The Sabka Bima Sabki Raksha (Amendment of Insurance Laws) Bill, 2025-
Introduced

THE MINISTER OF FINANCE; AND MINISTER OF CORPORATE AFFAIRS
(SHRIMATI NIRMALA SITHARAMAN): Sir, I rise to move for leave to introduce a Bill
further to amend the Insurance Act, 1938, the Life Insurance Corporation Act, 1956
and the Insurance Regulatory and Development Authority Act, 1999.
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SHRI N.K.PREMACHANDRAN (KOLLAM): Sir, I rise to oppose the introduction of
the Bill, the Sabka Bima Sabki Raksha (Amendment of Insurance Laws) Bill, 2025.

The first objection is regarding the title of the Bill, namely, the Sabka Bima Sabki
Raksha (Amendment of Insurance Laws) Bill, 2025. Previously, so many
amendments of the insurance laws have come to this House, and this is an
Insurance Laws (Amendment) Bill. There is a specific provision in the legislative
process. Kaul & Shakdher is very specific that the title of the Bill should convey the
message regarding the intent and content of the Bill which has to be explicitly
given to the public or given to the people at large. So, the title should be clear
enough while being drafted. But it is quite unfortunate.

I would like to quote Kaul & Shakdher Page No. 587:

?Every Bill has a title succinctly describing the nature of the proposed measure.
Care is taken to see that the title is sufficiently wide to cover all the provisions of
the Bill, and that it is not vague, for, otherwise it may invite amendments outside
the scope of the proposed measure?.

So, this is very clear. Now, coming to this Insurance Laws Bill, what is the relation of
the ?Insurance Laws? with the Sabka Bima Sabki Raksha? So, the title of the Bill has
nothing to do with the contents of the Bill.



Now, I come to the contents of the Bill. Is 100 per cent FDI in the Life Insurance
Corporation as well as in any insurance sector helping the poor people and the
marginalized section of the society? So, 100 per cent FDI in the insurance sector is
adversely affecting national interest. I have not got much time because merits are
not to be discussed.

Another provision is regarding the commission of the Life Insurance Corporation
agents and other insurance agents which will be determined by the Insurance
Reqgulatory Development Authority of India according to the new provision. In the
original Bill, it was to be decided by the Parliament and as per the rules and
regulations made by the Parliament. But it is quite unfortunate to note that the
Insurance Regulatory Development Authority of India is given the authority to
describe and determine the commission of the LIC agents.

Even now, it is very well known to all, as several times I have also raised the issue of
the LIC agents in the House, their commission has drastically reduced and thereby
the number of LIC agents have come down like anything. The LIC agents are the
backbone of the Life Insurance Corporation. But unfortunately, they have not been
taken care of. In such a situation, the new Bill is not for insurance of the common
people. It is not for the suraksha of the common people and the ordinary people.
Therefore, I strongly object to it.

Another objection of mine is also there. I would like to seek a ruling. I would like to
raise a point of order also in this regard. My point of order is in respect of Article
348 of the Constitution of India. I would like to have a ruling on this. I raise a point
of order under Article 348 of the Constitution of India and the relevant provisions
of the India?s Official Languages Act of 1963. I seek your kind ruling on this
important Constitutional aspect relating to the language in which the Bills are
being drafted and introduced in Parliament. ? (Interruptions) I want a ruling. A
specific ruling is required. ? (Interruptions) Sir, this point of order is not political in
nature please. It goes to the constitutional validity, legislative discipline and legal
certainty of parliamentary legislation.

Article 348 of the Constitution clearly provides that the authoritative text of the Bills
to be introduced in either House of the Parliament and all of Acts passed by the
Parliament shall be in English language, unless Parliament by law otherwise
provides. This Constitutional mandate remains unchanged and binding on this
House.
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SHRI N.K. PREMACHANDRAN : Sir, this position is further reinforced by the India?
s Official Languages Act of 1963. ? (Interruptions) Whatever ruling is given by the
hon. Speaker, we are ready to abide by it. But we would like to have a ruling on this.

Sir the position is further reinforced by the India?s Official Languages Act of 1963,
while the Act encourages the use of Hindi for Union official purposes, it expressly
continues the use of English for Parliamentary business, including Bills and Acts.
The Act permits Hindi translations to be supplied to Members of Parliament and to
the public for convenience. But it does not authorize the mixing of languages or the
insertion of Hindi words within the authoritative English text of the Bill. This is the
clear provision in Article 348 as well as India?s Official Languages Act of 1963.

In these circumstances, I strongly oppose the introduction of the Bill as well as I
seek a ruling from the hon. Speaker regarding this constitutional position. This is
not the interpretation of the Constitution. It is a constitutional mandate to be
abided by this House. So, I want a specific ruling on this
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DR. T. SUMATHY ALIAS THAMIZHACHI THANGAPANDIAN (CHENNAI SOUTH): I
have two different issues.
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DR. T. SUMATHY ALIAS THAMIZHACHI THANGAPANDIAN: Sir, I rise to object to
the introduction of the Bill on three grounds in pursuance of Rule 72 of the Rules of
Procedure and Conduct of Business in Lok Sabha.



Amendment of Section 2C of the Bill to provide foreign Insurance companies an
ultimate say in insurance business in India is against the sovereignty, unity and
integrity of nation, and is a violation of constitutional provisions.

Amendment of section 2CA of the Bill, the insertion of clause (a) and (b) is against
the interest of the national insurance companies as, it shall not apply to an insurer
or insurance intermediary in any Special Economic Zone including International
Financial Services Centres, set up under the provisions of the Special Economic
Zones Act, 2005. It shall apply to the insurer or insurance intermediary in any
Special Economic Zone including International Financial Services Centres, set up
under the provisions of the Special Economic Zones Act, 2005, with such
exceptions, modifications and adaptations as may be specified in the notification to
facilitate 100 per cent foreign players in the insurance sector.

This is my objection. This is untenable and unjustifiable as it is against the Indian
insurance sector.

In view of the above objections, I respectfully submit that the Bill is liable to be
rejected at the very threshold, being beyond the jurisdiction of Parliament and
violative of the Constitution of India.

PROF. SOUGATA RAY: Sir, under Rule 72(1) of the Rules of Procedure, I oppose the
introduction of the Sabka Bima Sabki Raksha (Amendment of Insurance Laws) Bill,
2025. This is another example of Hindi-isation of legislation in this country. You give
the name of the Bill in such a manner that Hindi becomes the ?introduction?, and
then Government slogans are incorporated into the Bill. ag STt 'Terchl ftar, dach!
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Lastly, I want to say that in the insurance sector, we are actually working
backwards. Pandit Jawaharlal Nehru nationalised the life insurance sector in 1956.
Shrimati Indira Gandhi nationalised the general insurance sector in 1972. Now, we
are moving in the reverse direction. Slowly, IRDA was set up in 1999, and now
hundred per cent FDI in the insurance sector is being allowed. This is going to
favour the corporates and not the common people and common insurers.

The rural population is still outside the ambit of insurance. I think this is a
superfluous Bill. This is a backward-looking Bill, and, that is why, I oppose its
introduction.



SHRI T. M. SELVAGANAPATHI (SALEM): Sir, this is the problem. This is exactly the
core of the problem, where you name all your schemes, Acts and statutory
measures in Hindi. This is the difficulty which we are facing now.

Sir, we oppose even the very name of the Bill ? Sabka Bima Sabki Raksha
(Amendment of Insurance Laws) Bill, 2025. This Bill amends the Insurance Act, the
LIC Act and the IRDA Act. I do not want to repeat what our learned friends Shri
Premachandran, Dr. T. Sumathy and Prof. Sougata Ray have already stated.

Fundamentally, ours is a welfare State, where the Constitution, through its
Directive Principles, directs the State to provide social security and healthcare to its
citizens. Article 41 clearly says:

?The State shall, within the limits of its economic capacity and development, make
effective provision for securing the right to work, to education and to public
assistance in cases of unemployment, old age, sickness and disablement....?

This particular Bill completely dismantles this welfare aspect of our Constitution.
Take, for example, the Employees? State Insurance Act, 1948. It is a statutory
welfare legislation that mandates the Government to provide medical care to
insured persons and their families, cash benefits during sickness, maternity and
employment injury, as well as funeral and dependent benefits.

I would like to impress upon this Government that it should be rolling out more
such welfare-oriented Bills, because State-backed social security for workers such
as Accredited Social Health Activists, Anganwadi workers, under the Mahatma
Gandhi National Employment Guarantee scheme, which is now going to be
renamed RAM, auto-rickshaw drivers, taxi drivers, tailors, the under-privileged and
the poor will be directly hit because of hundred per cent foreign investment.
Therefore, we strongly object to the introduction of this Bill. It should be
withdrawn.
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SHRIMATI NIRMALA SITHARAMAN: Sir, with due respect, I will address each of

the points. Many of the issues raised are legitimately the issues that have to be part
of the debate itself. To object to the introduction of the Bill is not necessary
because you have given time for the discussion. ? (Interruptions)
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me to say a few words on it, I am saying. Everything is subject to the direction given
by the Chair. I am also subject to the direction given by the hon. Speaker. ?
(Interruptions) Sir, since you have given me permission, I am going to answer. ?
(Interruptions)

There is no need to shout me down. It is on the call of the hon. Speaker that I have
got up to give some comments on this. ? (Interruptions)
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what the discussion could be on. At the introduction stage itself, there are
questions about legislative competence and I do not think there is a question on
the legislative competence of the Government to bring this into this House.

Secondly, there are points which the hon. Members have raised which can be part
of the discussion. For example, hon. Member Shir N.K. Premachandran talked
about commissions for LIC agents. It is very much a part of what we are going to
discuss. Let me even give one point on that. Fixing commission for LIC agents is
already a part of the regulator in the sense that it fixes the upper cap and below
which is what the agents are given to collect. They are not to go beyond the upper
cap. Is it not already with the IRDAI? Everything is subject to discussion. Everything
under your guidance will go either into the records or not. Everything under your
direction will be either acceptable or not.

Hon. Member Shri Selvaganpathi talked about welfare measures, insurance etc.
Let me say this, and I am sure this is also going to have a lot of voices of protest,
that if anyone thought of common citizens? insurance at a mass scale, it was the
Prime Minister Shri Narendra Modi. Where did the Jeevan Jyoti Bima Yojana come
from? Where did the Atal Pension Yojana come from? These are common people?s
insurance coverage schemes being given at a very nominal premium. ?
(Interruptions)

That has been given by the hon. Prime Minister. That is his scheme. All these are
included as a scheme by the hon. Prime Minister. Today, they want to talk about
the welfare measures and insurance. They are very welcome to talk.

I would say more about what the hon. Prime Minister, Shri Modi did because of
financial inclusion. ? (Interruptions) That is the reason why in this country, during
COVID also, we could give insurance coverage to people. So, there are every one of
them which are subject to the discussion of this Bill, rather than questioning the
introduction itself.
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SHRIMATI NIRMALA SITHARAMAN: Sir, I introduce** the Bill.



