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THIRD REPORT OF THE COMMITTEE OF PRIVILEGES
(FOURTEENTHLOK SABHA)

L. Introduction and Procedure

I, the Chairman of the Committee of Privileges, having been authorised by the
Committee to submit the Report on their behalf, present this their Third Report to the
Speaker, Lok Sabha on the question of privilege given notice of by Shri Hannan
Mollah, MP against Dr. Subhash C. Kashyap, former Secretary-General, Lok Sabha for
casting of serious aspersions on the Speaker, Lok Sabha in‘an interview telecast on the
Star News TV Channel on 4 August, 2005.

2. The Committee held 7 sittings. The relevant minutes of these sittings form part of-
the Report and are appended hereto.

3. At their first sitting held on 27 September, 2005, the Committee considered the
matter. The Committee directed that Dr. Subhash C. Kashyap may be asked to furnish
his written comments by 10 October, 2005. The Committee also directed that the CD
containing the video clipping of the impugned interview by Dr. Kashyap which was
telecast by Star News Channel on 4 August, 2005 may be obtained from the Star TV
Channel.

~ The Committee further desired that Shri Hannan Mollah, be requested to furnish
the relevant CD of the telecast if available with him. The Committee decided to take the
evidence of Dr. Kashyap after perusing his written comments and viewing the®said CD.

4. At their second sitting held on 10"November, 2005 the Committee decided that
Shri Hannan Mollah, MP and Dr. Subhash C. Kashyap may be requested to appear
before them for oral evidence on 29 and 30 November, 2005 respectively.

5. At their third sitting held on 29 November, 2005 the Committee examined on oath
Shri Hannan Mollah, MP.

The Committee, thergafter, considered the comments of Dr. Kashyap and also viewed
the CDs provided by Shri Hannan Mollah, MP and the Star News Channel comprising
the interview given by Dr. Kashyap on the Star News Channel on 4 August, 2005.

6. At their fourth sitting held on 30 November, 2005 the Committee directed that
Dr. Subhash C. Kashyap may be asked to appeal before them for oral evidence on
13 December, 2005.

7. At their fifth sitting held on 13 December, 2005, the Committee‘examined on oath
Dr. Subhash C. Kashyap.

8. At their sixth sitting held on 20 January, 2006 the Committee further considered
the matter and directed the Secretariat to prepare a draft report in the matter for their
consideration.
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9. At their seventh sitting held on 3 May, 2006, the Committee considered the draft
Report. The Committee after some deliberations, while agreeing with the "Findings
and Conclusions" in the Draft Report, felt that keeping in view the fact that Dr. Subhash
C. Kashyap did cast reflections on the Speaker, Lok Sabha, which does not behave
well for a person of his standing and furthermore, he did not tender any apologies, it
would be appropriate to recommend that Dr. Kashyap may be admonished. The
Committee authorized the Chairman to finalise the Report accordingly.

IL. Facts of the case

10. On 4 August, 2005 Km. Mamata Banerjee, MP, who was trying to raise the matter
relating to notice of adjournment motion given by her, was informed by the Deputy
Speaker, who was in the Chair at that time, that her notice had been disallowed by the
Speaker. At their Km. Mamata Banerjee came to the well of the House and threw some
papers towards the Chair.

The notice of adjournment motion given by Km. Mamata Banerjee was on the
subject of "Infiltration in West Bengal and part of North-Eastern Region". The same
was disallowed under Rule 338 as the House had already discussed and negatived an
- adjournment motion in the same session on 26 July, 2005 on the "Failure of the
Government to protect the Eastern borders of the country against massive illegal
immigration from Bangladesh."

11. On the same day, Dr. Subhash ol Kashyap, former Secretary-General of
Lok Sabha in an interview telecast on Star News TV Channel, while commenting on the
incident involving Km. Mamata Banerjee stated, as follows:—

"Well, first of all 1 think that we shiould not take an alarmist view of what has
happened. This happens in all democratic institutions once in a while and in any
case our democracy is very strong. Our Lok Sabha is veryrvibrant."

Mamata Banerjee has been a very combative leader concerned with the people's
interest. I do not, therefore, think that there is much need to worry. Many things
happen in the heat of the moment many a time.

It has not happened for the first time. Earlier also, papers were torn and thrown
like missiles on many occasions in the Lok Sabha. Even shoes and chappals
were shown inside the House many a times. It has also happened on many
occasions that prominent leaders of Opposition snatched the microphone

_provided at the dais of the Speaker and threw it in the House. So, such incidents
have taken place in the past also.

Well, it has a personal aspect also which should not be forgotten. When
Ms. Mamata Banerjee was elected to Lok Sabha for the first time, she had

defeated a personality like Shri Somnath Chatterjee. Therefore, it has a personal
aspect also.

The other thing is Ms. Mamata Banerjee is such a leader who is challenging the
Communist Government in West Bengal for the last so many years and with
whom she has been fighting constantly.
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Well, every member of the House should have a confidence that he enjoys full
freedom of speech and whatever he wants to say he should get the opportunity
to say so. If there is any attempt to gag the voice of a member, either from the
Chair or by the House, then such a chaotic situation will certainly arise. There is
no doubt about it because every member has a fundamental right to make his
point. So far as the question of another discussion is concerned, there are many
instances when discussions on the same subject have been held twice or more
during the same session."

12. On 5 August, 2005 a notice of question of privilege' was given by Shri Hannan
Mollah, MP against Dr. Subhash C. Kashyap. Shri Hannan Mollah, in his notice of
question of privilege alleged that Dr. Kashyap, had cast serious aspersions on the
Speaker by "insinuating and imputing serious breach of conduct on the part of the
Speaker" in context of the incident of hurling of papers at Hon'ble Deputy Speaker by
Km. Mamata Banerjee, MP on 4 August, 2005.

13. Shri Hannan Mollah contended that Dr. Kashyap, during his interview?, telecast
on Star News Channel on 4 August, 2005, had imputed political motives to the decision
of the Speaker by not allowing Km. Mamata Banerjee to raise the issue of infiltration of
Bangladeshis in Bengal and part of North Eastern Region on which she had given an
Adjournment Motion."

14. On 8 August, 2005, when Shri Mollah sought to raise the matter in the House
during 'Zero Hour', the Speaker observed "Mr. Mollah, if you want to raise that
motion, I have admitted the motion."

15. On 8 August, 2005, the Speaker, in exercise of his powers under Rule
227 of the Rules of Procedure and Conduct of Business in Lok Sabha, referred
the matter to the Committee of Privileges for examination, investigation and
report.

16. Dr. Kashyap in his comments dated 5 October, 2005, furnished to the Committee,

stated as follows:— _ =

"....I have the highest regards for the hon. Speaker and I can state most
categorically and with full sense of responsibility that there can never be
any Juestion of any insinuation or imputation from me with reference to the
hon. Speaker. In the course of TV interview and Question-Answers on
4 August, 2005, no allegation was made and no disrespect shown, intended
or meant."

1. Pl. See Appendix-I.
2. PL. See Annexure to Appendix-I.

=



Tl Evidence

Evidence of Shri Hannan Mollah, MP

17. Daring his evidence before the Committee on 29 November, 2005 Shri Hannan
Moliah, MP inter-alia stated as follows:—

".... I submitted the privilege motion to the hon. Speaker on 5 August, 2005 and
there 1 had mentioned that earlier Secretary-General, Dr. Subhash C. Kashyap
gave an interview to the Star News Channel. In that interview he made certain
very derogatory comments against the Chair. He criticized the muling of the
Speaker in a very un-tasteful language and he imputed motives to the Speaker
while giving the interview. I submitted the script of the telecast and also the CD
of the Star TV comprising his interview. Here [ would like to mention that this
interview has come from such a person who was in that esteemed post for a very
long time. 1 don't think that this type of comment is proper. Actually, the incident
happened in the House.....It was telecast also. Dr. Kashyap said one thing and 1

"Well, it has a personal aspect also which should not be forgotten. When
Ms. Mamata Banerjee was elected to Lok Sabha for the first time, she had
defeated a personality like Shri Somnath Chatterjee. Therefore, it has a
personal aspect also."

A person adorning the highest Chair of our democracy should have been given
minimum respect. Such a personality will not bring personal things while giving
a judgement from the highest seat of democracy. This is absolutely clear. This is
an impugned implication of motive against the hon. Speaker. He did it because of
vengeance and because of personal vendetta....It is a clear personal allegation
against the hon. Speaker. Further, he says “the other thing is Ms. Mamata Banerjee
is such a leader who is challenging the Communist Government in West Bengal
for the last so many years with whom she has been fighting constantly." As if
the Speaker is a political personality, sitting there and working on behalf of 2
political party. As she was in that particular State against that political party's
Govennment, the Speaker has taken the decision because of political vendetta. kit
it a personal vendefta as well as political vendetta. These two motives are
reprehensible. In the end he says and | quote:
"I there is amy attempt to gag the woice of a Member from the Chair or from
the House, then such a chaefic sitwation will certainly arise, there iis mo -
douibt about it because every member has a fundamentall right to malke his
point." )

it means tthere was an attempt to gag her woice. This is also 2 wery heinous
change against the Speaker. ... It iis clearly mentioned iin the Rules of Procedure
and Conduct of Business iin Lok Sabha as well as iin Kaul and Shakdher that The
Spealker's nuling cannot be questioned except on a substantive motion. A memiber
wiho jprotests against the nuling of the Speaker commits contempt of the House
and the Speaker. The Speaker's decision iis equallly binding whether given in the
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House or on a departmental file. He is not bound to give reasons for his
decisions. Members cannot criticize directly or indirectly, inside or outside the
House any ruling given, opinion expressed or statement made by the Speaker.'
It is also said that "Observations made by the Speaker in the House ca:anot be
interpreted in private comrespondence.” He does not enter into public or press
controversies regarding observations made by him from the Chair. On the
disciplinary power of the Speaker, page 121 of Kaul and Shakdher, (5th edn.)
says that "He may direct any Member guilty of disorderly conduct to withdraw
from the House, and name a Member for suspension if the Member disregards
the authority of the Chair and persists in obstructing the proceedings of the
House. He may also adjoumn or suspend the business of the House in case of
grave disorder.’ Again in the same book, it is said that 'The fundamental
principle is that the House, subject to the provision of the Constitution, is
sovereign in the matter of its own rules of procedure and conduct of business
and whatsoever powers have been conferred by the rules on the Speaker are
intended to serve one purpose, that the House should be enable to function at
all times in the interest of the country.” .....I firther quote from Kaul and Shakdher,
wbwhuys'SpmlwsmﬂmﬂmgsmﬂoﬂmgondemormCommmm
or its Members are punished by the House as a contempt on the principle that
such, acts tend to obstruct the House in performance of their function by
dimiinishing the respect due to them." ... If 2 layman makes some comments, |
could agree and appreciate that he is an ordinary man who does mot know
what is parliamentary practice and what is the rule. The man who himself has
edited and wrote this book, and adomed the Chair for so many years of the
highest democratic institution of the country, cannot claim that he failed to
understand what should be said against the Speaker or mot.... This type of
character assassimation of the Speaker, imputation of motive to him, blaming
him that he is gagging the voice of the members, all these are reflections on tihe
character of the Speaker and imparticality of the Speaker.™

[Evidence of Dr. Subliask C. Kaskyap, Former Secretary-General of Lok Sabha

18. Duriing s evidence before the Committee om 13 Decemiber, 2005, Dr. Sulbhash C.
. Kashyap stated imter alia as follows:—

"1 have replied to the allegations vide my letter dated 5 October, 2005. 1 would
sulbomiit thatt ¥ have mothing to add to wiat 1 heve said. It is very diffioult for me to
recolllect alll that T said i that interview becanse on e same day there might
have been severall imterviews to diffferent channels. I domn't know wihether iit was
pre-reconded imterview or it was live. 1 also dom't know wihether e ransoript
that es been given to yow is e flll transoript of wikat was asked and wiat was
repliied by me.. nmummmmmwmmmywmmmwm
imterviismer amndl wiat was said by me."

n@..wmmmnmmm@fmmm@mmmmmwm

im Lotk Satbira om "Miegzll Tmmiigrants Act" only eight days back, Dr. Kashyap replied,
"Neo. Il weas mot aware of iit."
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20. Dr. Kashyap was told that by the time he went for interview, it was clear that
Km. Mamata Banerjee had been declined permission to raise the matter on the ground
that the same had been discussed by the House eight days back. He was asked
whether he tried to find out why permission was denied to her, Dr. Kashyap replied "as
I told earlier, I was not aware. Secondly, when such things heppen and TV Channel
people call me for interview, there is no time for any preparation and no preparation is
either done to see what has actually happened. It is not possible to see the proceedings
of Lok Sabha and Rajya Sabha because often I am out of station. I am rarely in Delhi. I
travel a lot. I didn't know what happened earlier."

21. Keeping the background in which Km. Mamata Banerjee's notice was disallowed:
in view, Dr. Kashyap was asked to comment on his assertion in the interview that the
member's voice was gagged, Dr. Kashyap replied "Sir, I would like to submit that is
neither my intention—according to my humble understanding—nor the meaning of
this statement. This is a general statement. This is a purely general statement of
general application and not with reference to Km. Mamata Banerjee or any one particular
case."

22. On being further asked that with his wide experience as Secretary-General of
Lok Sabha plus a widely acclaimed sound knowledge and expertise that he has about
the procedures and rules of business of Parliament and constitutional matters, didn't
he think that his reference to the Speaker's ruling having a personal angle, was not a
reflection on the conduct of the Speaker, Dr. Kashyap stated, "Sir, I would like to
submit that there is no reflection either intended or meant or said on the conduct of the
Speaker. For admitting any motion or for not admitting any motion, we all know that the
Speaker is the final authority. His right and decision on this matter cannot be questioned
either in the House or outside. The Speaker is the final authority. I have not questioned
the decision of the Speaker. I have not said anywhere that permission was not given.
I have not referred to any specific matter. What I have said in the first part is that there
is a personal aspect and what is that personal aspect. The personal aspect is that
Km. Mamata Banerjee when elected to Lok Sabha for the first time, she had defeated an
outstanding personality like Somnath Chatterjee. What I am saying that Shri Somnath
Chatterjee is an outstanding personality in the Indian Politics. Then I am saying that
Ms. Mamata Banerjee had defeated him in the election, which is a matter of fact. There
is no reflection or insinuation. When a person defeats such a stalwart, naturally that
becomes the background in his or her mind. So here reference, if any, is to Madam
Banerjee, not the Speaker..... So in my humble opinion, it should not be read as a
reference to the Speaker.... I am fully resporisible and accountable for what I have said. -
I am prepared for every word to be analysed. As far as what happened in the House, I
neither have any authority nor I can own or disown any responsibility..."

23. When asked how would he explain the words "Such chaotic situation would
arise" used by him in his interview on Star News, Dr. Kashyap replied, "if a member has
a fundamental right to speak whatever he/she wants to, then I am of the opinion that it
is the duty of the Secretariat to guide him/her as to how he/she could raise the matter
under the rules. The words 'Aisi arajakta’ means members would violate the rules to «
say/speak whatever they want to in the House."
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24. On being asked whether he was aware that it was not the Speaker but the
Deputy Speaker who was presiding over the House when Km. Mamata Banerjee raised
this matter, Dr. Kashyap replied, "No, I was not even aware of it. 1 did not see the
proceedings. Normally when TV channel people call me for interview, 99.99% I am not
aware of what has actually happened in the House as I do not have time to watch the
proceedings..."

25. When asked, if action was taken against Km. Mamata Banerjee, how would he
have reacted to that, Dr. Kashyap replied," Sir, I have said it in writing and also on
television on earlier occasions, and if that is any guide, I would have supported it. I
have said it repeatedly that when privileges are breached and contempt of the House
are committed by the members themselves, then action nieeds to be taken against them
under the rules, under the constitution."

IV. Findings And Conclusions

26. According to Erskine May "The Chief characteristics attaching to the office of
Speaker iin the House of Commons are authority and impartiality ...Reflections upon
the character or actions of the Speaker may be punished as breaches of privilege.
Confidence in the impartiality of the Speaker is an indispensable condition of the
successful working of procedure, and many conventions exist which have as their
object not only to ensure the impartiality of the Speaker but also to ensure that his
impartiality is generally recognized (p. 189-90, 22nd end.)

"... Reflections on the character of the Speaker oraccusations of partiality in the
. discharge of 'his duties... have attracted the ppenal powers of the commons".
(p. 123,22ndend.)

~ 27. The ‘Committee would not like to reproduce relevant passages from Kaul &
Shakdher since the same were ‘quoted extensively by Shri Hannan Mollah during his
evidence before the Committee and from part of this Report.

. 28. The Committee observe that Dr. Subhash C. Kashyap, during his evidence
before the Committee, admitted that at the time he gave the interview to Star News
Channel, he was not aware as to what was the subject matter of the notice of
Km. Mamata Banerjee that had been disallowed; he was not aware of the fact that the
matter had already been discussed in the House about a week ago by way of an
adjournment motion; he was not even aware that at the time the incident happened, it
was not the Speaker, but, the Deputy Speaker who was in the Chair. The Committee are
amazed at the explanation given by Dr. Kashyap in defence of his ignorance. "When
Television people call for interview, there is no time for making preparation; no
preparation is made to ascertain as to what had happened.”

While it may be true that "there is no time for making preparation”, when such
interviews are given, but even "facts are not ascertained" is something which the
Committee did not expect, at least from a person of the eminence of Dr. Kashyap. By
saying this Dr. Kashyap has projected himself in a very poor light as a person too
eager to appear on audio-visual media without bothering for facts.

29. As a matter of fact, the Committee feel, it is this "couldn't care less for facts"
attitude which led Dr. Kashyap to make the derogatory observations which he did



during his interview to Star News Channel and later on tried very cleverly to defend
during his evideace before the Committee.
30. Dr. Kashyap tried to explain his remarks "Well, it has a personal aspect also ...
etc.” by saying: ,
"There is no reflection or insinuation ... when a person defeats such a Stalwart,
naturally that becomes the background in his or her mind. So, here reference, if
any, is to Madam Banerjee, not to the Speaker. Madam Banerjee had in her mind
the fact that she had defeated such a big stalwart of Indian politics. So, in my
humble opinion, it should not be read as a reference to the Speaker.”

Advancing the line of argument taken by Dr. Kashyap, if such situations do become
a background in the minds of people, they should become a background in the mind of
person defeated and not the person who was victorious, Dr. Kashyap's pathetic attempt
at such a convoluted argument has failed to camry conviction with the Committee. The
Committee are of the view that Dr. Kashyap was definitely referring to the Speaker,
Lok Sabha when he made the impugned remarks about "personal aspect™. The
Committee are further fortified in their view when this remark of Dr. Kashyap is seen in
conjunction with his subsequent remarks about Km. Mamata Banerjee's constant fight
with communists.

31. As regards his remark "If there is any attempt to gag the voice of a member ...
etc.," Dr. Kashyap's explanation was:

"This is 2 purely general statement of general application and not with reference
to Km. Mamata Banesjee or any one particular case.”
The Committee consider this explanation to be entirely unconvincing. It is
unimaginable that when a person's views are solicited on a specific incident, he would
make general comments without once referring to the specific matter.

The Committee feel that afier the incident happened, the TV Channel approached
Dr. Kashyap, briefed him quickly about the incident and sought his reaction.
Dr. Kashyap as per his usual style of not caring to ascertain the facts, gave his views
presuming that at the relevant point of time the Speaker, Lok Sabha was in Chair-and he
did not allow Km. Mamata Banerjee to raise the issue. The thrust of the remarks of
Dr. Kashyap is not very difficult to judge in this background.

32. Dr. Kashyap's assertion towards the end of his TV intesview that "there are
many instanices when discussion on the same subject have been held twice or more
during the same session”, firther indicates that he was not as ignorant of the facts as
he feigned and that he was trying to convey that Km. Mamata Banerjee should have
been allowed to raise the matter and since there were similar instances in the past, not
allowing her amounted to gagging her voice which was due to “personal aspect™ on
the part of the Speaker.

33. The Committee pointedly imvited the attention of Dr. Kashyap to rule 338 of the
Rules of Procedure and Conduct of Business in Lok Sabha which prohibits repetition
of a motion. He did not, however, cite a single instance before the Committee though
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he had made a reference to many such instances in his interview.

34. The most lamentable part of the entire matter has been the attitude of Dr. Kashyap
in not even once expressing remorse or regret for his comments or for the fact that he
spoke without ascertaining the full facts.

35. The Commiittee find that remarks made by Dr. Kashyap in the said interview were
not only unjustified, made in haste, and uncalled for but unwarranted too.

36. The Committee strongly feel that a person of Dr. Kashyap's stature who is
considered as an authority on parliamentary practice and procedure, besides being a
former Secretary-General of Lok Sabha, should not have indulged in such character
assassination without being aware of the full facts of the case.

37. The Committee are, therefore of the view that the impugned remarks made by
Dr. Kashyap during his interview tantamount to casting reflections on the impartiality
of the Speaker, Lok Sabha in discharge of his duties.

38. The Committee are of the view that Dr. Kashyap has committed gross breach of
privilege and contempt of the House for having cast reflections on the impartiality of
the Speaker, Lok Sabha and by imputing motives to him in discharge of his duties.

39. Tke Committee are also of the view that the gravity of the offence has increzsed
since the derogatory references were made by a person well-versed in pariiamentary
procedure and practices and who once served as the Secretary General of Lok Sabha.

The Committee, however, note that Dr. Kashyap, in his written comments furnished
to the Committee, as also in his evidence before the Committee, said that he had
"highest regards for the Speaker™ and that there was no "question of any insinuation
or imputation from me with reference to the hon. Speaker.” He also said that Speaker's
decision "cannot be questioned either in the House or outside.” The Committee feel
that had Dr. Kashyap shown a little more circumspection while giving the interview

40. The Committee, therefore, strongly condemn and deprecate the reckless and
irresponsible behaviour of Dr. Kashyap.

41. In view of foregoing findings and conclusions, the Committee are of the view
that Dr. Kashyap needs to be handed out appropriate deterrent punishment.

V. Recommendation

42. The Committee, accordingly, recommend that Dr. Subhash C. Kashyap, former
Secretary-General of Lok Sabha may be admonished.

New Deist VKISHORECHANDRA S. DEO,
17 May, 2006; , qm
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MINUTES
I
FIRST SITTING
New Delhi, Tuesday, 27 September, 2005

The Committee sat from 1130 hrs. to 1215 hrs.

*

2. The Committee then took up for consideration the privilege case against
Dr. Subhash C. Kashyap, former Secretary-General, Lok Sabha for casting serious
aspersions on the Hon'ble Speaker, Lok Sabha.

The Committee directed that Dr. Kashyan may be asked to furnish his written
comments by 10 October, 2005. The Committee also directed that the CD containing
the video clipping of the impugned interview by Dr. Kashyap which was telecast by
Star News channel on 4th August, 2005 may be obtained from the Star TV channel.

The Committee decided to take the evidence of Dr. Kashyap after perusing his
written comments and viewing the said CD.

3.

O e NN E LD

PRESENT
Shri Pawan Kumar Bansal — Chairman

MEMBERS
Shri Varkala Radhakrishnan
Shri Igbal Ahmed Saradgi
Shri Bijendra Singh
Shri Devendra Prasad Yadav
Shri Kishan Singh Sangwan
Shri Ananthkumar Hegde
Shri Nitish Kumar
Shri Virendra Kumar

SECRETARIAT
1. ShriRavindra Garimella - — Under Secretary
2. Shri Ashok.Sajwan — Under Secretary
* *

The Committee further desired that Shri Hannan Mollah, MP may also be requested
to furnish the relevant CD, if he has the same in his possession.

* * *

(The Committee then adjourned)

*Omitted as the paras relate to another case.
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II
SECONDSITTING
New Delhi, Thursday, 10 November, 2005

The Committee sat from 1130 hrs. to 1215 hrs.
PRESENT

Shri Pawan Kumar Bansal — Chairman
MEMBERS

Shri Varkala Radhakrishnan

Shri A. Krishnaswamy

Shri Rajendrasinh Rana

Shri D. Vittal Rao

Shri Kishan Singh Sangwan

Shri Eqbal Ahmed Saradgi

Shri Ananthkumar Hegde

© N AWM A W N

SECRETARIAT
1. Shri VK. Sharma — Joint Secrerary
2. ShriRavindra Garimella = — Under Secretary
3. Shri Ashok Sajwan — Under Secretary
* 7 ] @ *
2.The Committée, then considered the following two matters:

(@) Casting of serious aspersions on the Hon'ble Speaker, Lok Sabha by a former
Secretary-General of Lok Sabha.

(b) * * * * *

. 3. Asregards the first matter above, the Committee decided that Shri Hannan Mollah,
MP and Dr. Subhash C. Kashyap former Secretary-General Lok Sabha may be requested
to appear before the Committee for oral evidence on 29 and 30 November, 2005
respectively.

4. * * * *

(The Commitiee then adjourned)

*Omitted as the paras relate to another case.
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THIRD SITTING

New Delhi, Tuesday, 29 November, 2005
The Committee sat from 1500 hrs. to 1545 hrs.
PRESENT
Shri Pawan Kumar Bansal — Chairman
MEMBERS

Shri A. Krishnaswamy

Shri D. Vittal Rao

Shri Kishan Singh Sangwan
Shri Devendra Prasad Yadav

©wos W N

SECRETARIAT

1. Shri VK. Sharma — JointSecretary
2. Shri Ravindra Garimella — Under Secretary
3. Shri Ashok Sajwan — Under Secretary

WITNESSES
1. Shri Hannan Mollah, MP

% * * * *

The Committee first took up for consideration the question of privilege against
Dr. Subhash C. Kashyap, former Secretary-General, Lok Sabha for casting of serious
aspersions on the Hon'ble Speaker, Lok Sabha.

The Committee examined Shri Hannan Mollah, MP on oath.
(Verbatim record of the evidence was kept)

(The witness then withdrew)

2_* * * *

3.* * * *

4. The Committee, thereafter, viewed the CDs provided by Shri Hanhan Mollah, MP
and the Star News Channel comprising the interview given by Dr. Kashyap on the Star
News Channel on 4 August, 2005.

o (The Committee then adjourned)

*Omitted as the paras relate to another case.
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FOURTH SITTING

New Delhi, Wednesday, 30 November, 2005
The Committee sat from 1500 hrs. to 1600 hrs.
_ PRESENT
" ShriPawan Kumar Bansal — Chairman
MEMBERS
2. Shri Varkala Radhakrishnan
3. ShriKishan Singh Sangwan

SECRETARIAT

1.  Shri VK. Sharma — Joint Secretary

2. ShriRavindra Garimella — Under Secretary

3. Shri Ashok Sajwan — Under Secretary

' WITNESS '

* * * *

* * * *
2. * * * *

3. The Committee further desired that Dr. Subhash C. Kashyap former Secretary-
General*****_if he so desired might be asked to appear before the Committee for oral
evidence at their next sitting.

(The Committee then adjourned)

*Omitted as the paras relate to another case.
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FIFTHSITTING

New Delhi, Tuesday, 13 December, 2005
The Committee sat from 15.30 hrs. to 1700 hrs.

PRESENT
Shri Pawan Kumar Bansal — Chairman
MEMBERS
2. ShriA. Krishnaswamy
3.  Shri Varkala Radhakrishnan
4.  Shri Kishan Singh Sangwan
5. Shrilgbal Ahmed Saradgi
6.  Shri Bijendra Singh
7.  Shri Devendra Prasad Yadav
SECRETARIAT
1.  Shri VK Sharma — Joint Secretary
2. ShriRavindra Garimella — Under Secretary
3. ShriAshok Sajwan C— Under Secretary
WITNESS
Dr. Subhash C. Kashyap — Former Secretarty General,

Lok Sabha

The Committee took up for consideration the question of privilege given by
Shri Hannan Mollah, MP against Dr. Subhash C. Kashyap, former Secretary-General,
Lok Sabha for casting serious aspersions on the Hon'ble Speaker, Lok Sabha.

2. The Committee examined Dr. Subhash C. Kashyap, former Secretary-General,
Lok Sabha on oath.

(Vertatim record of the evidence was kept)

(The witness then withdrew)

3. * * * *

(The Committee then adjourned)

*Omitted as the para relates to another case.
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VI
SIXTH SITTING

New Delhi, Friday, 20 January, 2006
The Committee sat from 15.00 hrs. to 1600 hrs.
PRESENT
Shri Pawan Kumar Bansal — Chairman
MEMBERS
Shri A. Krishnaswamy
Shri Varkala Radhakrishnan
Shri Rajendrasinh Rana
Shri Kishan Singh Sangwan
Shri Virendra Kumar
Shri Devendra Prasad Yadav

=gy el s B

SECRETARIAT
1. Shri V.K Sharma — Joint Secretary
2. ShriRavindra Garimella — Under Secretary
3. ShriAshok Sajwan — Under Secretary

* * * *

2. The Committee then tuok up for consideration the following two matters (i)
question of privilege given by Shri Hannan Mollah, MP against Dr. Subhash C. Kashyap,
former Secretary-General, Lok Sabha for casting serious aspersions on the Hon'ble
Speaker, Lok Sabha.

@) ¥ * * *
After some deliberations the Committee directed the Secretariat to prepare draft
report in the said two matters for consideration of the Committee at their next sitting.

3. > 4 * * *

*
(The Committee then adjourned)

*Omitted as the paras relate to another case.
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SEVENTH SITTING \
%
New Delhi, Wednesday, 3 May, 2006
The Committee sat from 15.05 hrs. to 16.14 hrs.

PRESENT
Shri V. Kishore Chandra S. Deo — Chairman
MEMBERS
1.  ShriD. Vittal Rao
2. Shri Kishan Singh Sangwan
3. Shrilgbal Ahmed Saradgi
4,  Shri Devendra Prasad Yadav
SECRETARIAT
1.  ShriRavindra Garimela — Under Secretary
2. ShriAshok Sajwan — Under Secretary
WITNESS ’
* * * *
2 * * * *

3. The Committee then took up for consideration draft third Report of the Committee
regarding the question of privilege given notice of by Shri Hannan Mollah, MP against
Dr. Subhash C. Kashyap, former Secretary-General, Lok Sabha for casting of serious
aspersions on the Speaker, Lok Sabha in an interview telecast on the Star News TV
Channel on 4 August, 2005. The Chairman inter alia observed that the Committee
might like to take a final view in the matter after taking into account the position
emerging from the findings and conclusions arrived at in the matter. After some
deliberations the members while agreeing with the findings and conclusions in the
draft Report felt that keeping in view the fact that Dr. S.C. Kashyap did cast reflections
on the Speaker, Lok Sabha, which does not behave well for a person of his standing
and furthermore he did not tender any apologies, it would be appropriate to recommend
that Dr. Kashyap may be admonished. The Committee accordingly decided that
para nos. 40 & 41 of the draft Report may be suitably modified. (See Appendix-A).

The Committee authorized the Chairman to finalise the Report and present it to the.
Speaker, Lok Sabha.

4. x * * *

5. % * * *

(The Committee then adjourned)

*Omitted as the paras relate to another case.
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APPENDIX -A
(See para 3 of the minutes)

Sl Recommendations Modifications proposed
No. made ' i

in Draft Report
1 2 3
L. Para40 For

"While the Committee are competent to
recommend to the House to take penal action
against a person who is found to have committed
a breach of privilege and contempt of the House,
the Committee are of the wiew that in this case
neither the Committee nor the House would be
adding to their dignity by recommending or taking
any penal action against a former Secretary-
General of Lok Sabha."

Substitute

"The Committee, therefore, strongly condemn
and deprecate the reckless and irresponsible
behaviour of Dr. Kashyap."

2. Para41 For

The Committee, therefore, while strongly
condemning and deprecating the reckless and
irresponsible behaviour of Dr. Kashyap and
cautioning him to be more careful in future,
recommend that the matter be treated as closed.

Substitute

"In view of foregoing findings and coxclusions,
the Committee are of the view that Dr. Kashyap
needs to be handed out appropriate deterrent

punishment."”
3. After newly incorporated Add the following new para (42)
Para41 "The Committee, accordingly, recommend that

Dr. Subhash C. Kashyap, Former Secretary-
General of Lok Sabha may be admonished.
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MINUTES OF EVIDENCE TAKEN BEFORE THE COMMITTEE OF
PRIVILEGES

Tuesday, 29 November, 2005

PRESENT
Shri Pawan Kumar Bansal — Chairman
MEMBERS
2. ShriA. Krishnaswamy
3. ShriD. Vittal Rao
4.  Shri Kishan Singh Sangwan
5. Shri Devendra Prasad Yadav
SECRETARIAT
1.  Shri V.K. Sharma — Joint Secretary
2. ShriRavindra Garimella —— Under Secretary
3. Shri Ashok Sajwan — Under Secretary
WITNESSES

1.  Shri Hannan Mollah, MP

2 * *® *

The Committee metat 1500 hrs.

MR. CHAIRMAN: Shri Hannan Mollah, you have been requested to appear before
the Committee to give evidence in connection with a notice of question of privilege
dated August 5, 2005, given by you against Dr. Subhash C. Kashyap, former Secretary-
General of the Lok Sabha, for casting serious aspersions on the hon. Speaker,
Lok Sabha in an interview telecast on the Star News channel.

I may inform you that under rule 275 of the Rules of Procedure and Conduct of
Business in the Lok Sabha, the evidence that you may give before the Committee is to
be treated as confidential till the Report of the Committee and its proceedings are
presented to the Lok Sabha. Any premature disclosure or publication of the proceedings
of'the Committee would constitute a breach of privilege and contempt of the House.
The evidence that you may give before the Committee would be reported to the House.

I suppose, there is a procedure for oath or affirmation.

SHRI HANNAN MOLLAH: I, Hannan Mollah, solemnly affirm that the evidence
which I shall give in this case shall be true, that I will conceal nothing, and that no part
of my evidence shall be false.

24




25

MR. CHAIRMAN: You may please proceed with what you have to say about your
case.

SHRIHANNAN MOLLAH: Thank you, Mr. Chairman, Sir, for calling me for evidence.

I submitted the privilege motion to the hon. Speaker on 5th of August and there I
had mentioned that earlier Secretary-General, Dr. Subhash C. Kashyap, gave an interview
to the Star TV channel. In that interview, he made certain very derogatory comments
against the Chair. He criticised the ruling of the Speaker in very un-tasteful language
and he impugned motive on the Speaker while giving the ruling. I submitted the script
of the telecast and I also submitted the CD of the Star TV.

Here I would like to mention that this interview has come from such a person who
was in that esteemed post for a very long time. I do not think that this type of comment
is proper.

Actually, the incident happened in the House. It is known to the whole country. It
was telecast also. Honourable Speaker tried to control the things and ultimately he
delivered his ruling. Dr. Kashyap said one thing and I quote:

" a3 T Safaaa ue €, S8 TE e 9o | ot e S yget aR s
e Al F o1, < ot Wiy =S SiY Safaa ) T o off | Wiey |
SferTa va of €1

A person adorning the highest Chair of our democracy should have given minimum
respect, that such personality will not bring personal things while giving a judgement
from the highest seat of democracy.

So, this is absolutely clear. This is an impugned implication of motive against the
hon. Speaker. He did it because of vengeance and because of personal vendatta. The
meaning is very clear. Anybody who knows Hindi and English can understand this.
There is nothing concealed. It is a certain comment. It is a clear personal allegation
against the hon. Speaker.

Tad = 7 ot § i it e At u Tt Y € R A e @ st wreErd
w1 %! fued F¥ ol § Ak § R iR 76 fou 3 suer siedt @i € 1as ifa Speaker is a

political personality, sitting there and working on bahalf of a political party. As she was
in that particular State against that political party’s Government, the Speaker has taken
the decision because of political vendetta. It is a personal vendetta as well as political
vendetta. These two motives are reprehensible.

In the end he says and I quote:
" ST Rt W Y STTETS 1 A1 A 61 AT e e, SR o7 ferefta st
F1 IR Y A AT FT SR Y A, N U sraerenar T D, s wE weE T g

i T T F1 A AUHR § & 9% 319+ o1 %7 T | 98 F8 F1 Iae@l T8 8
& mw@ st Fifm

7 ot wie % faaw 38 @@ =1 § against the person sitting on that Chair. 1

mentioned these charges in my letter. I would request you to see what is said by the
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Rules and Practice and Principles in Parliament by Kaul and Shakdhar regarding the
ruling of the Chair. On ruling ofthe Speaker it is said here. It is in this fourth edition of
the book, I think there is a fifth edition. It is edited by Dr. Kashyap himself, when he
was the Secretary-General. He edited this edition of the book where he said: "The
Speaker's ruling cannot be questioned except on a substantive motion. A Member who
protests against the ruling of the Speaker commits contempt of the House and the
Speaker. The Speaker's decision is equally binding whether given in the House or on a
departmental file. He is not bound to give reasons for his decisions. Member cannot
criticise directly or indirectly, inside or outside the House any ruling given, opinion
expressed or statement made by the hon. Speaker." This is very clearly written in this
book by Kaul and Shakdhar. It has been categorically said in page 11 of this fourth
edition.

It is also said: "Observations made by the Speaker in the House cannot be interpreted
in private correspondence." He does not enter into public or press controversies
regarding observations made by him, from the Chair. He will not go for the argument
outside. But his comment cannot be interpreted in some correspondence which is
equivalent to interview also. Correspondence and interview are the same. There also
he committed a very serious aspersion against the hon. Speaker.

On the disciplinary power of the Speaker, page 112 of the volume says in the last
para: "He may direct any Member guilty of disorderly conduct to withdraw from the
House. The name of a Member for suspension if the Member disregards the authority
of the Chair and persists inobstructing the proceedings of the House, he may also
adjourn or suspend the business of the House in case of grave disorder". These
things are very clearly written.

Again on page 113 in this volume, it is said: "The fundamental principle is that the
House, subject to the provision of the Constitution, is sovereign in the matter of its
own rules of procedures and conduct of business and whatsoever powers have been
conferred by the rules on the Speaker are intended to serve one purpose, that the
House should be enabled to function at all times in the interest of the country."

I can quote umpteen quotations from this book by Kaul and Shakdhar as to how
this was misused and how it was violated. I will draw your kind attention to one more
area, that is on page 247 of this book on powers and privilege and immunities of the
Houses. On page 247, in para 3 it is said: "Speeches and writings reflecting on the
House or its Committees or its Members are punished by the House as a contempt on
the principle that such acts tend to obstruct the House in performance of their function
by diminishing the respect due to them." It is in this book by Kaul and Shakdhar on
page 247, in para 3. )

I will request-you just to find out from the Rules and the Practice and Procedure of
Parliament by Kaul and Shakdhar. There are several areas where this type of attack on
the Chair, imputation of motive on the Chair have been clarified.

Here, another argument may say that I do not understand the things or I do not
know the things. If any layman from the street makes some comment, I could agree and
appreciate that he is an ordinary man who does not know what is parliamentary practice
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and what is the rule. The man who himself has edited and wrote this book, and adored
the Chair for so many years of the highest democratic institution of our country,
cannot claim that he failed to understand what should be said against the Speaker or
not. This argument should also be kept in mind while you are finilising it.

The last paragraph of page 247 of this book says:

"Similarly, the House may not necessarily take serious notice of defamatory
statement by irresponsible persons."

If an irresponsible person makes such a statement, you can ignore. If the hon.
Committee thinks that Dr. Kashyap in an irresponsible person, you can take one
decision, but if you feel that he is not an irresponsible person, you can take decision
accordingly. I definitely say that he is not an irresponsible person. He is claimed to be
a known jurist of the country. He cannot be termed as an irresponsible person. So, a
responsible person making such a statement is liable and it should be taken care of.

On page 248, it says:

"The examples of speeches and writings, which have been held to constitute
breach of privilege and contempt of house, may be categorised as under.
Reflection on the House, reflection on the character and impartiality of the Speaker
in discharge of his duties."

This clearly says that this type of character assassination of the Speaker, imputation
of motive on the Speaker, blaming him that he is gagging the voice of the Members, all
these things are reflections on the character of the Speaker and impartiality of the
Speaker.

I could speak for hours on this, but I think, the hon. Committee is capable enough
to analyse and reach on its own conclusions.

I express my gratitude for calling me for this evidence. This is my submission before
the hon. Committee on this matter.

MR. CHAIRMAN: Shri Hannan Mollah, thank you very much.

(The witness then withdrew.)

MR. CHAIRMAN: I would like to inform all the hon. Members that we have two
CDs of that programme. We had requested both the Star News Channel and Shri
Hannan Mollah. Both have furnished us with a CD. Let us watch both the CDs. We will
first watch what is given by Shri Hannan Mollah, the complainant.

JTafd FEITE : 31T % oA 31 € 1o § 1 e Sl afsed Y, foeh faes weie
R, ST T T R, S o G| A A o oy T R ® 1 4 g e el

el FR0 Y 3R firw wa X i v e @ o qivee 8 S & | T s a5
EEE IS

(TEIvEIg Giafa 1 H1dare! T gg)



MINUTES OF EVIDENCE TAKEN BEFORE THE COMMITTEE OF
PRIVILEGES

Tuesday, 13 December, 2005
PRESENT

Shri Pawan Kumar Bansal — Chairman

MEMBERS
-Shri A. Krishnaswamy

Shri Varkala Radhakrishnan

Shri Kishan Singh Sangwan

Shri Iqbal Ahmed Saradgi

Shri Bijendra Singh

Shri Devendra Prasad Yadav

SN - NV S

SECRETARIAT
1. Shri VK. Sharma — Joint Secretary
2. ShriRavindra Garimella — Under Secretary
3. ShriAshok Sajwan — Under Secretary
WITNESS

* Dr. Subash C. Kashyap — Former Secretary-General,
Lok Sabha

The Committee metat 1530 hrs.

MR. CHAIRMAN: Dr. Subhash C. Kashyap, you have been asked to appear before
the Committee to giye evidence in connection with a notice of question of privilege
dated Sth August, 2005, given by Shri Hannan Mollah, MP against you for casting
serious aspersions on the hon. Speaker, Lok Sabha in an interview telecast on the Star
News channel.

w  (Direction 58 was read out)

MR. CHAIRMAN: You are aware of the procedures. Before we proceed, you may
kindly take oath for your evidence.

(Dr. Subhash C. Kashyap took oath)

MR. CHAIRMAN: I think Dr. Kashyap, you are aware of the allegation against you

as such which has been made and that has been conveyed to you, I suppose, by the:
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Secretariat. You may kindly begin the way you like and submit whatever you wish to
say about this.

- DR. SUBHASH C. KASHYAP: Sir, I have replied to the allegations vide my letter
dated 5th October, 2005. I would submit that I have nothing to add to what I have said.

MR. CHAIRMAN: You can recollect the entire interview or you do not wish to see
that again. You know what was said. It was a very short interview.

DR. SUBHASH C. KASHYAP: It is very difficult for me to recollect all that I said in
that interview because on the same day there might have been several interviews to
different channels. I do not know whether it was a pre-recorded interview or it was live.
I also do not know whether the transcript that has been given to you is the full
transcript of what was asked and what was replied by me. I do not think the transcript
contains fully what was asked by the interviewer and what was said by me.

MR. CHAIRMAN: What has been given to you is more or less full excepting your
remarks here and there. Otherwise, as far as substances is concerned, there is no
difference in what we have given in the transcript and what we have seen on television.

ourselves. 3R 3119 Fg ol H SHH! HIH IR ¢ Thd © | ThH - IS F1 & F ol
Afer i =S § w7 a1 ', veeh 9w’ onfe § v R, e i <isil §
e el g

YN FEAC R EARA R I @A PAIR AR A
Sefifest T T SR 1A Sie IE a5 1 159 @ g9 1o € B

QI TEIST: TH S 910 1 THIA § | 3R Y =ed § < 98 Wiei oft ot ug=n
THa ¥ | T T S Tl =i § @ o, 39 e L o1 | TH S 9 S 319 7 g
Hahd § 5l Rerenraraeral 4 g e o1 | 599 o 3119 STl 1S HiT o1 6iae ! dAR
el 7Y el & 99 T § Fiifeh g 3! foran & 3ush fow on | sfgs s d a@ @
98 371 18 ol U9 B | That matter is before the Committee today and we have {6 take
up that. IaTe A TR 71 71 ¥ | 368 W& fr & Trad @ fde 58, § &9 99«
JIE IS =6l

e GTY Flo HYAY: Ui SRR B IR F F7 W feran, 1 9% MU U™ ¥ | TR 9
we il H 3 TR I g

_ gfd 7RIgE: 9% €, Tg el

DR. SUBHASH C. KASHYAP: I would just to recall what has been said in my letter
dated 5th October, 2005.

"With reference to your reference No. 5/02/05/P&T dated 28th September, 2005,
I would like to submit for the kind consideration of the Committee of Privileges
that I have the highest regards for the hon. Speaker and I can state most
categorically and with a full sense of responsibility that there can never be any
question of any insinuation or imputation from me with reference to the
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hon. Speaker. In the course of TV interview and Question-Answers on 4th August,
2005, no allegation was made and no disrespect shown intended or meant."
I stand by what I have said in that letter. oo
[9TIfy WG TRl U STel ¥ X TE gV, SUH U Ha §, we would even
appreciate ' @Y, Tgel oI o1 7 & o < got, T ©A W IUFT g4 AR S A4 HI
S e 7 ol Slendite el § 39 weR 1 9 Hl-we 8 St € SR T
S o Sga 99 ¢ | T @i |1 of sga eefa 1

I 3 TR gaTe o | 2um U sore | e i ' 2fan, 391 t Sfema s
R, S8 7 o nfew | ot wea S, UEel IR <6 @ 9 | ST, qf st Sy =est
N Afade F SR ArE G F 3 off | sHfeu I8 T Afaa 9g oft 81

JAMYHT 3INT TA71 T B g Whell Fe @9 widely acclaimed knowledge
that you have about the procedure and conduct of the business of the House plus the
constitutional matter s. 31 3TT9eh # # o1 o Gaft oy a7 39 o1 Q T g8 3R A
I3t B 1 ST 91A HT 1 1 TI9Td TEl 1 7T | Were you aware of the fact that a discussion
had taken place in “he Lok Sabha on Illegal Immigrants Act only eight days back?

DR. SUBHASE C. KASHYAP: No, I was not aware of it.
[uIfa 7EIRE: 9 Fel fof 3T 3o & & 7 | By the time you went for the

intereview, it was very clear that Kumari Mamata had been declined permission to raise
the matter on: the ground that the same matter had been discussed by the House eight
days back. Did you try to find out why permission was denied to her?

o YU Hio H¥4Y: 91 T F71 % Ted R e T a mh I dw e fE e
TE H1 FIE 91 21 & 3R efifare et vy & fae g ¢ A 99 1+ w6 &
Tran € o 7 & dordt =) et R T @ e R v e gen? ae | iR T w1 &t
yifafera &t efifas # @ Hva 7@l § Hifs & % an feeeh § It @ g1 # sga &4
Teeedt # @ 1 7 Zafein FTE! Wl €1 T T Ao s 1 g2

MR. CHAIRMAN: Just to enable you or to facilitate you to reply to my subsequent
question, I would like to recapitulate the facts. The discussion on the Illegal Immigrants
Detection Act had taken place in the Lok Sabha on 26th July. Kumari Mamata had not
participated in the discussion because she was not present in the House. That discussion
took place and it was over. In fact, it was an Adjournment Motion. After the Adjournment
Motion fell through and did not succeed, when she returned to the House after a
week's time, she gave another notice to the hon. Speaker seeking permission to raise
this matter regarding illegal immigrants, not the Illegal Immigrants Detection Act. But
as such confining it particularly to the State of West Bengzal, she wanted to raise that
matter again. And the hon. Speaker declined sensibly on the ground that this discussion
had taken place only a week back. Thereafter, when the hon. Speaker was not presiding
and when the hon. Deputy-Speaker was presiding the House, all that happening took
place in the House. ! would not like to repeat them as you are aware of it. It was
disgraceful or whatever it is. From there, was it that her voice was gagged or her effort
to raise the matter was stiffled?
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That was the question which, in fact, led to the channel inviting you for discussion.
That “vas the the reason which led to certain newspapers writing about it. That is what
subsequently led to this notice about breach of privilege. So, that is the background.
You express your ignorance about the first part that you are not aware of it, which I
wish you had really known of it because then perhaps the question would not have
arisen. Now, I am coming to the first part, which I began with. With your wide experience
as Secretary-General of Lok Sabha plus a widely acclaimed sound knowledge and
expertise that you have about procedures and rules about the business of the Parliament
as also the constitutional matters, do you think that your referring to the Speaker's
matter in this context saying that there is a personal angle to this matter would be a
reflection on the conduct of the Speaker in the House?

DR. SUBHASH C. KASHYAP: Mr. Chairman, Sir, I would submit that there is no
reflection either intended or meant or said on the conduct of the Speaker. For admitting
any motion or for not admitting any motion, we all know that Speaker is the finai
authority. His right and decision on this matter cannot be questioned either in the
House or outside. Speaker is the final authority. I have not questioned the decision of
the Speaker. I have not said anywhere that permission was not given. I have not
_ referred to any specific matter. What I have said in the first part is that: I8 afeTd 98
¥ iR =fema s 70 €, 9% 9% 6 Qolt auar o veelt aR ot | § ond o
it WY =Sl S Al S ST @id 991 | 3 of | what [ am saying is that

personality of Shri Somnath Chatterjee is outstanding in India. I am saying that he is an
outstanding personality.

MR. CHAIRMAN: It is not in isolation. It is in the context of what happened in the
Lok Sabha. On the floor of the House Ms. Mamta Banerjee not being granted permission
to raise a particular matter and she then protesting in the House. It is in that contex:.

DR. SUBHASH C. KASHYAP: Mr. Chairman, Sir, I am responsible for what I have
said. I am prepared for every word to be analysed. As far as what happened in the
House, I neither have any authority nor I can own or disown any responsibility. I am
fully responsible, accountable for every word that I have said. What I am saying is that
Shri Somnath Chatterjee is an outstanding personality in the Indian politics. Then, I am
saying that Ms. Mamta Banerjee had defeated him in the election, which is a matter of
fact. There is no reflection or insinuation. It is a matter of fact. When a person defeats
such a stalwart, naturally that becomes the background in his or her mind. So, here
reference, if any, is to Madam Banerjee, not to the Speaker. Madam Banerjee had in her
mind the fact that she had defeated such a big stalwart of Indian politics. So, in my
humble opinion, it should not be read as a reference to the Speaker.

T |l TEEE: 39 a1 H 59 WY I% ot foran 9 =t o R v g wear st
& feum 4 95 @ @ aft, St e 39 At § fafan €1 @ St ferd | € o e
Teama @ & 51 ¥ 1 39 ST v 9T €, T T, 391 TF ST 98 ¢ SR IR R
e =1feC |

T U He HU: St TeA § goN, Yol woal Ssi H1 S hrede @, Ig SHA
HfeTd vel § | S & g @1 o fof 3R SeR1 WA Wi ¥ 8T o T H S St
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Bt | 3t o Sl 1 S Hreae W WA @, I8 ! ARG U § | AT v TRy
T uRs A wm ...

MR. CHAIRMAN: I am asking them to make a transcript of the questions again.
May be we will have to give you the trouble to come here once again, if we feel the

necessity. 9% 3 <f@T | =
aogmﬁom:m, IS 915 98 Wi 99 H IR.....

|ITIFa TRISE: 319 39 i ifeg 3R o IfE | §eA & TS 9 &) 9% fava™
B =TT 6 3R QUi o s Iuered € 1 STa o e off 9% FEA1 = A 3q ST
ey T =fen | o7R fordt wee 1 ermars &) {7 w3 1 399 fman Sig, 9R 9%
I s 1 ST | T a1 TeA &t SR D, A U srsthan Y1 i | 39 R WE
et ® i T e A 1 werded T ¥ i a8 ol | FE S |

o YU o HYY: TIEA Tred, Tiferamie S &1 o T 1R e e §
foreert # forsh X @I )1 3 forelt ufegen 9 & MM A T Fe W@ )

MR. CHAIRMAN: We are not talking of academics or of anything. We are talking of
2 particular case. In particular case, one thing which may have again led the hon.
Member to make this complaint against you could be these words. In fact, these are the
words we have heard him here befcre the Committee. That is about the Chair trying to
gag the voice of a Member. In this case, it is presumed that what you have said is that
the Speaker had tried to gag the voice of Kumari Mamata Banerjee.

DR. SUBHASH C. KASHYAP: Chairman, Sir, I would like to submit that is neither
my intention-according to my humble understanding-nor the meaning of this statement.
This is a general statement. This is a purely general statement of general application
and not with reference to Kumari Mamata Banerjee or any one particular case.

[T Terea: ‘Ut srrersar ¥ €t | How do you explain these words?

T YUY Hie HTIY: SR e T 1 Y& UHR ¢ i 98 1 F51 918, &g Thal
R, 9% W0 A @1 € | I8 wivarea w1 it g § T ag fver 61 T 9o 6 fee @ e
T % I T T A HT T | ST TS 1S o1 gl aedl & ol 30 Heg of i f
frm & 3iet 9% 9% 91 € Wl 71

MR. CHAIRMAN: Maybe, you take that I am reading too much into the words. But,

I have to. The word is: ' &t 311’ | What do you mean by the word Q’Gﬁ here in
the context of what was happening or what had happened?

o YUY o FHTIY: TEf SR 1 Ta0a T8 ¢ [ TG & 1 AN Hloh G
ST el =R |

oft 34 WIS e : T FHYAY, 319 e < fardrvm ¥ | $u-9 o g w0 R fof 7 wwed
IR E g3 R | Tk T B fhal IR TS gt S9! FHETEE ST thehl T R | %
TR T feard T § | Tt g W yE faueh aeei 7 Tl w1 s sare
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T R, we & ot e e B 1 & ST =ieen 35 STT9eh1 I8 e 1 0 I 82
H ) IR TS 91 36 1S THR Akt daied ¥ 8, 91 37 9« =6l § 39l
Hieared & faeran €, fodimfue R 1 Seeiem 1 |He 91 SEieT T ST 1 HH el
1 ¥, ¥ T8 S e g

T U Hte FHvqq: | WG G & AFTHA Wied i 31Afd | a1 =edl g fh I8
o g o T, S 1§, Sueh ol 90 e @ o 5 oTenfhe of o 1 ea T |
T Ahdiih G ¥ T YHR HI 91 & Sl & eI Seha s aga 99 g, TAN Ak
[ HA ¢ | 5 foias ¢ o T veet gon & o Ut thargeret YeiEe & i efier #1 feraa
¥ fya s

MR. CHAIRMAN: Is there a precedent about the Lok Sabha also?
DR. SUBHASH C. KASHYAP: Yes, Sir.

[Tafa wEied: | o 7% veelt o TR g § | St W # fhaelt IR TS TIeat 36
TS ST thehl T R | % R S0- 9w fear T € | et ve W e famad
TE A T 1 e sEre fea €, w57 & = o fem '

If you have a record of something, please send to us for our knowledge.

- DR.SUBHASH C. KASHYAP: Right, Sir.

ot 3= TG AeA: G T T F TR A 7 ¥1 % ¥ I o el fw wRae |
T el | AT YA Fel 391 7o ffg=a R, afe o5 Suer € e < ffe &n 3@

S YUY W FH¥aqq: 98 7 A1Iw! YT H M|

i T TS AGE : TH S7IE 39 I8 ot F1 €, T L& F & o1 1 g 7R & g
forera @ a1 o, 39 fow g9 & L) sty & e fafofa & dey F qw 3 ®1
THEEA 1 =R Al LAY TH 1A 1 GHIYM Hleh 3H GH 61 FRATE | o €9 q o
E TS, Y U 1A e i STTAR T TR B | 39 YHR 9 ST 91 e Frel 9o
fuia Y smrelrem € S wehar | At fert off qR W eretentor 9 g €, ot &
T L ehal B, 399 g A T 927 3w 39 fafoia R fo= fovan st wshan R
Hod HeAqUl 9 4% § T St 7 warer wiwan ok frammeeh §, sus fram 338 § S
WauE 2 fF frd v § H1E T T T S W e S SR R A s e S
A ), Fora wwa s u # fafrvea S gt & | 9 @ SR S H quis
W USSR HIYA § ! ot | e o @ 3% 6w Frem & a=a, 3k fram 1 9. i,
IHRT IO T &, AR Tei i AT 98 37t 3= Aot &1 fIded wEa §, 2
g0 S oft 1 8, Fram & w801 | T 59 st o €, 7@ a6 ifae ged @t 3w
Tt =) wie foran T &, Frfvera foran T R 1 338 <@ &) e @ 1 Wishan @reet
e dere frammaet fen gon €1 39 fram & 9w € eifuerier o i oft 3¢t 1 Wim A
TE BT | TS & U9 9gd § IR 1 31 v X gahell €, WA 8 el we
FI=< AR 98 0l F T T 1 FE IR T W €| SAfRT oA H s q @
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AT 318 STt & g IS 3TISY T €T | 36 UHY 31eas St Ao WE 9 | S [ A5
2, S AR TSR gE oft, 79 H g T ¥ o1 | 39 wHa w1 gl Wiifen 1 § 9w TEw
3139 THY fodt wfieh 3T W 9 1 3R 3oera 81 < 8 1 3R TR e ot § T
T 178 A T 1 @A 1 O ¥ A a8 e ha A fof fram & qea omaent fawa frafaa
T ¥ | 39S e ot AT HEw Fe WAl Ss TSitee 8 T8 AR Sl S HIS
FIgHT 3T W GASTH B o1 iR fF Fal T {5 3798 = g siR g i oft
Tl a7sft a1 R, e T SR T O sTseRfen wEAfed d m st we A R 1 AfEA |
ol § fof 311 338 5 qo 9 TR wiea & g, Fram wfifa & gro et 7= fvan
S, mwsaﬁwn@mmﬁwﬁﬁwﬁaqﬁﬁlfwmaﬂmmm
T 1 H Y gAfa < < et R

DR. SUBHASH C. KASHYAP: Mr. Chairman, Sir, I am nobody to questior the
decision of the hon. Speaker or the hon. Deputy-Speaker. 3|1 ¥ faga T f&
A a8 H1 QU iR § f o8 fad dem &) efir ft @ R, 5@ aga =l
S S 3THM W T | 3R AT Tt TRe 9 W €, fedt vt S w g
71 iR % oA i I W E, 30 q9a s f FM W R, 3% W auwn 2 R @
o ot o6 o fonelt wwame, Herey a1 fadess 1 ot € 14 € | ot weea ) siem &1
S A A 1 THHT 3% U ATYHR ¥ 1 39 WG & 3igt 3R 987 & IR F1E yeAfae
T A ST W 3R T S H # 37 o ) fefaa o ot Ay T @iy
AR AT awa g1 7 *1E T S i § o Fofa 71 Rvem 91§ @ STa wed=
F N § I ST ReA=R 77 2 T &1 7 ot SR § 6 SR IR o7 & 3i %@
FE! el § o I FT THA B fq I 7eg R S =ifeq ok 97 39 Fram & s wa
T Fg Twhal 7 | 3R Tt feafa Y1 it o a1 5w feufa & vgw e i & eroet s =
e gl a feafa g 7 €rit 1 3 eem faw 7% R, I8 9 weife v

ot T3 YHIS AT : A SIS R Y 91 H1 ¥ | A Wik F@1 75 W e F
T TR § fof 9% ora-ft sra g e 3iR Sueh o wigarerd =1 gema w3 =ifee i
o8 1M & T8 @ 19 H Tei 0 & 9IRSt F8A 1 91 S T8 | Wi S
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ST 31 R, T 3 TE H1 &hd H €, HITS Bl € TN 36 TWHS Bohel & A o8
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S T o FHTAG: IH T T A G Aol T o Tha €|

MR. CHAIRMAN: We are not on that issue as to what could have been done by the
Presiding Officer and what he did not do. EAR |9 39 g a8 HHeN faameia g, S
g At ey fea ik weA 1 Wrfifery & sy wIEd S e Fm MW E fF 3w
&= =1 g3 | You have expressed your ignorance about the preceding event. That is
one part f SHY YT 31 371 &1 which led to the building up of that days events. 391
el T U8el &1 SAT9H| Hied &I o1 fF RS Tae T 91 U ITE © 1 411 $H
T Trem 1 S gonl, IUS A1 3MU! et Ia aTel A ATl SR SIY 9! T HiT |
THH Teh 91d YA 9 fF were you aware of the fact that it was not the Speaker but

the Deputy-Speaker who was presiding over the House when Kumari Mamata Banerjee
raised this matter?

DR. SUBHASH C. KASHYAP: No.
MR. CHAIRMAN: You were not even aware of it.

DR. SUBHASH C. KASHYAP: I was not even aware. | did not see the proceedings.
rich wa et Saare g3 g € A 99.99% HH wdifers TEt g 7€ aet g siRA R
T T B § o # Wiifers T@ ue | S 9are @ g €, # 3 Sare 3 g o 8§
ITHI FF IR I8 W F 30 ¢ o Afofes d9 a1 § § 18 76 o5 ga, § @
S S Weha & | 371 oft W gon, FA i Wi gem 1 pww @i fr e e ®, d 5w
S S TR Y B eI e Ghdl A Se a1d 39 I3 @ 71 a1 e # 7, 71 fram
F5d € 9 # 9 §Ha1

MR. CHAIRMAN: You have referred to the specifics of this case. When you are
going into the background of Kumari Mamata Banerjee defeating Shri Somnath
Chatterjee and, therefore, you said; "Well, there is a personal angle to this matter.' You
have explained that this personal angle led to the anger of Kumari Mamata Banerjee, as
I infer from what you have said today. From what you have said, I infer that what you
want to say is that because of that past whereby she has defeated the hon. Speaker,
this led to her conduct.

'DR. SUBHASH C. KASHYAP: She was notable to forget.

MR. CHAIRMAN: This is one aspect of it altogether but what one could infer from
this entire thing is that this is all, I wiil not use the word reflection for a moment now,
that this is referring to or commenting upon the conduct of the Speaker.

"DR. SUBHASH C. KASHYAP: 1 am not at all commenting Chairman, Sir, on the
conduct of the Speaker. I can never think of adversely commenting on the conduct of
any Speaker.

&t A% YHIE IRE: A I RR g9 H s TR, sed s wmi e TR oA &

W wee 1 farvara S =nfen b 58 ol aren et sy € | 9%l e awe | st
a1 fomara § i s fom wi=sl &1 e ©, 30 31 31 et o Weem oTet o wiel off
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Fel 91e, 3 361 AW a1 w1y | U WE gfufa & 9 e R g g fe
Hew Fam 3 Jed 9 Wl A9l 91d HT §6d € IR A 51 [ AlER § fF 98 agfa
2 UHdl §1 9 Fed T 6 PR S v o1 Fe =R, A 37 s faen afee, 39
A I ¥ AIIE 2?7

o GuN U FWY: TR, 30 e 15 orR 3 vew v @ st ol 9
I3 e ¢, 9 38 Ut gfaw < i afeu fE w At amF g i A TR |

il 33 YUIS AIcq: 3HE gfaw v d ¢ 1 39 gfow v 9 @y o @ 5|
< g1

wvfa wdiea: ¥ sl 3§ i =1 wiiifera fve @ = fearn e €)1 gsit s
<t 3 Afew feam o seeking permission to raise a matter again in the House which was
discussed threadbare only eight days back. Therefore, he had declined it. %X %1 30
e wes W wHia Sureay it diardia & 1 gt o Sasft 3 e ot are sart =g, )
W Sureas <t A w6 s < ifem e =, 38 s = e e %1 e dam
3 H T SATHA ¢ 1 30 BN TR0 Gl T il H e § T R 3 1SS
a1 Yo v Sl A STt Farg vl 76 30 9 %) Sa I €)1 90S e Sl /I e,
i oy & oy o9 30 vRue ¥ 30 9 w1 o MR € 1 o i ws fomeft i Sn @
¥ smfera adil veedl #1 sl %1 afusr fie afew 139 or e 78 Ta died €,
A S aIe Sl 310 1 goN, FFE Fies B T, 3y fege gam, i @ sa &t
S el < T, 39 I Sl bt 30 W HHe U | 30 JEen 1 9 g9 TR UseH, %9
eiifersr Sma H %% 9 S0 &1 fexd o 7B | Perhaps, nobody could have commented
better than you on that matters as to what are the rights of Members and even how the
Presiding Officer should conduct the House. 3% 3Pl aid idl T 41 €01 =1fe¢? In
that background, in that perspective the entire thing was being discussed and
commented upon and that is what has led to this present day situation. 3193 =gd a8
I8 A T, A 30 T e i e a1 78 198 o7 =1 Jg o o o gt W
A7 A A T R T A W R I @I IR iR gon fE e |
FIT FIeH oy #1 Wifora fege g 1 faw e @ Fen Tma €

T Y Ui SW: | ) 9 @ fachd Tend €1 54 ddl WHE Wum e €, @
T Afafth ue O et oia €1 59 e < g2 71 <l 2 3 YRl 5o, SR Ysifv g
T1afsa i < <iaa €, 95 < viass W [ €1 T o < wae @ o e oa s i
R T < el €2 v S u w1 2 Tl &, Suet fedew 7 42 e &t
ol & v w0 %t wifew @ €1 we s m e v fefa et el R
e feafa sarit naturally in the context of what has happened. 35 aR # Y81 & W
- g amIu ! i awe fifave s d d@a
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S G Uk SN WA 23t Fam S e wcE R m A S aEsa s e
IR 3 & 3T 3% WA ) I Tea €, A Frvil S sict 30 T %) fFu s A sausa
®©

i w@%a: Yol v i @ o a7 e ) fle e @,
Fi% T TR A IH1 ¢, T 9N g T ¢, Tl 3 1 form < wan 1 gl v Sl
R TRA TR EF IR 1IN R E wiEEdT T
1 Then, there are interruptions again. Then the Deputy-Speaker says, ‘please listen to
me." Then, there are interruptions. Then the Deputy-Speaker says, ‘please refer to Kaul
and Shakdhar, page 515. It says refusal to give consent is in the absolute discretion of
the Speaker and he is not bound to give any reason.’ He again says, ‘please sit down.
1 am sorry, nothing is going to be recorded. fex o &l ==l = 55 MU= SR Farn
oM 6 70 9o A 3T RAse gan @1 R it f smrw S =i R e i
O 70 Q2 T 7% § 16 Rt A W swearh st s10ve s s WwRE @
1 &, Tl o 1 3 fowaransil 3 R €1 ang vl 3 e 31 Sk 78 a0
W4 €1 All that followed on.
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©
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P I W S T Wi o N @ ¢ 5 o fedew d s @ & 1 i wmen
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been happening.
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T 39 91 &1 9gd 719 9V 39 1§ § 39 0 H A TR 30 W 2w 3R
Tl AR i Sie 1 Wasa ¢ 17 e Wi fedsm €)1 afk 30 9 &t 8 oft fean g,
Al off St W HT WUR AT §, 9% WA ¥ 1 9 & A0 9 IR, G@auE & STER
FE T ¥ 1 TR TN S AN ) T € 6 98 Sefifas W ¥ sy, 7 ford | 3w
g & Tt &t wdaan sigov T =mfen )

MR. CHAIRMAN: We are not challenging that. May be you have taken ill, that is
your right to do it. Whatever the hon. Member has said, the Member has a right to ask

a question. You have the right to reply the way you have replied. You have taken
offence to it, that is your outlook.

DR. SUBHASH C. KASHYAP: I have not taken offence to it.

MR. CHAIRMAN: But at the same time, I would also like to add to it that though, an
individual, a citizen of the country enjoys the independence, the freedom of expression,
it is that expression only which leads to various causes of action. It is exercise of that
freedom alone, which leads to various types of problems. It is because of a similar
thing that we are dealing with this matter.

There is a breach of privilege of the House by an individual, by a citizen of tiis
country only when some where which he may feel he has not transgressed that line.
The others may feel that that line has been crossed. That is what leads to this. So, itiis
only in that context that we are talking of it. The hon. Member feels, as I tried ito
supplement it also, which, 1, of course, ignored earlier. 1 overlooked and I did netattach
importance to it, I would say thatalso.

Since, we are talking of a particular incident and you are commenting on that, of
course, the wider issue also as you say, and in that context you are saying what has
happened today and as now we have to be explicit about it. The way the House was
then treated by the insistence of one hon. Member saying that the former Member
should be permitted to raise the matter come what may and whatever may have been
the discussion earlier, the hon. Member must be permitted to raise the matter led to the

disruption of the House. This is all being said in that context that what has been done-

earlier is much more grave than what has happened today.

In that context, we see the other sentences of yours, the other comments of yours
where there is a reference to the hon, Speaker, not me the other hon. Member has filed
the complaint. He sees those as a serious aspersion on the conduct of the Member of
the Speaker in the House.

DR.SUBHASHC. KASHYAP: Mr. Chairman, Sir, firstly, I would not like to get into
argument with the Chair here. In all humility I would like to submit.

MR. CHAIRMAN: You please say whatever you wish to say.

DR. SUBHASH C. KASHYAP: I do not think it will serve any purpose to argue on
the points that you have raised. I bow before you. But, the point that I would like to
“make is this. What is being said, according to that what happened, was most
unforgiyable, and disruption of the House, disobedience of the Chair and all that. For
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that, we cannot separate that issue from what we are discussing. If we are talking the
specific issue, then perhaps it needs to be examined whether the Member concerned
was guilty of breach of privilege of the House and of committing contempt of the
House. Instead of hauling up that Member for breach of privileges of the House and
for committing contempt of the House, if effort is made to catch up smaller fries and
ordinary citizens of the country, I have nothing to say. So far as the view of the
Committee is concerned, the Committee is certainly within its rights to take whatever
decision it likes, and I would accept that.

MR. CHAIRMAN: Failure, inaction, deliberate or otherwise, in not taking any action
against the concerned Member and only not permitting the Member to raise the matter
has led to this comment, has led to a chain of articles or comments, I would say, at the
moment, against the Chair, against the House on this matter. Had an action being
stipulated against the Member, I do not know what would have happened. How it
would have been taken may now be a theoretical question. How would you react to
that? Given that day's proceedings, if action had been initiated against the Member,
"how would you have reacted?

DR. SUBHASH C. KASHYAP: Mr. Chairman Sir, I have said it in writing and also on
television on earlier occasions, and if that is any guide, I would have supported it. I
have said it repeatedly that when the privileges of the House are breached by the
Members themselves, when contempt of the House is committed by the hon. Members
themselves, then action needs to be taken against the Members concerned under the
rules, under the Constitution.

i forerm i wimam: # o @ RRIfFS Y B TR T dl S A e i 7%
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=R S €, < IR foram & vwe ) nion < fave €, vind %1 wRon @ feg 8 9@ susl
A HE BT Th AP B A T W § o6 R wdenfree aifesr 21

MR. CHAIRMAN: This impels me to again intervence and intenrupt you here. I
would, as an individual, appreciate and respect this view of yours. But what I find here
is that the response of yours that day was quite contrary to this. If you explained that,
the matter would have come to an end. What we feel is that there was disruption; there
was disorder in the House, and all right, we accepted that. That is part of the proceedings
also. Your comment on that has been contrary to what you are saying today. There is
no comment at all whatever in the entire statement of yours which we have got from the
Star channel or which we have before us that you commented upon the conduct of the
Members.
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aspect also which should mot be forgotten. When Miss Mamata Banerjee was elected
to the Lok Sabla for the first time, she had defeated 2 persomality like Shrii Somnath
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ST THAIRTH €, W % B AP ) 91 T %1 S s ¢, S b
ey § GO dihds SRR T € | b S % ded € YO o ¢ 13
Fe ¢ I IR 30 WA 2 AT eAE A, TR T i M 2 Wi 5 W 2,
Wi e N §2 9% TF Sen S €1 3 o i €2 it Imis] ) ves W
T % AR § | STH] TR F TR T € FE G A e @ feer f1ls e
BT 2 A T A TeF WMEH TR L1 3R W 1T TR FH SO o TSz & wEem
Tl A F) e %1 AR &1 e o dvre fe wes wewe iR e @ fag

T B DR, A Y R @ W T e & i Sew) oh e d,

sk
SHRIA. KRISHNASWAMY: Parfliiaments have no red lights.

i 2= W TS W, Tl Yo R | v w5 e ) wicknid Shs &
T WS W ST 1S e ¥ T o Y T S | T fed vl wiRd
" g v S ) o e o e e 3w 2 & & o s fwe w8 @
P T TR S ew @ g 810w e § T e e # e e o s
TG 0 2 e T | 2 AR 3 ) &, 9 e o & e I TR w e A
& T X TR SR # o B, 3 T e S S S S o T
R, ol FE A FE o T T T R A R e @ ¥ o i e
R iR ww = R o o e w2, T w22 e S R S S
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Tgah @ ¥ | 59 O 981 fO oTTYeh $ete] W a5 H @ © 9l U HeAl A W fean T
B9 & it St FHEAE €, 39 W e VR S H S9H1 S Foded o @I g, 36 X o
1A N R 1Y Fg W & o o Slie 1 IS €, Tesh T TE S STINIE § it et
T AR I off T T € 159 IR F ST 1 I R

e YN e FHTIY: YU N, AFAE TG S &8 W 8, I9Y Al H1E 7a9E TRl &
el Fife a8 9 BHESl I §, T § 3R 9T T 399 qa9S F1 His T84 Tl
33411 3R TS g T8l 2l ot Taefiran ot i =idt @ Wehdll | 3R 3119 1S A3 &1
THE 7 &L @ 9, SaFa ot gUla T8 © ghdl | 1S A5 w1 9E g =it | #
AX-9R FT 1 §, 3 off Fg g1 € foF sreayy =Y, dierdi= sifuerd &1 i arfur &
& 3 forelt 1 sl 1 argafa € ok fFet +1 slier &1 orgmfa =1 € 1 3 Frofa mai
ST 7 WA | 1 S Wehell § 3R A AT HT SN Thall 7 | 351 0 7 ® SR A
=ife, & A e Y T e w gehet | 3 W HE gade & § & gehan

QU weIed: faw Sq e @1 ©e w1 & fau # % W o1 f5 S owar s9s &1
ifeq o, a8 § Mkl TgHt AW §:

That was again an Adjournment Motion. Here, it is mentioned: "She tabled a notice
of Adjourment Motion on the following subject, 'Regarding reported infiltration in
West Bengal and parts of North-Eastern Region'".

% Ieh1 e § | e T el § 6 T 1S bl feuehq T =g @ ot 1 g
@ T Uk TH sl =18 @ 9f | She again wanted to move on adjournment.

Motion and Adjourment Motion on the same subject has been disallowed.

o G Hte HIIY: YHTIFT 7EIE, T FiSTE 98 € & oo v iR wea wewi
% W A TR a2 § T a1ra T weet o gom ok 3w fi v g ik wwan S 3 =@ e
AR B I 38 Q I a2 7L o SR 9 Thl & Wehdl iifen 379 o efifes @ wRfea
& fop foraft IR Sefifas T et e ®F w31 & o 3 I8 9 € foF 37 i an
3 4 g, o ol TerH el B ¢ | Ferert IR 2 <ol & WA @ vl 9o ¢ i o
W G S 37T T TS g2 ¥ | 1 BIF 3Tl € 5 # o797 MfRa # 1 KX Wl S
B 1 371 I 3711 € T TR gan €, 79 s o e €2 12 < wiepH el € T s gen
Rt & Fand o o gom iR e Yo @ S ¥

SHRIA. KRISHNASWAMY: I read all your reports where you have stated that you
are supporting the freedom of hon. Members. You have been a long serving Secretary-
General. Do you not know about rule 338?

MR. CHAIRMAN: That question has already been raised and he has answered
that. Dr. Kashyap has said in so many words that he did not know that this matter had
been raised in the House earlier. He did not have that knowledge.

SHRIA. KRISHNASWAMY: It happened in the absence of the Speaker.

You have also raised about Kumari Mamata Banerjee's first election.
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Dr. SUBHASH C. KASHYAP: I have not raised the question of the Speaker's conduct
atall.

MR. CHAIRMAN: He has made it very clear in his interview to the Press that he
was not discussing the conduct of the Speaker.

SHRI A. KRISHNASWAMY: He has said that the persohal aspect also should not
be forgotten that when Ms. Mamata Banerjee was elected for the first time she defeated
Shri Somnath Chatterjee.

MR. CHAIRMAN: We are having it differently. Perhaps here he is talking about the
Speaker but he says that he is talking about Kumari Mamata Banerjee. He has made
that clear.

DR. SUBHASH C. KASHYAP: The background that I am referring to is with reference
to Kumari Mamata Banerjee's conduct that she had in her mind the fact that she had
defeated this great personality. So, her conduct should be understood in that light. It
is only human for a person not to forget that.

SHRI A. KRISHNASWAMY: You have said that there should be freedom of
expression for all citizens. As a Speaker, he has sometimes allowed us and at some
other times disallowed us. We have the privilege to put a question before him or to take
it up with him but when a person from outside speaks about our Speaker, as a former
Secretary-General, do you not feel that it would hurt Members of Parliament? For
instance, advocates would have a quarrel with judges and they may fight with judges
but if somebody outside the institution comments upon the person presiding over,
would it not hurt the advocates?

DR. SUBHASH C. KASHYAP: Mr. Chairman, Sir I feel, personally, I am more
.conscious of maintaining the respect and dignity of the Office of the Speaker because
I have served successive Speakers of Lok Sabha from Shri Mavalankar to Shivraj Patil.
Having served all these great Sopeakers and having been at the service of Parliament,
I repeatedly say, I cannot imagine ever casting a reflection on the conduct of any
Speaker.

SHRIA. KRISHNASWAMY: I am asking in general terms.

DR. SUBHASH C. KASHYAP: It could never be a question of my casting a reflection
or imputing motives or anything to the Office of the hon. Speaker.

SHRI A. KRISHNASWAMY: My question is not concerned to you. As you have
been Secretary-General of the Lok Sabha, I want to know your general opinion.

DR. SUBHASH C. KASHYAP: Sir, in general [ submit that the kon. Members of
Parliament and all the functionaries of the State in the Executive, Legislature and
Judiciary are accountable to the people of India and the people are above everyone
else. In ademocracy, as a citizen, they are the ultimate masters. You will all agree with
this, I am sure.

SHRI VARKALA RADHAKRISHNAN: Sir, due to language problem, if what | am
saying is already asked, and if this is a repetition, I may be excused. Dr. Kashyap, you
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are a very experienced person. Have you ever come across any instance where a
Member was submitting resignation to the Deputy Speaker when the House was in
session? Mr. Chairman, Sir, my question to him is has he ever come acrcss any instance
wherein a Member was submitting his or her resignation to the hon. Speaker when the
House was in session.

MR. CHAIRMAN: This is a point before us.

SHRI VARKALA RADHAKRISHNAN: Sir, I am asking about the conduct of the
Member. Has any Member submitted resignation while the House was in session?

DR. SUBHASH C. KASHYAP: Sir, if you allow me, I can reply to that.

MR. CHAIRMAN: I am not permitting that question. That is not relevant. That is a
different question. That point on resignation is not on the record otherwise.

SHRI DEVENDRA PRASAD YADAV: It is not on mentioned in the agenda.

SHRI VARKALA RADHAKRISHNAN: Sir, he has deposed that many things will
happen.

MR. CHAIRMAN: That is different.

Dr. Kashyap, thank you very much for attending the meeting. I request you to
please join us for a cup of tea. Thank you all.

[The Committee then adjourned]
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APPENDIX-I
(Please see para 12 of Report)

New Delhi
5 August 2005
The Hon'ble Speaker,
Lok Sabha,
Parliament House,
New Delhi.
Dear Sir,

I wish to give notice under Rule 222 of the Rules of Procedure of Lok Sabha for
Breach of Privilege against Dr. Subhash C. Kashyap, former Secretary-General of
Lok Sabha for insinuating and imputing serious breach of conduct on the part of
Hon'ble Speaker of Lok Sabha regarding the incident which took place in the House
yesterday. He has clearly imputed political motive on the decisions taken by you, as
will appear clearly from the script of his interview telecast on the Star News channel
yesterday afternoon. A cepy of the transcript of Dr. Kashyap's allegations is enclosed
for your kind perusal.

I wish to raise the matter in the House today and request you to refer the matter to
the Committee of Privileges for necessary action.

Yours truly,
Sdl-

(Hannan Mollah)
Division No. 193

AT



ANNEXURE" TO APPENDIX-I
(Please see para 13 of Report)

Dr. Subhash C. Kashyap (Constitution Expert): Well, first of all I think that we
should not take an alarming view of what has happened. This happens with all
democratic institutions once in a while and in any case our democracy is very strong.
Our Lok Sabha is very vibrant.

Ms. Mamta Banerjee has been a very combative leader concerned with the people's
interest. I do not, therefore, think that there is much need to worry. Many things
happen in the heat of the moment many a times.

It has not happened for the first time. Earlier also, papers were torn and thrown like
missile on many occasions in the Lok Sabha. Even shoes and sandals were shown
inside the House many times. It has also happened on many occasions that main
leaders of the Opposition snatched the microphone provided at the dais of the Speaker
and had thrown it in the House. So, such incidents have taken place in the past also.

2.

Dr. Subhash C. Kashyap: Well, it has a personal aspect also which should not be
forgotton. When Ms. Mamta Banerjee was elected to Lok Sabha for the first time she
had defeated a personality like Shri Somnath Chatterjee. Therefore, it has a personal
aspect also.

The other thing is Ms. Mamta Banerjee is such a leader who is challenging the
Communist Government in West Bengal for the last so many years with whom she has
been fighting constantly.

3.

Dr. Subhash C. Kashyap: Well, every Member of the House should have a
confidence that he enjoys full freedom of speech and whatever he wants to say he
should get the opportunity to say so. If there is any attempt to gag the voice of a
Member, either from the Chair or from the House, then such a chaotic situation will
certainly arise, there is no doubt about it because every Member has a fundamental
right to make his point. So far as the question of another discussion is concerned,
there are many instances when discussion on a subject has been held twice or more
than twice during the same Session.

*QOriginal in Hindi.
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