you may also be in the 
Opposition. 

SHRI A. B. VAJPAYEE: Original thinking 
they should have. 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: Original 
thinking they should have. 
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SHRI A. B. VAJPAYEE: Why go after 
precedents. 

Sum BHUPESH GUPTA: But they have 
second-hand thinking; it should be a cairn 
thinking. How do you know that the Congress 
Party will always be on the Treasury 
Benches? We turned you out in Kerala. (Inter-
ruptions) You may get turned out of this place 
also some day. But when I say 'Opposition' I 
do not speak of any party, it is the principle—
no matter which party it is—and it is a 
democratic arrangement which symbolises the 
co-operative spirit between the ruling party 
and the Opposition, no matter which is the 
ruling party or who comprises the Opposition.   
I say it is a good thing. 

Then we have a projection of the collective 
leadership in Parliament at the presiding level. 
It is very, very important. But the Congress 
Party would not accept it. And what is more, 
they would not even consult us. They 
completely ignore us. I have been here, Mr. 
Akbar AH Khan has also been here. When they 
make their own choice for the Deputy 
Chairman of the Rajya Sabha or the Deputy 
Speaker of the other House and so on, they do 
not even consider it necessary to consult the 
opposition parties. It is not a party issue here. 
You know how we function in Parliament. We 
all stand for strengthening and enriching 
Parliament. Naturally, if we are consulted, we 
would . express our views which might be 
taken into consideration by the Government 
party whQn it chooses the candidate even if it 
would not accept our suggestions that the 
Deputy Chairman or the Deputy Speaker 
should be from the opposition. Therefore, I 
wanted the provision to be included here to 
bind the hands of the ruling party. 
Unfortunately, the Committee of which, 
Madam Deputy Chairman, you were the 
Chairman, did not accept it. I tell you, it would 
be a good thing if you had the Deputy 
Chairman   from   the   opposition. 

Now the second point that I should like to 
make is about Chapter V. In the order in 
which they occur I    am 

giving my suggestions. The first thing is, at 
the beginning of every year's session, we deal 
with the President's Address. The 
amendments are rejected sometimes by the 
Chairman but no reason is given. Well, the 
President in our country is aa elected 
institution, there is nothing sacrosanct about 
that, it is not a divine institution or a 
hereditary institution. Secondly, if the 
Chairman rejects certain amendments with re-
gard to the President's Address, he should 
give the reasons as to • why these have been 
rejected so that the people could know, 
Parliament could know, the country could 
know whether the rejection was justified or 
not. In any case, it will help the Members to 
understand what kind of amendments to give 
or not to give next time.   Today, no reason is 
given. 

I come to Chapter VI. Here you will find 
that there is a provision that the Chairman 
should consult the Leader of the House for 
arranging the business of the House. Now we 
have a very interesting experience in this 
matter. We have a leader, like the absentee 
landlords in certain parts of the country we 
have got an absentee leader. Lord Cornwallis 
brought about the zamindari system which 
produced a whole bunch of absentee landlords; 
they were never present at the place of their 
zamindari. Here also you will find that the 
Leader of the House is hardly seen, and hon. 
Members know very well that whoever else 
may be available here readily or may be 
sighted, the one person who is very rarely seen 
is what is called the Leader of the House. It is 
a rare phenomenon in our House. Yet, we find 
that the provision is there that the Chairman 
should consult the Leader of the House to fix 
the business of the Housa, an,-; when the 
Leader of the House himself is absent, the 
question of his consulting us or the Opposition 
does not arise at all. He is out of the picture. 
Therefore, at 'present the rule is fictitious. 
Neither the Chair consults the Leader nor the 
Leader considers it necessary to consult* 
others of the House. What kind of leader is 



 

[Shri Bhupesh Gupta.] he who is not to be 
seen? What kind of Leader is he of the House 
who does not take into account as to what 
other Members, especially of the Opposition, 
are feeling or Members belonging to his side 
also are feeling? Therefore, the Leader of the 
House is somewhat of an institution with less 
substance and much absence. We should like 
some substance. My suggestion is that 
consultation should be made. The Leader of 
the House should really function as the Leader 
of the House so that Members of the 
Opposition can go to him, take their problems 
to him, discuss matters with him, and he can 
communicate these things to the Government 
and to the Chairman, as the case may be. 
There should be this kind of communion 
between the two. But here we have got none 
functioning. As a result, the collective life of 
Parliament is handicapped, it is mainly 
jeopardised, because we do not see the Leader 
of the House here nor does he participate in 
any of these things. During the 12 years of my 
experience here, I do not know on how many 
occasions I have had the opportunity or 
privilege of discussing things with the Leader 
of the House. Well, I dp not seem to 
remember more than one or two occassions. 
That should not be the arrangement in this 
House. Therefore, I wish that this amendment 
which I gave to the Rule were accepted. 
Anyhow, it is for the Leader of the House 
henceforth to take into account what we say 
and 1 think it is also up to you to make the 
Leader of the House function as the Leader of 
the House or else abolish that institution.   It is 
not necessary. 

Now I come to Chapter VH which deals 
with the Question Hour and it is a very 
important chapter. Now here, Madam Deputy 
Chairman, I think that we have by and large 
made the Question Hour very lively; thanks to 
Mr Vajpayee and other Members opposite; we 
have made it fairly lively and we can take a 
little credit for that. Although we in the Rajya 
Sabha are supposed    to be    a 

somewhat less active people, aging people we 
have by and large given a good account of 
ourselves so far as the Question Hour is 
concerned. The Question Hour is very, very 
important. It is important from the point of 
view of asserting in a concrete way the 
vigilance of the people over the affairs o* the 
State. It is important for voicing the demands 
and the aspirations of the people and for seek-
ing redress from the Government. It is 
important from the point of view of rectifying 
and correcting the mistakes of the 
Government and of pinpointing some, shall 
we say, of the act? of omission and 
commission on the part of the Government. 
Now here therefore we should have compre-
hensive Rules to deal with the Question Hour. 
My point is this. Even after the Committee has 
gone into this question, the recommendations 
are not quite so satisfactory. Some 
improvement has been made but much could 
have been done. 

Now, fijrst of all, I should like to say that in 
this matter the Rajya Sabha Secretariat 
certainly has played its positive part. I do not 
deny it. But for them things would have been 
difficult. But we do have some serious 
grievances and complaints some of which 
were expressed bere by Mr. Dahyabhai Patel 
when h« spoke. I coulc! not collect all my 
papers today but from time to time I have 
pointed out to the Rajyia Sabha Secretariat and 
the Chairman how in a frivolous way_shall we 
say—some of the questions have been 
disallowed. Advice for returning questions has 
been given, whoever has given that advice. 
My feeling is that those who decide— at the 
decision point, not formalising the decision—
do not always keep in mind the public interest. 
They ^ do not understand exactly how things 
arise in a question posed before Parliament 

Now I can give many examples. I have 
been pointing out from time to time by giving 
concrete instances as I get   the   sflip   
disallowing     questions. 
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Only the other day I got a slip. I wanted 
to know whether the attention of the 
Minister concerned had been drawn to a 
certain statement made by an Indian 
national on the Kashmir question. That 
was the question put. The answer was 
"No". Madam, there is nothing which can 
be easily admited. Similar questions were 
admitted even during this Session; they 
have been admitted. I will show you. I got 
a slip intimating that this question has 
been allowed because it relates to matters 
under the control of a person who is not 
primarily responsible to the Government. 
Suppose somebody makes an nti-national 
statement or a serious itatement and I ask 
the question whether the hon. Minister's 
attention has been drawn to it. It is not a 
question of the Government being res-
ponsible for the statement made by him. 
The Government is only responsible to 
answer whether the hon. Minister's 
attention has been drawn. We may even 
ask him what the Government thinks of 
the statement, whether it is considered to 
be a bad statement and so on. You see, 
many such questions have been allowed 
in this House. In my case suddenly, 
whosoever deals with It, took into his 
head that this question should not be 
allowed. What is the reason. The reason 
given is that the person is not primarily 
responsible to the Government of India. 
Why should he be? Here in this paper it 
was a question pertaining to a statement 
made by Shri Jaya Prakash Narayan. I 
asked whether the attention of the 
Minister had been drawn to that sta-
tement. Well, the Government of India is 
not responsible for what Pakistan does or 
they are not responsible for any statement 
made by Shri Jaya Prakash Narayan but it 
was rightly admitted. Yet here it was 
again the Kashmir question and things 
were being said by many people. Surely, 
we are entitled to ask the Government 
whether they are taking note of certain 
things. I know that if T make a statement 
which Mr. Vajpayee does not like, he will 
certainly give notice 

whether the hon. Minister's attention has 
been drawn to a statement made by so 
and so. Then he will start putting a 
barrage of supplementaries in order to 
prove how anti-national Bhu-pesh Gupta 
is. 

SHRI A. B. VAJPAYEE: Provided it is 
admitted. 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA; Somehow 
or other you get them admitted. I know 
that. Therefore, I say that this is not a 
very right thing. During the current 
session you will find that similar 
questions had been admitted but not this 
one. Therefore, it is all contradictory. 

Another question was regarding 
allegations of malpractices against 
Filmfare. The question was whether the 
attention of the Home Minister had been 
drawn to the complaints of malpractices 
by a journal called Filmfare. You see I do 
not go to films generally. Once in ten 
years I go. Even that is very, very 
difficult for me. Complaints made 
publicly are brought to our notice by 
various people and we are given to 
understand that these complaints are 
made to the Home Minister also. 
Naturally, we draft a question. 
Obviously, the Government of India is 
not responsible for Filmfare any more 
than the Home Minister is responsible for 
any murderer. At the same time if a mur-
der is committed and I ask the hon. 
Minister whether he has received any 
allegations with regard to a murder being 
committed by some person in Delhi, the 
Minister cannot say, 'No, this question is 
not allowed because I am not responsible 
for the murder." How can you say such 
things? Here the issue was about corrupt 
practices and how they manupulate some 
of the things. In spite of the Sadachar 
Samitis under the charge of the Home 
Minister, there is corruption in public 
life.   Naturally, the question goes 



 

[Shri Bhupesh Gupta.] to him. Quite 
apart from other considerations, while he 
has to answer it, he can say there is 
nothing in it. But how can you say that it 
relates to a matter under the control of a 
body or person not primarily responsible 
to the Government of India? How can you 
say this? 

Madam, suppose I say, "Has the 
attention of the Government been drawn 
to the serious allegation about income-tax 
evasion by a certain firm, X?" Can you 
disallow this question by saying that the 
Government is not responsible 'for this 
firm because that firm is not under the 
control of the Government. On previous 
occasions we have put questions regard-
ing complaints against the firm of S. P. 
Jain or about the enquiries made hy the 
Vivian Bose, Commission and they were 
replied. The Government of India is under 
an obligation to fight out malpractices. So 
when we ask questions whether certain 
malpractices have come to the notice of 
the Government of India, let the Minister 
come and answer them. It would be an 
absurd thing to rejject these questions 
because the Government of India is "not 
responsible for the person who is 
involved. 

I asked another question whether 
Government was aware with regard to the 
newspaper report about the purchase of 
submarines from the U.S.A. The answer 
was that the question asks for information 
about matters which are in their nature 
secret. At the same time you find 
questions being put and answered about 
the purchase of MIGs and various other 
things. We had a lot of questions about 
the purchase of aircraft and other things. 
These had been allowed. But when I put a 
question of the same category and of a 
similar nature even with regard to a 
matter which has been reported in the 
press, well, it is disallowed on the plea 
that it is in its nature secret.    Who 

says a submarine is a secret affair? lit is a 
strange thing. Now Mr. Clxa-van has gone 
to the United States of America. Some of 
the things are certainly secret but other    
things    are not so secret.   Well, they 
appear    in the papers.   What is more,  we     
are criticise^, in  the House that     secrets 
are sought to be divulged with    regard to 
defence. Anyhow, if they were secret, let 
the Government come and say  that  they   
cannot     be   answered because  they     
are  in  their     nature secret  or   involve   
national     security and so on.    I will 
accept it. But here just because whosoever 
dealing   with it does not like it and rejects    
this question; that is not correct. Yet you 
will find that the same question     is 
accepted in the other House, or even in 
this House questions of the same type are 
accepted. Madam, I can show you that the 
same question will    be accepted next 
session.   Therefore, this sort of things 
goes on. Therefore, my suggestion  is that  
the matter should be gone into by the 
Secretariat and there should be proper 
discussion with the Members of 
Parliament who give questions. They 
should see to it that more and more 
questions are admitted then rejected 
because it takes time for us to formulate    
questions.    Our time and labour should 
not be allowed to go waste.    Even    if 
there    is something technically wrong.- in 
consultation with the Member concerned 
you should correct it and allow it. 

Then, Madam, you find here a list on 
the grounds of which questions can be 
disallowed. If you go through the list, you 
will find that it is extremely vague and 
gives wide powers of discretion. Now 
they say, "It is defamatory" and disallow 
it. I cannot understand this. How do the 
officers of the Rajya Sabha know what is 
defamatory because defamation is not so 
easy to prove. A thing may look 
defamatory whereas it may not be 
defamatory. It ;s a matter for the court to 
decide whether it is defamatory or not. 
Therefore, you cannot just 
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say that it is defamatory. Secondly, Why 
can a question be not defamatory? If 
somebody has committed acts which lead 
to a question in this manner, why should it 
not be allowed? Suppose there are serious 
allegations 0f bribery against certain offi-
cers and I table a question. While you 
may say that it is a hint at serious 
defamation against that particular officer, 
why can we not put a question relating to 
that? We are not dealing with what we are 
saying in public. Well, if we have to be 
vigilant in this House we have to ask 
questions about the conduct of individuals 
and so on, his conduct, treatment or 
behaviour and so on. Some of it on the 
face of it may look defamatory but in the 
public interest it needs to be enquired into 
on the floor of Parliament. 

Then it is said that there should be no 
imputation in the question or it should not 
be ironical. These are all phrases that 
only give powers for rejection of the 
question. What is ironical? Who is to 
decide? Are the Secretariat officers so 
literary, past-masters in literature? Some 
of the questions may look ironical from 
the very nature of the subject matter of 
the question, while they are not so. 
Therefore, they should not be rejected in 
this manner. 

Now, imputations. Suppose I say, "Is 
the hon. Minister aware that at such and 
such time certain officers of the 
Government were seen in the House of 
Mr. Santi Prasad Jain after he had been 
arrested there." There may or may not be 
imputation in it though it may sound that 
there is imputation in it. Must questions 
be allowed or disallowed on this ground 
rt is in public interest to go into such 
matters and find out from the Govern-
ment where the matter  stands. 

3 P.M. 
Then another thing is  there—it is 

present    rule    unchanged—forbidding 
questions   asking  as  to  the  character 
313 RSD—5. 

or conduct of any person except    in his  
official public capacity.  Well,     I do not 
know where    public capacity begins    and 
where it ends, or where private    capacity 
ends    and    public capacity begins. May I 
knew how you would    treat, for    
example, the Pro-fumo  case?   He     was  
visiting     Miss Christine Keeler, certainly 
not in his official  or  public  capacity     
he     was visiting that  lady  in  an     
intimately private capacity. Yet you saw    
what happened. The question was taken 
up in Parliament.     Macmillan    Govern-
ment  nearly felt  that Mr.     Profumo had 
to tender apologies to Parliament. Well,   
all  this  and  other things happened  riot 
because     Mr.     Profumo visited Miss 
Christine Keeler hi    his public  or official  
capacity but in his private  capacity. Why 
then  are such things disallowed? It 
depends on how the Ministers and other 
high officials function  in  public   life,   
where  their private conduct is also very 
very important, sometimes    even more    
important than what is known to     be 
public  conduct or what is known to be  
functioning in  a  public  capacity. 
Therefore Profumo case is a case    in 
point in order to understand how absurd is 
the distinction we draw here. Suppose I 
ask whether it is a    fact that on a 
particular day a particular Minister—we  
are  a  secular     State— went to an 
astrologer to ask whether he will become 
the next Prime Minister or not, well, you 
may say that it is private capacity. I say 
*No'- one should not do such a thing; 
Ministers should not go to astrologers for 
such purposes. Here the question should 
be admitted.   And the Minister concerned 
can come and say: "I did not go." That is a 
very simple thing to do. 

SHRI A. B. VAJPAYEE: Suppose the 
astrologers go to the Ministers, then 
what? 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: The same 
question you can ask reversing the order 
of the question. The other party will 
figure first. Therefore all I say is 

269 Rules for [ 1 JUNE 1964 ] and conduct of 270 
regulating the procedure business in the Raiva Sabha 



 

[Shri Bhupesh Gupta.] 
that the distinction made between private and 
public capacity is very very wrong and there is 
no cut and dried distinction provided for here. 
Suppose I find that a Minister is in-,vited by a 
black-marketer, or a person who has been 
evading income-tax dues and may be charged 
for evasion of tax and I also find that a picture 
has appeared in the papers that the Finance 
Minister, for that matter, is associated in a 
particular manner with him. or is being 
entertained by him in a restaurant or hotel, or 
in his private residence, and I ask a question 
whether this is all a fact or not, the Chairman 
may reject it because the Minister was being 
entertained in his private capacity; you may not 
allow the question. 

SHRI A. M. TARIQ: What is wrong there? 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: What you -will 
do, I do not know, but if I put a question like 
that and it is admitted, Mr. Tariq will put a 
number of supplementaries on it; there is no 
doubt about it. I say, therefore that here, as far 
as the Ministers are concerned, as far as the 
public officials are concerned, their conduct 
should be an open book, and sometimes their 
private conduct is even more demoralising 
and harmful from the point of view of 
administration than their public conduct, and 
we should not like them to be spared, more so 
in the case of Ministers. It should apply also 
to Members of Parliament on this side. We 
should be open to public scrutiny. We should 
be constantly under the searchlight of public 
opinion. All our conduct should be open to the 
public. Why? Because we are serving the 
people and serving the nation, and our people 
should know exactly what sort of men are we. 
Therefore there should be no distinction as to 
public and private capacity, more especially 
when it comes to responsible people who are 

charged  with.  State affairs,  like     the 
Ministers or the high officials. 

Then you find that the Government of India 
finances a number of institutions and yet we 
cannot ask questions with regard to some of 
them. That kind of distinction is again no 
good. 

SHRI LOKANATH MISRA (Orissa): That 
is very important. Even though this 
Government spends a lot of money on them, 
all the same they are not under public scrutiny 
here; you cannot ask questions about them. 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA; Well, we do 
and. sometimes they do not allow. 

SHRI LOKANATH MISRA: Therefore 
something should be there; I have Put 
questions regarding the Bharat Sevak Samaj, 
but they have been disallowed. 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: You should fight 
it out properly; you may take my advice in the 
matter. Now therefore it should be done and 
he is quite right. But if you table a question 
about the Communist Party, it will be allowed, 
and supplementary questions will go on even 
for half an hour. I have seen it; I have seen it 
in this House. I have seen questions regarding 
the Communist Party freely allowed and hon. 
Members feasting on such questions to ask 
supplementaries. Therefore it is so. Let the 
Bharat Sevak Samaj come into the picture and 
let there be supplementaries for five minutes. 
But first of all allow  the question. 

Then again you find there is a tendency 
here to reject questions on the plea that they 
are in the nature of secrets. Well, if it is a 
secret, let the Minister come and tell us. Who 
is there to decide? How the Secretariat knows 
what is secret and what is not? They do not 
possess the secret files of the Government. 
They do not know what is secret and what is 
not. They go by the hunch of the situa- 
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y        vroceaure business in the Raivn Knhha 
tion,  hut then  we  suffer,  the public suffer.    
And there has been criticism that there is 
secretiveness on the part of the  Government,   
needless  secretiveness.  Whereas in the British  
Parliament most of the things are known in our 
Parliament,     as  you     know, things are not 
allowed;    even questions are not allowed in 
this manner. There is the Official Secrets Act.   
Let it be examined whether the question given 
comes under the Official Secrets Act.   And if it 
does come under the Official Secrets Act, let 
the    question be disallowed,  but not questions    
of this kind;  if I  ask  a  question whether any 
joint defence exercises  are going to take place 
in the country, it is: deemed a military secret 
and disallowed.   But   every     paper     writes 
about   it.   The   American      television talks 
about it, but here for this Government, well, it 
has become a secret. Sometimes I have found 
questions on a matter disallowed in this House 
but that matter ig discussed in the B.B.C. 
broadcasts,  or the American     papers write 
about it. Many things we were told 'secret' in 
this House by the Government, or otherwise, 
have appeared in the American papers and in 
other foreign papers,  and  from them     we 
have come to know things. Therefore I say this 
secretiveness is again very bad.    I think the 
rule should    have been liberalised in this 
matter. Therefore the problem is one of 
liberalising the rules to allow of more questions 
being put, and you lose nothing by it. The 
matter may involve a little effort, or may 
involve a little money    also, but the net gain 
will be much greater if you allow more 
questions, because the collective vigilance of 
the people ■will foe there on the Government 
all the time, and it would be to the good of the 
country. That ig why I    say, Madam  Deputy  
Chairman,  that     the presiding officer should    
kindly     see that more questions are allowed  
and these rules to admit Questions should have 
been liberalised. 

As far as Short Notice Questions are 
concerned,  the  Ministers     feel  as if 

they have won a big battle if they can reject a 
Short Notice Question, and the rule is that no 
Short Notice Question can be allowed unless 
the Minister agrees and, naturally, when we 
ask Short Notice Questions-some 
inconvenient questions for the Ministers—and 
Ministers are mortal beings: some of them 
may like to be immortal, but they are none the 
less mortal beings—many of them take the 
attitude that they would not answer them. And 
the matter ends there. Why should it be so? 

[THE VICE-CHAIRMAN     (SHRI M.     P. 
BHARGAVA in the Chair] 

It is for the Vice-Chairman or the presiding 
officer to decide whether a Short Notice 
Question is one which is in the interests of the 
public and, if jt is so, call upon the Minister to 
answer it. They cannot say 'No' to it and they 
should not have the vetoing power. But, then, 
we have the rule of the Security Council here, 
and there, only if everybody agrees, only if all 
the Big Five agree, one can do a thing. But the 
vetoing power in the Security Council is for a 
good thing and to do a thing it requires the 
accord of the Great Powers. And here we find 
that the vetoing power is exercised against the 
sovereignty of Parliament by a single 
Minister, even by a Deputy Minister perhaps. 
And do you know, Mr. Vice-Chairman, that 
we had given a Short Notice Question on a 
matter and also gone on deputation to the 
Minister concerned to please that gentleman 
so that he agrees to answer? Otherwise, we 
know such a question will not be admitted, 
and the Chairman will say that since the 
Minister has not agreed to answer it the ques-
tion is disallowed. We want more and more 
Short Notice Questions to be admitted and the 
Ministers compelled to answer them. Well, in 
some parliaments you Just go there on a day 
and ask an oral question; you do not have to 
give long notice. There is an arrangement 
whereunder, after a little time, you get up and 
ask the question orally: You do not have   to 
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notice and all that, and the Ministers are 
called upon to answer. Such things 
happen in certain parliaments of the 
Western countries; I believe also in 
Australia, but definitely in certain 
Western countries it does happen. And 
why should we not at least have a liberal 
provision with regard to Short Notice 
Questions? 

With regard to half-an-hour discussion, 
well, it is there on paper. You can get 
elected to Rajya Sabha even without the 
requisite quota; you can manipulate it in 
a manner to get elected here, if you are a 
persevering person, and if of course you 
have the money, there is no problem 
about it. But it is a whole problem to 
have a motion for half-an-hour discussion 
admitted and accepted by the Minister, 
maybe we are harsh in our discussions. 
But should be made obligatory and the 
Chairman should decide whether it is in 
the public interest that half-an-hour 
discussion should take place, and once 
the Chairman is impressed with the need 
for it, the Minister should fall in line and 
agree to the discussion. That is all about 
the half-an-hour discussion. 
I now come to Chapter IX with regard to 

legislation,  Bills.    The    first criticism H 
should like, to make is that we- should 
have here some kind    of provision 
whereby more Bills are introduced in this 
House. Now we   had been taking this 
matter up with    the Leader of the House, 
not Leader    of the House, Leaders of the    
Government,  shall we say—the Leader    
of the House was an absentee   proposition, 
as I had said, and we had    not succeeded.   
If you     introduce    more Bills in this 
House,  then    a    better arrangement of 
the business could be had, and except 
Money    Bills    any other Bill you can 
introduce in this House.   Why this practice 
should not develop here,  I  cannot     
understand. We are the representatives of 
parties and the party-men are divided    bet-
ween the two Houses.   The Congress Party 
and other parties are here; they are 
represented  in this  House     and that 
House; and why    should it not   ' 

be possible to have a larger number of 
Bills introduced here so that exchanges 
take place? Some Bills come from that 
House to this House, and others will go 
from this House to the other House, so 
that no time is lost. The result of the 
present arrangement is this. At the fag 
end of the session we are called upon to 
rush through a number of Bills. We wait 
here till the Lok Sabha sends us a whole 
bunch of Bills towards the end of the 
session and then we are called upon to 
pass them in no time. And this is not fair. 
Well, if you want to abolish this House, 
abolish it, I will vote for it. But that is a 
different matter. If you keep this House, I 
think it should be put on a proper setting 
and at least more Bills should be 
introduced here. The Government told us 
that they would do so, but nothing has 
been done. 

With regard to Bills I find some 
amendments are rejected 0n the ground 
that they are frivolous or meaningless. 
But how do you decide it? It is a matter of 
taste. Somebody may feel what he writes 
is very serious and another man having a 
less sense of seriousness or himself being 
frivolous may think it is frivolous. It is for 
the House to decide the matter, to admit 
the amendment or not. For example, in the 
case of the Preventive Detention Act, I 
suggested that it should be changed to 
"Suppression of Fundamental Rights 
Act." Was it frivolous? No, it was a very 
serious thing for me. It is the correct 
nomenclature. Why not call a spade a 
spade? Nobody need l>e frivolous. I was 
convinced that 1his was a good 
amendment. You may not like it. You 
may say democracy has a certain element 
of hypocrisy and you may call it the* 
Preventive Detention  Act. 

But we say being not so hypocritical 
perhaps, that it is Suppression of 
Fundamental Rights! Aat. We may like to 
call it by its propiname the and so we 
wanted to replace the words     
'Preventive     Detention"    by 
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Suppression of Fundamental Rights". 
That amendment should have been 
admitted and debated, and if it was 
rejected, I would not mind. But it should 
be open to the House to discuss it. The 
Salary Bill is coming up. 

Suppose I want to give an amendment 
calling it, not the Salary    Bill fcut  "The     
Self-appropriation"     Bill, will it be 
admitted? Well, I am very serious about it 
and I want it to be admitted.  Mr.   Vice-
Chairman,  I will give that amendment and I 
hope that it will not be rejected. We may   
call it "Self-appropriation Bill" not Appro-
priation Bill for the     nation.     Why should 
we not speak bluntly to    the people?  That 
is what it is. We    are making  self-
appropriation,   appropriation for our own 
advantage, for   the •cause of the country, if 
you like    to put it that way. Therefore, I say 
these amendments should not be  disallow-
ed. It is a matter of taste, of opinion, of 
relative sense of values. Therefore, the  
Secretariat  should     not  be    the guide to 
disallow anything by saying that it is 
frivolous or meaningless.   To somebody this 
is meaningless, but to me it is very 
meaningful. Anyway it is for the House   to 
decide and   the House should not be 
prevented   from doing so by disallowing 
these amendments. 

In Chapter XI dealing with Resolutions, 
you again find that we   cannot discuss 
"such activity and behaviour on the part of 
the Ministers .and other officials which are 
likely to have repercussions  on  public  
life   or  otherwise  affect its standards."     
On    the ground that something may affect 
the public standards or have repercussions 
on public life, we are not going to be 
allowed to discuss  a matter. But     I say if 
we give a motion for a Resolution, it is 
Parliament which    should decide whether  
it should be debated and Parliament is the 
best judge of the repercussions that 
discussions here will have.   Am I to 
understand that Members of Parliament 
coming from 

the people elected by them, possibly 

understand the public reactions 
repercussions less than the officers of the 
Rajya Sabha Secretariat, with all respect 
to them? Why then the rule should be like 
this, I do not know. On the contrary We 
should discuss such matters and if it has 
adverse repercussions, all the more it 
should be discussed in order to see we 
counter such things. Therefore this 
should have been omitted. 

Then comes the question of public interest 
and here is Chapter XII. Here, Mr. Vice-
Chairman, it is a good thing that w6 have 
Rule 175 about Motion for Papers.   But I 
think if anything did not have any motion it 
is    this. Never has a Motion for Papers been 
discussed and all these twelve years it has 
been completely static.    Why have this thing 
unless we can discuss it? I do not know how 
many Motions for Papers I gave notice of and 
in not one single case have I succeeded or 
any other Member has succeeded, and yet 
there is this provision for such a discussion. 
It is a dead letter.   Therefore, try to make it a 
little alive by I   accepting this thing. Here 
again    the time factor is very important. I 
give notice of a motion for papers    with 
regard to a matter which has    happened 
yesterday. It is in the    public mind today. It 
will continue to be in the public mind 
tomorrow and    the day after, agitating the 
whole country. What is the use of deferring 
it? We are told that the thing   has heen sent 
to the Minister.   I can also send it to the 
Minister.   Sending it to the Minister is not a 
difficult job.   I   can post a letter or give it 
here to    the Minister.   We  are not 
interested    in only sending it to the Minister.    
We are interested in getting the Minister to 
face the issue, in  discussing     It and in his 
telling us what has happened  and what has     
not happened. Today as you know, I gave 
notice of a motion for papers with Tegard    
to the detenus; perhaps  it has gone to the 
Minister and the Minister will put it in the 
file and will forget about it 
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nothing else to do except shout here some 
time. That I do as a matter of routine and 
our Ministers are not at all disturbed by 
this kind of a thing. Therefore, I want the 
rule to be effective in this matter so that 
the Minister may face the issue and the 
discussion in the House and if I am in a 
position to convince the Chair about the 
importance and the urgency of the matter, 
why should the Minister be in a position 
to veto it and escape the discussion? 

[THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN in the Chair] 

I do not know, Madam Deputy 
Chairman, why we have this rule 175. 
We can give it a burial now. It never 
(functions. It is one rule in this House 
which has never functioned, even for 
keeping it alive. You know sometimes 
you have certain possessions or property 
and in order to maintain the right to it, in 
order to escape limitation suits and the 
like, one has to assert one's right to it. But 
here 'or twelve years not once have we 
asserted our right under this rule. 

Then there is Chapter Xin dealing with 
adjournment motions. Here in this House 
we do not have adjournment motions and 
I think we very badly suffer on account of 
it. There was a prevalent notion in our 
country that adjournment motions are not 
meant for the Upper Houses. This is 
wrong notion because in the Upper 
Houses in Canada, Australia and Ireland, 
you can have adjournment motions. 
Therefore, I make it absolutely clear that 
it is not as if in the Parliaments of the 
British Commonwealth, they do not have 
adjournment motions in the Upper 
Houses. I do not know why right at the 
beginning we did not accept the provision 
for adjournment motions in this House. 
There we went by the practice of the 
House of Lords which does not have 
adjournment motions. But then Hie 
House of Lorids has a different type of 
composition. If you go to the House of 
Lords and if you look at the members, 
you feel thoroughly demo- 

ralised and you feel like adjourning 
yourself. Certainly we are not of that sort. 
It is not that spectacle that ve present to 
the country, either collectively or 
individually. Why should there not be 
adjournment motions in. this House, I <jo 
not know. Anyhow, as a result of it we 
suffer. Here I wish to say, Madam Deputy 
Chairman . . . 

SHRI P. N. SAPRU: May I intervene to 
point out to the h°n- Member that in the 
old Council of States of the pre-
independence daysj we were allowed to 
move adjournment motions? 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: Well, I am 
very grateful to the hon. Member ifor 
pointing that out. Therefore you had gone 
one better than the British. 

SHRI P. N. SAPRU: Yes. 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: I am very 
glad to hear that, because in Australia and 
other places it is possible to have such 
motions, but here they will not allow this 
thing. There- ■ fore, I say here you are 
putting the hands of the clock back and 
instead of improving upon it you are not 
allowing it now. 

SHRI NAFISUL HASAN: It was at a 
time when the Government was not 
responsible either to the other House or to 
this House. 

ISHRI BHUPESH GUPTA:   Pardon? 

SHRI NAFISUL HASAN: I say-
adjournment motions were admitted and 
there was the provision for such 
adjournment motions at a time when the 
Government was responsible neither to 
this House nor to the other House. 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: None-
theless, the Congress Party got a bargain 
out of it all. 

SHRI P. N. SAPRU: In Australia and 
Canada, I believe, adjournment motions  
are allowed in the     Upper 
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.nouses,   tnough   the     Government  is 
responsible  to  the  Lower House. 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: Quite irigjht. 
The hon. Member is absolutely right there. I 
do not know why you are leaving us. I am 
fighting for your rights. 

SHRI NAFISUL HASAN: I am going to 
support you because this has nothing to do 
with the motion of no-confidence. We can 
have adjournment motions also but they will 
mean nothing. 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: This again is 
wrong. The argument that a Ministry has got 
to resign on an adjournment motion being 
carried is wrong in theory. Only if the 
adjournment motion is accepted On matters 
involving policy, the Ministry has to resign. 
Please understand this, the two theoretical 
concepts have to be made clear. We have 
suffered on this and I do not like my House to 
lag behind the other House. I find that Mr. 
Vajpayee has now become a convert of this 
House. He says, "Hear, hear". That is the 
spirit. If a very important and urgent matter 
agitating the entire country arose today, the 
other House will have an adjournment motion, 
discuss it for nearly two hours. Here, we give 
the Motion for Papers and the Chairman will 
say, "I have passed it on to the Minister." If 
we are a little excited, we speak for ten 
minutes. The Chairman will say, "Sit down, 
sit down. Next item". We get into bad re-
lations with the Chairman but the country 
does not know anything. The impression 
created is as if we are not vigilant. The 
country does not know that we do not have 
provisions for adjournment motions here. The 
country feels that the Rajya Sabha did not take 
up the matter, Members individually and 
collectively, whereas the other people took it 
up. This has a reflection on us both 
individually and collectively and yet we want 
to be     as 

vigilant as any Member in any legislature in 
this country. Why should we be put at a 
disadvantage in this manner? It so happens 
that I write out the adjournment motions for 
the other House to be taken up by our 
Members and come here with a Notice of 
Motion for Papers—or whatever it is; it has 
got a flamboyant name, a clumsy name that I 
cannot even remember it properly—but 
nothing is done. Therefore, we should be put 
on a par and issues should be taken up as 
much by us as by them. I pleaded for it. The 
note circulated by the Rajya Sabha Secretariat 
showed that this provision was there in other 
countries so far as the Upper Houses were 
concerned but for some reason or the other we 
did not like to take it up. It may be convenient 
to the Government or to the Minister but 
certainly it is inconvenient to the House as a 
whole including the Members of the ruling 
party. Therefore, we remain deficient in this 
respect. My only request on this score would 
be that the substitute Motion that is there 
should be given proper attention and we 
should be allowed to make up for the loss by 
taking recourse to other available avenues cf 
agitating public issues, raising public issues 
and bringing things to the notice of 
Government and having them discussed. This 
should now be somewhat possible because of 
certain changes in the other Rule. 

I come now to Chapter XIV, Calling 
Attention to Matters of Urgent Public 
Importance. Now, the other House has got 
this provision, the Minister comes and 
answers. We do have something like that. In 
fact, if you see the rules, the formulation is 
more or less the same but when it comes to 
actual implementation we are treated in a 
different way, we are second-class citizens. 

SHRI A. B. VAJPAYEE; We are. 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: If you have   
such   a   motion   there,   it   is 
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announced in the papers and the Minister 
comes and answers. They can ask some 
questions. In our House we have also got 
something in the nature of that but again we 
are told, "I have passed this on to the Minister" 
and the Ministers generally re.nain silent. If 
we go on badgering ';hem, they come 
sometimes to say something but on most 
occasions they do not come at all to deal with 
such matters. There again we are deficient. 
The Lok Sabha has a lead on us. A good 
change has been made and a Calling Attention 
Motion of some sort will be allowed in this 
House. All I say >s that we should co-operate 
so that this thing becomes operative and 
active. We shall give plenty of notices, I 
assure you, from this side of the House, and 
from the other side too, if you like, so that we 
can demonstrate that we are as alert, as 
vigilant as anybody else in this or other 
Parliaments. 

THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Mr. Gupta, 
you have taken over an hour and a half. 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: I know but you 
have no business. 

THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: But there are, 
many other speakers. Over twelve names are 
with me. 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: The other Bill is 
not coming. We can go on.   You can get 
more speakers. 

THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: I do not want 
to stop you but am only just mentioning that 
there are twelve more names. 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: You will be 
short of speakers, I can tell you. That is the 
arrangement of the business of this House. I 
am helping you really, you will understand it 
later on. 

I now come to Chapter XVI. Here again, I 
feel that we should not be very touchy about 
privilege. Certainly we should like to be 
protected against  very malicious      
interference 

with our work as Members of   Parliament but 
we should be ready to place ourselves in the 
searchlight of pubiic criticism.    Even if some 
uncharitable things are said about us, let them 
De said.   As     public workers, we      can 
stand up to them.   If we are    good, people     
will say that the      criticism levelled against us 
was bad and corrections will come from the    
people. If we are really bad and deserve such 
criticism, we should not be protected by rules 
of privilege.    I think sometimes we tend to use 
this rule regarding privilege in a very rigid 
manner. We the Communists have the      pri-
vilege of being attacked almost every day by 
the multi millionaire      press but I  can tell 
you, Madam    Deputy Chairman,  we  have  
become      thick-skinned   in  this  matter.       
Whenever they do such things, it is for us to 
win the confidence of the people by    our 
action.   We should not come with Privilege 
Motions unless, of course, there are very 
serious cases in which   gross interference has 
taken place.      Now, personally, we do not like 
the manner in which, for example, the Blitz 
paper was hauled up in another place and   
punished.    Well,   something  was said   about  
things  being frivolous;   if they are so, people 
would not    take them  seriously.    Anyway,  
we should not be so very touchy.   On the con-
trary, I should      like Members     of 
Parliament to be open     to criticism. Let them 
be criticised.   What we need today is more 
criticism:   the    conduct of everyone of us 
should be subjected to criticism from a 
democratic angle; let them even be criticised 
from other angles, and we the Members of 
Parliament should show an example to the 
country that we can stand on      our own, show 
that what we are doing is for the good of the 
people and if we are subject to adverse 
criticism, others will  protect us.    We need not    
take cover under the question of privileges 
here.   The law of privilege should be 
codified—that is absolutely essential— and the 
public    should know     what exactly is  the  
law,  what  constitutes a breach of privilege.   
Today there is absolutely  no   certainty   about   
it  all because we still live in the old days. 
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As I said, I would not like to be very 
touchy about this and only in exceptional 
cases should we invoke the Rule. In 
other cases we should ignore them. 
Membsrs of Parliament should be open 
to criticism. 

SHRI P. N. SAPRU; I wish Mr. 
Bhupesh Gupta remembers what he had 
sent so far. He referred questions to the 
Privileges Committee which need not 
have been referred to it at all. 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: I was ex 
pecting an interruption of this kind 
I anticipated it and it is a good thing 
it came from our esteemed friend, 
Shri Sapru. Bhupesh Gupta is spoken 
of in so many ways; that does not 
come in. I remember the case which 
was absolutely, patently malicious. 
Suppose somebody calls you, Dr. 
Sapru, as a bandit. Certainly, I 
should like this matter brought up but 
if they call Bhupesh Gupta as some 
body else or by some other things, 
that sort of description, I need not be 
very touchy  and when I came.................  

SHRI A. D. MANI (Madhya Pradesh): 
On a point of order, Madam. I do not 
think it is proper for us to discuss any 
decision of the other House. The decision 
might or might not have been wrong: He 
referred to the Blitz case and then started 
off his arguments on the basis of this 
case. I think he should avoid any 
reference. 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: Under 
which rule does Mr. Mani ask me not to 
discuss it? 

SHRI A. D. MANI: The point is, it is 
not proper for us. 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: You have 
your own sense of propriety. It is 
different. You are an upper class man; I 
am a man of the working class or the 
peasantry whom you call ruffians. 
Therefore, I do not understand all that 
etiquette. He is a very elegant man, man 
of the upper class ideologically also.   I 
am a man of the 

poorer classes. Therefore my sense of 
values and etiquette is something 
different from what he has. He. said I 
mentioned something about Lok Sabha. 
But you got an editor put on the bar and a 
whole melodrama was enacted there and 
you think it is nothing? 

SHRI LOKANATH MISRA: Mr. Mani 
is a working journalist and he represents 
that class. 

THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Mr. 
Bhupesh Gupta, you must not refer to 
that. 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: All right. In 
the Australian Parliament if such a thing 
had happened, wouldn't you have 
objected to it? I say that the Press is 
demanding that the privilege rules should 
be codified and I think it is high time that 
we did it. We need not feel very touchy 
about it. 

Now there is the Rules Committee 
mentioned in Chapter XIX. The Rules 
Committee never functions. What is the 
Rules Committee for? I have been a 
Member of the Rules Committee I do not 
know for how many years and I do not 
know what I have done there. Absolutely 
nothing. Therefore this Rules Committee 
is again a fiction. Now, can I criticise my 
House? I think I can. Therefore if you 
want to have a Rules Committee, you 
have it but the Rules Committee should 
review the functioning of Parliament, 
should review the operations of the Rules 
from the standpoint of democracy. 
Therefore we should have occasional 
meetings of the Rules Committee in order 
to review how the Rules are being ap-
plied, how we are working them, whether 
we are helping to promote the growth of 
parliamentary institutions through fair 
and free discussions in the House. Why 
should we go to sleep all the time, get up 
once in twelve years like Kumbakarna 
and say we are members of the Rules 
Committee? 
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Regarding General Rules of Pro 

cedure I do not wish to say much. 
There is a tradition that the Presi 
dent's name should not be taken. In 
Bengal—I do not know whether you 
have it in other parts of the country— 
the daughter-in-law in  the house 
cannot take the name     of husband's elder 
brother. 

SHRI AKBAR ALI KHAN: Husband's 
name.     {Interruptions.) 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: Here we can't 
take the President's name. The President is not 
a divine creature or a Sovereign of the type 
we have in England. We have an elected 
President and we can naturally take his name, 
naturally with some measure of dignity. So 
there should not be any taboo about taking his 
name, and I think this matter should be 
considered. 

With regard to other things, some 
times the Press—not all but some of 
them—misreport and I think it is 
very important that we give special 
place to the Press as far as Parlia 
ment is concerned. In fact, minus 
the Press, many of us would not be 
speaking at all. {Interruptions). 
You are not conscious of it, I know. 
But I am brutally frank in such 
matters. Do I think that I can con- 
yince you by saying anything? When 
I say something about the Govern 
ment it is reported in the Press and 
public opinion is roused. The Press 
is that mechanism. Therefore do not 
be ashamed of keeping in mind the 
Press. The Press should publish what 
we say here. What are we here for? 
We have been trying to convince each 
other  for twelve years  now. The 
public should know what we are saying; our 
constituents should know what we are saying. 
But sometimes misreporting takes place, and 
misreporting of a serious nature. And I am the 
poor chap who is sometimes subjected to it. 
Now, Madam Deputy Chairman, certain nasty 
remarks are made against the Communist 
Party. If I get up and interrupt, then you say,  
'sit down, sit down; don't inter- 

rupt'. And the Press says that Bhupesh Gupta 
did not get up and I have accepted the 
criticism. I think we should have some 
provision. To protect against this kind of 
suggestion on the part of the Press I have to 
get up, not that I want to disturb the 
proceedings. So you see, if I get up there is 
trouble and if I don't get up. then also there is 
trouble, 

SHRI NAFISUL HASAN: Your past 
conduct is responsible for all that. Because 
you get up on every point so that if you don't 
get up on one point this sort of presumption is 
made. 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: If I do not 
answer this thing in a very fitting way, then 
again the Press will say 1 have had nothing to 
say. 

SHRI I. K. GUJRAL (Delhi): You should 
have raised an issue of privilege at that time. 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: No; this does not 
oome under that. Mr. Vajpayee one day came 
and said something about reporting made in a 
particular way. It is understandable that 
certain political colouration will always be 
there. I can understand the monopolist Press 
not being very gracious towards me. Similarly 
the Communist Press may not be gracious to-
wards him and if the Communist Press does 
some misreporting, he should be given a 
chance to have this thing corrected. That is 
what I say. The matter should be corrected 
here on the floor of the House immediately. 
These are really minor matters. 

Then T come to another question. Whenever 
the Ministers quote from a certain paper and 
we ask thejn to lay it on the Table, they say 
they would not lay it. They can take cover 
under Rule 249 but they should not abuse this 
privilege given to them. Normally, the paper 
quoted should be laid on the Table of the 
House if a demand is made. The Minister 
should be made to lay it on the 
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Table of the House and the Ministers should 
satisfy the Chair at least before they refuse to 
lay it on the Table of the House, especially 
when the Members object to this kind of re-
fusal. But we find sometimes on very 
frivolous grounds things are not laid on the 
Table of the House, things which would be of 
advantage to the House and useful to the 
Members for discharging  their  functions. 

So far as Rule 256 relating to suspen 
sion of Members is concerned, I 
think the suspension of Members 
should be the subject of discussion in 
the House. Personally I think a habit 
is developing in our country of using 
police force in order to get a Member 
evicted from the House. We do not 
like such a thing to happen. In the 
Uttar Pradesh Assembly it is happen 
ing. It is reported in the papers that 
the Auxiliary Police force is called 
in in order to chuck out a number of 
Members from the House. Now that 
ig a very very bad thing. Why can't 
the House adjourn and see that the 
moral consensus of the Members is 
brought to bear on the Member con 
cerned if he has done anything wrong 
so that he can correct himself? 

SHRI P. N. SAPRU: It won't be possible at 
all. 

PROP. B. N. PRASAD (Nominated): It 
won't work. 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: Suppose a party 
had 101 Members and the police force comes 
in to remove them. Do you think that will 
work? There will be a fight; there will be a 
civil war in the House. Would you like it? 
You would not like fisticuffs in Parliament. 
You can do it because we are small in 
number. Suppose we are a hundred people 
here; would you move in an army in order to 
get Us out? 

SHRI NAFISUL HASAN: It is in pursuance 
of the order of the Chair that the police is 
brought   in. 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: Let the Police  
Commissioner  deal with     the 

police; not the Chair. There is no Parliament 
in the world where the police enters. It would 
be considered an insult to Parliament, an 
affront to the nation, if police is brought in. In 
the Italian Parliament   .    .    . 

SHRI M. RUTHNASWAMY: On a point of 
information, the police were called in to take 
away Irishmen who gave trouble in the House 
of Commons. 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: He is living in 
Parnell's time. I think we have travelled far 
ahead of that. Police in British Parliament? 

SHRI M. RUTHNASWAMY: Yes, if there 
is any trouble. 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: When? Was it 
in the 19th century or 18th century? 

SHRI NAFISUL HASAN: Even 
now, when he disobeys the Marshal, 
who acts in pursuance of the order 
of the Chair, only when the police 
comes in. Q 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: That is not so. In 
the British Parliament the police will not 
come in now-a-days. I know the former 
Labour Minister, when he was a member of 
the Labour Party, Mr. Emanuel Shinwell. He 
walked up to the other side and slapped a 
Minister. He was asked to quit, but he would 
not. 

SHRI P. N. SAPRU: Is it your sugr gestion 
that it should be open to a Member to bring to 
a standstill the entire business of the House? 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: But how does 
police help your business ta be conducted? 

SHRI P. N. SAPRU; We may have our own 
police. We may have our own Watch and 
Ward. 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: Whatever it is, 
how does the police help you?    If 
disturbances take place, you 
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can   adjourn   the   House.     (Interrup-' 

tions.) 

SHRI P. N. SAPRU: If you make it 
impossible for the business to be carried on, 
what is to be done? 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: There again, you 
are a very learned man. You tell me. Suppose 
in Bengal we are 100 in the Opposition and 
150 there, on that side. You call in the police 
and ask the police to act. There will be fight 
inside the House and the House will not go 
on. 

SHRI AKBAR ALI KHAN: The point is, 
how is the order to be kept? If somebody 
makes working impossible, what is your 
alternative? 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: Moral sanction. 

HON;  MEMBERS:   No. 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: With the police 
how would you do such things? 

SHRI NAFISUL HASAN: Only when moral 
sanction is not going to work that is done. It is 
only against those persons who do not believe 
in moral sanctions. 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: I think we 
believe   in moral sanctions. 

SHRI M. M. DHARIA (Maharashtra): May 
we know why Mr. Gupta is particular so far 
as this provision is concerned? 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: The hon. 
Member thinks that some day he would like 
the police to be set on me . . . 

SHRI M. M. DHARIA: No. 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: . . . but the 
House will not go on. I can tell you, if you 
bring in the police, I shall fight and die here 
before I am chucked out. You can take it that 
I can go out on your orders or if all of you, 
Members, want me to go out. 

The police will not throw me     out Therefore, 
do not go into that. 

SHRI M.  GOVINDA REDDY:     The 
question  of police does not arise. 
SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: The problem has 

not arisen and I think that it is not necessary.    
But it is abhorrent that Parliament House should 
be in- * vaded by policemen, take away Mem-
bers of Parliament by force.    If    we have failed, 
all of us have failed.    If we cannot correct an 
erring Member, well, let us try to do it otherwise, 
by talking to other Members, by talking to his 
Party,    by bringing to    bear upon him our 
moral influence.   I think it is possible that we 
could discuss it. But the tendency today in most 
parts of the country is to call in the police 
whenever they like.    What has happened to the 
U.P.    Assembly?      By frequently calling in the 
police, have you served the cause of the Assem-
bly?    If disturbances take place, let the  
Assembly be  adjourned  or even prorogued.     
Therefore  it   does     not help.   That is what I 
say.    I do not think that I will give you an 
occasion at all to    attract the    police    force. 
Therefore,    if a suspension is    made, the matter 
should be discussed    and debated in the House.    
Why    should not the suspension be debated?    
We summarily suspend him.    No.    When the 
man is there, there should be a proper    
discussion    and the    person should be in a 
position to state why he should not be suspended.    
Others may speak either for or against    it. The     
opportunity  should  be     given. Therefore, I say 
if you bring in    the police force every now and 
then, what will remain in the country is not Par-
liament but the police force.    It is the surest way 
of putting the country at the door of a dictatorial 
regime. 

SHRI.AKBAR ALI KHAN: It will be only in 
exceptional cases when it is difficult and 
absolutely unmanageable. We agree with you 
and we do not accept the proposition that the 
police should come in, but if there are one op 
two Members who make the working of the 
House impossible, what are we to do? 
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SHRI P. N. SAPRU: The police can be 
under the control of the Chairman. The police 
working in Parliament can be under the 
control of the Chairman. 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: But lathi charge 
is not the right way of dealing with Members 
of Parliament inside the House. Why must we 
have lathi charge upon us? 

SHRI A. B. VAJPAYEE: From police you 
have shifted to lathi charge. 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA; Otherwise, how 
will you remove   me? 

SHRI M. RUTHNASWAMY: They would 
bodily carry the hon. Member out. 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: That is right, but 
suppose the Member is a little bulkier than I 
am. What happens? Do not go into that. Now, 
it leads to clashes. It degrades Parliament. 
Please understand that you have not gained by 
it. In Pakistan, Parliament and Assemblies 
have time and again been adjourned when 
Members of Parliament were very strong. 
That habit of calling in the police should not 
be created. Moral force is the biggest force. 
Do you think today that we are controlled by 
the fear of the police? If we are controlled by 
anything, it is by the fear of moral 
disapprobation. That is the thing. Develop it. 
But who is to control the Ministers? 

SHRI LOKANATH MISRA: There is no 
Minister now in the House. 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA; Can you send 
for the police to get them out? 

SHRT P. N. SAPRU: If they misbehave. 

THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Now, Mr. 
Gupta, you have dealt with the police. 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: Therefore,    as 
far as the point of order is 

concerned, I do not like any dictatorial 
methods in the Legislature. Whatever the 
Chair says is final. Suppose the Chair says it 
is defamatory. A medical man may be in the 
Chair as the Vice-Chairman of the House. 
Now, how would he interpret what is 
defamatory? Normally, he is not expected to 
know it. He can say: I rule it out on the 
ground that it is defamatory on the advice of 
somebody. Therefore, I say in respect of 
points of order, such things should be open to 
review from time t.o tune because sometimes 
very bad points of order are raised in certain 
Assemblies. Therefore, it should be reviewed. 
Occasionally it should be reviewed. 
Therefore, I say that it should be provided 
here. It is said undignified ... . 

SHRI NAFISUL HASAN: Do you not think 
that it would be impossible to work if in 
Parliament on every point of order a 
discussion takes place? 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: The point of 
order stands. When it is given it is final. I am 
not saying that at that time you debate it. But 
later on there should be ,a provision for some 
review, if the question is raised after the 
House is over on some other occasion. I 
understand your point. I am not saying that it 
should be debated  again  concurrently. 

Now, I come to expunctions. Ex- 
punctions are made. There are rules. 
But we find expunctions are some 
times made without caring for the 
rules. Take for example the other 
day in this House Mr. Krishnamachari 
called us traitors. I could not get it 
expunged. But everything that I said 
against him, most of the thing, was 
expunged. I do not know under 
which rule my remarks were ex 
punged and not Mr. Krishnamachari's 
utterances against me. I should like 
to know it. Therefore, this should 
be   .   .   . JI 

SHRI AKBAR ALI KHAN: In such matters 
somebody should exercise discretion,    
whether  it  is  your  own 



 

[Shri Akbar Ali Khan.] 
affair or the Minister's affair. Otherwise, Mr. 
Bhupesh Gupta, democracy will not work. If 
you are working up to it, then it is a different 
thing. 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: Is it your 
conception, Mr. Akbar Ali Khan, that for 
democracy to work you must allow Mr. 
Krishnamachari to call the Opposition traitors 
and prevent the other Opposition Members 
from repudiating it? 

SHRI AKBAR ALI KHAN: No. I am not 
supporting him. I may not agree with him. 
That is a different thing. But there may be 
occasions when the Chair should have its dis-
cretion. 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: I agree, but you 
have the rules here. You lay down exactly on 
what grounds things could be expunged. The 
rules are there. The rules should be adhered to 
if you like. But it should not be as if because 
I have caused discomfiture to jthe Minister, 
said something he does not like, therefore, it 
should be expunged. No. If it comes within 
the mischief of the rule, by all means expunge 
it. I have no objection. But it should be a two-
way traffic. If the Minister has said something 
that should also be expunged. We want the 
protection of the rules here. 

My final point is about the rule mentioned 
in paragraph 38 of my Minute of Dissent 
about the All India Radio. I want that rule 
because it is a Government institution. These 
are new suggestions. Why do you go by the 
old rules? T3Jie AH India Radio makes a 
coverage of Parliament's proceedings. Many 
of you listen to it. You will see how the 
Government's case is made out. Suppose the 
Budget is discussed. A few make speeches in 
support of the Budget, praising it and most 
speakers speak against it, opposing it. The 
coverage will be such as to create the 
impression that most of the Members had 
supported the budget and very few had 
opposed it. These things happen.  
Inconvenient 

things said against the Ministers are not 
included. 

SHRI ARJUN ARORA (Uttar Pradesh): But 
most of the Members do support it. 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: The trouble with 
you in the Congress Party is this, this is the 
dilemma. He speaks against the budget but 
votes for it. They can say that he voted for it 
but his speech should be correctly reported. 
That is the paradox into which you are placed, 
but we are not. Anyhow let it be properly re-
ported. It should be objective. All I say is, do 
not try to artificially keep out some things. 
Suppose Mr. Arora makes a long speech. You 
are there criticising the Government but you 
say that the Finance Minister is very good. 
Would you like this point to be reported in this 
way that Mr. Arora paid tribute to and compli-
mented the Finance Minister? No. You would 
like other things to be said and after that about 
the voting. In this Parliament I find that 
sometimes we come out with solid criticisms 
from both sides of the House, Congress side 
and this side. Together we criticise them on 
many things. That should be reflected properly 
by the All India Radio because it gives the 
version of Parliament and a report of what 
happens in Parliament. I think it is very very 
necessary that they should do that. I should 
like to have some kind of supervision on that 
kind of thing through a proper mechanism so 
that the reporting coverage is objective. That is 
all I say. It should not be weighted in favour of 
Government. 

SHRI P. N. SAPRU: A Board. 

PROF. B. N. PRASAD: It is a good 
suggestion. 

SHRI A. B. VAJPAYEE: Only the Lok 
Sabha is reported well. 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: You must know 
how to get more time. Here I say if you 
function vigorously, 
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attack the Government and you get more 
time. I know they cannot miss it. Attack the 
Government on points on which the 
Government should be attacked. But the 
trouble with you is on good points you attack 
the Government and on bad points you sup-
port the Government as far as you are 
concerned. Anyhow this is the problem here.. 
Therefore, I say that the coverage should be 
good and I do not know whether some 
mechanism should not be there in order to 
ensure it.   This is another important matter. 

Then I come to translations. I understand 
that Hindi translation is now being arranged 
for. There should be simultaneous translation 
in all languages. Hindi is not the only lan-
guage. Other Indian national languages are 
there. Hindi certainly is the official language 
and is going to be the official language for all-
India purposes, but it is not the only language. 
Members of Parliament come from all parts of 
the country from the poorer sections of the 
community, many of whom may not follow 
Hindi or English. They should be in a position 
to follow what Mr. Sapru says in his chaste 
Oxford English with Oxford accent. Even 
people knowing English do not understand 
him sometimes. It should be translated into 
various languages. Why only Hindi should be 
there? It is possible today and it is within our 
reach to have arrangement for simultaneous 
translation into Hindi, Urdu, Telugu, Tamil, 
Malayalam, Bengali, Gujarati, Marathi, 
Assamese and so on. Everything you can  do. 

SHRI N. VENKATESWARA RAO (Andhra 
Pradesh): Is it possible to translate 
simultaneously into fourteen languages? 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: I have attended 
conferences where it is very easily done. I 
found in a university in the Soviet Union 
which I visited provision for thirteen" 
languages, not only their languages but also 
other languages. Anyhow you have the 
languages.    It is a mechanical thing. 

Once you have it for one language you can 
have it for two languages also. It is a 
mechanical contrivance. You can multiply 
and make various arrangements. It is 
undoubtedly a little expensive, but why 
should we not spend money on it as it is abso-
lutely essential? We do not like that the 
speeches should always be made in English or 
Hindi and others should not understand them. 
In any case I should be in a position to speak 
in Bengali if I like. For twelve years I have 
not spoken in this House in Bengali. Why 
should I be debarred from speaking in 
Bengali? Why should he be debarred from 
speaking in Malayalam if he wants to speak in 
Malayalam? I do not like that. These are 
Indian national languages and arrangements 
should be made so that the Members can 
speak in their mother tongue if they like. That 
is only showing respect to their mother 
tongue. 

SHRI ARJUN ARORA: If the hon. Member 
wants to speak in Bengali, he may do so.   We 
will welcome it 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: There is bar. Mr. 
Arora is forgetful of the rules. If I know 
English or Hindi, I cannot speak in my 
language. I am barred by the rules. If anbody 
now wants to speak in Malayalam who does 
not know English or Hindi, he has to write out 
his speech, give a copy to the Chair 
beforehand and then make the speech. 
(Interruption) Therefore, we want to change 
that. There should be arrangement for 
simultaneous translation. These are the 
galleries. Have you seen anybody there any 
day? I have not seen. Sometimes I see some 
Governors there and I do not see anybody 
else. They can be easily transformed into 
proper boxes or cubicles which could operate 
the machines for translation. We can easily 
buy them from any country. They are very 
common today. I think if we spend a little 
money, we can make this arrangement here 
and now. This is so simple in other countries. 
Why it should  not  be provided  for  here  in 
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this House, I do not understand. That is 
conducive to national integration. Indian 
Parliament speaks not only the voice of India 
but in the languages of India in the common 
deliberations of the biggest national forum. 
What else could be a greater example to the 
world than that we are speaking here in 
different languages? When we quarrel, we 
also quarrel in our own languages and thereby 
we develop a common symphony in the 
debate and discussion. It is very very im-
portant. I think a recommendation on this had 
been made by the National Integration 
Committee, and the only ground on which it is 
rejected is that we have not enough funds. 
Have you found out how much money it re-
quires? First enquire; it does not require much 
money at all. Therefore, I would ask the 
House to consider this matter. If you do not 
have all the twelve, start with some of the 
major things. You have started with Hindi. At 
least we will learn Hindi here, it will help us 
also, help those who do not speak Hindi. But 
start with at least some languages. Urdu 
language should he there and other languages 
should be there. If you like, I should say that 
Bengali should also 'be included. Have respect 
for all the languages, but this is for you to 
decide. I do not say that all the twelve should 
start on the same day together. But start with 
as many languages as possible and make 
arrangement for simultaneous translation in 
this House. I would like this to bei done in the 
other House also. These are my observations 
with regard to this rule. 

I hope I have covered the entire ambit of 
the rules. 

SHRI AKBAR ALI KHAN: More than 
covered. 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: That I have 
done. This is the only occasion in which you 
can speak on this subject. Never can you get a 
chance to speak on this subject. Probably it 
will be the last chance for myself. 

Finally, 1 should like to pay a tribute to the 
work of the Committee where we worked in a 
team, spirit. We did not inject into it anything 
in a partisan spirit or narrow party spirit. We 
tried to function as if we were the 
representatives of the House and not of any 
particular Party. Despite our very serious 
ideological, political and other differences we 
so functioned in the Committee under your 
Chairmanship that we could produce by and 
large an agreed thing. 

That itself is a tribute to the 4 P.M.    
collective approach in matters 

like this. If we have given some 
Notes of Dissent, it is only to highlight some 
of the tasks which need to be faced later on, 
some of the problems which remain unsolved. 
The generations that will come after us might 
consider in their wisdom whether what we 
have said was wrong or not and then it is for 
them to decide as to what should be 
incorporated or not. 

Madam Deputy Chairman, I think by and 
large, we have all tried to make this House a 
success. This House is sometimes despised by 
outside, not here: "Oh! you are Members of 
the Rajya Sabha!" and so on. Well, if you ask 
me, very politely I say, with all that we 
discuss sometimes it hurts us because it may 
mean a reflection of how we function in this 
House. Therefore, I say that we should, so 
long as this House is there in the present set-
up, try to make it a vibrant institution, a 
vigorous institution, we should try to 
transform it, within the limitations of the 
present system as far as possible, as an ins-
trument in the service of the people and we 
should make it a tribune of the people if we 
can. It is a very, very difficult and ambitious 
task but none the less, we should try to make 
it so because Parliament is glorious only when 
the people's interests are reflected in it truly; 
Parliament is a success only when it carries 
forward the vital interests of the masses and 
speaks out against tyranny and oppression and 
the forces of dark    reaction 
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and so on.    Parliament is good when it is 
progressive; it is bad when    it is retrograde.   
And we have seen the degeneration of 
Parliament in    many countries, in South East 
Asian countries, when even under a 
Constitution Parliament's functioning gets    
debased,        demoralised,        degraded     on 
account    of    the    advent     of        the 
reactionary     forces     at     the   scene of       
parliamentary      politics.        We hope, 
Madam Deputy Chairman,   that that shall not 
be the fate of the Indian Parliament.    We 
hope that we    shall not only be helped by the 
powers that be in order to strengthen the 
parliamentary institution but, what is more, 
that Parliament becomes such an effective 
institution that bars the way to reaction 
wherever it may be, and   we should try to 
fashion our parliamentary work so that we 
become    truly vigilant about the rights and 
liberties and  interests  of  the  people.     
Rules, procedures, conventions and  traditions 
must  yield  to  the  interests   of     the people  
and  the     nation.     Therefore, whenever we 
discus such questions of traditions, 
conventions, rules and bye-laws and other 
things like interpretations or the conduct of the 
House, we must always have in our minds our 
people, the downtrodden people, who look  
forward  to us  for succour and relief, for a fair 
deal; for a good life, for sccial justice being 
meted out   to them and who want to be saved 
from the hands of the concentrated power of 
wealth and so on.   Therefore,   that should be    
our approach.    Parliament has to develop 
more and more a social outlook, a democratic    
outlook,    and that must be a dynamic outlook.   
Parliament  should   function  in     such  a 
manner   that   it   has   no   compromise with  
the  forces of evil  and  tyranny and 
oppression; on   the   contrary,    it should 
become a fighting institution in the hands of 
those who stand for progress and want to go 
forward.   That is how we should view it. We 
should not imitate these countries of the 
Commonwealth and other things.   They are of 
bygone days.     They  are  obsolete  in many 
ways.   They do not answer the needs of their 
own people.   They are 313 RSD—7. 

the creation of a society which is full of 
vested interests. Therefore it is not right for 
us, a brave nation like ours, to look to the 
English House of Commons all the time in 
order to decide what we should or should not 
do. We must take counsel from the people of 
our country. We have onr traditions of 
struggle, our traditions of progress. We have 
got a fund of culture and civilisation and I 
think once we know how to go forward, we 
will also know how to draw upon our past 
heritage and combine it with tKs current 
needs of our situation and see that the 
Parliamentary institution becomes a shield 
against all forces of dark reaction and it 
becomes a fulcrum of progress and advance 
for the people and the country. Parliamentary 
institution shines not in the speeches but in 
the nature of the service it renders to the 
people; parliamentary institution projects 
itself, by day-to-day work, into the hearts and 
minds of our millions; of people, peasants, 
workers, working people and toilers in all 
parts of the country who begin to see more 
and more of our conduct and look at us and 
say: "Here are the true representatives of the 
people". This is a great and ambitious task but 
nevertheless that is how we should set about 
the task and the as&ignment that has been 
given to us. 

I welcome these Rules which have been 
modified by this House—and the other 
House—and I hope that we shall give 
substance, flesh and blood, to these Rules.   
Thank you. 

SHRI A. M. TARIQ: Have you finished 
your speech? 

SHRI BHUPESH  GUPTA:   Yes. 
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SHRI   NAFISUL   HASAN:    Madam Deputy 
Chairman, I support the motion  which  has  
been  made  by     my friend,  the hon.  Member 
Mr. Reddy, for   taking  into     consideration     
the Report  of  the  Rules   Committee.   At the 
very outset I am glad to find the observations of 
my friend, Mr. Dahya-bhai  Patel,  and  also  my' 
friend,  Mr. Bhupesh  Gupta,  when they said 
that, as far  as the  working of this Rules 
Committee  was  concerned,  the  work was done 
there with no consideration as  to which party a 
Member of this Committee belonged, so that the 
deliberations of    the    Rules    Committee 
under    your    chairmanship,    Madam, were 
directed to make such improvements in the rules 
as were considered desirable.     Even when  
there was  an occasion to take votes on certain 
provisions,  even then,  I think,  the voting was 
not on party lines.   Therefore the report,   as   it   
has   come   before   this House together with the 
Draft Rules, I believe, will, in the main, be 
acceptable to the whole House. 

There is an article 118 in the Constitution, 
and 118  (1)  reads: 

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

It is a very recognised principle all over the 
world that a House of Legislature is master of 
its own procedure. Even after making the 
rules there are occasions when the rules are 
suspended by the House itself. So this 
provision of the Constitution is only a 
recognition of the well-established rule and 
practice in all the Legislatures all the world 
over. 

Now in article 118 (2)  it is said: 
"Until rules are made under clause (1), 

their rules of procedure and standing orders 
in force immediately before the commence-
ment of the Constitution with res- 



 

[Shri Nafisul Hasan.] 
pect to the Legislature of th2 Dominion 
of India shall have effect in relation to 
Parliament subject to such 
modifications and adaptations as may 
be made therein by the Chairman of the 
Council of States or the Speaker of the 
House of the People, as the case may 
be." 

Thus our present Rules of Procedure, on 
the basis of which we are working, are 
really the rules of the old Legislature 
subject to such adaptations as have been 
made from time to time by the Chairman. 
Generally our present rules have worked 
well; naturally the rules could be 
improved upon. But as it has been 
observed by other hon. friends also that 
generally the rules have worked very 
well, I may submit in addition that more 
rules cannot be made to work; it is the 
spirit with which work is done in a house 
of Legislature that counts very much. But 
since they had worked very well, they 
were taken by this Committee to be the 
basis on which it was to proceed. Taking 
them to be the basis, the Committee went 
through them, suggested such 
amendments as they thought proper and 
then the whole thing was discussed and 
the present Report which is before the 
House is the result of all those 
considerations and discussions. We find 
and I hope all hon. Members will agree, 
that a distinct improvement has been 
made in the Committee's Report over our 
present rules. I need not go into the 
details. My learned friend, the mover of 
this motion, has already enumerated the 
rules by which improvements have been 
made. I may particularly mention just 
two or three of them. 

More provision has been made for non-
official business. Attempts have been 
made to see that practically all Fridays 
should be set apart for private Members' 
business, unless of course, there is some 
urgency for Government business when 
the Government will come forward with 
a motion to that effect and then alone 
there will be Government business on 

a Friday. Normally on all Fridays, 
according to this Report, the business in 
the House will be non-official. Also, up 
till now Questions were not on the 
agenda on Fridays. According to this 
Report, the Question Hour is to be there 
on every Friday also. 

The right of raising matters of urgent 
importance has been recognised and 
provision for that made. There is also a 
provision for the appointment of a 
committee on delegated legislation which 
is not there in the existing rules. Formerly 
there was provision for having a half-an-
hour discussion on only two days in a 
week. Now there is the provision that it 
could be fixed on any day and for more 
than two days in a week. Reference was 
made to this question of half-an-hour 
discussion by at least two hon. Members 
who spoke before me. This half-an-hour 
discussion is normally intended to clarify 
certain points which are raised by means 
of questions. If the question is sufficiently 
important and if justice has not been done 
to the question during the Question Hour, 
then, of course, that half-an-hour 
discussion has to be allowed. It must be 
left to the discretion of the Chairman to 
decide whether a discussion should be 
allowed or not. I find here that the Chair 
has got to decide the matter in con-
sultation with the Minister to know if the 
Minister agrees or not. My personal view 
is that since the replies to the question put 
in the House, both original and 
supplementaries, are before the Chairman, 
he can decide whether the matter is of 
sufficient importance or not, and if he 
thinks that the half-an-hour discussion 
should be allowed, then it should be for 
him to allow it without any intervention 
by the Government or by any Minister. It 
must be left to the Chairman to decide 
whether the half-an-hour discussion 
should be allowed or not. If the Chairman 
decides to have it, then it should be 
allowed and only the fixing of the day and 
time for it may be done in consultation 
with the Minister so that the Minister 
concerned may be    able 
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to be present in the House. That is ail. As 
far as the question whether the half-an-
hour discussion should be allowed or not 
is concerned,, it should remain strictly 
and entirely in the hands of the Chairman 
and the Minister or the Government 
should have no say in the matter. 

Similarly I may deal with another point 
along with this one, and that is with 
regard to short-notice questions. There 
has been a slight change in the wording 
of the rule and an attempt has been made 
to improve the present rule. My personal 
opinion is that a simple change in the 
wording of the ruie without making any 
substantial and real change, does not take 
us very far. Normally it is the Chairman 
who admits questions. The only matter 
on which consultation has to be made 
with the Minister is whether he will be in 
a position to accept it or not as a short-
notice question. That is the first step pro-
vided in the rule, i.e. that after the notice 
of the short-notice question has been 
received, information has to be sent to the 
Minister and the Chairman has to .take 
into consideration the reaction of the 
Minister and then decide whether that 
question is to be admitted as a Short-
Notice Question or not. After the 
Chairman has taken into consideration 
what the Minister has to say and decides 
to accept a particular question as a Short 
Notice Question, the Minister should not 
come into the picture at all. Whatever he 
has to say, whether he will be able to 
collect the information within the time 
proposed or not, shall be taken into 
consideration and I do not think any 
Chairman will not take the objections, if 
any have been made, into consideration. 
If the Minister does not want to answer 
the question, not because he cannot get 
the information but because he feels that 
it would be inconvenient to answer that 
question, in that case, of course, the 
Chairman will admit it as a Short Notice 
Question and fix the time on which it 
should be answered. When the Chair-313 
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man has done such a thing, the only thing 
that a Minister can do is to come to the 
House and give as much information as 
he is able to collect by that time and 
explain to the House why he is not in a 
position to give the whole information. 
Once the Chairman has decided that a 
particular question should be accepted as 
a Short Notice Question, it should not be 
left to Government to have any say in the 
matter. Government had had its say 
before the Chairman considered the 
point. My friend, Mr. Dahyabhai Patel, 
complained about incomplete or incorrect 
answers; but the remedy for such things 
does not lie in the Rules. No Minister can 
be compelled to answer a question in a 
particular way, the particular way that a 
Member likes. Whether an answer 
satisfies the Member or the House is for 
the House to consider. 

SHRI LOKANATH MISRA: The point 
is whether the answer given satisfies the    
facts, not the Members. 

SHRI NAFISUL HASAN: If he does 
not give correct answers, the Rules 
cannot help us. You can come out with 
propaganda and see that the majority is 
converted to the minority view. All 
actions of the Government are before the 
House and the country. That is the only 
remedy in democracy. By amending the 
Rules of Procedure you cannot get 
anything. 

SHRI LOKANATH MISRA: In that 
case we should not have any Rules of 
Procedure; if you argue that platform will 
determine democracy, then we should 
not have the Rules. 

SHRr NAFISUL HASAN: No Gov-
ernment can be compelled to answer a 
question in a particular way the Member 
likes. 

SHRI LOKANATH MISRA: I think the 
hon. Member has misunderstood what 
Shri Dahyabhai Patel said. What he said 
was that the Ministers should give 
correct facts, they should not mislead the 
House by giving wrong information. 
That is what he said which is now being 
twisted. 
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SHRI NAFISUL HASAN: My reply to this 
is that the Rules cannot give you any remedy. 
If the Minister wants to give incomplete or 
incorrect answers .   .   . 

SHRI AKBAR ALI KHAN: It is for the 
Chair to decide whether it is incorrect or 
irrelevant. 

SHRI LOKANATH MISRA: Suppose I ask 
a question whether there was any case of 
stealing in Calcutta. The Minister comes and 
says "No". Subsequently it may transpire that 
there was really a case of stealing in Calcutta 
which the Minister did not want to inform us 
about. 

SHRI AKBAR ALI KHAN: If you would 
permit my saying so, in such a contingency, 
the House has the right to face the Minister 
with the facts, tell him that he gave wrong 
facts. Then he will be held responsible, he will 
have to come out with an explanation or an 
apology to the House. That, of course, is the 
right of the House, but no Rules can provide 
for that. 

SHRI A. D. MANI: Madam, I would like to 
ask my friend, Mr. Akbar Ali Khan, the Rule 
under which a Member can challenge the 
accuracy of an answer of the Minister? The 
Minister makes a statement. Next day we find 
that the statement is not true. How are we to 
raise the matter, under what Rule can we raise 
this? 

SHRI AKBAR ALI KHAN: Mr. Manl, if I 
may be pardoned, this is an elementary 
principle of the working of Parliament that the 
House should be given the correct facts and 
many a time when the Ministers had not given 
correct answers it had raised the question and 
the Ministers had to come out either 
correcting the information or apologising to 
the    House. 

SHRI M. GOVINDA REDDY: There have 
been a number of such    cases. 

SHRI A. D. MANI: There was one such 
case. A question was asked of the Minister of 
External Affairs and 

the Deputy Minister answered the question, 
which was, "whether the tribals in NEFA had 
been given Military training". The answer was 
given in the affirmative, "Yes, they have been 
given military training". In the evening we 
me.t the Defence Minister and put the same 
question to him. He said, "No, no training has 
given". How are we going to get the facts 
corrected unless we raise it? We cannot bring 
a censure motion here. 

SHRI LOKANATH MISRA: Mr. Hasan 
wants us to have this determined on the 
platform. 

SHRI AKBAR ALI KHAN: No, in the 
House itself. The Defence Minister will have 
to explain whether he was correct or his 
Deputy. 

THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: The Defence 
Minister was not asked here; he was asked 
outside. 

SHRI LOKANATHA MISRA: In the 
Consultative Committee. 

SHRI AKBAR ALI KHAN: That question 
must have been put before the House. 

SHRI NAFISUL HASAN: I would like, 
particularly, to say something about draft Rule 
7 which deals with the election of the Deputy 
Chairman. I have read the Note of my friend, 
Shri Bhupesh Gupta, in which he says: 

"I am of the opinion that the manner of 
election of the Deputy Chairman is 
unsatisfactory. The election should be by 
secret ballot and there is considerable 
substance in the argument that no one should 
be elected to occupy this Post un-^ less he or 
she gets the support of at least a bare majority 
of the members of the Sabha. I am not also in 
favour of one person continuing in this Office 
for a long time and, therefore, I would have 
liked that no one should be eligible for re-
election as the Deputy Chairman of the Rajya 
Sabha for a second term." 

319 Rules for [ RAJYA SABHA ] and conduct of 320 
regulating the procedure business in the Rajya Sdbha 



321 Rules for [ 1 JUNE 1964 ] and conduct of 322 
regulating the procedure business in the Raiya Sabha 

This deals with the Presiding officer and I 
know that the office of Speaker of the House 
of Commons was held by one person for 
thirtysix years. Governments came and 
Governments went, Governments were 
changed but the Speaker continued. So, it is 
the experience that one gets as the Presiding 
officer that counts. Therefore, to think that a 
person who has once worked as a Deputy 
Chairman should not be eligible for re-
election, I think, is a proposition which cannot 
in the least be considered to be anything 
approaching  soundness. 

SHRI M. P. BHARGAVA (Uttar Pradesh): 
In fact, he is fully experienced for the second 
term. 

SHRI NAFISUL HASAN: Mr. Gupta 
continues: 

"We have also noted with regret that in 
the matter of election to this office, the 
Opposition is not at all consulted by the 
ruling party. For our part we would like a 
convention to grow whereby the candidate 
for the post of Deputy Chairman of the 
Rajya Sabha is nominated from amongst 
the Members of the Opposition." 

[THE VICE CHAIRMAN (SHRI M. P. 
BHARGAVA)   in  the  Chair.] 

If there had been two offices, one that ■of 
Speaker and the other that of Deputy Speaker, 
there might have been some justification for 
the claim that the Deputy Speaker may be 
from amongst the Opposition. What is the 
position here? Who is the Chairman? The 
Vice-President of India is the Chairman. We 
are not to elect him, he is elected as the Vice-
President for Which a special and different 
procedure is laid down. On account of the 
dignity of the office, both the President and 
the Vice-President are non-party men. They 
do not belong to any party. They may have 
belonged to some party before their election. 
Therefore here the only office of presiding 
officer to be filled by election is that of 
Deputy 

Chairman and Mr. Bhupesh Gupta's claim that 
the Deputy Chairman should always be taken 
from the Opposition does not stand to reason. 
If the majority thinks that they will have the 
best Deputy Chairman in a person who is in 
the Opposition, there is no reason why he 
should not be elected. He is eligible. This is an 
office which must not go with the 
Government. On that point I am quite clear. He 
may belong to any party, either the 
Government party or the Opposition or he may 
be an independent but the majority cannot 
abdicate to the Opposition its right to select the 
best person and it will exercise that right. But 
for proper working in the House, I think it will 
be better and desirable that some consultation 
is made with the Opposition. Now, I know 
when at another place this question of 
consultation was raised. There are occasions 
when the party in power takes time to consider 
such matters. Only after it makes up its mind it 
can consult the Opposition. There may be 
some difficulties. But anyway it would be a 
good practice that the views of the Opposition 
are also taken into account when the question 
of election of the Deputy Chairman comes up 
because if the person who occupies the Chair 
most of the time enjoys the confidence of all 
sections of the House, there will be good spirit 
all round and there will be smooth working. 
Everybody having confidence in the presiding 
officer, there will be no question of 
disobedience of orders or anything of that sort. 

Then I am sorry to find that there are some 
hon. Members who are advocates of the rights 
of Members and of their own right to speak 
but who do not care at the same time for the 
rights of others. 

SHRI M. GOVINDA REDDY: And the 
Chair also. 

SHRI NAFISUL HASAN: It is something 
mutual.   If you  want to have 
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you must respect the rights of others. There 
can be no two opinions about it. Now I 
remember the instance of an hon. Member 
belonging to the Opposition— today also I 
think he spoke for two and half hours—who 
spoke for more than three hours on another 
day and I was astonished to hear the hon. 
Member who is the leader of a party say that 
he will not allow the Bill to be passed. That 
way he stands in the way of the working of 
the House and he takes pride over it. Is that 
the way that the work of the House can be 
carried on in mutual confidence and all that? 
When we expect proper treatment from the 
presiding officers we should ourselves behave 
properly. 

SHRI N. M. ANWAR (Madras); There 
should be provision against filibustering. 

SHRI NAFISUL HASAN: As far as the 
election of the Deputy Chairman is concerned, 
I think that the present provision may lead to a 
strange position when the election may not be 
finalised. The provision which is a 
continuation of the present rules is to the 
effect that notice of motions is to be given 
with one proposer and one .seconder and all 
the motions that are received will be put to the 
vote of the House. If one of them is carried by 
a majority, it will not be necessary to put the 
other motions because no other motion can be 
passed. But Dne contingency has been 
overlooked. Suppose there are three 
candidates sponsored and it is possible that all 
the three motions may be put and none may be 
carried for lack of majority of the whole 
House. In that case this provision will not 
work. My friend, Mr. Bhupesh Gupta, has 
suggested that the election should not be by 
means of motions but it should be by ballot. I 
am not enamoured of election by ballot and I 
do not mind whether it is secret voting or 
open. That is a question which can be decided 
but what I do object to is this. At present 
constituted as   we 
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are there is no chance of a motion not being 
carried because the Government commands a 
majority in the House and therefore if the 
Government is going to support one of the 
motions, that is bound to be passed. But we 
ought to provide for all contingencies. There 
is a similar rule in the Lok Sabha for the elec-
tion of the Speaker and the Deputy Speaker. 
But in Lok Sabha there will not be any 
occasion when a motion for this purpose may 
not be passed for the obvious reason that the 
Government is responsible to the Lok Sabha. 
Whether it is a single-party Government or a 
coalition, unless it has a majority in the Lok 
Sabha the Government cannot work and 
therefore one of the motions is bound to get 
the majority support. So this provision is quite 
all right for the Lok Sabha. As far as the 
Rajya Sabha is concerned what is the posi-
tion? How are we elected? We are elected by 
the elected Members in the State Legislative 
Assemblies. Normally five or six Members of 
the Vidhan Sabha are elected from that one 
territorial constituency of the Lok Sabha. Now 
a party, although it wins the Lok Sabha seat, 
may lose five of the six seats as far as the 
Vidhan Sabha is concerned because in those 
five seats it may lose by small margins. It may 
win only one seat. Although it wins the Lok 
Sabha seat it may win only one of the six 
Vidhan Sabha seats. 

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRI M. P. 
BHAGRAVA).: Mr. Nafisul Hasan, will you 
take very long? 

SHRI NAFISUL HASAN: Not long; ten or 
fifteen minutes. 

THE      VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRI 
M. P. BHARGAVA): Then you may continue  
tomorrow. 

The House stands adjourned . till 11.00 
A.M. tomorrow. 

The House then adjourned at five 
of the clock till eleven of the clock 
on Tuesday, the 2nd June, 1964. 


