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Speaker Lok Sabha
FOREWORD

The founding fathers of our Republic, in their vision and wisdom, had opted
for the parliamentary system of governance for our country, as they felt it was the
best suited to our ethos, temperament, and democratic heritage. They were of the firm
belief that only this model would steer the country on the developmental path; they
were also confident that the urges and aspirations of the teeming millions would be
better addressed and redressed in the duly elected legislative bodies. In actualizing
their dreams, we have, over the last more than five decades, made significant strides
on various fronts while working under this mode of governance.

Executive accountability to the popularly elected Legislature is one of the es-
sential ingredients of any parliamentary system. Our Constitution provides that the
Union Cabinet is and shall be collectively responsible to the Lok Sabha and the State
Cabinets to the respective Legislative Assemblies. The Government must always
enjoy majority support in the popular House to remain in power. If need be, it has to
demonstrate its strength on the floor of the House either by moving a Motion of

Confidence and winning the confidence of the House or by defeating a No-confi-
dence Motion brought against it by the parties in Opposition.

Our parliamentary procedures and practices which have evolved over the years,
provide for various devices to the legislators to keep the Executive on its toes. The
Motion of No-confidence is the ‘ultimate weapon’ available to the Opposition par-
ties and such a motion, if adopted, results in the fall of the Government. The Confi-
dence Motion brought in by the Government on its own or as per the directive of the
President or the Governor, may see the Government through or bring it down, de-
pending on the numerical strength it enjoys in the House. In the event of the defeat of
the Government, it may pave the way for an alternative Government or lead to the
dissolution of the House, requiring elections. The long and searching debates that
often take place on such motions give ample opportunity to members to put their
perspective on various issues before the House and the nation as a whole. With the
telecasting and broadcasting of these debates live, the people sitting in far-flung
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areas get to see democracy in action, which in a way contributes to a better percep-
tion of our popularly elected Legislatures and their representatives.

The Indian political scenario has undergone a significant change in recent
times, especially during the last one-and-a-half decades. The rule by a single party
has gradually given way to coalition governance. Fractured mandates resulting in
hung Legislatures, minority Governments, etc. have led to new political realities as
well. The recent trend of coalition politics both at the Centre and in the States has
had its impact on the parliamentary practices and procedures also. Governments
formed with wafer-thin majorities had been called upon to prove their numerical
superiority on the floor of the House more often than before. All these developments
are reflected in the number of Motions of Confidence and No-confidence moved in
the Lok Sabha and in the Legislative Assemblies of the States and Union territories
during the last decade and a half or so.

It is in this context that this publication brought out by the Lok Sabha Secre-
tariat assumes significance as it brings in its fold all the Motions of Confidence and
No-confidence admitted and discussed in both the Lok Sabha and the Legislative
Assemblies of the States and Union territories over the last five decades in one vol-
ume. I am indeed glad that the inspiration and encouragement for bringing out the
present edition was the very good response received for the earlier publication by the
Lok Sabha Secretary-General, Shri G.C. Malhotra which had confined itself to such
Motions in the Lok Sabha.

The Secretary-General, Shri Malhotra and his team of officers deserve full com-
pliments for their painstaking efforts in publishing such a voluminous edition en-
compassing all the Motions of Confidence and No-confidence admitted and dis-
cussed in the Lok Sabha and the State and Union territory Assemblies. Bringing out
such a comprehensive volume covering the period of over fifty years is no easy task
considering the quantum of work involved in collecting, compiling and analyzing
the information. The Secretaries and other Officers of the State and Union territory
Assembly Secretariats also deserve compliments for their cooperation in making
available all relevant material for this work.

The information available in the revised edition would be of immense interest
and reference value not only to parliamentarians and legislators, political scientists,
academicians and media personnel, but to all those who have an interest in the
working of our parliamentary democracy.

— e
(MANOHAR JOSHI)

New Delhi Speaker,
January 2004 Lok Sabha
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PREFACE

One of the fundamental postulates of parliamentary democracy is the principle
of collective responsibility of the Council of Ministers or the Cabinet to the popularly
elected House. This cardinal principle is enshrined in the Indian Constitution as
well. Article 75(3) of the Constitution provides for the collective ministerial
responsibility to the Lok Sabha at the Union level. In the States, the principle of
collective ministerial responsibility to the Legislative Assembly is embodied in article
164(2). For a Government to remain in power, it has to have the confidence of the
elected House at all times. The Opposition pasfies can move a No-confidence Motion
in the Council of Ministers to express the want of confidence of the House and if
such motion is carried, the Cabinet has to resign. The Government of the day can
prove its majority in the House by moving a Motion of Confidence and winning the
confidence of the House. The procedural device to express want of confidence in the
C,/on’Council of Ministers is provided E{\der Rule 198&7&\&”& of Procedure and

onduct of Business in Lok Sab::g The State Legislatures have framed their own rules
for moving a Motion of No-contidence, more or less on the lines of the rule in the Lok
Sabha. However, in respect of Motions of Confidence, there is no specific rule as
such in the Lok Sabha and it is admitted and discussed under Rule 184 under the
category of motions. In some of the State Legislative Assemblies, a Motion of
Confidence is discussed under the same rule covering the Motion of No-confidence
and in some other Legislative Assemblies, it is taken up under the category of motions.

In 1998, I had attempted a study of all the Motions of Confidence and No-
confidence debated in the Lok Sabha till then, which was published by the Lok
Sabha Secretariat. This publication received a very good response and was well
appreciated among the parliamentary fraternity. Presiding Officers and Secretaries
of several State Legislatures, commenting on the usefulness of the work, suggested
that it would be very appropriate if we bring out a publication which
comprehensively covers the No-confidence and Confidence Motions debated in all
the State Legislatures of the country. The idea mooted by them culminated in the
revised edition of this publication.



Speaker Lok Sabha

FOREWORD
(First Edition)

The Eleventh Lok Sabha that was dissolved on 4 December 1997 was unique
and matchless in many ways. It was a hung House with no single political party
getting a clear mandate from the people in the General Elections. For the first time in
the history of Lok Sabha, a Member from the Opposition party was unanimously
elected to the Office of the Speaker. To commemorate the Golden Jubilee of India's
Independence, a Special Session of Parliament was held from 26 August to 1
September 1997 which was devoted to discuss exclusively a single motion moved by
all the leaders of parties cutting across party lines. At the end of the Session, a
Resolution setting an 'Agenda for India' was adopted unanimously.

During its very brief tenure of a little over one and a half years, the Eleventh Lok
Sabha witnessed as many as three minority governments. One remained in power
only for 18 days. The other two, which lasted a little longer, critically depended on
outside support. The numerically largest party in Lok Sabha, the BJP, was outside
the government and acted as the Opposition, while the second largest party, the
Congress (I) provided outside support to the government, while performing the role
of friendly Opposition. The Prime Ministers of both these governments were drawn
from the Council of States, the Rajya Sabha, although the Council of Ministers is
responsible to the Lok Sabha.

Collective ministerial responsibility is the crux of parliamentary democracy.
The Council of Ministers must enjoy the confidence of the House to stay in power.
The usual procedure to express want of confidence in the Council of Ministers is
through the device of No-confidence Motion provided under Rule 198 of the Rules of
Procedure and Conduct of Business in Lok Sabha. The device of Confidence Motion
is of recent origin. It does not find a mention in the rules because when the rules were
framed, its recourse was, perhaps, not visualised. This device of Confidence Motion
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was put to real test in the Eleventh Lok Sabha. The House discussed as many as four
Confidence Motions which were moved by the three Prime Ministers under
Presidential directives.

The phenomenon of hung Parliaments now seems to be in the zone of realism
in the present political scenario. As a result, governments in power may be called
upon more frequently than before to demonstrate their majority support whenever
challenged by Opposition or required under the Presidential directives.

The publication "Motions of Confidence and No-confidence” by Shri G.C.
Malhotra, Additional Secretary, Lok Sabha Secretariat is, in this context, indeed a
timely work. It is sure to be well received by Members of Parliament and those
interested in the study of parliamentary institutions.

P.A. Sangma
New Delhi Speaker
January 1998 Lok Sabha
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PROLOGUE
(First Edition)

The basis of parliamentary democracy all over the world is the collective
responsibility of the executive to the legislature, even though the provisions and
devices adopted may vary from country to country. There is a world-wide
consensus that the executive at all times must be responsible to the legislature
and enjoy its confidence to stay in office.

The Constitution of India also embodies the principle of collective
ministerial responsibility. It stipulates that the ministers as a collective body are
responsible to the House of the People for the decisions taken by the
government. As and when the government is deprived of the confidence of the
House, it is expected to tender its resignation or seek a dissolution of Lok Sabha.

The usual procedure to express a lack of confidence in the Council of
Ministers is through a Motion of No-confidence under Rule 198 of the Rules of
Procedure and Conduct of Business in Lok Sabha. When admitted, it provides
an opportunity to the Members to critically assess the policies and performance
of the government of the day.

Of late, a practice has developed whereby the Prime Minister comes
forward with a motion seeking a vote of confidence to prove its majority inside
the House. This device is generally adopted by a minority government, which
depends on outside support for its survival, or by a coalition government
consisting of various parties in Parliament.

So far, in the entire life span of Lok Sabha, 25 No-confidence Motion$ and
nine Confidence Motions have been admitted for discussion. Five of these
motions - one No-confidence Motion and four Confidence Motions - have led to

the fall of the governments.
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The Publication "Motions of Confidence and No-confidence" by Shri G.C.
Malhotra, Additional Secretary, Lok Sabha Secretariat, is the result of his
painstaking research and incessant effort to disseminate information on themes
of parliamentary importance. He has carefully assembled and analysed a huge
amount of relevant data and information spread over a period of 45 years. It is
indeed a valuable document. I compliment Shri Malhotra for his worthy
endeavour.

S. Gopalan
New Delhi Secretary-General
January 1998 Lok Sabha



PREFACE
(First Edition)

The Union Council of Ministers in India is collectively responsible to the Lok
Sabha. For governance, it must at all times enjoy the confidence of the House.
Whenever required, it must be able to demonstrate the majority support, either by
winning a Confidence Vote or by defeating a No-confidence Motion.

This study attempts to give at one place a brief account of different facets of
Confidence and No-confidence Motions debated during the eleven Lok Sabhas in
respect of all the 12 Prime Ministers of India. Besides statistical analysis, the object
and purpose of tabling a motion as also the arguments advanced for and against
it have been culled out from the relevant debates and very briefly summarised. The
summaries are, however, neither exhaustive nor representative of the opinions
expressed on the occasion.

I 'am deeply beholden to the Hon'ble Speaker, Lok Sabha, Shri Purno Agitok
Sangma for his blessings and encouragement in the pursuit of research-oriented
projects in parliamentary procedures and practices and for providing a valuable
Foreword to this work. I am also indebted to Shri S. Gopalan, learned Secretary-
General, Lok Sabha for his constant and unflinching support in this endeavour
and for his inspiring Prologue. I am indeed obliged to both of them for permitting
me to have this work published under the aegis of the Lok Sabha Secretariat.

I thank all my friends in the Secretariat who have helped me directly or
indirectly in the accomplishment of this work, especially Shri K. Vijayakrishnan,
Joint Director and Dr. Jayadev Sahu, Executive Officer for their assistance and Shri
Jai Bhagwan, Junior Clerk in typing the manuscript.

Talso express my thanks to Shri B.V. Gupta, Managing Director, Metropolitan
Book Co. Pvt. Ltd. for ensuring quality production within a very short period.

It is hoped that this work will be found useful and interesting by the
parliamentarians, political scientists and other readers.

G.C.Malhotra
New Delhi Additional Secretary
February 1998 Lok Sabha Secretariat
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The Cht;pter on each State Legislative Assembly
carries the following Tables:

1. NCMs/CMs admitted /discussed in the State Legislative Assemblies of
Andhra Pradesh (166); Arunachal Pradesh (192); Assam (209); Bihar
(246); Chhattisgarh (292); Goa (301); Gujarat (345); Haryana (377);
Himachal Pradesh (401); Jammu and Kashmir (423); Jharkhand (436);
Karnataka (445); Kerala (474); Madhya Pradesh (515); Maharashtra
(554); Manipur (591); Meghalaya (622); Mizoram (658); Nagaland (673);
Orissa (695); Punjab (721); Rajasthan (746); Sikkim (779); Tamil Nadu
(794); Tripura (834); Uttaranchal (855); Uttar Pradesh (863); West Bengal
(913); Delhi (944); and Pondicherry (967).

2. NCMs/CMs admitted /discussed during the tenures of different
Speakers in the State Legislative Assemblies of Andhra Pradesh (167);
Arunachal Pradesh (193); Assam (210); Bihar (247); Chhattisgarh (292);
Goa (302); Gujarat (346); Haryana (378); Himachal Pradesh (402); Jammu
and Kashmir (424); Jharkhand (436); Karnataka (446); Kerala (475);
Madhya Pradesh (516); Maharashtra (555); Manipur (592); Meghalaya
(623); Mizoram (659); Nagaland (674); Orissa (696); Punjab (722);
Rajasthan (747); Sikkim (780); Tamil Nadu (795); Tripura (835);
Uttaranchal (855); Uttar Pradesh (864); West Bengal (914); Delhi (945);
and Pondicherry (968).

3. NCMs against/CMs in the Council of Ministers discussed in the State
Legislative Assemblies of Andhra Pradesh (171-72); Arunachal Pradesh
(196); Assam (212-15); Bihar (250-54); Chhattisgarh (292); Goa (305-09);
Guijarat (349-51); Haryana (381-82); Himachal Pradesh (405-06); Jammu
and Kashmir (426); Jharkhand (436); Karnataka (449-51); Kerala
(480-83); Madhya Pradesh (518-21); Maharashtra (559-62); Manipur
(596-98); Meghalaya (626-28); Mizoram (662); Nagaland (677-78); Orissa
(698-99); Punjab (725-26); Rajasthan (750-51); Sikkim (783); Tamil Nadu
(798-800); Tripura (837-38); Uttaranchal (855); Uttar Pradesh (868-71);
West Bengal (916-18); Delhi (948-49); and Pondicherry (971-73).

4. Details of NCMs/CMs admitted /discussed in the State Legislative
Assemblies of Andhra Pradesh (173-75); Arunachal Pradesh (197);
Assam (216-19); Bihar (255-59); Chhattisgarh (294); Goa (310-14); Gujarat
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(352-54); Haryana (383-84); Himachal Pradesh (407-08); Jammu and
Kashmir (427); Jharkhand (438); Karnataka (452-54); Kerala (484-87);
Madhya Pradesh (522-25); Maharashtra (563-66); Manipur (599-602);
Meghalaya (629-32); Mizoram (663); Nagaland (679); Orissa (700-02);
Punjab (727-28); Rajasthan (752-54); Sikkim (784); Tamil Nadu (801-
04); Tripura (839-40); Uttaranchal (857); Uttar Pradesh (872-75); West
Bengal (919-21); Delhi (950-51); and Pondicherry (974-76).

Governors of Andhra Pradesh (176); Arunachal Pradesh (198); Assam
(220); Bihar (260); Chhattisgarh (295); Goa (315); Gujarat (355); Haryana
(385); Himachal Pradesh (409); Jammu and Kashmir (428); Jharkhand
(439); Karnataka (455); Kerala (488); Madhya Pradesh (526); Maharashtra
(567); Manipur (603); Meghalaya (633); Mizoram (664); Nagaland (680);
Orissa (703-04); Punjab (729); Rajasthan (755-56); Sikkim (785); Tamil
Nadu (805); Tripura (841); Uttaranchal (858); Uttar Pradesh (876); West
Bengal (922-23); Delhi (952); and Pondicherry (977).

Chief Ministers of Andhra Pradesh (177); Arunachal Pradesh (199);
Assam (221); Bihar (261-62); Chhattisgarh (295); Goa (316); Gujarat (356);
Haryana (386); Himachal Pradesh (410); Jammu and Kashmir (429);
Jharkhand (439); Karnataka (456); Kerala (489); Madhya Pradesh (527);
Maharashtra (568); Manipur (604-05); Meghalaya (634); Mizoram (665);
Nagaland (681); Orissa (705); Punjab (730); Rajasthan (757); Sikkim
(786); Tamil Nadu (806); Tripura (842); Uttaranchal (858); Uttar Pradesh
(877-78); West Bengal (924); Delhi (953); and Pondicherry (978).
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GRAPHS

L NCMsand CMs admitted in Lok Sabhas 26
(First to Thirteenth Lok Sabha)

. NCMsand CMs admitted /discussed during the tenures of 28
different Speakers (First to Thirteenth Lok Sabha)

I NCMsand CMs admitted/discussed during different Cabinets 37
(First to Thirteenth Lok Sabha)

IV. NCMs and CMs - Participation of Members 40-41
(First to Thirteenth Lok Sabha)

V. NCMs and CMs - Time taken (First to Thirteenth Lok Sabha) 45-46

VL NCMs and CMs - Division result (First to Thirteenth Lok Sabha) 49-50

VI. NCMsadmitted /discussed in the State Legislative Assemblies 137-38
(1952-2003)

VIL CMs admitted/discussed in the State Legislative Assemblies 146-47
(1952-2003)

The Chapter on each State Legislative Assembly (wherever
applicable) carries the Graphs:

NCMs and CMs in the Legislative Assemblies of Andhra Pradesh (168-
70); Arunachal Pradesh (194-95); Assam (211); Bihar (248-49);
Chhattisgarh (293); Goa (303-04); Gujarat (347-48); Haryana (379-80);
Himachal Pradesh (403-04); Jammu and Kashmir (425); Jharkhand (437);
Karnataka (447-48); Kerala (476-79); Madhya Pradesh (517);
Maharashtra (556-58); Manipur (593-95); Meghalaya (624-25); Mizoram
(660-61); Nagaland (675-76); Orissa (697); Punjab (723-24); Rajasthan
(748-49); Sikkim (781-82); Tamil Nadu (796-97); Tripura (836);
Uttaranchal (856); Uttar Pradesh (865-67); West Bengal (915); Delhi (946~
47); and Pondicherry (969-70).
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PART 1

COLLECTIVE RESPONSIBILITY
TO THE ELECTED HOUSE
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Collective Responsibility

The Cabinet, in a parliamentary system, is a body drawn from the Ministers of
the Government presided over by the Prime Minister whose function is to frame the
general policy of the Government and to co-ordinate its administrative activities. It
accepts collective responsibility for all the activities of the Government from which it
follows that there must be no fundamental disagreement amongst its members. Every
Minister must abide by the Cabinet decision; a Minister refusing to accept the Cabi-
net decision would have no alternative but to resign from the Government. Similarly,
an attack on an individual Minister is seen as an attack on the Cabinet as a whole.

Collective responsibility as a concept is often used to refer to the principle that
the Cabinet is collectively responsible for its acts of omission and commission. It is
assured by the enforcement of two principles: first, no person shall be nominated to
the Council of Ministers except on the advice of the Prime Minister, and secondly, no
person is retained as a member of the Council if the Prime Minister demands his
dismissal. The essence and the basic principle involved in the concept of collective
responsibility is that the Minister is free to express his views and even dissent when
a policy is in the stage of discussion. But once a decision is taken, every Minister is
expected to stand by that decision without any reservation. The aiternative for a
Minister who does not go along with the Cabinet headed by the Prime Minister on
policy matters or not agreeable to defend a Cabinet decision is to resign from the
Cabinet.

United Kingdom

Collective responsibility of the Cabinet to Parliament in U.K. is a convention.
The basis of the convention of collective responsibility is that the members of the
Government should present a united front to Parliament in defence of their policies.
Though there is a general agreement that every single defeat of a Ministry in the
popular House on a vote on any issue need not lead to its fall, there is also a consensus
that a direct vote on a resolution that “the House has no confidence in the Government”
leaves only either of the two courses open to the Government, viz. (i) to resign; or
(ii) to advise a dissolution. If it chooses to do neither, the Crown would be justified in
dismissing such Ministry.
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As regards the confidence vote, there were occasions in England in the 19th
Century when the Government, after an adverse vote in the House of Lords, sought
a vote of confidence from the House of Commons. Even in present times, a Motion of
Confidence is usually resorted to in the event of the defeat of the Government upon
an important question of policy. For example, in 1976, the Harold Wilson Government
successfully sought a vote of confidence after its defeat on the public expenditure
proposal.

Canada

Though the principle of Cabinet responsibility to the Legislature is not to be
found anywhere in the British North America Act of 1867, it has been accepted and
established by convention. On a defeat in the House of Commons, the Cabinet must
either resign in abody or advise the Governor-General to dissolve the House.

In the Canadian political system, the House of Commaons holds the Cabinet
responsible for its acts of omission and commission. The responsibility of the Cabinet
towards the House is direct and collective and, therefore, the criticism of the House
is more often directed at the Government as a whole. The motion of alack of confidence
in the Cabinet is one of the methods by which the Opposition attempts to indict not
merely the Prime Minister but the Government as a whole. If such an action gets
support of the majority of the House, the Government stands defeated and is expected
to resign.

The Prime Minister and the Cabinet remain in office so long as they continue to
enjoy the support of a majority of the members in the House of Commons. A Prime
Minister who loses such support in the House of Commons is left with no choice but
to submit his resignation and that of his Cabinet.

Australia

Collective responsibility of Ministers to Parliament rests entirely on conventian,
as in the U.K,, rather than in the text of the Australian Constitution Act.

Under the Australian system of parliamentary Government, the party or
coalition of parties that possesses the confidence of the majority of the members of
the House of Representatives forms the Government. The Government must resign
if it loses this confidence. As in any parliamentary Government, the Cabinet is the
main executive body of the Government. It is the part of the tradition of Cabinet
Government that decisions taken by the Cabinet will be adhered to and implemented
by the individual Minister. Ministerial responsibility in Australia envisages that it is
the duty of a Minister to ensure that the agencies under his authority carry out the
relevant decisions made by the Government and Parliament.

The principle of the corporate unity and solidarity of the Cabinet requires that
the Cabinet should have one harmonious policy, both in administration and in
legislation and that the advice tendered by the Cabinet to the Crown should be
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unanimous and consistent. The Cabinet as a whole is responsible for the advice and
conduct of each of its members. If any member of the Cabinet sericusly dissents from
the opinion and policy approved by the majority of his colleagues, it is his duty to
resign.

France

Atrticle 50 of the French Constitution of 1958 makes it obligatory for the Premier
to resign in case of vote of censure or an adverse vote of the National Assembly
disapproving the programme or a declaration of general policy of the Government.

The decisions of the French Government are deemed to be decisions of all
members of the Government. Important measures of the Government are taken in the
Council of Ministers. While the Premier can and does give advice to the President, it
is the Government which is empowered to determine and direct the policy of the
nation. Collective decision making is also associated with collective responsibility
and this operates through the mechanism of the vote of censure which, if adopted,
leads to the resignation of all the Ministers. In the French political system, though
the President names the Prime Minister, he cannot recall him. He can only accept his
resignation; it is only the National Assembly which can make the Government to
resign by defeating it on a Motion of Censure or on a Vote of Confidence initiated by
the Government itself.

Theoretically, distinct procedures are available to Parliament for ousting a
Government. Under Article 49, the Assembly may wish on its own initiative to make
aMotion of Censure. Sometimes, if a Government policy on a programme in the text
of abill falls through, it can lead to a Censure Motion and since it is considered as an

indictment of the Government on a policy matter, the Government can be censured.
If the motion is passed, the Government must resign. A Motion of Censure must be
co-signed by at least ten per cent of the members of Assembly. The vote on the motion
can occur only after a period of forty-eight hours and the motion must be adopted by
an absolute majority of all members of the Assembly.

Japan

Article 69 of the Constitution of Japan (1946) provides a variant of an obligatory
provision requiring the Prime Minister to resign or advise dissolution, if the House
of Representatives passes a No-confidence Resolution or rejects a Confidence
Resolution.

Under the old Constitution of 1889, though there was a Cabinet, there was no
Cabinet System of Government. The post-Secand World War Cabinet is closely related
to the Parliament (Diet). The earlier shortcomings have been specifically removed by
including two articles providing that the Prime Minister shall be designated from
amongst the members of the Diet by a resolution of the Diet and that the majority of
the Ministers must be chosen from among the members of the Diet. Fundamental to
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the democratic character of the post-War governmental system is the concept of
collective responsibility to the elected representatives of the people. The relationship
between the Executive and the Legislature is provided by clearly establishing the
fundamental principle of the Cabinet System of Government that the Cabinet, in the
exercise of the executive power, shall be collectively responsible to the Diet. Naturally,
it follows that the Cabinet shall be in office so far as it enjoys the confidence of the
Legislature, meaning that of the lower House. If the House of Representatives passes
a No-confidence Resolution, or rejects a Confidence Resolution, the Cabinet shall
resign en masse, unless the House of Representatives is dissolved by the Emperor
within ten days. That means, once confronted with the possibility of a lack of confi-
dence of the lower House, the Cabinet is left with two alternatives - either to resign
or to advise the Emperor to dissolve the House of Representatives.

Germany

The political system of the Federal Republic of Germany is sometimes described
as ‘Chancellor democracy’ because of the dominant role the Federal Chancellor
(Prime Minister) plays in that political system. Though formally elected by the
Bundestag (the Lower House) after nomination by the Federal President, the
Changcellor is, in effect, elected by the people. The Chancellor can only be removed by
the Bundestag if that Chamber passes a constructive vote of confidence in himon a
motion stating that the Bundestag has no confidence in him and simultaneously
nominate a named successor. The concept of constructive vote of confidence is that
unless a successor is elected, the House cannot remove the incumbent Chancellor.
This has been done to avoid political instability which may follow the removal of a
Chancellor and the failure to elect a new one. This concept of an alternative
Government after the Government of the day is defeated can be found in the West
German Constitution of 1949, which laid down that the popular House of the
Legislature (Bundestag) can remove a Federal Chancellor and his Government only
if it can elect his successor. If the successor is elected, the Federal President must
comply with the request of the Bundestag for dismissing the existing Federal
Chancellor and appointing the successor in his place. This prevents a situation
which so often occurred in the Weimar Republic when opponents voted against an
incumbent Chancellor but could not find a majority to support any successor, leading
to governmental instability.

Article 68(1) of the Constitution empowers the Federal Chancellor to seek a
vote of confidence at any time. The Federal Chancellor need not, however, resign on
losing a vote of confidence. He may advise dissolution of the Bundestag. The Federal
President may, thereupon, dissolve the Bundestag within 21 days. The right to dissolve

lapses as soon as the Bundestag, by the majority of its members, elects another Federal
Chancellor.
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The exceptional degree of stability that the Basic Law provides to the Chancellor
together with the relatively stable electoral behaviour and a party system which has
also been fairly stable over long periods, has meant that of the six changes of Chan-
cellor since 1949, only one - from Chancellor Helmut Schmidt to Chancellor Helmut
Kohl in 1982 - has been the result of a constructive vote of no-confidence.
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Collective Responsibility in India

In India, in view of the express constitutional provision regarding collective
responsibility of the Council of Ministers to the Lok Sabha, a motion expressing
want of confidence in an individual Minister is out of order. Under the rules, only a
motion expressing want of confidence in the Council of Ministers as a body is
admissible.

The Cabinet form of Government in India is based on the principle of collective
responsibility of the Government headed by the Prime Minister. According to article
75(3) of the Constitution, the Union Council of Ministers is collectively responsible
to the Lok Sabha. At all times, it must enjoy the confidence of the Lower House. It
must always have the support of the majority and should prove the majority by
winning a confidence vote or by defeating a No-confidence Motion. The collective
responsibility of the Council of Ministers implies that a No-confidence Motion can
be moved against the Council of Ministers as a whole and not against an individual
Minister.

The procedural device of the No-confidence Motion has been used by the
Opposition on various occasions since Independence. During the last 51 years, 26
No-confidence Motions and 11 Confidence Motions have been admitted in the Lok
Sabha.

In the context of the long standing demand for electoral reforms, suggestions
have been made by some experts that we may have to think of various mechanisms
to bring in a change in the existing system. In this context, the Law Commission
Report (No. 170 of 1999) on reforms of electoral laws have suggested amendment to
Rule 198 of the Rules of Procedure and Conduct of Business in Lok Sabha which

deals with the procedure regarding moving of a Motion of No-confidence in the
Council of Ministers. According to the Law Commission, in a parliamentary form of
Government, the Government has no fixed term. Though its term is co-terminus with
the life of the House, it can be defeated in the House or it may fall on various other
counts. Itisindeed a case of rendering accountability on a daily basis. Atany time,
the Opposition can bring a No-confidence Motion and if it is adopted by the House,
the Government has to resign.



12 Cabinet Responsibility to Legislature

In this context, the Report of the Law Commission has recommended that a
new rule should be introduced in the Rules of Procedure and Conduct of Business in
Lok Sabha providing that: (i) ance a No-confidence Motion is taken up for discussion
and voted upon under Rule 198, no fresh motion expressing want of confidence in
the Council of Ministers shall be permitted to be made for a period of two years from
the date of voting upon such motion; (ii) once-a motion expressing confidence in the
Council of Ministers is made pursuant to the direction of the President, no motion
expressing want of confidence in such Council of Ministers shall be permitted to be
moved for a period of two years; (iii) no leave shall be granted under Rule 198 toa
motion expressing want of confidence in the Council of Ministers, unless it is
accompanied by a motion expressing confidence in a named individual. The Law
Commission has also suggested that “only the motion expressing confidence in a
named individual shall be put to vote.”

There is a body of opinion which agrees with the views of the Law Commission
that an alternative Government should be in place in case the Government of the day
is defeated following the adoption of a no-confidence vote. Votaries of this proposition
argue that before a No-confidence Motion is moved, the Opposition should assess
whether they will be able to form an alternative Government. It has also been argued

that simultaneous votes of no-confidence in the incumbent and confidence in an
alternative Government would be a better mechanism which would eliminate the
need for a mid-term poll. Further, it has been argued that it would be democratic
because it would shift the process of finding an alternative to the place where the
process belongs - that is, the Lok Sabha. Besides, it would make the job of the
President much less difficult in finding a successor Prime Minister.

The supporters of this line of thinking point to the fact that we have had as
many as four General Elections to the Lok Sabha during the last less than 10 years;
in fact, General Elections were held in consecutive years in 1998 and 1999.
Incidentally, none of these elections could provide an absolute majority to any political
party in the Lok Sabha. Earlier, in 1989, for the first time in the history of Independent
India, no single political party got an absolute majority in the Lok Sabha after the
General Electiens and a minority Government was sworn in. This wis repeated in
1991, 1996 and 1998 elections to the Lok Sabha. The 1999 elections led to the formation
of acoalition Government though, this time, the ruling alliance secured a majority in
the Lok Sabha.

The Constitution Review Commission set up by the Union Government, in its
report, has also recommended amendments to the relevant Rules of Procedure to
provide for the election of the Leader of the House (Prime Minister) by the Lok Sabha

and for the removal of the Council of Ministers only on a constructive vote of no-
confidence.
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Motion of No-confidence

Rule 198 of the Rules of Procedure and Conduct of Business in Lok Sabha lays
down the procedure for moving a Motion of No-confidence in the Council of Ministers.
The usual format of such a metjgn is that "this House expresses its want of confidence
in the Council of Ministers". i-the Speaker holds a No-confidence Motion to be in
order, the member who has tabled the notice asks for leave of the House to move the
motion. The Speaker then calls upon members who are in favour of leave being
granted to rise in their seats. If not less than 50 members rise, the Speaker declarea‘
that leave is granted by the House. The motion is then taken up for discussion within
ten days from the date of the grant of leave.j

Grounds

A Motion of No-confidence need not set out any grounds on which it is based.
Even when grounds are mentioned in the notice and read out in the House, they do
not form part of the No-confidence Motion. In the U.K. House of Commons also, no
grounds are set out in a Motion of No-confidence.

On 31 August 1961, a member, Shri Braj Raj Singh gave notice of a No-confidence
Motion in the Council of Ministers headed by Pt. Jawaharlal Nehru. The notice
contained several grounds which formed the basis of the motion. The Speaker, Shri
M.A. Ayyangar read out to the House only the following portion of the member's
notice: "Under Rule 198 of the Rules of Procedure and Canduct of Business, | move
a No-confidence Motion against the Cabinet of Shri Jawaharlal Nehru".

When the Speaker enquired whether 50 members supported the motion, another
member, Shri Prabhu Narain Singh raised a point of order that the grounds stated in
the motion should be read out to the House. In support of his contention, he stated
that in the House of Commons, U.K., when Motions of Censure were brought up in
1945 and 1952, the grounds were read out to the House. Supporting the point of
order, Prof. N.G. Ranga submitted that since the Opposition did not consist of one
political party but of a number of small political groups, it was only desirable that
grounds were read out in the House so that members of other political groups also
knew what it was all about and would be in a position to decide whether they
should support the motion or not.

Opposing the point of order, Shri Mahavir Tyagi stated that if the grounds of a
No-confidence Motion were invariably read out to the House, then it would become
a routine affair and it would be open to any member to give notice of such a motion
every day consisting of hundreds of charges against the Government. He submitted
that it was open to the Opposition parties to consult each other outside the House
before a No-confidence Motion was tabled by any political group. He thought that
the grounds stated in the motion should be read out only when 50 members rose in
support of such a motion.
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Ruling out the point of order and reiterating his view that the grounds could
not be read out in the House till 50 members had risen in support of a No-confidence
Motion, the Speaker observed:

Prima facie at least 50 members must have no confidence in the Government; that is the
number required to form a quorum. If 50 members do not rise and a single member gets
up and reads all the charges and ultimately there is not even one other member to rise in
his seat to support him, am I to allow all this when there is no opportunity for others to
state anything against it? The impression will be brought about that only other members
are not there to support for various reasons, but the grounds are there. They are read out
ex parte without. an opportunity for anybody to refute it. Therefore, in the House of
Commons they have made a distinction. The distinction is between a Censure Motion and
a No-confidence Motion. The Government can be censured but can be kept out of office if
the majority do not want them.

The giving of reasons is not a condition precedent to the admission of a motion ... If I am
not entitled to insist upon the grounds being given, merely because a member has given
the grounds, should I read them when there is no opportunity for others to refute it? I
fird that this would be an injustice done to the other side.

No-confidence Motions are to be distinguished from Censure Motions. He may move a
Censure Motion giving reasons to convert the House to his view point. So far as No-
confidence Motions are concerned, the position is different. Article 75 says that the
Council of Ministers shall be collectively responsible to the House of the People. Rule 198
had been framed under it.... merely because an hon. member puts down certain charges,

.. i8 it possible now for me to give the other side an opportunity? Is there a provision for
|t at this stage? No. That means even without leave being granted and 50 members rising
in their seats, I allow an argument here and an arguement there and ultimately it becomes
a regular motion that is admitted even without leave being granted.

There have, however, been exceptions to this principle when in some instances,
the Speaker mentioned briefly reasons given on the notices of No-confidence
Motions.

Speeches not allowed
while seeking leave

It is well settled that unless leave is granted by the House to the moving of the
motion, no speech is permitted in support of the motion at the time of obtaining the
leave of the House.

On 9 November 1962, after holding in order a No-confidence Motion in the
Council of Ministers tabled by Sarvashri Ram Sewak Yadav and Mani Ram Bagri,
the Speaker Sardar Hukam Singh asked those members who were in favour of leave
being granted to rise in their places. As only seven member rose, the Speaker informed
the members that they did not have the leave of the House. When Shri Ram Sewak
Yadav rose to speak in support of the motion, the Speaker ruled: “The rules regarding
No-confidence Motion are quite clear. No speeches are allowed unless the House
has given its permission to move the motion ...."
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Censure Motion

As stated above, a Censure Motion is distinct from a Motion of No-confidence.
In the absence of any provision in the rules relating to Censure Motions, they are
treated as No-Day-Yet-Named Motions. The Speaker cannot give priority to such
motions.

During the Tenth Session of the Third Lok Sabha, Dr. Rammanohar Lohia
tabled a motion regretting certain statements of the Prime Minister and deploring the
Government's failure to take action on certain matters. It was admitted by the Speaker,
Sardar Hukam Singh as a No-Day-Yet-Named Motion. On 18 December 1964, after
the Minister of Parliamentary Affairs announced the Government business for the
last week of the Session, Dr. Lohia pressed that time might be found for discussion
on what he called his "Censure Motion". He pressed his point again on 21 December
1964. The Speaker observed that while a Motion of No-confidence got priority and
an immediate decision had to be taken for fixing the discussion within a certain
period, there was no such provision for a Censure Motion. As such, it was not
possible for him to give priority to Dr. Lohia's motion. Censure Motions, he said,
were treated as No-Day-Yet-Named Motions and it was for the Government to find
time for discussion on them according to their convenience.

There is nothing wrong in discussing the conduct of an individual Minister or
Ministers through a Censure Motion quite distinct from the Motion of No-confidence
in the Council of Ministers.

On 19 August 1968, when a member, Shri Madhu Limaye, was called to move
the motion standing in his name for the disapproval of the conduct of the Deputy
Prime Minister and Prime Minister in connection with the statemerits of the Deputy
Prime Minister about his son's business connections, a member, Shri S.R. Rane raised
a point of order that the motion was inadmissible inter alia on the grounds that:

(i) the Council of Ministers was collectively and not individually responsible
to Lok Sabha; and

(ii) even if the motion, as ithad been admitted, was classified as no-confidence
in the Council of Ministers under rule 198, it ought to have fulfilled the
necessary requirements and formalities.

Ruling out the point of order, the Speaker Shri Neelam Sanjiva Reddy observed:
In the case of No-confidence Motion, the Speaker has got full power and
immediately he puts it to the House and if fifty persons get up, then it is
discussed. But this is a Censure Motion which has been admitted and time
is found only by the Leader of the House and the Government. Naturally, 1
secured the consent of the Leader of the House and she has agreed also for
this being discussed on a particular date and at a particular time.
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Repeat Motion

After a No-confidence Motion has been discussed and negatived by the House,
another No-confidence Motion cannot be moved in the same Session.

The Eleventh Session of the Fifth Lok Sabha commenced on 22 July 1974 and
concluded on 9 September 1974. In this session, a No-confidence Motion moved by
Shri Jyotirmoy Bosu against the Government of Smt. Indira Gandhi was debated
from 23 July 1974 to 25 July 1974 and negatived. In the same session, Shri Madhu
Limaye gave a notice of another No-confidence Motion expressing want of confidence
in the Council of Ministers of Smt. Indira Gandhi. When Shri Limaye sought to move
the motion on 4 September 1974, the Speaker Dr. G.S. Dhillon quoted Rule 338
according to which "a motion shall not raise a question substantially identical with
one on which the House has given a decision in the same session" and observed that
his motion could not be taken up as an identical motion of Shri Jyotirmoy Bosu had
already been discussed and negatived earlier during the session.

Speaking in support of Shri Madhu Limaye's motion, Shri Shyamnandan
Mishra tried to analyse Rule 338 and said that there were two key concepts in that
rule. One was that “it shall not raise a question” and the other was that the question
shall not be “substantially identical". He, therefore, said that only the same question,
which had formed the substance of the earlier motion, if sought to be raised again,
could be ruled out but the category of No-confidence Motion could not be ruled out.
Secondly, if the question was "marginally identical” as against the requirement of
“substantially identical,” even then there could be a No-confidence Motion.

Shri C.M. Stephen, Congress, opposed the moving of the motion by Shri Limaye
citing Rule 338 which prohibited such repeat motions in the same session and Rule

186(vi) which says that a motion "shall not revive discussion of a matter which has
been discussed in the same session”. He submitted that the grounds on which a No-
confidence Motion was moved were, as per practice, not part of the No-confidence
Motion. The question that had been put before the House earlier was "whether the
House has got confidence in the Council of Ministers". If Shri Limaye's motion were
now to be admitted, there will be no alternative but to put exactly the same question
once again before the House. That was not admissible under Rule 338 and Rule
186(vi), he said.

On being disallowed to move his No-confidence Motion, Shri Madhu Limaye
moved a motion for suspension of Rule 338 in its application to his Motion of No-
confidence. The motion was, however, negatived by 35 votes to 208.

Earlier opportunity through other
devices no bar for admission

There is, however, no bar to the admission of a No-confidence Motion even
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though members might have already got opportunity earlier in the session to criticise
the Government at the time of discussion on President's Address, Budget, etc.

On 7 May 1981, immediately after the Speaker, Dr. Bal Ram Jakhar informed the
House about the receipt of notices of No-confidence Motions in the Council of
Ministers under Rule 198 from eight members, their admissibility was opposed on
the ground that members had already had an occasion to criticise the Government
during the discussion on the Motion of Thanks on the President's Address, Budget
for the year 1981-82 and on the related Demands for Grants. It was further argued
that in accordance with the provision of Rule 338, "a motion shall not raise a question
substantially identical with the one on which the House has given a decision in the
same session”.

After hearing the arguments of the members opposing the admissibility of the
motion, the Speaker ruled as under:-

...... there is a separate provision, a specific provision in the rules for expressing
no-confidence in the Council of Ministers; this has to be dealt with
accordingly.... the opportunities available to members to criticise the
Government through amendments, through cut motions and on Motion of
Thanks on President's Address and Finance Bill.... do not debar the members
from tabling notices of 'No-confidence' in the Council of Ministers. I may
point out to you that the No-confidence Motion had been discussed in this
very House during the Budget Sessions of 1965, 1968, 1969, 1974 and 1978.
So there is nothing wrong. I have to over-rule.

Motion of Confidence

There is no specific rule in the Rules of Procedure relating to the Motions of
Confidence in the Council of Ministers. When the rules of the Lok Sabha were framed,
motions seeking confidence of the House in the Council of Ministers, to be moved by
the Prime Minister at the direction of the President, were perhaps not visualised. The
necessity of raising debate through such a motion, which is in the nature of an
exercise of demonstrating majority support in the Lok Sabha, arose in the late
seventies with the advent of minority Governments caused by split in parties and
later formation of coalition Governments as a result of hung Parliaments.

In the absence of any specific rule in this regard, such Motions of Confidence
have been entertained under the category of motions stipulated in Rule 184 which
are meant for raising discussions on matters of public interest. Decisions on such
motions are taken under Rule 191 by putting before the House all the necessary
questions.

In the case of a Confidence Motion, there is no requiremnt for seeking leave of
the House. The one-line notice of a motion under Rule 184 that “this House expresses
its confidence in the Council of Ministers" is given on a Presidential direction. When
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admitted by the Speaker, it is bulletined. The date and time for its discussion is then
fixed in consultation with the Business Advisory Committee.

Priority for Confidence Motion

Though a Confiderwe Motion is worded in a language which is directly opposite
to the wording of a No-confidence Motion, in effect, the object and purpose of both
are the same. While, in one case, the majority support is demonstrated by the adoption
of the Confidence Motion, in the other the same purpose is achieved by the defeat of
aNo-confidence Motion. Where notices are received both for a Confidence Motion
and a No-confidence Motion, the former gets priority over the latter.

Consequent upon the withdrawal of BJP support from the V.P. Singh Government
on 23 October 1990, the President advised Shri Singh to prove his majority in the Lok
Sabha by 7 November 1990. Shri Singh tabled the notice of the Confidence Motion
under Rule 184 on 26 October 1990. This was admitted and bulletined on 29 October
1990 and listed for discussion on 7 November 1990 (See Table 14). Meanwhile, 18
notices of No-confidence Motions under Rule 198 were also received on 26 and 29
October 1990. The members who had given these notices pressed that the No-
confidence Motion tabled under the specific Rule 198 should be given priority over
the Confidence Motion for which there was no specific rule and was tabled under
the general rule relating to motions, viz. Rule 184. For the reasons given below, the
Speaker Shri Rabi Ray, in his ruling, gave precedence to the Motion of Confidence
over the Motion of No-confidence:

i) The one-day session of 7 November 1990 was specially called in pursuance
of the Presidential directive to Shri V.P. Singh to prove his majority which he could do
so through the adoption of a Confidence Motion;

ii) According to Rule 25, Government business has precedence over other
business on days allotted for the transaction of Government business;

iii) Both types of motions were in fact two sides of the same coin;

iv) Both fell within the ambit of Chapter XIV of the Rules of Procedure and
Conduct of Business in Lok Sabha dealing with "Metions" and had to satisfy the
conditions laid in that Chapter. The No-confidence Motion, in addition, has to satisfy
conditions laid down in Rule 198 which inter alia provides:

a)  Ifnotless than 50 members rise, the Speaker shall declare that leave is
granted, and

b)  that the motion will be taken up on such day as he may appoint, not

being more than 10 days from the date on which the leave is asked for.

As regards Confidence Motion, on the other hand, Rule 190 dealing with
motions in general is relevant and it provides: "The Speaker may, after considering
the state of business in the House and in consultation with the Leader of the House
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(or on the recommendation of the Business Advisory Committee), allot a day or days
or part of a day for the discussion of any such motion".

v) Since Government's legitimacy was in question, it was only proper that a
positive vote of confidence was sought for and given. To argue that a Motion of No-
confidence must get precedence even in such a situation would indeed amount to

begging the question.
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Motions of Confidence and
No-confidence in the Lok Sabha
(First to Thirteenth Lok Sabha)
- An Overview -

Collective responsibility in a parliamentary system implies that the Council of
Ministers is always accountable to the Parliament. For governance, and also for
providing legitimacy to its authority, the Executive must, at all times, enjoy the
confidence of the House. Article 75(3) of the Constitution of India provides for the
collective ministerial responsibility to the Lok Sabha. The Council of Ministers has
to demonstrate its majority support, whenever required, either by winning a
Confidence Motion or by defeating a Motion of No-confidence.

Rule re: No-confidence Motion

The usual procedure to express a lack of confidence in the Council of Ministers
is through a Motion of No-confidence under Rule 198 of the Rules of Procedure and
Conduct of Business in Lok Sabha. However, there is no specific rule in the Rules of
Procedure relating to a Motion of Confidence in the Council of Ministers. A Motion
of Confidence is admitted and discussed under Rule 184 under the category of
motions. Decisions on such motions are taken under Rule 191 by putting every
question necessary to determine the decision of the House on the original question.
In the event of receiving notices for both Confidence and No-confidence Motions, the
former being a Government motion, gets precedence over the latter. Under the rules,
for a No-confidence Motion to be admitted, not less than 50 members should rise in
their seats supporting such motion.

During the life of the First to the Thirteenth Lok Sabha spanning 51 years, 26
notices of No-confidence Motions and 11 notices of Confidence Motions have been
admitted. The House discussed all the 26 Motions of No-confidence and ten of the
eleven Confidence Motions. A total time of 456 hours and 36 minutes spanning 84
days was taken to discuss all the 26 Motions of No-confidence and 11 Motions of
Confidence in which a total number of 1009 members participated.
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No-confidence Motions in different Lok Sabhas

Insofar as the various Lok Sabhas are concerned, the First Lok Sabha did not
discuss any No-confidence Motion. Although a notice of a No-confidence Motion
was received in the Second Lok Sabha, it was not granted leave of the House due to
the lack of the requisite number of members supporting it. It was only in the Third
Lok Sabha that for the first time a Motion of No~confidence was discussed. This No-
confidence Motion was moved by Shri ].B. Kripalani against the Council of Ministers
of Pandit Jawaharlal Nehru on 19 August 1963. Later, during the remaining period
of the Third Lok Sabha, leave of the House in respect of five more Motions of No-
confidence was granted and these were discussed in the House. This trend continued
during the Fourth Lok Sabha also which discussed an equal number of six Motions
of No-confidence. During the period of the Fifth Lok Sabha, four Motions of No-
confidence were discussed. The Seventh and the Tenth Lok Sabha witnessed debate
on three Motions of No-confidence each, while two Motions of No-confidence were
taken up in the Sixth Lok Sabha. The Eighth and the Thirteenth Lok Sabha discussed
one Motion of No-confidence each. The First, Second, Ninth, Eleventh and Twelfth
Lok Sabhas did not discuss any No-confidence Motion. Thus, it may be seen that the
Third and the Fourth Lok Sabhas discussed the highest number of six Motions of
No-confidence each, followed by the Fifth Lok Sabha which accounted for four
Motions of No-confidence.

No-confidence Motions against Prime Ministers

Among the seven Prime Ministers against whom the 26 Motions of No-
confidence were moved, Smt. Indira Gandhi alone faced 15 Motions of No-confidence
during her 16-year tenure - 12 during her first tenure as Prime Minister between 1966
and 1977 and the remaining three between 1980 and 1984. Prime Ministers Sarvashri
Lal Bahadur Shastri and P.V. Narasimha Rao faced three Motions of No-Confidence
each while two Motions of No-Confidence were moved against the Council of Ministers
of Shri Morarji Desai. Prime Ministers Pandit Jawaharlal Nehru and Sarvashri
Rajiv Gandhi and Atal Bihari Vajpayee (during his third term - 1999-till date) faced
one Motion of No-confidence each against their Councils of Ministers. Prime
Ministers Sarvashri Ch. Charan Singh, V.P. Singh, Chandra Shekhar, Atal Bihari
Vajpayee (during his first two terms - May 1996-June 1996 and 1998-1999), H.D.
Deve Gowda and 1.K. Gujral did not face any such motion.

No-confidence Motions moved by Individual Members

Among the members, Shri Jyotirmoy Bosu moved the highest number of four
Motions of No-confidence followed by Sarvashri Atal Bihari Vajpayee and Madhu
Limaye who moved two Motions of No-confidence each.
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Presiding Officers chairing No-confidence Motions

The 26 Motions of No-confidence were discussed during the tenure of seven
Speakers. Speaker Sardar Hukam Singh presided over the debate over the highest
number of six Motions of No-confidence, followed by Speakers Sarvashri N. Sanjiva
Reddy (during his first term - 1967-1969) and G.S. Dhillon who chaired the debate
on five Motions of No-confidence each. Speaker Dr. Bal Ram Jakhar presided over
the debate on four Motions of No-confidence, Shri Shivraj Patil on three motions,
Shri K.S. Hegde on"two motions and Shri Manohar Joshi on one Motion of No-
confidence. During the tenures of Speakers Sarvashri G.V. Mavalankar, M.A.
Ayyangar, B.R. Bhagat, N. Sanjiva Reddy (second tenure - March 1977-July 1977),
Rabi Ray, PA. Sangma and G.M.C. Balayogi, no Motion of No-confidence was
discussed.

Participation by Members

In all, 748 member participated in the discussions on the 26 motions. The
highest number of 57 members took part in each of the two Motions of No-confidence
moved by Shri N.C. Chatterjee in September 1964 and by Shri Atal Bihari Vajpayee in
December 1992. Shri Joytirmoy Bosu’s motion moved in May 1975 saw the lowest
participation by 16 members.

Time taken

A total time of 339 hours and 15 minutes spanning 68 days was taken up by
the Lok Sabha in debating these motions. Individually, Shri N.C. Chatterjee’s No-
confidence Motion was discussed for the longest duration of 24 hours and 34 minutes
spread over six days in September 1964 while the No-confidence Motion moved by
Shri Jyotirmoy Bosu against Smt. Indira Gandhi’s Cabinet in May 1975 was debated
for the shortest time of 6 hours and 6 minutes.

Division

Insofar as the disposal of these No-confidence Motions are concerned, 25 of
these motions were negatived - 21 by division and 4 by voice vote. One motion led to
the resignation of the Prime Minister Shri Morarji Desai, even though Shri Desai
resigned before the motion was put to vote in July 1979. In terms of the margin of
division, the first ever Motion of No-confidence of Shri ].B. Kripalani of August 1963
was negatived with the widest margin of 285 votes whereas the No-confidence
Motion of Shri Ajay Mukhopadhyay against the Cabinet of Shri P.V. Narasimha Rao
voted in July 1993 was negatived with the narrowest margin of 14 votes.
Confidence Motions in different Lok Sabhas

With regard to the Motions of Confidence, the first ever notice for a Motion of
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Confidence was given by Prime Minister Ch. Charan Singh in August 1979 during
the Sixth Lok Sabha. The notice of the Confidence Motion was admitted by the
Speaker on 13 August 1979 for being moved on 20 August 1979. However, the
motion was not moved since Ch. Charan Singh tendered his resignation earlier that
day following the withdrawal of support to his Council of Ministers by the Congress(T).
In the Seventh and the Eighth Lok Sabhas, the Congress(I) enjoyed a comfortable
majority and as such no Confidence Motion was required to be moved in either of
these Lok Sabhas. Thereafter, the elections to the Ninth, Tenth, Eleventh and Twelfth
Lok Sabhas did not give a clear majority to any party or coalition of parties. The 1999
General Elections led to the formation of a coalition Government but this time the
ruling coalition secured a majority in the Lok Sabha. Therefore, after the Ninth,
Tenth, Eleventh and Twelfth General Elections, while extending invitation for the
formation of Governments, the respective Presidents asked the Prime Ministers-
designate to prove their majority support in the Lok Sabha. The Ninth Lok Sabha
witnessed debate on three Confidence Motions, the Tenth Lok Sabha one, the
Eleventh, a record number of four Confidence Motions, and the Twelfth, two
Confidence Motions. The Thirteenth Lok Sabha did not take up any Confidence
Motion.
Confidence Motions moved by different Prime Ministers

The notices for the eleven Motions of Confidence moved so far in the Lok Sabha
were given by seven Prime Ministers. Among the Prime Ministers, the highest number
of three Motions of Confidence was moved by Shri Atal Bihari Vajpayee. Two Motions
of Confidence each were moved by Shri V.P. Singh in the Ninth Lok Sabha and Shri
H.D. Deve Gowda in the Eleventh Lok Sabha. Prime Ministers Sarvashri Chandra
Shekhar, P.V. Narasimha Rao and LK. Gujaral moved one Motion of Confidence each
in their Councils of Ministers. The Motion of Confidence of Ch. Charan Singh of
August 1979 was not taken up since he resigned before it could be taken up. The
need to seek the trust of the House did not arise in the case of Prime Ministers Pandit
Jawaharlal Nehru, Shri Lal Bahadur Shastri, Smt. Indira Gandhi, Shri Morarji Desai
and Shri Rajiv Gandhi. Prime Ministers Shri P.V. Narasimha Rao and Shri Atal
Bihari Vajpayee not only sought the trust of the House but also faced Motion of No-
confidence against their Councils of Ministers. Shri Atal Bihari Vajpayee is the only
member who moved a Motion of No-confidence against an incumbent Government,
faced a No-confidence Motion as Prime Minister and moved a Motion of Confidence
in his Council of Ministers.

Presiding Officers chairing Confidence Motions

As regards Presiding Officers, the eleven Motions of Confidence were moved
during the tenure of five Speakers. Speaker Shri P.A. Sangma presided over the
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debate on the highest number of four Motions of Confidence followed by Shri Rabi
Ray who chaired the debate on three Motions of Confidence. Shri G.M.C. Balayogi
presided over the debate on two Motions of Confidence and Shri Shivraj V. Patil on
one Motion of Confidence. Shri K.S. Hegde was the Speaker when the Motion of
Confidence of Ch. Charan Singh was admitted but not taken up in August 1979.
During the tenures of Speakers Sarvashri G.V. Mavalankar, M.A. Ayyangar, Hukam
Singh, N. Sanjiva Reddy, G.S. Dhillon, B.R. Bhagat, Bal Ram Jakhar and Manohar
Joshi, no such motion was discussed. Speaker Shri Shivraj V. Patil chaired the debate
on both types of motions - Confidence and No-confidence.

Participation by Members

In all, 261 members participated in the discussion on these motions. The highest
number of 41 members participated in Shri A.B. Vajpayee’s motion moved on 28
March 1998 while Shri Chandra Shekar's motion of 16 November 1990 entailed the
lowest participation of 16 members.

Time taken

The total time taken by the Lok Sabha in debating the ten Confidence Motions
(excluding the motion given notice of by Ch. Charan Singh which was not taken up)
came to 117 hours and 21 minutes spread over 16 days. Individually, Shri Vajpayee’s
Confidence Motion of April 1999 was discussed for the longest duration of 24 hours
and 58 minutes spread over three days. The shortest discussion lasting five hours
and 20 minutes on 21 December 1989 was in respect of the first Confidence Motion
moved by Shri V.P. Singh.

Division

Of the eleven Motions of Confidence, six motions were adopted - three by voice
vote and the other three by division. The other five Motions of Confidence resulted in
the fall of the Governments of Ch. Charan Singh (though he resigned before the
motion was taken up in August 1979); Shri V.P. Singh (in November 1990); Shri Atal
Bihari Vajpayee (during his first term, in May 1996, though he announced his decision
to resign before the motion was voted upon and in his second term in April 1999);
and Shri H.D. Deve Gowda (in April 1997). In terms of margin of division, the
Confidence Motion moved by Shri V.P. Singh in November 1990 was negatived with
the widest margin of 204 votes whereas the Confidence Motion of Shri P.V. Narasimha
Rao in July 1991 was adopted with the widest margin of 131 votes. While the
Confidence Motion moved by Shri A.B. Vajpayee in March 1998 was adopted by the

narrowest margin of 15 votes, his other motion, voted in April 1999, was defeated by
the narrowest margin of a single vote.
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Motions in different Lok Sabhas

During the entire tenure of the Lok Sabha spanning 51 years, 26 No-confidence
Motions and 11 Motions of Confidence in different Councils of Ministers were
admitted. In the First and Second Lok Sabhas, no such motion was admitted. While
the highest number of six Motions of No-confidence each were debated in the Third
and Fourth Lok Sabhas, the highest number of four Confidence Motions was
accounted for in the Eleventh Lok Sabha (See Table 1). The House discussed all the 26
Motions of No-confidence and ten of the eleven Confidence Motions.

Table 1: NCMs and CMs admitted in the Lok Sabhas

(First to Thirteenth Lok Sabha)
Lok Sabhka Period NCMs CMs
First 17.04.52 - 04.04.57 - -
Second 05.04.57 - 31.03.62 - -
Third 02.04.62 - 03.03.67 6 -
Fourth 04.03.67 - 27.12.70 6 -
Fifth 15.03.71 - 18.01.77 4 -
Sixth 23.03.77 - 22.08.79 2 1
Seventh 10.01.80-31.12.84 3 -
Eighth 31.12.84-27.11.89 1 -
Ninth 02.12.89-13.03.91 - . 3
Tenth 20.06.91 - 10.05.96 3 1
Eleventh 15.05.96 - 04.12.97 - 4
Twelfth 10.03.98 - 26.04.99 - 2
Thirteenth 10.10.99 - 06.02.2004 1 -

Total 26 11
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Motions presided over by different Speakers

Table 2, which gives the number of No-confidence and Confidence Motions
admitted during the tenures of different Speakers of the Lok Sabha, shows that while
Sardar Hukam Singh presided over debates on the highest number of six No-
confidence Motions, Shri P.A. Sangma had seen through the largest number of four
Confidence Motions.

No debate took place on any such motion during the Speakership of Shri G.V.
Mavalankar, Shri M.A. Ayyangar and Shri B.R. Bhagat as no Motion was moved
during their tenure, while Shri Shivraj V. Patil was the only Speaker who chaired
debates on four motions of both types - three No-confidence Motions and one

Confidence Motion.

Table 2: NCMs and CMs admitted/discussed during the tenures of different
Speakers (First to Thirteenth Lok Sabha)

Speaker Period NCMs Ms
G.V.Mavalankar 15.05.52 - 27.02.56 - -
M.A. Ayyangar 08.03.56 - 10.05.57 - -
11.05.57 - 16.04.62
Hukam Singh 17.04.62 - 16.03.67 6 -
N.Sanjiva Reddy-I  17.03.67-19.07.69 .
G.SDhillon 08.08.69 - 19.03.71 -
22.03.71-01.12.75
B.R. Bhagat 05.01.76 - 25.03.77 - -
N. Sanjiva Reddy-ll  26.03.77 - 13.07.77 - -
K.S.Hegde 21.07.77 - 21.01.80 2 1
Bal Ram Jakhar 22.01.80-15.01.85 4 -
16.01.85-18.12.89 - -
Rabi Ray 19.12.89 - 09.07.91 - 3
Shivraj V. Patil 10.07.91 - 22.05.96 3 1
PA. Sangma 23.05.96 - 23.03.98 - 4
G.M.C. Balayogi 24.03.98 - 20.10.99 - 2
22.10.99 - 03.03.2002
Manohar Joshi 10.05.2002 - till date 1 -

Total
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Notices and their disposal

The position with regard to receipt of notices and their disposal in each of the
thirteen Lok Sabhas is briefly discussed below.
First Lok Sabha (1952-57)

No notice of any No-confidence or Confidence Motion was received in the First
Lok Sabha.

Second Lok Sabha (1957-62)

During the Second Lok Sabha, a notice of No-confidence Motion expressing
want of confidence in the Council of Ministers of Pt. Jawarharlal Nehru was received
from Shri Braj Raj Singh on 31 August 1961. After reading the motion in the House,
the Speaker Shri M. A. Ayyangar enquired whether 50 members supported the motion.
Since only six members rose in their seats in favour of leave being granted, the
Speaker informed Shri Braj Raj Singh that he did not have the leave of the House.

Third Lok Sabha (1962-67)

The notices of No-canfidence Motions received from Shri B.C.Seth on 11 August
1962 and Shri Mani Ram Bagri on 13 August 1962 were found not in order since they
were against an individual Minister and not against the Council of Ministers.
Therefore, they were not brought before the House.

When the notices of No-confidence Motion dated 9 November 1963 received
from Shri. R.S. Yadav and Shri Mani Ram Bagri were brought before the House, only
seven members rose in favour. Leave was, therefore, not granted by the House.

On 13 August 1963, seven notices of No-confidence Motions tabled by different
members were taken up. Five of them were withdrawn. Only 36 members rose in
favour of the motion by Smt. Renu Chakravarty. Therefore, she was not granted the
leave of the House. Shri. ].B. Kripalani, however, got the leave of the House when 72
members rose in favour of his motion. This was the first ever No-confidence Motion
which was discussed by the Lok Sabha. Later, during the remaining period of the
Third Lok Sabha, five other members were granted leave of the House. They were:
Shri N.C. Chatterjee (on 7.9.1964), Shri S.N. Dwivedy (on 9.3.1965), Shri M.R. Masani
(on 16.8.1965), Shri H.N. Mukherjee (being first of 12 notices on 25.7.1966) and Shri
U.M. Trivedi (being first of six notices on 1.11.1966). Thus, in all, six Motions of No-
confidence were admitted and debated during the Third Lok Sabha. All of them were
negatived.

Fourth Lok Sabha (1967-70)

In the Fourth Lok Sabha too, six Motions of No-confidence were admitted,
discussed and negatived. The movers, who were granted leave of the House, were:
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Shri Atal Bihari Vajpayee (being first of 2 notices on 18.03.1967); Shri Madhu Limaye
(being first of 11 notices on 22.11.1967); Shri Bal Raj Madhok (on 20.2.1968); Shri K.L.
Gupta (being first of 15 notices on 11.11.1968); Shri P. Ramamurti (being first signatory
among five members on 18.2.1969); and Shri Madhu Limaye (being first of three
notices on 28.7.1970).

Another motion sought to be moved by Sarvashri Madhu Limaye, R.S. Yadav
and George Fernandes on 28 August 1969 was not granted the leave of the House as
only 13 members rose in its favour.

In another case, three notices of No-confidence Motions were tabled by Sarvashri
S.C. Jha, P.V. Shastri and H.C. Kachwai on 9 November 1970. While Shri P.V. Shastri
and Shri H.C. Kachwai withdrew their notices before the item was reached, the
notice by Shri S.C. Jha was brought before the House, but it was also withdrawn.

Fifth Lok Sabha (1971-77)

The following motions were brought before the House during the span of the
Fifth Lok Sabha.

Four notices of No-confidence Motions were tabled by Sarvashri PK. Deo, Piloo
Mody, H.M. Patel and Samar Guha. The notices of the first three members were
withdrawn on 15 November 1971, the opening day of the Third Session of the Fifth
Lok Sabha before the item was reached. When the notice by Shri Samar Guha was
brought before the House, the member did not press for it. It was thus treated as
withdrawn. On 3 September 1973, Speaker Dr. G.S. Dhillon informed the House
about receipt of two notices of Motions of No-confidence from Shri Jyotirmoy Bosu
and Shri Samar Guha. When Shri Bosu was asked to seek leave of the House, more
than 50 members rose. At this stage, an Opposition member, Shri Shyamnandan
Mishra appealed to members not to press their motions as the Prime Minister Smt.
Indira Gandhi was leaving that night for attending the Non-aligned Conference at
Algiers which was of great international significance. Accordingly, members
withdrew their motions by leave of the Houe.

Inall, four Nosconfidence Motions, all from Shri Jyotirmoy Bosu, were admitted
and negatived after discussions (See Table 9). In the first case, in which the leave of
the House was granted on 21 November 1973, two notices of Motions of No-
confidence had been tabled by Shri Samar Guha and Shri Jyotirmoy Bosu. Shri Guha,
whose notice had obtained first priority in ballot, requested the Speaker Dr. G.S.
Dhillon toaccord first priority to Shri Jyotirmoy Bosu's notice. Accordingly, the notice
of Shri Bosu was taken up first by the Speaker. When Shri Bosu asked for leave of the
House, 74 members rose in its favour. Leave was accordingly granted and the motion
was discussed on 21 and 22 November 1973. In the second case, the notice of Shri
Bosu was the first among 11 notices. He, therefore, asked for leave of the House
which was granted on 9 May 1974. At his request, after having moved the motion,
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the Speaker Dr. Dhillon agreed to permit Shri Samar Mukherjee of his party to initiate
the discussion the same day. At the end of the debate, however, Shri Bosu himself
exercised his right of reply as mover. In the other two cases, Shri Bosu was granted
leave of the House on 22 July 1974 and 9 May 1975, respectively.

On 4 September 1974, Shri Madhu Limaye was not allowed by the Speaker Dr.
Dhillon to move his No-confidence Motion, being barred under Rule 338 as a repeat
motion. He said that Shri Limaye's motion could not be taken up since an identical
motion of Shri Jyotirmoy Bosu had already been discussed from 23 July to 25 July
1974 earlier during the same session and was negatived.

On 21 July 1975, the following motion moved by the Minister of Parliamentary
Affairs was adopted:

This House resolves that the current session of Lok Sabha, being in the
nature of an emergent session to transact certain urgent and important
government business, only government business be transacted during the
session and no other business whatsoever including Questions, Calling
Attentions and other business to be initiated by a private member be brought
befare or transacted in the House during the session and all relevant rules
on the subject in the Rules of Procedure and Conduct of Business in Lok Sabha do
hereby stand suspended to that extent.

In view of this, four pending notices of Motions of No-confidence were not
brought before the House.

Sixth Lok Sabha (1977-79)

During the span of the Sixth Lok Sabha, three notices for Motions of No-
confidence and one for Motion of Confidence were received.

Of the three No-confidence Motions, two were against Shri Morarji Desai and
one against Ch. Charan Singh. The two motions expressing want of confidence in
the Council of Ministers of Shri Morarji Desai were brought before the House. The
first by Shri C.M. Stephen was discussed on 10 and 11 May 1978 and negatived. The
discussion on the second by Shri Y.B. Chavan was held on 11 and 12 July 1979 and
remained inconclusive as the House was adjourned sine die after the Prime Minister
Shri Morarji Desai tendered his resignation.

The notice of the first ever Motion of Canfidence was given by the Prime Minister
Ch. Charan Singh and admitted for being moved on 20 August 1979. This motion
could not be moved as Ch. Charan Singh tendered the resignation of his Council of
Ministers that day and the House was adjourned sine die.

In view of his resignation, the Motion of No-confidence by Shri Kanwar Lal
Gupta expressing want of confidence in the Council of Ministers of Ch. Charan
Singh could also not be brought before the House. The House was later dissolved on

22 August 1979.
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Seventh Lok Sabha (1980-84)

Three Motions of No-confidence were admitted during the span of the Seventh
Lok Sabha. All of them were negatived after discussion.

In the first case, notices of Motions of No-confidence were tabled by eight
members. On a ballot held to determine their inter se priority, Shri Ram Vilas Paswan,
who had obtained first priority, requested the Speaker to allow Shri George Fernandes
to move the motion on their behalf. The Speaker, Dr. Bal Ram Jakhar, accordingly,
permitted Shri George Fernandes to ask for leave to move the motion. Since the Prime
Minister Smt. Indira Gandhi would not be in a position to reply to the discussion
being on a State visit abroad and since members already had occasion to criticise the
Government earlier in the session during the discussion on the Motion of Thanks on
the President's Address and Budget, etc., some members opposed admissibility of
the motion. The Speaker ruled out the objection observing that there was a specific
provision in the rules for expressing no-confidence in the Council of Ministers and
the matter had to be dealt with accordingly. Since not less than 50 members rose in
support of the motion, leave of the House was granted. The motion was discussed on
8 May 1981. In the absence of the Prime Minister, the Finance Minister, Shri R.
Venkataraman replied to the debate.

The other two motions moved by Shri Samar Mukherjee and Shri H.N.
Bahuguna were discussed on 17 September 1981 and 16 August 1982, respectively.
For discussing Shri Bahuguna's motion, the session, which was scheduled to adjourn
sine die on Friday, 13 August 1982, was extended by one day, i.e. for Monday, 16

August 1982.

Eighth Lok Sabha (1984-89)

On 24 April 1985, Prof. Madhu Dandavate tabled two notices of Motion of No-
confidence in the Council of Ministers of Shri Rajiv Gandhi. That day, a motion
about the situation in Ahmedabad was moved by the Home Minister and discussed
immediately after the Question Hour. In view of the discussion, Prof. Dandavate did
not pursue his notice which was not brought before the House.

In another case, Shri K.P. Unnikrishnan tabled on 7 December 1985 a notice of
Motion of No-confidence to be moved by him on 8 December 1985. The next day,
when the item reached, the Speaker Dr. Jakhar informed the House about the receipt
of the notice. The motion could, however, not be taken up since Shri Unnikrishnan
was not present in the House.

In the third case, three identical notices of a No-confidence Motion were received
at the same point of time. Since the first signatory of all the three notices was Shri C.
Madhav Reddy, they were treated as a single notice. Leave having been granted on

10 December 1987, the motion was discussed for two days on 10 and 11 December
1987 and was negatived by voice vote.
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Ninth Lok Sabha (1989-91)

During the Ninth Lok Sabha, two Motions of Confidence in the Council of
Ministers of Shri V.P. Singh and one in the Council of Shri Chandra Shekhar were
admitted under Rule 191. While Shri V.P. Singh won the first Confidence Motion on
21 December 1989, he lost the second one on 7 November 1990. At the time of receipt
of the notice from Shri V.P. Singh for the second Motion of Confidence in his Council
of Ministers, 18 notices of No-confidence Motion against him under Rule 198 were
also received from Shri Rajiv Gandhi and others. The Speaker Shri Rabi Ray gave
precedence to the Motion of Confidence over the Motion of No-confidence.

The third Motion of No-confidence was, as per Presidential directive, in the
Council of Ministers of Shri Chandra Shekhar, which was adopted on 16 November
1990. (See Table 15).

Tenth Lok Sabha (1991-96)

During this period, one notice of Confidence Motion in the Council of Ministers
of Shri P.V. Narasimha Rao and 71 notices of three Motions of No-confidence against
his Council were received. While the Motion of Confidence moved by him was
adopted on 15 July 1991, the three No-confidence Motions moved by Shri Jaswant
Singh, Shri Atal Bihari Vajpayee and Shri Ajoy Mukhopadhyay were negatived after
discussion on 17 July 1992, 21 December 1992 and 28 July 1993, respectively. (See
Table 16)

Eleventh Lok Sabha (1996-97)

The Eleventh Lok Sabha discussed four Motions of Confidence moved under
Presidential directives by Prime Ministers Shri Atal Bihari Vajpayee, Shri H.D. Deve
Gowda and Shri Inder Kumar Gujral. The motion moved by Shri Vajpayee on 25 May
1996 was not put to vote since the Prime Minister announced in the House that he
was going to tender his resignation to the President. The motions moved by Shri
Deve Gowda on 11 June 1996 and Shri Gujral on 22 April 1997 were adopted by
voice vote while the one by Shri Deve Gowda moved on 11 April 1997 was negatived.

In this period, three notices for No-confidence Motions were received. The one
given by Shri George Fernandes on 19 February 1997 expressing want of confidence
in the Council of Ministers of Shri Deve Gowda was initially kept pending. Since the
member did not later pursue it, it was not brought before the House. While one of the
remaining two notices, received on 20 November 1997 from Km. Mamata Banerjee
was not found by the Speaker to be in order, her other notice dated 24 November 1997
could not be brought before the House because of disturbances and later lapsed in
view of the resignation of the Government on 28 November 1997.
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Twelfth Lok Sabha (1998-99)

During the Twelfth Lok Sabha, no notice of Motion of No-confidence in the
Council of Ministers was received. However, two Motions of Confidence, moved
under Presidential directives, by the Prime Minister Shri Atal Bihari Vajpayee were
discussed. Shri Vajpayee won the first Confidence Motion on 28 March 1998; however,

he lost the second one on 17 April 1999 by a single vote. The House was later dissolved
or: 26 April 1999.

Thirteenth Lok Sabha (1999-2004)

During the Thirteenth Lok Sabha, three notices of Motion of No-confidence
were received. Two notices received from Shri Anil Basu and Shri Sultan Salahuddin
Owaisi were withdrawn by them. The notice given by the Leader of the Opposition,
Smt. Sonia Gandhi was admitted and discussed on 18 and 19 August 2003. The
motion was negatived.
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Motions in different Cabinets

Table 3 gives an account of the No-confidence Motions and Confidence Motions
debated during the periods of the Councils of Ministers headed by different Prime
Ministers. Of the 26 No-confidence Motions, the 16-year premiership of Smt. Indira
Gandhi alone witnessed discussion on 15 No-confidence Motions as compared to
just one each in the 12-year period of her father Pt. Jawaharlal Nehru and more than
the five-year tenure of her son Shri Rajiv Gandhi. As regards Confidence Motions,
the short tenures of Shri V.P. Singh, Shri H.D. Deve Gowda and Shri Atal Bihari
Vajpayee for the period 1998-99 accounted for two each. Shri P.V. Narasimha Rao
and Shri Atal Bihari Vajpayee not only sought the trust of the House through
Confidence Motions but also faced No-confidence Motions against their Council of
Ministers. While Shri P.V. Narasimha Rao faced three Motions of No-confidence
during his tenure, Shri Vajpayee faced one Motion of No-confidence. Ch. Charan
Singh resigned before the House was to take up his Confidence Motion.

Table 3: NCMs and CMs admitted/discussed during different Cabinets

(First to Thirteenth Lok Sabha)

Cabinet ) Period NCMs CMs
Jawaharlal Nehru 13.5.52 - 27.5.64* 1 -

Lal Bahadur Shastri 9.6.64-11.1.66 # 3 -
Indira Gandhi-First Phase 24.1.66-24.3.77 12 -
Morarji Desai 24.3.77-28.7.79 2 -
Charan Singh 28.7.79-14.1.80 . 1
Indira Gandhi-Second Phase 14.1.80- 31.10.84 3 -
Rajiv Gandhi 31.10.84-1.12.89

VP.Singh 2.12.89-10.11.90 . 2

* Nehru died on 27.5.64. Gulzari Lal Nanda acted as Prime Minister from 27.5.64 to 9.6.64.
# Shastri died on 11.1.66. Gulzari Lal Nanda acted as Prime Minister from 11.1.66. to
24.1.66.
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Cabinet Period NCMs Ms
Chandra Shekhar 10.11.90- 21.6.91 - 1
P.V. Narasimha Rao 21.6.91-16.5.96 3 1
A.B. Vajpayee-First Phase 16.5.96-1.6.96 - 1
H.D. Deve Gowda 1.6.96 -21.4.97 - 2
1.K. Gujral 214.97-18.3.98@ - 1
A.B. Vajpayee-Second Phase 19.3.98 - 13.10.99+ - 2
A.B. Vajpayee-Third Phase 13.10.99 - till date 1 -
Total 26 11

[ ] Gujral tendered the resignation of his Council of Ministers on 28 November 1997. The
President, while accepting the resignation, asked him to continue in office till alternative
arrangements were made.

+ Vajpayee tendered the resignation of his Council of Ministers on 17 April 1999. The President,
while accepting the resignation, asked him to continue in office till alternative arrangements
were made.
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Table 4: NCMs and CMs - Participation by Members

(First to Thirteenth Lok Sabha)
S.No. Mover Prime Dateof No.of Members
Minister Voting participated
No-confidence Motions
1 J.B. Kripalani J.L. Nehru 22863 4
2. N.C. Chatterjee L.B. Shastri 189.64 57
3. S.N. Dwivedy L.B. Shastri 16.3.65 19
4 M.R. Masani L.B. Shastri 26.8.65 37
5. H.N. Mukherjee Indira Gandhi 4.8.66 37
6. UM. Trivedi Indira Gandhi 7.11.66 29
7. A.B. Vajpayee-I Indira Gandhi 20.3.67 23
8. Madhu Limaye-1 Indira Gandhi 24.11.67 26
9. Balraj Madhok Indira Gandhi 28.2.68 20
10. K.L. Gupta Indira Gandhi 13.11.68 22
1. P. Ramamurti Indira Gandhi 20.2.69 26
12, Madhu Limaye-II Indira Gandhi 29.7.70 29
13. Jyotirmoy Bosu-I Indira Gandhi 221173 19
14. Jyotirmoy Bosu-Il Indira Gandhi 10.5.74 31
15. Jyotirmoy Bosu-1Il Indira Gandhi 25.7.74 25
16. Jyotirmoy Bosu-IV Indira Gandhi 9.5.75 16
17. C.M. Stephen Morarji Desai 115.78 28
18. Y.B. Chavan Morarji Desai 12.7.79 23
19. George Fernahdes Indira Gandhi 9.5.81 21
20. Samar Mukherjee Indira Gandhi 17.9.81 19
21 H.N. Bahuguna Indira Gandhi 16.8.82 25
22 C. Madhav Reddy Rajiv Gandhi 11.12.87 2
23. Jaswant Singh Narasimha Rao 17.7.92 24
24. A.B. Vajpayee-II Narasimha Rao 21.1292 57
25. Ajoy Mukhopadhyay = Narasimha Rac 28.7.93 30
26. Sonia Gandhi A.B. Vajpayee 19.8.2003 39

Total 748
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