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The question was put and the motion was adopted. 

SHRIMATI HEMA MALINI: Sir, I introduce the Bill. 

___________ 

The Film Industry (Protection and Promotion) Bill, 2005 

SHRIMATI HEMA MALINI (Nominated): Sir, I beg to move for leave to 
introduce a Bill to provide for protection of the film industry of the country 
from the onslaught of video piracy of films running the whole industry and 
denying States of their revenues losing entertainment tax, by way of 
prevention of video piracy and by providing deterrent punishment for the 
pirators and exhibitors and for promoting the industry by giving requisite 
incentives and concessions and for matters connected therewith and 
incidental thereto. 

The question was put and the motion was adopted. 

SHRIMATI HEMA MALINI: Sir, I introduce the Bill. 

The Representation of the People (Amendment) Bill, 
2004—Contd. 
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SHRI RAM JETHMALANI (Maharashtra): Sir, to oppose socialism is a 

very unpopular thing. But in spite of the fact that I accept the validity of 
every word that my friend, Mr. Joshi, has said, I would also advise him to 
drop this Bill. Sir, the strongest point that he has made in that socialism is 
one of the many economic doctrines that have arisen in this world through 
out the world's economic history. To say that you are bound down to a 
particular economic doctrine is to curtail the liberty of a speech, and which 
is inconsistent with democracy. Therefore, my friend, Mr. Sharad is 
absolutely right that (a) democracy and socialism cannot be equated, 
because democracy itself means you are right to say things which others 
do not accept, as Rbusou and Voltaire's famous dialogue was: "I don't 
believe a word of what you say. But I will give you my life to defend your 
right to say." That is democracy. Therefore, Sir, my friend is right when he 
says that you cannot bind down every political party to swear by one 
economic doctrine. I want to tell my friend that he has no chance of getting 
this Bill through this Parliament. But, certainly, in the Supreme Court of 
India, he is bound to succeed on the constitutionality of the provision. You 
better fight it out in the proper form. 

As regards his current speech here, it is a speech which I think, with a 
little expansion and with a little delection here and there, he should publish 
in the form of a book. The book must be made available to every student of 
political science and every teacher of political science throughout the 
country. But, I do not expect that this House is going to pass this Bill. 
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Therefore, let me not waste his time here. Let him go in for more academic 
pursuits. 

But, he is right. Sir, in fact, today socialism and supporters of socialism 
are becoming unpopular. The current theory is, "Fifty years ago, if you 
were not a socialist, you had no heart. And if today you are a socialist, 
you have no head." So, today, this is what has come to be talked of 
socialism. Sir, there are some political parties which bravely say that they 
do not believe in socialism. It is their right to say it and they should be 
allowed to exist. Why must they be compelled to file false affidavits? But, 
Sir, I think, it is not a practical wisdom to pursue this Bill here. I hope my 
friend, Shri Shard, will rather have my cooperation in the court where we 
are bound to succeed. 
 
-+ ����	 FJ�+ (S$T &'�5): �r �)6 �हI� !R�� �	� �ह\ �ह�� �	!	 ह( �G .0 �	� 

�) �ह ह7 �� ��
	 �)!�� �	 �)6 U
	'	 B� ;	, !���� 4)5� 4� �� �	�� .I� �
, 9� 
�	�/ �� �IZ� �4�(
 ���	 �� i.� ह	9. ��, 4ह	� 

 .)5�!,� �) हF	�� �� �	� �� 
4	 
ह� ह7, �ह	� 

 �IZ� ����� �I   � �I   �ह�	 0	�हEG 4ह	� �� h� *	��F! 
	U�. 
�	 �	e!� ह7I , 4)5� .	ह�, S
 .)5�!,� �� �I2	eh� �� �	� �ह 
ह� हr �
 h� � 
Eh�*���F �� �	� �ह 
ह� हr, U. �Ie� �� *��)o� .� �	 �ह .�.� �1	 .�I� ह7 �� 
S
 U. ह	|. ��  ��R�
 हr G �	�QF�£(5� ��  U. �&ER�! ��  �	�4(', S
 U. ह	9. 
��  ��R�
 हr �
 S
�) �ह 
(
	 Uिl��	
 ह7 �� 9. .)5�!,� !�4 ��  �2!	h, 4) 
�&ER�! �	, �{QF�£(.� �	 E� �हQ.	 ह7, S
 
(
� �	�� ��  .	; �ह	� 

 !	�( 
�
�G  

�ह$'IQ�	� 100 �
)1 .� B� ,�	'	 �1� S�	'� �	 �(e� ह7 �
 �ह �I���� 
�ह\ ह7 �� ��	� !)�/ ��  E� .� 2�	!	� ह/G �Il��!h �4ह�, �Il��!¤ 4�	��, 
�Il�!�h ./0� हr, .� �I   �Il��!h हr, !���� �ह �I���� �ह\ ह7 �� ��QF�£(5� 
100 �
)1 ��0	
/ �	 E� �	�QF�£(5� ��	 �'�	 4	EG  
 

.
, �r �ह�	 0	ह( ��	 �� 4� �ह$'IQ�	� S4	' हIS, ����� �IिP�!/ �
 
�	��5/ ��  �	' S4	' हISG 14 C�Q�, 1947 �) 4� 
	��Q�	� ��	 �) 
	��Q�	� �� 
�ह �*�!��
 ���	 �� �ह UQ!	��� �� L� ह7, .��I !
 �� L� �ह\ ह7G 9.�� �ह �ह	 ह� 
�ह\ �� 
	��Q�	� ��  C�'
 .��I !�
,� 0!��	, !���� 9..� C�!� �'�, �ह 4	��� 
हIE �� 
	��Q�	� �� �ह	 ह7 �� �ह .��I !
 �(e� �ह\, UQ!	��� �� L� ह7, U. �(e� �� 
�� ���	 �� �ह .��I !
 �(e� 
ह��	G �
E�5� ह) .��	 ;	, U. �	� �� �I2	eh� 
ह) .��� ;� �� 
	��Q�	� �) �� ��	 ह7 �
 
	��Q�	� �� �ह B� �ह �'�	 ह7 �� ह� 
E� UQ!	��� �� L� ह7, ��/ � �ह$'IQ�	� �) E� 

313 



RAJYA SABHA [9 December, 2005] 
 
�ह$'I �� L� ��	 �'�	 4	EG !���� 9� !)�/ �� �4$ह/�� 2(� �ह	�	 ;	, 9� !)�/ �� 
�4$ह/�� �ह$'IQ�	� �) S4	' �
	�	 ;	, 9� !)�/ �� ��0	
 �
�� ��  �	' �ह h7 .!	 
���	 �� �ह �(e� E� .��( !
 �(e� ह)�	, U. �Ie� ��  C$'
 ह
 H�+ �	 
ह�� �	!	 
�
	�
 �	 �हQ.�'	
 ह)�	 �
 .
, U.��!E �r �ह �	� �ह�	 ह( � �� �ह$'( �4ह� .� 
,�	'	 F{!
�$. ��.� '(.
� �4ह� ��  C$'
 �ह\ ह7, �ह 9. �	� �	 .�(� ;	G 9. 
�@ ��QF�£(E�F E.�R�!� ��  C$'
 90 &��5� .� ,�	'	 !)� �ह$'( !)� ;�G �� 
�
E�5� �
 .��� ;� �� 
	��Q�	� �� C�
 UQ!	��� �$L� �ह	 ह7 �) ह� �ह$'( �� L� 
������G !���� U.��  �	�4(' E� ��0	
 ;	 .���(!�
,� �	 �
 15 C�Q�, 1947 �) 
4� 4�	ह
 !	! ��हX 4) �ह$'IQ�	� ��  
ह!� &H	� ���� ;� 9$ह/�� �� ��
�
 ��, 
9. ��
�
 �� 9$ह/�� �ह	 ;	 �� S4 ��  �	' U. �Ie� ��  C�'
 0	ह� �ह$'( ह) �	 0	ह� 
�I.!�	� ह), 0	ह� �.2 ह) �	 6.	6 ह) �ह �
	�
 �	 �हQ.�'	
 ह)�	G 9.��  �
	�
 ��  
ह�( � हrG U.�!E �� .���I!�
,� ��  .	;-.	; E� .)�5��!QF�� �$L� ह7G S
��  4) 
��0	
 हr �IZ� �	,4I� ह7 S
��  U. ��0	
 

, �r �ह �ह\ �ह�	 �� U. '�5 ��  C�'
 ह
 
S'�� .)5�!,� �� �4�(�� ��  �!E �	� �
 
ह	 ह7, �r U. '�5 ��  C�'
 i.� 

	4����� '!/ �) 4	��	 ह( � �4���  �	� .)5�!,� .� 4I1� हr, �4���  ���	 C
�� 
S
�) !)�ह�	 �
 ��	� .)5�!,� ���	:� ��  h)!)C.+ ��	�� हr !���� �� 
	4���� 
�
 
ह� हr �ह$'IQ�	� ��  .�.� �1� 
7.� �	!/ ��  .	;G C�
 v.ह 4�, ह�	
� ')Q� �ह	� 
�=4(' �ह\ हr, �	� .)5�!,� �� �
�� हr !���� 4) �	� �
�� हr, '�5 ��  C�'
 .	
	 
�ह �
�� हr, �4.�	 h	�'	 �� �
F�!QF !)�/ �) ह)�	 ह7G C
��-C
�� ��0	
H	
	 
C!ह'	 ह7 U..� �)6 U��	
 �ह\ ���	 4	 .��	G 
	4����, �R�I�! �
�� हr, 

	4���� H�+ �� �I���	' 

 �
�� हrG !���� U.��  �	�4(' '	�	 �
�� हr �� ह�.� �1	 
�)6 .���I!
 S'�� �ह\ ह) .��	G �r 4� �
 !� ह	9. �	 ��R�
 ;	 �) S*�	�� 4� 
�� E� �	
 �ह	 ;	 !)� .B	 ��  C�'
 �� �IZ� �=
� ह7 U. �	� �	 �� �r E� .���I!
 
S'�� ह( � �
 .���I!
 
	4���� �
�	 ह( �G �r�� �� B� �ह	 ;	 �� S*�	�� 4�, ह
 
S'�� �) �ह Cl��	
 ह7 �� �ह C
�� �	
� �� ��	 
	� 
2�	 ह7, �� �)6 '(.
	 S'�� 
U�F
�h�
 �ह\ �
 .��	G !���� S
 ����� �1� .���I!
 हr, ����� �1� .)5�!QF हr 
U.�	 h7 .!	 S
 �ह\ �
 .���, U.�	 h7 .!	 '(.
� !)� �
���G C�
 '(.
� !)� 
�	��� हr �� S
 .���I!
 हr �) S
 .���I!
 हr, C�
 '(.
� !)� �	��� हr �� S
 
.)5�!QF हr �) S
 .)5�!QF हrG S
 C
�� �	
� �� �	� �
� ��e�I ! .)5�!,� ��  
�2!	h �
 �ह�� 
ह� �� �r .)5�!QF ह(�, �	� �
� �R�I�! �
 �ह�� 
ह� �� �r 
.���I!
 ह( �, �ह �I���� �ह\, i.	 �ह\ ह) .��	G '�5 �� 4��	 4	��� ह7, '�5 ��  
!)� 4	��� हr �� S
�	 ��	 ��
'	
 ह7, S
�	 ��	 �
��F
 ह7G �r ��/�� !R�� �	� 
�ह� �
�	 0	ह�	 !���� �ह C�-h{0+�I��F ह7 �� S
�� U. �
ह �	 ��! �ह	� 

 

2	G S
�� 

314 



[9 December. 2005] RAJYA SABHA 
 
�ह	 �� 
=�!�F�! 
	F� 
�4QF*+ �ह\ ह) .���, ����� �ह\ ह) .���G 4) 
�� QF�£(.� �	 �&�R�! ह7 U.��  �I�	��� ह� Cl��	
 ह7 
)�!�F�! 
	F� �) 

�4QF*+ ह)�� �	, 9.��  C!	�	 C2��	
 �ह\ �'�	 4	 .��	 ह7G S
�� �ह	 �� 

I
	�� 4��
�5� �) U. �	� �� U4	4� �ह\ '� 4	 .��� �� �6 4��
�5� ��  
�IQ����! �	 h7 .!	 �
�G Cl��	
 ह7 S
�), 
(
� S4	'� ह7 U. ह	9. ��  C�'
 S
 
C
�� �	� 
2�G C�
 U. ह	9. ��  C�'
 S
�� �	� .� Cl��	
 �
��� �) �ह ह)�	 4) 
S
 0	ह���G �� QF�£(5� �� &)��4� ह7G S
 
(
� �� QF�£(5� �) C��* �
 .��� हr, 
�� QF�£(5� ��  �4. S�F��! �) 0	ह� S
 C��* �
 .��� हrG S
 4) 0	ह� �
 
.��� हr, 4) h7 .!	 0	ह� �
 .��� हrG �)6 
	��'� �ह\ ह7 �� S�� �	!� �.!/ 

 

I
	�� �.!� हI�( �� �
�� �	 �	� �
�G S
�� �ह	 �� 4) 5
; !� 4	�� ह7 �ह 5
; 
�!� !� 4	�� ह7G S
 ��e�I ! �!� �ह 
ह� हr 4)5� .	ह�, �हI� C'� .� �ह�	 
0	ह�	 ह( � �� 5
; �� .)5�!,� !�4 � SE U..� h�+  �ह\ 
1�	 !���� 5
; !� 
4	�� ह7 �� ��
	 
(
	 B
).	 �
 h� ; ह7 �� QF�£(5� Sh U��*�	 ��  C�'
, 9.��  C�'
 
�ह �&�R�! B� S�	 ह7 �4.��  C�'
 !�4 .)5�!QF B� �!2	 हIS ह7G �) �ह �ह�	 
�� �ह 5
; �!� ह7 �r S
�� U. �	� .� B� UNh	� �ह\ �
�	 ह( �. .
, �r ,�	'	 
!R�� �	� � �
��  �.h+  U��	 ह� �ह(��	 �� U.�	 
(
� �
���  .� �r ��
)H �
�	 ह( �G �r 
S
.� �ह '
2	Q� B� �ह\ �
�	 �� S
 U.� ��¥�	 �
 !��4E, ��/�� S
�) 
Cह.	. B� ह)�	 0	�हE �� U. 100 �
)1 .� ,�	'	 4��	 ��  U. ह	9. ��  C�'
 i.� 
��! �) 4) ��! S
 !��
 SE हr �4.�� .)5�!,� �� �I2	!h� S
 �
 
ह� हr 
9.�	 ��	 ���4	 ���!�	 ह7, S
�) �ह Cह.	. ह)�	 0	�हEG U. ह	9. ��  C�'
 
����� !)� हr 4) S
�� ��0	
 H	
	 .� 4I1 .��� हr, 5	�' U. ���4� ��  �	' S
 
C
�� ��0	
H	
	 �'! !�G ;r��( ��
� �0G 

SHRI E.M. SUDARSANA NATCHIAPPAN (Tamil Nadu): Sir, I oppose 
this Bill. I am surprised to see that Joshiji is proposing this Bill when the 
evolution of Indain democracy and independence is over based on socialism. 
Even as early as 1929, a resolution passed in the Lahore Congress says, 
"The philosophy of socialism has gradually permeated the entire structure 
of the society the world over and almost the only point in dispute is the 
pace and methods of advance to its full realisation. India will have to go 
that way too if she seeks to end poverty and inequality though she may 
enolve her own methods and may adopt the ideal to the genius of her 
race." 

This is the thing followed in the subsequent Avadi Congress, The 
Congress affirms its goal of achieving the socialist pattern of society. Since" 
then, two General Elections have taken place and the country has endorsed 
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the objective of the Indian National Congress." This I am quoting from the 
speech of Shri Kamaraj as the President, who made it in 1964, in 
Bhubaneshwar Congress, "I would like to draw the attention of the hon. 
Member to the fact that India is the basis for the socialist pattern of society. 
We need not be influenced by the communism or any other philosophy 
which has come from Europe, the social structure of India even in the 
ancient period is based on the trusteeship and the karta, who is the family 
head, is a protector of the entire family, not only to protect physically, but 
economically also; everything is to be divided among the members of the 
joint family. That is the basic structure on which the Indian democracy and 
Indian philosophy, especially the Congress philosophy has come up." 

Therefore, we cannot say that the socialist word is borrowed from some 
other literature and, therefore, it may be a thing we need to hate. But I 
would say that the history of Congress would clearly show how the socialists 
and the non-socialists were fighting with each other. I would just read one 
portion from Dr. Rajendra Prasad's speech as the President of Congress 
in Bombay Congress, in 1934. He says, "My friends, the socialists are 
keen on a more inspiring ideology and would hasten the elimination of all 
that stand for exploitation. I should like to tell them in all humility but with 
all forces at my command, that there is no greater ideology than is 
expressed by the creed of truth and non-violence and determination of the 
country not to eliminate the men that stand for exploitation but the forces 
that do so." 

Here, the concept is taken from the Communist ideology. Therefore, 

there was a clash between the two groups within the Congress. 

Subsequently, in the Lucknow Congress, in 1936, Pandit Jawaharlal Nehru 

says, "I am convinced that if some world catastrophe does not intervene, 

this new civilisation will spread to other lands and put an end to the wars 

and conflicts which capitalism feeds. I do not know how or when this new 

order will come to India. I imagine that every country will fashion it after its 

own way and fit it in with its national genius. But the essential basis of that 

order must remain and be a link in the world order that will emerge out of 

the present chaos. Socialism is thus for me not merely an economic 

doctrine which I favour; it is a vital creed which I hold with all my head and 

heart. I worK for the Indian Independence because the nationalist in me 

cannot tolerate alien domination. I work for it even more because for me it 
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is the inevitable step to social and economic changes. I should like the 
Congress to become a socialist organisation and join hands with other 
forces the world over who are working for the new civilisation. But I realise 
that the majority in the Congress, as it is constituted today, may not be 
prepared to go thus far. We are a nationalist organisation and we think and 
work on the nationalist plane." 

This is the evolution of the Congress party during the period of the 
movement for Independence. The culmination of socialism had come in 
that way. In the Bhubaneswar Congress, it had been given very clearly 
that there should be clear mind to focus upon the democracy and the 
socialism. I quote Kamraj, "How shall we proceed to implement our 
objectives? We in India hold the twin principles of Democracy and Socialism 
dear to our hearts. It is our desire that the political and economic 
organisation of this country should be based on the consent of the people. 
Then only can we have true Socialist Democracy in action. There can be 
no inherent conflict between Socialism and Democracy. In the days when 
Gandhiji led the movement for freedom, many thought that it was not 
possible to achieve freedom without violence. But freedom was in fact 
achieved without violence and bloodshed. Thus Gandhiji introduced a new 
philosophy and technique, for achievement of freedom by the subject 
peoples of the world. Similarly there are others who think that Socialism 
cannot be achieved without authoritarianism. We hope we shall also be 
able establish a socialist society without class conflict and dispel the 
popular belief that in a socialist State men lose their natural freedom." 

So, in this way this evolution has come up. Finally, we can say why 
this amendment to the Constitution had come in 1976. It can be from the 
spirit of the Indian National Congress. At that time, what Mr. Barooha, as 
the Congress President had said, I would like to quote that. About the 
need for administrative machinery committed to democracy, socialism 
and secularism, he said, "We have had to depend all these years on an 
administrative apparatus which was set up for entirely different purposes. 
It was originally colonial and was meant to subserve British interests and 
perpetuate British rule. It did not have then the much-published civil services' 
neutrality. It was very much a rule at any cost. In the post-independence 
era the administrative apparatus did undergocertain changes but the basic 
structure remained unaltered. The machinery, in the higher layers, is manned 
today by the best products of Indian universities and it swears by British 
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principles and traditions. "In this way it goes to say why the 20-Point 
Programme which started during Indira Gandhi's period has to be 
implemented wholeheartedly so that the democracy, socialism and 
secularism, the three pillars of the Congress policy are implemented in all 
ways and that was the main plank on which this particular amendment 
was carried out in the Constitutions. Therefore, Sir, I would like to stress 
that Mr. Joshi has got a fear that in due course the globalisation may not 
allow us to have a secular country or a socialists country. Socialism for 
India is trusteeship. Socialism is for the distribution of economic produce 
which is meant for the society. It is an equal opportunity not only for 
casting vote but also for dividing the assets of the community. Sir, you 
know very well that in the Indian society from the village level to top level, 
that is, national level, we have community properties and wherever we go 
we find that community had its own properties and these are manned by 
the society. For this, we have the Panchayati system in which any person 
who has crossed the age of 18 can become a person to decide about the 
property of the community and also the assets of the community. They 
can rule what the particular necessity of a village or community is. This 
right has been given by Panchayati Raj system. Gandhiji had taken pride 
that India has got a unique aspect of having the Panchayati system. It is 
the unity of the people at the grass-root Jevel and they decide their own 
economic welfare. Sir, even though we may be going for globalisation or 
the FDI may be growing and a lot of money may be flowing in but the 
investment is not for charity. They are coming here because of American 
interests. They want more return from the money which they are investing 
here. Their investment in India is because of the reason that in America 
you cannot get the same interest in the banks or in the industries. The 
profit making is in India and China, Therefore, they are coming forward to 
invest money here. Simply one day they can crash the share market, pull 
back their money, and invest in some other country where they can get 
quick profit out of it. We cannot depend on the FDI alone; we cannot 
depend on the WTO alone; we cannot depend on the system where we 
pray that foreigners come here. I saw a newspaper article, today. Mr. Bill 
Gates had visited Chennai. During his visit, he was to be taken to the 
Microsoft City. But he was not taken there because the road was not up to 
that standard to take Mr. Bill Gates there. What is this, Sir? Even the 
emperor of Britain could travel this fallow land of India. But a man, who 
came as,a businessman to invest with a view to get more profit, to earn 
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more, could not visit that place because the road was not in good condition. 
India is an independent country. Bill Gates could not travel on that road, 
but ordinary men of India, especially the people of Tamil Nadu, travel on 
that road day-in-and-day-out. So, this is the situation. This is one of the 
ways to earn money for the country. No doubt, we need better infrastructure. 
We need better roads. We need a lot of trains. We need more agricultural 
produce. We need profitable produce for our peasants. We need 
employment for our unemployed people. 

I read one more article. The people of India, who have gone for employment 
to other countries, send 23.8 billion dollars every year to their country. It is 
the topmost statistics. China and other countries are coming down because 
we produce intellectuals. We allowed the IITs to come up. We allowed the 
institutes of excellence to come up. We make our students learn even 
without paying a paisa. We provide them shelter, we provide them dress; 
we provide them food, and what not. Even sometimes we pay to the parents 
also to sent their children to learn. But after learning, after mastering the 
art, they go to foreign countries, and make the USA, Canada and other 
European countries rich. Our intellectual property is ruling the world. But, 
at the same time, we are fortunate, at least, to the level that we are getting 
back 23.8 billion dollars to our country because some patriotic persons, 
who are employed in foreign countries, are reinvesting their money in their 
own country. 

This is a passing phase, Sir. One day, India will be a Super Power. We 
can utilize our intellectual property, our intellectuals for our own utility, for 
our own development. We need not have the BOPs, then, I saw an article 
on the KPOs. People, all over the world, are receiving knowledge from the 
people of India, who had studied in India. In fact, we make excellent people 
for the world utility. Whole world is using that. They are becoming richer, 
but we are praying for their investment, which is created by our own 
intellectuals. Our intellectuals have gone to America and European 
countries and making them rich. And, that money comes to us in the form 
of FDI. We are very happy that everyday we are having the FDI. They are 
utilizing our KPO. Sir, India may be a poverty-stricken country in terms of 
economy, but we are rich in knowledge, we are rich in human resources, 
we are rich in culture. That is the basic system dn which the socialistic 
pattern of society has to come, the Constitution proclaims. Indiraji had 
brought forward this because we want to be proud to say that a democratic 
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country, a country of socialists, where the entire assets of the country 
have to be divided among the people, and invest for their development. 
That is the main thrust on which this Amendment Bill has come. 

Sir, you know the history of the judicial system. The Supreme Court 
had struck down the Privy Purses Abolition Act. The Nationalisation of 
Banks Act was also struck down by the Supreme Court because, at that 
time, that was the mindset of the Supreme Court. Now, the same Supreme 
Court says that the word 'socialist' should not be removed. That is the 
judgement of the Supreme Court. The same Supreme Court says that the 
word 'secular' should not be removed. India is a secular country, it is a 
socialist country. That is the verdict of the Supreme Court. Therefore, the 
changing society needs the word 'socialist' because we proclaim that. 
Our system may be coined in some other words as 'Hinduism' or 'Indianism', 
but 'socialist' is a word which we borrowed from the Europeans. At the 
same time, we practice it in our own method. In India, we want to say that, 
here is a society common to all. We can utilise the opportunities that 
come up, and we can develop India, we can develop the assets of India. 
With this perspective, the knowledge of Indians should be utilised for India. 
The 'Socialist, Democratic Republic', these words will give spirit to the 
future of India to say that wherever we earn, we will bring back the money 
here. Even if our knowledge is sold elsewhere, we will bring it back here. It 
will be a socialist country, it will have a joint family system where everything 
will be divided among the children, among the brothers and sisters. This is 
socialism. Thank you very much. 

SHRI JAIRAM RAMESH (Andhra Pradesh): Thank you Mr. Vice 
Chairman, Sir. Sir, I would not have spoken this afternoon, but I was provoked 
by some of the remarks that Mr. Sharad Joshi made. I was also provoked 
by the fact that the Opposition Benches are totally empty except the two 
ladies; the two distinguished ladies of the Opposition, and they more than 
make up for the absence of the Ahluwalias of the world. 

Sir, Mr. Joshi, has moved the Bill. He has got every right to move the 
Bill. We can have a debate on the Bill. He is fighting a case in the Supreme 
Court, and as Mr. Ram Jethmalani said, he may well have a strong legal 
case. But, in the course of the discussion; in the course of, actually, 
introducing the Bill, I think, he made a series of generalisations on the 

320 



[9 December, 2005] RAJYA SABHA 

recent economic history of the country, which, I feel, should not go 
unchallenged. 

I think the most important charge he levelled was that before 1991 the 
India Economic Policy was based on socialism, which was an imported 
ideology. Sir, I think, this is a gross misreading of the whole planned 
development in the country, and it is a gross misreading of the economic 
policy that this country adopted after 1947 on which there was a 
consensus, I would say, not only in this country, but elsewhere that India 
was a poor, agriculturally backward country which required State-led 
industrialisation, which required the Government to play a very important; 
not just a very important, but a central role in planning and in execution 
of development projects. This was true not only of the Congress Party, it 
was true of foreign intellectuals who came to India to advise the 
Government. It was, certainly, true of Dr. Ambedkar. Many people do not 
know that the first Economics PHD of India was Dr. Ambedkar. He got a 
PHD in Economics in 1916 from the Columbia University, and he went 
on to get a second PHD in 1922 from the London School of Economics. 
I am glad that Mr. Paswan has walked in when I am talking of 
Dr. Ambedkar. Many people look at Dr. Ambedkar only as a messiah of 
social justice, but he was a great economist and he is not given enough 
credit for this. And, even Dr. Ambedkar talked about State-led 
industrialisation, planned industrialisation and development based on 
the primacy of the Government. So, the point I want to make to Mr. Joshi 
is, it is very easy now to sit in judgement of what happened or what did 
not happen in the last 40-45 years. But the point I do want to make is 
that when this country became independent, there was a consensus, 
cutting across the political spectrum, that the development of India required 
a strong Government, that the development of India required a strong 
public sector, that the development in India required public investment in 
infrastructure, in basic industries and the private sector, which does not 
have the financial or the managerial resources to fulfil this role. So, this 
is the first point. I would like to request Mr. Joshi to be sensitive to. There 
was this consensus. There were occasionally dissenting voices. Dr. B.R. 
Shenoy was a dissenting voice. Prof. C.N. Vakil was a dissenting voice. 
But I think, barring these one or two dissenting voices, 99 per cent of the 
people; politicians, economists, the media, civil society, everybody was 
convinced that India required planned development, India required a strong 
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public sector. Now, sir, the fact that we became a democracy, the fact 
that we became an open, pluralistic, representative democracy-in 1952, 
we had our first General Elections in which over a 100 million people 
voted-should, once and for all, give the lie to this propaganda that we 
were a socialist country to begin with, because no socialist country in 
the early 50's, Sir, was a democratic country. India was a unique country. 
Our basic ethos, our basic political commitment was a parliamentary 
form of democracy. Now, within that parliamentary form of democracy, 
the economic policy that we adopted was undoubtedly, based on the 
success that the Soviet Union had of a transition from a backward 
agricultural country to a World Super-Power and even Shri Sharad Joshi 
cannot deny the fact that in 30 years, the USSR went from being a 
backward agrarian economy to one of the two major economic powers in 
the world. Of course, they have paid a very high political cost. Of course, 
they have paid a very high social cost. I am not here to sit in judgement 
on the USSR, but we cannot negate history. The fact is that the economic 
development of USSR was indeed very impressive, but we did not adopt 
the Soviet model lock, stock and barrel. We were impressed with the 
Soviet Union, we tried to get from the Soviet Union the necessary financial 
and technological, resources, but at no point of time, if you look at 
economic history, can you say that India transplanted the Soviet model 
of development into India. This is simply not true. This is not true of 
industry, certainly, in which both the public sector and the private sector 
existed and prospered, and it was, certainly, not true in agriculture where 
cooperative and joint farming was not introduced. Now, I know what 
Shri Sharad Joshi will say. I know Shri Sharad Joshi will say that there 
was a strong element in the Congress Party that wanted joint farming, 
that wanted cooperative farming, and that it was only Shri Charan Singh 
and Rajaji who held back the Sovietisation of India agriculture. Yes, I 
acknowledge the fact. I acknowledge the fact that there was a big debate 
in this country in the 50's on the future of Indian agriculture. I acknowledge 
the fact that there was a very influential school of thought which believed 
that the future of Indian agriculture lay in cooperative and joint farming, 
but, ultimately, wiser counsels prevail; ultimately, the views expressed 
by people like Rajaji and Shri Charan Singh prevailed and India retained 
a peasant proprietorship model. India remained a country in which farms 
were owned by individuals, whether they were proprietors, or share croppers 
or tenants, that is a separate issue, but we did not introduce 
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collectivisation of agriculture, of the type that was introduced in the Soviet 
Union and China with disastrous consequences. 

So, I think, the second point I want to make is the fact that we opted for 
a political democracy is a very important argument to negate this view that 
we adopted socialism. Because had we been socialist in the true sense of 
the term, we would not have been democratic, we would not have had an 
open adult franchise, universal suffrage model in which over a 100 million 
people, actually, exercised their choice in 1952. So. I think, again, Sir, it is 
feeing slightly unfair, because, right now, it is very fashionable to rewrite 
Indian history, whether it is to rewrite Indian social history, or, whether it is 
to rewrite Indian economic history. It is very easy to say, 'oh, we were 
socialist in the past, and, now we are not socialists.' I think this is a gross 
misreading of what our planners, of what our founding fathers envisaged 
socialism to be. Socialism was not seen only as the ownership of the 
means of production, which was an important point, but socialism in the 
India context meant equality of opportunity. Article 16 in the Indian 
Constitution talks of equality of opportunity. True socialism meant equality 
of opportunity; true socialism meant the negation of privilege; true socialism 
meant the fact that merit determined where you went education determined 
how you progressed and not the accident of birth. To that extent, if you 
look at socialism through this perspective, I think, we remain a socialist 
society today. Today, we are still fighting the battle for equality of opportunity. 
Today, we are still fighting the battle of extending the benefits of education 
and health to a large sections of our people. So, anybody who says that I 
am not a socialist is, today, in my view, being totally oblivious of the social 
and economic realities of India. Socialism does not necesarily mean the 
ownership of production; socialism does not mean having a large public 
sector. Now, there may be some people who believe that occupying the 
commanding heights of the economy meant that you were socialist. But 
the dominant view in India ultimately, one has to distinguish the view that 
gets expressed in doctrine and dogma and the view that actually gets 
expressed in actual practice. And, it is a remarkable tribute to the pragmatic 
nature of our founding fathers that nowhere did we say "we were socialist.' 
After all, even the Avadi Resolution of 1955 commits the Government to a 
socialistic pattern of society. It is not committing the Government to 
socialism, but to a socialistic pattern of society. And, a socialistic pattern 
of society means equality of opportunity, brotherhood, fraternity, equal 
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access to health, equal access to education, the abolition of untouchability 
the abolition of the notion of birth as a guarantor of privilege and the 
establishment of education as the means of social advancement. 

So, Sir, I don't want to carry this debate too long, but I feel Mr. Sharad 
Joshi, in his exuberance, in his enthusiasm, in my view, created an 
unnecessary environment of scare, as far as economic history is concerned. 
His sweeping assertion—he comes from a political party which believes 
that controls have strangulated Indian agriculture—is again doing gross 
disservice to the people who brought about the Green Revolution in this 
country, to people like Lal Bahadur Shastri, to Indira Gandhi, to C. 
Subramanian, to M.S. Swaminathan, ail these people. What was the Green 
Revolution? The Green Revolution was not the magic of the 'market place' 
like President Reagan once said. The Green Revolution was possible 
because of investments in irrigation, in Bakhra Nangal, in Hirakud. The 
Green Revolution was possible because of investment in Agricultural 
Universities, in Ludhiana, in Coimbatore, in Pant Nagar. You yourself are 
aware of the investment that was done in Pant Nagar. Mr. Vice-Chairman, 
Sir. So, the Green Revolution was based on the Food Corporation of India, 
on Minimum Support Price, on procurement price. Now, today, you might 
argue that that system has run its course. You might argue that today that 
system requires reform. But to say that the entire Green Revolution in 
India was 'market force' is, in my view, a totally wrong view. If there was no 
Government, if there was no political leadership, there would have been no 
Green Revolution. 

So, Sir, with these few remarks, I would request Mr. Sharad Joshi not 
only to withdraw the Bill, but also to do some self-introspection and not 
condemn all of pre-1991 as a 'socialist dark period' and all of post-1991 as 
some sort of a 'market nirvana'. Neither was pre-1991 so bad, nor is post-
1991 so good, as he is making it out to be. 

THE MINISTER OF STATE IN THE MINISTRY OF LAW AND JUSTICE 
(SHRI K. VENKATAPATHY): Mr. Vice-Chairman, Sir, I am extremely happy 
that the attention of this august House has been drawn to one of the 
cardinal principles embodied in our Consititution by Shri Sharad Anantrao 
Joshi, hon. Member of Parliament, by way of the Representation of the 
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People (Amendment) Bill.2004, introduced by him in this House on 17
th 

December, 2004. The hon. Member has sought omission on the word 
'socialism' from sub-section (5) of Section 29A of the Representation of 
the People's Act, 1951. 

According to the Statement of Object and Reasons appended to the 
Bill, the hon. Member has given the following reasons which have 
necessitated the present Bill: 

"Section 29A(5)ofthe Representation of the People's Act, 1951 comples 
an association or a political party to bear allegiance to the principle of 
socialism as a pre-condition to it applying for registration as a political 
party. It has the effect of hindering and inhibiting the formation of a political 
party with full advantage of registration and its functioning in the political 
arena of the country unless it conforms to a certain point of view of 
socialism. Such a proposition is not even provided by Fundamental Rights 
under Article 19 of the Constitution which guarantees freedom to form 
association and expression. It makes little sense, in this era of market-
oriented economies, to deny non-socialists the possibilities of organizing 
themselves as a political party in order to be able to contest elections. 

Socialism, a part of Section 29(A)-5, is also discriminatory, since an 
individual without affiliation to any political party can contest election without 
bearing any allegiance to the principles of socialism. But, it prevents an 
association of such individuals from doing so as a registered political party 
unless it bears allegiance to the said principle. Under the scheme of the 
Constitution, the right of a non-socialist citizen to hold his personal views, 
and be entitled to all the privileges enjoyed by the socialist fellow citizens 
cannot be denied. His access to the legislative body, as an individual and 
as a party, cannot be hindered by denying him privileges of being registered 
as a political party. Moreover, if there is faith and allegiance to the 
Constitution, do we need to do anything more? 

Therefore, Section 29(A)-5 may be amended to remove the anomaly." 

The Section, 29(A), of the Representation of the People's Act, 1951, 
deals with the registration of political parties and sub-section 5 of the said 
section, inter alia, provides that 'an application for registration as a political 
party shall contain a specific provision that the association or body shall 
bear true faith and allegiance to the Constitution of India, as by law 
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established, and to the principles of socialism, secularism and democracy, 
and would uphold the sovereignty, unity and integrity of India.' In this 
connection, attention is also invited to the Preamble to the Constitution of 
India, which, inter alia, provides that "We, the people of India, having 
solemnly resolved to constitute India into a SOVEREIGN, SOCIALIST, 
SECULAR, DEMOCRATIC REPUBLIC....". 

Sub-section (5) of Section 29(A) of the Representation of the People 
Act, 1951, apart from stressing true faith and allegiance to the Constitution, 
lays stress on the principles of socialism, secularism and democracy, 
which Can be described as the soul of our Constitution as laid down in the 
Preamble to the Constitution. 

The hon. Member has singled out word 'socialism" possibly in the 
background of globalisation of the national economy. In this connection, it 
may be stated that in view of the widespread poverty and economic disparity, 
socialism will always remain relevant to the Indian social condition. Any 
Government or political party cannot administer this country remaining 
oblivious to the plight of the general public. The policies being formulated 
or followed by any Government, though, may, at times, look capitalist in 
academic terms, but in the long term, they are addressed at raising 
resources, which can be put to use for ameliorating the existing social 
disparity. 

In view of the above, it may be seen that the goal of socialism for 
political party in the governance of the country as per the Constitution of 
India as by law established remains the same; the only difference would 
be as may be the measures taken to achieve the same. 

It may, thus be seen that in the Indian context, there is no role or scope 
for a political party, which does not have faith in the concept of socialism 
as reflected throughout in the Directive Principles of State Policy. 

Now, I would like to thank all the hon. Members who have participated 
in the debate on this Bill. Hon. Member, Shri Moolchand Meena, has aired 
his opinion that an amount may be specified to be spent during elections. 
It is not followed. We must respect the spirit of the Constitution. That is 
what he has said. Shri Ram Jethmalani said that it has to be fought in the 
court of law, instead of being fought in the Parliament. Shri AM too made 
a speech. The fact that you could make a speech against socialism is 
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itself evidence that this right has been conferred by the Contitution. Hon. 
Member, Shri Sudarsanan Natchiappan, has reiterated that the Lahore 
Congress, Avadi Congress, and Bhubaneshwar Congress ~ all these 
conferences expressed confidence in socialism and they have introduced 
a socialistic pattern in the society. Therefore, that principle is our policy. 
India is the basis for this socialistic policy. It was not borrowed from any 
other nation. It is not a new order has come to India. That is what he has 
reiterated. 

He has also further stated that here is a society common to all. Though 
the hon. Member, Shri Jairam Ramesh, has put it in precise terms, he has 
completely covered all topics in an interesting manner because for social 
justice we are including social justice, economic justice and political justice. 
Therefore, there was a consensus that the developent of India requires 
public sector and he spoke that 99 per cent of the people were convinced 
that India requires strong public sector. India was a unique country where 
economic policy was adopted from the Soviet Union. Therefore, we have 
followed certain principles which have got close adherence to the socialistic 
pattern of society. Therefore, collectivisation of agriculture was not followed. 
We have got our own pattern of principle. Therefore, equality of opportunity 
and equal distribution, on merit, should be counted. So, all these merits 
and battle for equality and everything is provided in our Constitution only 
because of that word. So, when we come to the Constitution, our Directive 
principles of state policy also insist that socialistic pattern should be 
adopted. Therefore, in adherence to that policy, we have to follow the 
principle of socialism and, as has been already pointed out by me, 
socialism is one of the cardinal principles embodied in our Constituion as 
is evident from its preamble. Hence, it may be very difficult to subscribe to 
the view of the hon. Member that the word 'socialism' should be removed 
from sub-section (5) of section 29A of the Represntation of the people's 
Act, 1951. Hence, it is not possible to accept the Bill in its present form or 
with any modifications. In the circumstance, I fervently appeal to the hon. 
Member to withdraw the Bill. 

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRI KALRAJ MISHRA): Shri Sharad Anantrao 
Joshi, are you withdrawing the Bill? 

SHRI  SHARAD ANANTRAO JOSHI: No, Sir. 
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SHRI SHARAD ANANTRAO JOSHI: I feel very bad about having to say 
'No' to the hon. Minister, but there are things of principle which are far 
more important than the personal courtesy, and I have been very busy 
being correct both politically and academically to be polite. I must thank 
all the Members, ,my colleagues, who participated in the debate. I got an 
impression that there is some error in my expression and that most of the 
people did not understand the purport of the Bill and even the Minister did 
not. There are two points. I will firstly deal with the points made by some 
hon. Members. Meenaji said that at the time of Independence the general 
sentiment, the consensus of the people in India, was in favour of socialism 
that is something which was partly repeated by Mr. Natchiappan and 
Mr. Jairam Ramesh. I stoutly deny that. There were some notes of socialism 
in Lahore Resolution and here and there in the speeches of different people. 
But as Mr. Natchiappan himself read our in an extract, Nehru himself 
admitted that socialism is not the majority view in the Congress. That was 
only a personal view and I can quote any number of books in which people 
like Sardar Valiabhbhai Patel has said that socialism was a person fad of 
Pandit Nehru. It is on record. So, to say that in 1947 the general sentiment 
in India was for having a socialist Republic is incorrect. If it were correct, 
then in the original Preamble itself the word 'socialism'would have appeared 
and as was the consensus in those days we would have called ourselves 
'the Socialist Republic of India' which we did not. At that time, the entire 
freedom movement, as I pointed out in my first speech, was fought under 
Gandhian ideals. Nehru is on record, as saying that he does not subscribe 
to the economic policies of Mahatma Gandhi and Mahatma Gandhi has 
replied to him that if you stand for this kind of a philosophy, then after 
Independence I would have to fight with you. This is also on record. Gandhi 
necessarily stood for predominance of the primordial importance of villages, 
agriculture, farmer and the individual. Gandhi, as an individual, was a great 
anarchist. Nehru.after independence, after Gandhi was gone, made a sort 
of a coup detat, and, tried to turn to a socialist pattern in which not the 
villages but the cities became important, and, not the agriculture but the 
heavy industries became important, and, not the individual and the freedom 
but the public sector became paramount. This change, was brought about 
without debate. But to say that that was the current philosophy right since 
1991 is distorting history. Till 1947, you can ask anybody, India was 
predominantly Gandhian. Maybe, it was wrong, maybe, it was right; that 
is not the question. Maybe, Nehru was quite right; I never said that Nehru's 
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taking the country to socialism was wrong. At a given point of time, there 
were decisions that had to be taken, and, that were taken. Certainly, if in 
the globalisation epoch, we are able to give the kind of shining performance 
that we are, then some of the infrastructures that were laid down under the 
socialist era, have some credit for that; as the Chinese can give credit to 
a discipline developed under the Communist epoch for the gains that they 
are making in the present epoch. But, to say that the socialism was the 
general consensus and sentiment at the time of independence is wrong. 
There is a whole history of it. Even hesitatingly, we talked of the Socialistic 
pattern. At that time, I was a student of Economics. I remember those 
days, and, I also remember the days when Nehru deliberately tried to 
bring about collectivisation of agriculture, the word used was collectivisation' 
and which was repulsed by the Congress itself, and, therefore, we were 
lucky, I think, if something saved India from becoming a sort of second 
Soviet Union, it was the decision in the Nagpur Congress not to accept 
collectivisation of land, and, that is a major history. Then, after that, we 
had the era of planning, but even at that time — Hon. Ramesh Jairam 
mentioned so many economists like B R Shonoy — Kumarappa, the 
name I would like to mention, advocated the Gandhian type of planning, 
and, the writings of Kumarappa show that Gandhians, in a general way, 
were very, very unhappy about the kind of turn that Nehru had given to the 
Indian economy. Now, I come to the second point. I can only thank Mr. 
Ram Jethmalani. My case is already before the Bombay High Court, I 
don't see particular advantage in going to the Supreme Court, and, I have 
always counted on Ram Jethmalani's help for fighting may legal suits. 
But, I cannot accept his advice to withdraw the Bill. 

(MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN in the Chair) 

Hon. Mr. Alvi talked more of secularism. I dont know, why? I have never 
objected to the concept of a secular India, I have never objected to the 
concept of a democratic India. As a liberal, I stand for democracy; as a 
liberal, I stand for secularism. What I don't stand for is the compulsion that 
I should swear by socialism. 

Mr. Jairam Ramesh made a point that I am blaming everything that 
happened before 1991 and I am praising everything that is happening after 
1991. Mr Ramesh, you are wrong. I never said that. Since I used the word 
'historic defeat of socialism', I would say that as a whole, after 1991, 
Arrow's theorem has been proved to be right. And, as against that, you 
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have the Indian Nobel Laureate in Economics, Dr. Amartya Sen. What is 
happening right now? The conflict that is happening in India is the conflict 
between Arrow's theorem and the Indian nobel Laureate, Dr. Amartya Sen 
who emphasized the role of the Government at, activism particularly, with 
regard educaiton health and famines. So, that is the conflict that is taking 
place. 

All the things that were said by different speakers point out. that there 
exist even more shades of socialism that can enumerated by me, for 
example, removal of untouchability. Is it socialism? No. But it is certainly 
a step towards socialism, and, nobdy will deny it. Did I say that socialism 
was wrong? I categorically say that I never said it. I never said that. All 
that I said is since you in the Congress always talk of pluralism —I 
represent here the Swatantra Bharat Party—you always abuse the BJP 
people for the monolithic Parochial view that they take, and, want you 
to accept pluralism. 

Now, all that I am saying is, as you are being pluralistic in the matter 
of secularism, religion and faith, why are you not becoming pluralistic 
even about the economic doctrine? Socialism may come out to be right, 
and, probably, what you are doing is right. But, do I have not the right to 
day that I do not believe in socialism? I said that I turned away from the 
socialism after visting USSR because I wanted to protect my right to be 
a dissenter. And, in this democracy, if you call it a democracy, have you 
got the right to say that all of you have to swear allegiance to socialism? 
You can say that if you want to live in this country, you have to respect 
every citizen and you cannot discriminate against anybody because of 
his birth. But, you can't say that you have to accept an economic doctrine 
if you want to be registered as a political party. All that I said was, I have 
nothing against socialism —after 1991, probably you will come out to be 
better than before 1991, even though if I were to believe the Prime Minister, 
then, that is not so—but, I was wondering whether Dr. Manmohan Singh 
would today stand up and say that I am a socialist. I would like to see 
that happen. If you are so much worked up about the word 'socialism', I 
would like to see even Mr. P. Chidambaram saying proudly that I am a 
socialist. There is some kind of hypocrisy in it. You are not socialist. 
Your Prime Minister is not a socialist. Your Finance Minister is not a 
socialist. You only depend upon the cretches of some of the Leftist parties. 
But, none in the Congress Party is a socialist. Therefore, what I am 
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saying is, consistent with the glorious history of the Congress Party, which is 
essentially pluralistic, you may believe in socialism, you carry out your 
socialist programme, but, permit me the right not to be socialist. That is all that 
my Bill was about. And hence, I would not certainly withdraw the Bill for the 
simple reason. In 1995, in one of the conferences of our party, somebody 
made a speech and said, "Do you know that liberalism and the kind of 
economics you are talking about is politically impossible". And, he cited the 
fact that even such a competent and honest person like Dr. Manmohan 
Singh, when he stood for elections in an elite constituency like South Delhi, 
was defeated. He said, "Your thought is politically impossible. Distribution of 
cycles is politically correct, politically justified. Talking of socialism, talking of 
poverty eradication, is good politics. But, talking of market and talking of justice 
for those who work hard and those who are capable of producing results, is not 
good politics". And I said, "I know, it is not good politics". But, I am determined to 
keep the flag of freedom flying until what is politically impossible today 
become politically inevitable. And, I am quite sure, I mean that who would 
have believed, let's say, by 1980 that we would have come to a time where 
socialism would have become a ridiculous concept, and, generally it is 
considered a ridiculous doctrine world over. The important thing is my time is 
still to come. Rajaji said that. The first Swatantra Party probably came 
several decades too early. But, if you read the writings of B.R. Shenoy and 
Rajagopalachari, you will see that we unnecessarily went through a very 
torturous process and came to a situation where everything was in a short 
supply because of the so-called policies followed in the name of socialism. 
If we had stuck to Rajaji and if we had stuck to Masani, we would have 
certainly taken a lesser time to arrive at the present stage. Sir, number one, I 
said that the word 'socialism' does not have any meaning. And, I read out a list. 
All the people who spoke here added to the list of various shades of meaning 
that can be attributed to socialism which proves my charge that the term 
'socialism' is vague. And, if it is vague, you cannot expect anybody to swear 
by it and declare his allegiance to a concept which you don't know yourself. Out 
of the five people from Congress, who spoke, everybody gave his own 
meaning to the word 'socialism'. And, if that is so, then, asking anybody to 
swear by it is wrong. That is number one. Number two, if you are socialist, 
remain socialist. If Congress is socialist, be it precisous to you. All that I am 
asking is, please give me my right not to 
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be a socialist. It is as simple as that. But if you say that this is something that 
cannot be accepted, then I would say that you are worse than Stalin, because 
even in Stalin's era, it was possible to have a non-socialist party, which your 
party is now denying. That is what I wanted to say. I don't know what the 
procedure is, but if it has to be voted out, then I will prefer to be voted out. 

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: That is the only way, because you are not 
withdrawing it. 

SHRI SHARAD ANANTRAO JOSHI: I prefer to be a martyr on the subject 
than withdrawing it. 

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Shri Sharad Anantrao Joshi is not 
withdrawing the Bill. Now, I shall put the motion moved by Shri Joshi to vote. 
The question is: 

That the Bill further to amend the Representation of the People Act, 1951, 
be taken into consideration. 

The motion was negatived MR. 

DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Now, Shri Kalraj Mishraji. 

The Commercial Advertisements on Electronic Media 
(Regulation) Bill, 2005 
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