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 availability  of  funds,  the  C.C.I,  is
 not  able  to  make  any  purchases.  So,
 these  is  a  complete  collapse  of  cotton
 prices...  (interruptions)  I  agree  with
 you  that  your  authority  cannot  be
 eroded.  Will  you  assure  us  a  dis-
 cussion  on  this  issue  under  your
 powers?

 MR.  DEPUTY-SPEAKER:  If  the
 Speaker  has  said,  as  Shri  Madhu
 Dandavate  now  says,  that  the  ques-
 tion  is  serious  and  so  there  should  be
 a  discussion  in  this  House,  which  has
 now  been  reinforced  by  Shri  Sathe,
 I  think  due  note  should  be  taken.
 But  you  cannot  expect  me  off  hand
 from  the  Chair  to  say  that  there
 should  be  a  discussion.  After  all,
 this  would  be  taken  note  of,  along
 with  the  other  things  that  would  be
 there.  Let  the  Speaker  decide  it.

 SHRI  VASANT  SATHE:  You  can
 at  least  say  this  deserves  discussion.
 That  much  can  fall  from  your  lips,  in
 view  of  the  urgency  of  the  matter.

 MR.  DEPUTY-SPEAKER:  I  think
 I  have  said  that  much.

 SHRI  VASANT  SATHE:  The
 Cotton  Corporation  has  no  funds....
 (interruptions)

 MR.  DEPUTY-SPEAKER:  Shri
 Madhu  Dandavate  has  said  so.  You
 have  also  pointed  out  the  urgency
 and  the  seriousness  of  the  situation.
 Now  I  can  see  at  least  one  dozen
 members  on  both  sides  of  the  House
 getting  up  on  this.  Therefore,  this
 itself  45  an  earnest  of  the  serious-
 ness,....

 SHRI  VASANT  SATHE:  Now  the
 Minister  of  Parliamentary  Affairs  is
 here.  Will  you  allow  a  discussion?
 ....  (interruptions).

 MR,  DEPUTY-SPEAKER:  I  can-
 not  violate  the  rule.  I  have  accepted
 the  seriousness  of  the  thing.  I  have
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 mentioned  it.  I  have  also  said  that  it
 the  members  are  so  exercised  over
 this,  then  it  must  be  serigus  and,
 therefore,  it  deserves  a  discussion.
 But,  do  not  go  beyond  that.

 कभी  दल  सिमटे  (बांका)  :  मेरी  एक
 प्रार्थना  सुन  लीजिये  टेक्सटाइल  मिल्स  नेशनल-
 लाईजेशन  बिल  चर्चा  के  लिये  शा  रहा  है  oe  ,

 MR,  DEPUTY-SPEAKER:  Do  not
 have  a  discussion  on  this.

 [att  wa  लिमये  :  मैं  डिस्कशन  नहीं  कर

 रहा  हू,  बल्कि  सुझाव  दे  रहा  हू  कि  मंत्री  जी
 उस  समय  श्वा  के  समय  हाजिर  रहें  कौर
 बीच  में  हम  लोगो  के  द्वारा  काटन  के  बारे  में
 जो  बातें  की  जायेगीं  उनका  जबाव  दे  ।

 5.39  hrs.

 REPRESENTATION  OF  THE  PEO-
 PLE  (AMENDMENT)  BILL*

 THE  MINISTER  OF  LAW,  JUS-
 TICE  AND  COMPANY  AFFAIRS
 (SHRI  H.  R.  GOKHALE):  I  beg  to
 move  for  leave  to  introduce  a  Bill
 further  to  amend  the  Representation
 of  the  People  Act,  ‘1951,

 MR.  DEPUTY-SPEAKER:  Shri
 Atal  Bihari  Vajpayee  and  Shri  5.  M.
 Banerjee  to  oppose  the  introduction
 of  the  Bill.

 Shri  Atal  Bihari  Vajpayee—not
 here;  Shri  S.  M.  Banerjee.

 PROF,  MADHU  DANDAVATE
 (Rajapur):  Sir,  knowing  the  Busi-
 ness  Advisory  Committee’s  decision
 and  agenda,  as  Mr,  Limaye  said,  it  is
 probable  that  we  will  not  be  able  to
 find  time.  As  Mr,  Sathe  suggested,
 if  discussion  is  not  possible,  at  least
 a  Calling  Attention  should  be  ad.
 mitted...  (Interruptions).

 *Publisbed  in  Gazette  of  India  Extraordinary,  Part  II,  Section  2,  dated
 2lst  November,  1974,
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 MR,  DEPUTY-SPEAKER:  Noth-
 ing  more  will  go  on  record.  All  this
 will  not  go  on  record,

 (Interruptions)  **

 I  know  all  of  us  are  beaten  by
 some  bugs  at  one  time  or  another.
 But  I  never  knew  that  the  cotton  bug
 ‘was  so  strong  with  you!

 Shri  Banerjee.

 SHRI  S.  M.  BANERJEE  (Kanpur):
 Mr.  Deputy  Speaker,  Sir,  I  rise  to
 oppose  the  Representation  of  the
 People  (Amendment)  Bill....

 (Interruptions)

 MR.  DEPUTY  SPEAKER:  Mr.
 Patel,  will  you  allow  the  House  to  go
 on?  It  is  very  strange  that  you  get
 so  much  excited.  What  is  this?
 Kindly  cooperate.  Will  you  please
 allow  the  House  to  go  on?  The  busi-
 ness  before  the  House  is:  Mr.
 Gokhale  has  moved  for  leave  to  in-
 troduce  a  Bill  to  amend  the  Repre-
 sentation  of  the  People  Act,  and  Mr.
 Banerjee  is  on  his  legs  to  oppose  it.

 SHRI  8,  M.  BANERJEE:  Sir,  I
 rise  to  oppose  the  Representation  of
 the  People  (Amendment)  Bill  as  in-
 troduced  by  Shri  H.  R.  Gokhale,  and
 I  would  request  you  to  hear  me  and
 then  ask  Mr,  Gokhale  to  give  his  ex-
 planation  as  to  why  the  Ordinance
 was  issued,  why  this  Bill  is  being
 brought,  You  will  recall,  Sir,  on  the
 very  day  when  a  copy  of  the  Ordi-
 Nance  was  being  laid  on  the  Table  of
 the  House,  myself  and  othér  members
 of  this  Housé  belonging  practically
 to  all  the  Opposifion  parties  opposed
 it.  This  Bill  seeks  to  replace  the
 Ordinance.

 You  will  recall,  Sir,  this  was  done
 imimediately  after  the  judgment  of
 the  Supreme  Court  in  the  recent  case
 of  Kanwar  Lal  Gupta  vs.  A.  N.
 Chawla  where  the  Supreme  Court
 Wad  held  that  any  amount  spent  by
 the  political  parties  would  also  be

 **Not  recorded.
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 taken  into  account.  I  am  not  going
 into  the  merits  of  the  Supreme  Court
 judgment.  But,  immediately  after
 the  Supreme  Court  judgment,  the
 Ordinance  was  promulgated.

 Now  I  come  to  fhe  Bill,  This  is
 what  is  said  in  the  Statement  of
 Objects  and  Reasons:

 “However,  in  the  recent  case  of
 Kanwar  Lal  Gupta  vs,  A,  N.
 Chawla  and  others  (Civil  Appea}
 No.  549  of  972  decided  on  3rd
 October,  1974),  the  Supreme  Court
 has  interpreted  the  aforementioned
 expression  ‘incurred  or  authorized’
 as  including  within  its  scope  ex-
 penses  incurred  by  a  political  party
 or  other  person  referred  to  above.
 In  view  of  the  effect  which  such
 interpretation  might  have  parti-
 cularly  with  reference  to  the  can-
 didates  against  whom  election  peti-
 tions  are  pending,  it  “became  ur-
 gently  necessary  to  clarify  the
 intention  underiying  the  provisions
 contained  in  section  77  of  the  Re-
 presentation  of  the  People  Act,
 1951..."

 Certain  recommendations  of  the
 Chief  Election  Commissioner  were
 referred  to  a  Joint  Committee,  I  was
 a  member  of  that  Committee;  Mr.
 Vajpayee  and  many  others  were  also
 members  of  that.  For  months  to.
 gether  we  considered  those  sugges-
 tions,  how  the  election  expenses
 could  be  minimised  and  how  the  cor-
 rupt  practices  could  be  ended.  We
 had  submitted  a  report  after  delibe-
 rations  for  8  or  9  months,  and  we
 thought  that  that  report  would  also
 be  laid  on  the  Table  of  the  House.
 We  have  suggested  certain  changes
 by  which  the  election  expenses  could
 be  lessened  and  the  law  could  be
 simplified  further,  We  have  sug-
 gested  how  the  corrupt  practices
 could  be  eliminated.  But  I  am  sur-
 prised  that  that  has  not  seen  the  light
 of  the  day.  They  have  not  consi-
 dered  that  at  all,  But  immediately
 after  the  Supreme  Court's  judgment
 on  the  said  case,  to  cover  up  certain
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 cases  which  are  pending  before  the
 election  tribunal  and*  High  Courts,
 the  Ordinance  was  promulgated.
 Rightly  or  wrongly,  an  impression
 has  gone  round  the  country  that  this
 has  been  done  to  protect  the  Prime
 Minister  against  whom  election  peti-
 tion  is  pending.  I  am  telling  you
 honestly,  Sir.  I  am  not  making  any
 exception.  It  has  gone  deep  into  the
 minds  of  the  millions  of  people  that
 this  is  simply  to  cover  that.  If  the
 Prime  Minister  had  done  anything
 which  may  be  considered  as  a  cor-
 Trupt  practice  or  if  any  Member
 among  us  against  whom  an  election
 petition  is  pending  has  done  anyth-
 ing  of  that  kind,  we  have  to  suffer
 for  it.  The  hon  Minister  hes  said
 openly  that  he  is  prepared  to  discuss
 the  entire  question  how  election  ex-
 penses  should  be  brought  down  with
 the  Opposition  members.  Then,  what
 was  the  necessity  for  bringing  this?
 I  am  only  opposing  this  because  this
 was  brought  with  an  ulterior  motive
 Tt  is  a  motivated  piece  of  legislation
 and  it  should  not  have  been  brought
 and  the  President  should  not  have
 used  his  discretion  in  favour  of  such
 a  legislation  and  it  is  immoral]  to
 accept  it.

 श्री  पटल  बिहारी  बाजपेयी  ग्वालियर  )
 उपाध्यक्ष  महोदय,  मैं  इस  विधेयक को  पेश

 करने  का  विरोध  करने  लिये  खड़ा  हुमा  हूं  ।
 मेरे  विरोध  का  प्राधार  संवैधानिक,  राजनैतिक
 शौर  नैतिक  है।  सरशार  ने  सर्वोच्च  न्यायलय

 द्वारा  दिये  गये  एक  महत्वपूर्ण  और  ऐतिहासिक
 फलिर्णय  को  ताक  पर  रखने के  लिये  अध्यादेश

 मि काल नेक  अधिकार  का  कुृश्पयोग  किया  है  ।

 सर्वोच्च  न्यायलय  नें  की  नया  कॉमन  नहीं
 बताया  है।  उसने  केबल  कानून  की  व्याख्या

 की  हैं  जपने  विजय  के  पक  में  उसमे  कुछ  पुराने
 उदाहरण  भी  दिये  हैं  ।  सरकार  को  उसे

 स्वीकार  कर  लेता  चाहिए  था  ।  लेकिन

 सरकार  सर्वोच्च  न्यायलय  की  मानहानि  करने

 पर  तुली  हुई  है
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 wet  विधेयक  के  पाते  औ  एक्सफमेंशस
 जोड़ा  जा  रहा  है,  कमर  यह  एम्सप्लेव्रेशन  |. अ
 जिस  इलाज  के  साथ  चह  एक्स प्ले नेशन  जुड़ा
 हुआ  है,  वह  इलाज  परस्पर  कान्ट्रॉडिक्टरी
 हो  सकते  हैं  ?  इलाज  में  कह  कहाँ  गया  है  :

 “Every  candidate  at  an  election
 shall,  either  by  himself  or  by  his
 election  agent,  keep  a  separate  and
 correct  account  of  ell  expenditure
 in  connection  with  the  election  in-
 curred  or  authorised  by  him  or  by
 his  election  agent  Between  the  date
 of  publication  of  the  notification
 calling  the  election  and  the  date  of
 declaration  of  the  result  thereof,
 both  dates  inclusive.”

 लेकिन  एक्सप्लोरेशन  को  जोड़ने  के  नामे  पर
 सरकार  नाजे  को  ही  समाप्त  करने  पर  तुली  हूं
 है।  कलाम  में  जो  कुछ  कहा  गया  है,  एक्स प्ले नेशन
 के  श्न्पंगत  उसको  विशद  किया  जा  समता  है,
 उसकी  व्याख्या  की  जा  सकती  है,  उसका
 स्पष्टीकरण  दिया  जा  सकता  है  1  सगर
 एक्स पले नेशन  मे  कोई  ऐसी  बात  नहीं  कही  जा
 सती  है,  जो  सम्बद्ध  अनाज  के  खिलाफ  हो  t

 अनाज  ''एक्मपेडिचर  इक  डे  आर  एथा-
 राज्य”  की  बात  कहती  है,  लेकिन  सरकार
 कहती  है  कि  इसका  मतलब  बहु  नहीं  है.  जो

 सुप्रीम  कोर्ट  ने  निकाला  है,  बल्कि  इसका
 मतलब  यह  है  कि  पार्टी  का  चुनाव  खर्चा  नही
 देखा  जायेगा।

 मुझे  दमा  भाती  है  विधि  मंत्री  पर  t  उन्होंने
 एक  बस  सम्मेलन  किया  और  कहते लगे  कि
 286  इलेक् लल  पेटीशन पड़े  हुवे  हैं  कौर  हंस  उस

 सब  को  बचानी  ह...  हैं।  ह ८16  उसने  प्रजाति
 मती  के  खिलाफ  इलैक्शन  वेहिकल  नहीं  है  ?

 अगर  उनका  कहना  है  कि  विरोधी  बसी  के

 मेम्बरों  के  खिलाफ  इलेक्शन  पेटीशन  हैं,  झकझोर

 हम  को  भी  बजाने  की  सरिता  ऋनावास
 उनमें  जाग्रत  ही  उठी  हैं,  तो  मेरा  निर्देशन  है
 कि  थे  ह्म  की  बचाने  को  चिता  से  करें
 ware  सुप्रीम  कोठे  उनका  चुनाव  रह  करती  हैं
 तो  करने  दीजिये  {
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 .  पक  प्राथमिक  anes:  हम  बाप  को
 बचाना  चाहते  हैं  ।

 शी  झील  बिहारी  बाजपेयी  मैं  यही

 कह  सकता  ह  कि  हमें  बचाने  बालो  से  परमात्मा
 हमें  बचाये  ।  ये  बचाने  वाले  बिगड़ेंगे  ।

 मेरा  कहता  है  कि  चाहे  किसी  के  खिलाफ
 सैक्शन  पेटी सत  पडा  हो,  कोई  चिन्ता  की
 जरूरत  नहीं  है  ।  सुप्रीम  कोर्ट  ने  ऐसा  फैसला
 दिया  है,  जिसकी  हम  पहले  से  माग  करने  रहें  है,
 जो  चुनावों  को  शुद्ध  रखने  के  लिये  भ्रावश्यक  है,
 जो  लोकतंत्र  की  रक्षा  के  लिये  जरूरी  है  ।

 चुनाव  पर  से  पूजी  का  प्रभाव  घटाना  होगा,
 और  इस  लिये  टियों  का  चुनाव  खर्च  भी
 जोडा  जाना  चाहिए  |  हम  तो  यहा  तक  कहने
 के  लिये  तैयार  है  कि  पाटियों  को  अपना  हिसाब
 देते  के  लिये  मजबूर  करना  चाहिए  और  उनके
 हिसाब  का  पठित  आडिट  होता  चाहिए  ।
 पाटिया  कहा  से  पैसा  लाती  है  शोर  चुनाव  मे
 कितना  खर्च  करती  है,  इसका  पूरा  विवरण
 सारे  देश  के  सामने  आना  चाहिए  t  सुप्रीम
 कोर्ट  का  निर्णय  इस  दिशा  में  एक  प्रगतिशील
 निर्णय  है,  मगर  यह  निर्णय  सरकार  को
 पसन्द  नही  है  कौर  उसने  यह  अध्यादेश  निकाल
 दिया  है।

 को  बसंत  साढे  |  (परकोटा)  :  उनको
 बकी  देर  से  हका है।

 भी  eet  सिहरो  eve:  देर से  सूझा,
 सबर  माझा  शुदा  इसलिये  ।  बाप  उसका
 ् ।  खोजिये  t

 थो  ede  साठे  :  सुप्रीम कोर्ट  लगातार
 प्रब्बौस  साल  तक  बहु  डिसिजन  ददा  रहा  है
 कि  पार्टी  का  वा  इसमें  नहीं  लगाया  जायेगा

 कौर  अब एक  दम  उस  डिसिजन  को  बदल
 किया  है  t

 aft  भ्रमण  बिहारी  बाजपेयी.  मेरे  मित्र,
 शी  साठे,  ने  प्  तीर्णा  तही  पढा  है।  सुप्रीम
 कोरे  ने  पूरे  उदा हर एंग  दे  कर  सिद्ध  क्रिया  है  कि
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 बहू  कोई  नई  बात  नहीं  कह  रहे  है,  अपितु
 पुरानी  बात  पर  ही  जोर  दे  रहे  हैं  1

 मेरा  निवेदन  है  कि  विधि  मंत्री  इस

 कानून  को  पेश  ने  करें,  इस  अध्यादेश  को  रह
 हो  जाने  दें  प्रौढ़  यदि  सब  की  सलाह  से  चुनाव
 कानून  में  बुनियादी  संशोधन  करने  है,  तो
 उसके  लिये  एक  बैठक  बुलायें  |  पारकर
 वह  भ्र ध्या देश  को  कानून  का  रूप  देने  के  लिये
 बैठक  बुलायेगे,  तो  प्रतिपक्ष  को  सोचना
 पडेंगी  कि  हम  उस  बैठक  में  भाग  ले  या  नहीं  t

 श्री  मधु  लिये  (वाला)  उपाध्यक्ष
 महोदय,  मैं  चाहता  है  कि  इस  विधेयक
 को  पेश  करने  की  जो  अनुमति  श्री  गोखले
 ने  मानी  है,  उस  पर  पूरी  बहस  इसी  समय  हो  t
 इस  सबंध  में  मेरा  जो  विरोध  है,  उसके  दो
 कारण  हैं।  जा  राजनैतिक  और  नैतिक  कारण

 है,  वे  तो  अलग  है,  लेकिन  मेरी  राय  में  श्री
 गोखले  जो  काम  करने  जा  रहें  है,  वह  संविधान
 के  खिलाफ  है

 मगर  कोई  विधेयक  सातवें  शिड्यूल
 की  एन्ट्रीज  या  बुनियादों  अधिकारों,  इन
 दोनों  के  विपरीत  है,  तो  क्‍या  इस
 सदन  को  इस  तरह  के  विधेयक  को  पास  कर; के
 का  अधिकार  है  ?  श्री  गोखले  कानून  के  बड़
 तड़ित  हैं,  ौर  बह  मानेंगे  कि जो  चीज  प्राइम-
 फैसो  मौलिक  अधिकारों  के  विरूद्ध  है, उसको

 बह  कानून  का  जामा  नहों  पहना  सकते  1

 भाटिया  13(2)  इस  प्रकार  है  :

 338  (2)  The  State  shall  not  make
 any  law  which  takes  away  or  abrid-
 ges  the  rights  conferred  by  this  past
 and  any  law  made  in  contravention
 of  this  clause  shall,  to  the  extent  of
 the  contravention,  be  void.

 “स्टेट”  की  परिभाषा  झा धि कल  1  में
 की  गई  है  उसमें  पार्लियामेट  जाती  है  ।
 मेरी  राय  मे  यह  कानून  संविधान  की  दफा
 3  के  खिलाफ  है  1
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 [aft  wa  लिये]
 दफा  4  इस  प्रकार  है  :

 14,  The  State  shall  not  deny  to  any
 person  equality  before  the  law  or  the
 equal  protection  of  the  laws  within
 the  territory  of  India.

 श्राप  पूछे  कि  इकबाल  प्रोफेशन  इलाज  का
 इसमे  क्या  सबंध  है  1  इसके  लिपे  मुझे  भ्रम
 को  उदाहरण  देना  पड़गा।  श्राप  जानते  है  कि

 इलाहाबाद  उच्च  न्यायलय  मे  श्री  राज  नाराज  ग
 बनाम  श्रीमति  इन्दिरा  गाधी  का  एक  पे  टशन'
 चल  रहा  हूँ  ।  मैं  कोई  सबजुडिस  वालो  बात

 नहीं  कह  रहा  हूं।  श्रीमती  इंदिरा  गाड़ी  ने  जो

 एफिडेविट  दिया  है,  जो  एक  एक्ससेसिबन
 पब्लिक  डाकुमेट  है,  er ee

 MR  DEPUTY-SPEAKER:  This  a
 specific  point.  This  is  an  affidavit  to
 the  court,  is  it  not?

 SHRI  MADHU  LIMAYE:  Yes.
 But  this  is  an  accessible  and  public
 document.

 .

 MR.  DEPUTY-SPEAKER:  But.
 this  is  under  adjudication,  at  the
 moment.

 SHRI  R.  R  SHARMA  (Banda):
 Affidavit  is  not  under  adjudication.

 SHRI  MADHU  LIMAYE:  Affida-
 vit  is  a  public  document,  it  is  accessi-
 ble  to  every  citizen  of  India,

 श्री  गोखले  बताए  कि  क्या  में

 एफीडेबिट  की  ठीक  परिभाषा  कर  रहा  हे।
 इसलिये  में  कैस  को  प्रेजुडिस  करते  वाली  बात

 'नहीं  बोलने  वाला  हु  ।  लेकिन  एफिडेविट  में

 क्या-क्या  इन्द्र  गाधी  ने  एडमिशन्स  किये  हैं

 यह  देखने  योग्य  है  ।

 श्री  स्योतिर्भेप  बसु  (डायमड  हार)
 36  जीपों  की  बात  बोलें  t

 करी  मधु  लिये  जीप  को  बाद  में  लेंगे  1

 -  व्यवधान)
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 wa  इन्होंने  जीए  कौ  बॉल  कही  है  वो
 जीप  की  बात  ही  पहले  ने  लीजिये

 भरी  बसंत  साठे  :  खान  ए  प्वाइंट  ग्राफ
 श्ाकेर । . ... ,  (श्यान)  .  oe  .

 MR,  DEPUTY-SPEAKER:  I  would
 like  to  be  assisted  by  the  Law  Min-
 ister.  Mr,  Madhu  Limaye  has  referred
 to  a  certain  affidavit  and  is  going  to
 read  it.

 eft  मधु  लिये  :  ल ॑जिस् ले शन  में  सबजुडिस
 का  सवाल  प्राता  ही  नहों  t  लैजिस्लेशन  जिस
 के  लिये  लाया  गया  है  उसमें  यह  भी  मामला

 सबजुडिस  था।  80  मामले  सबजूडिस  थे  1

 MR,  DEPUTY-SPEAKER:  Why
 don’t  you  allow  me  to  seek  his  clar-
 fication?

 SHRI  MADHU  LIMAYE:  I  am
 enunciating  a  principle.

 MR.  DEPUTY-SPEAKER:  I  would
 like  to  be  clear  whether  it  will  be
 treated  as  subjudice  in  view  of  the
 fact  that  the  case  ३9  pending  before
 the  court.

 SHRI  H.  R.  GOKHALE:  Sir,  r
 would  humbly  submit  that  I  do  not
 know  which  affidavit  the  hon,  Mem.
 ber  is  referring  to.  But  from  what
 he  has  mentioned  he  is  referring  to
 some  of  the  statements  made  by  the
 Prime  Minister  in  her  affidavit  which
 has  been  filed  in  the  Allahabad  High
 Court  in  a  petition  challenging  her
 election.  Now,  a  certain  statement  of
 facts  is  made  and  they  are  under
 adjudication,  7६  is  for  the  court  to
 consider  whether  that  affidavit  should
 be  accepted  or  not.  What  is  the
 truth  has  to  be  ascertained  by  the
 court,  To  the  extent  this  matter  is
 under  adjudication  any  discussion  on
 facts  etated  on  court  of  law  or  hav-
 ing  come  in  the  court  of  law  would
 be  a  matter  under  sub-judice.
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 oft  मंच  लिमिंवि :  i80  केसेज  चंद  रहे  हैं
 इसके  बारे  में  जो  सबजूडिस  हैँ,  उसके  ऊपर

 लैजिस्लेशन  लायेंगे  करो.  में  सबजुडित  केस

 का  उल्लेख  नहीं  कर  सकता  ?  क्या  बात

 कर  रहे  हूँ  प्राय  ?  80  जो  केसेज  सबजूडिस
 हैं  उन्हीं  पुर  तो  यह  लेजिस्लेशन  आप  लाये  हैं  ।

 MR.  DEPUTY-SPEAKER:  The
 point  here  is  whether  discussion  or
 reference  to  this  particular  affidavit
 that  Mr.  Madhu  Limaye  has  referred
 to  and  has  just  begun  to  read  is  sub-
 judice  or  not.  That  is  the  point.
 Before  we  go  further  I  have  sought
 the  assistance  of  Law  Minister.  He
 has  made  a  certain  submission.  I  am
 to  be  satisfied  whether  it  is  sub-judice
 or  not.

 SHRI  प्त  R.  GOKHALE:  I  have
 never  said  the  legislation  is  to  be
 regarded  88  sub-judice.  I  have  only
 said  the  particular  case  is..  (Inter-
 ruptions).

 MR.  DEPUTY-SPEAKER:  I  shall
 allow  you.  I  shall  allow  everybody.
 Kindly  sit  down,  Don't  be  impatient.
 But,  I  would  like  this  point  to  be  de-
 cided  by  me  whether  this  particular
 affidavit  is  sub-judire  or  not.  Let  us
 be  clear  that  it  is  not  that  the  legis-
 lation  is  sub-judice.  He  has  never

 said  it.  I  want  to  be  satisfied  only  on
 this  whether  a  reference  to  this  affi-
 davit  which  is  pending  before  the
 court  is  sub-judice  or  not,  If  you
 want  to  make  a  submission  on  this,
 I  am  prepated  to  hear.

 SHRI  SOMNATH  CHATTERJEE
 (Burdwan):  Sit,  affidavit  is  nothing
 but  evidence  given  in  writing.
 There  are  two  types  of  evidence—one
 is  otal  and  the  other  48  written.  A

 nothing  but  an  evidetee  iven  in
 writing.  Therefore,  the  evidence

 given  by  6  petebn  or  a  statement

 mate  #  person  can  never  be  the

 what  ‘nadie  et  मी  M@xpate,  It  is  in

 २8659  TS—!

 Bill  Introduced  =  253

 connection  with  the  dispute  that
 sé6me  statement  is  made  which  is
 either  in  the  form  of  an  affidavit  or
 an  oral  statement.  The  metter  is
 with  regard  to  the  merits  of  the  elec-
 tion  as  to  -whether™  the  election
 should  be  set  aside  or  not,  That  is
 sub-judice.  That  is  my  submission.

 So  far  as  the  present  Bill  8  con.
 cerned,  this  measure  is  introduced  to
 be  applied  in  respect  of  pending  elec-
 tion  petitions.  Therefore,  these  are
 pending  matters.  The  object  of  the
 Bill  is  supposedly  for  justifying  the
 issue  of  ordinance  to  be  made  appli-
 cable  to  all  pending  matters.  But,
 this  is  done  in  a  shameless  manner.

 So  far  as  legislation  is  concerned.
 what  we  are  consfdering  is  this.
 Whether  the  Bill  at  this  stage  should
 be  allowetl  to  be  introduced  or  not.
 The  rule  of  sub-judice  cannot  stand
 in  the  way  of  a  legislation.  Certain-
 ly,  we  can  discuss  this  legislation
 which  is  being  brought  before  the
 House.  What  is  the  good  of  dis.
 cussing  the  Bill  if  the  rule  of  sub-
 judice  stauds  in  the  way  of  discussing
 the  pending  election  petitions?

 MR.  DEPUTY-SPEAKER:  We  are
 not  discussing  the  Bill.

 SHRI  MADHU  LIMAYE:  We
 have  a  motion  before  us.

 MR.,  DEPUTY-SPEAKER:  Let  us
 be  elear.  shalf  Héar  you,  We  are
 not  diseussing  the  Bill.

 SHRI  MADHU  LIMAYE:  We  are
 discussing  introduction  of  the  Bill.

 MR.  DEPUTY-SPEAKER:  The
 point  is:  whether  the  Bill  should  be
 introduced  or  not.

 SHRI  SOMNATH  CHATTERJEE:
 It  is  a  fraud  on  the  Constitution.

 aft  झील  विहारों  बशाजपेदो  :  उपाध्यक्ष

 महोदय,  प्रभी  वह  इंद्रोडपूस कर  रहे  हैं।  उस

 पर  बहस  हो  रहीं  है।  फिर  बहू  कूदेंगे कि  इस
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 [of  भ्र टल  बिहारी  वाजपेयी]
 बिल  को  कंसीलर  किया  जाय  सब  इस  पर

 बहस  होगी  ।  दीनों  बहसे  हैं  ।  अगर  शाप
 का  कहना  है  कि  इस  समय  डिस्कशन  नही  कर

 रहें  है  इसलिये  यह  मामला  नही  उठ  सकता
 तो  क्या  शब  हम  डिस्कशन  कर  रहें  होंगे
 तब  उठा  सकते  है  ?  मगर  तब  उठा  सकते  हैं
 तो  क्या  तब  यह  सब जू किस  वाली  बात  श्र  लाई

 होग।  ?  अगर  प्रधान  मंत्री  एफिडेविट  से

 यह  कहती  है  कि  उनके  चू  नाव  में  36  जिसे
 चली  (व्यवधान )  .  .  .

 MR.  DEPUTY-SPEAKER:  Please
 do  not  refer  to  it’  before  I  give  my
 ruling  on  it.

 श्री  टल  बिहारी  बाजपेयी  :  मे  सफर

 नही  कर  रहा  हू  ।  में  यह  कहता  हू'  कि  प्यार

 वह  कहती  है  कि  चनके  चुनाव  में  जा  जिसे

 चली  उसका  खर्चा  पार्टी  ने  दिया  तो  इसमें

 सब-जुडी़  क्‍या  है  ?  प्रधान  मंत्री  जो  कोर्ट

 मे  कहती  है  और  जब  उसको  यहा  काद्रैडक्टि
 नही  करना  चाहत।  ता  क्‍या  हम  उसे  उद्धृत
 नही  कर  सकते  और  यदि  सब-जुडी़  मामले
 पर  यहां  विचार  नही  हो  सकता  हे  त।  इस  सारे
 विधेयक  पर  विचार  #4  हो  सकता  है  ?

 जो  विधेयक  सब-जुडी़  पेटीशनस  को  लेकर
 लाया  गया  ?  इसलिये  मेरा  निवेदन  2  कि
 जो  भी  मामले  उन  एलेक्शन  पे  शन  से  जुड़े
 हुये  है  उनको  हमे  यहा  रखने  की  इजाजत

 होनी  चाहिए  ।

 SHRI  MADHU  LIMAYE:  Sub-
 yudice  rule  does  not  apply  to  the
 legislation.  That  is  the  Parliamen-
 tary  Practice.

 MR,  DEPUTY-SPEAKER:  I  see
 your  point.

 SHRI  PILOO  MODY  (GODHRA):
 Mr,  Deputy-Speaker,  Sir,  if  you  take
 legal  advice  from  the  Law  Minister,
 you  will  end  up  in  a  jam;  it  will  not
 be  a  legal  advice  but  it  will  be  com-

 NOVEMBER  21,  4974  Bill  Introduced  260

 mongense.  What  are  we  discussing?
 The  same  document  was  read  out
 not  once  but  three  times  already  in
 the  House.

 The  third  point  is  what  is  sub-
 judice  and  what  is  not.  Shrimati
 Gandhi  has  made  a  swofn  statement.
 We  are  not  challenging  that  state-
 ment.  We  accept  it  as  truth,  unless
 they  want  to  maintain  that  she  has
 lied.  Therefore.  if  we  were  to  dis-
 pute  what  she  has  herself  said  that
 this  is  not  what  happened  but  such
 and  such  thing  has  happened,  then
 you  can  say  that  this  is  still  to  be
 decided,  according  to  what  the  Law
 Minister  has  said.  But  we  are  not
 saying  anything  of  that  kind:  we  are
 only  quoting  what  she  has  herself
 admitted  and  trying  to  prove  that
 how  the  Ordinance  and  ithe  Bill
 sought  to  be  introduced  will  be
 affected  by  her  own  admission  and
 she  will  be  saved  on  the  basis  of  her
 own  admission  if  this  Ordinance  and
 Bull  is  passed.  This  is  the  simple
 logic  of  it.

 SHRI  S.  M.  BANERJEE:  If  I  read
 the  statement  of  objects  and  reasons,
 I  find  that  this  has  been  brought  to
 cover  the  cases  of  election  petitions.
 Tt  clearly  refers  to  pending  election
 petitions  It  refers  to  ‘candidates
 against  whom  election  petitions  are
 pending’,  I  am  told  there  are  272
 cases  pending.

 SHRI  JYOTIRMOY  BOSU:  ‘188,

 SHRI  S,  M.  BANERJEE:  88  in-
 cluding  the  Prime  Minister's  case.
 If  the  contention  of  the  hon.  Law
 Minister  is  that  once  she  makes  an
 affidavit  or  gives  evidence  before  the
 courts,  it  becomes  aub-judice,  then
 my  question  is  whether  this  Bill
 which  wants  to  cover  all  the  election
 petitions  numbering  about  488  or  200
 can  be  proceded  with?  Since  theve
 cases  are  also  sud-judice,  how  can
 that  be  discussed?  You  cannot  have
 two  standards,  one  for  the  Prime
 Minister  and  another  ‘for  the  others.
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 MR,  DEPUTY-SPEAKER:  There
 is  no  question  of  two  standards,

 SHRI  S.  M.  BANERJEE:  I  am  not
 supporting  her;  we  are  sometimes
 accused  that  we  are  supporting  her.
 The  question  is  that  in  the  affidavit
 tthere  is  reference  to  35  jeeps...

 MR,  DEPUTY-SPEAKER:  Please
 ‘do  not  refe?  to  it  before  I  give  my
 ruling.

 SHRI  S.  M.  BANERJEE:  If  that
 ‘question  is  sub-judice,  then  all  the
 other  pending  cases  are  sub-judice
 and  we  cannot  bring  this  legislation
 here,  Otherwise,  we  have  every
 right  to  discuss  it.

 SBRI  VIKRAM  MAHAJAN  (KAN-
 ‘'GRA):  At  the  introduction  stage  of

 a  Bill,  the  only  point  on  which  it
 van  be  challenged  8  its  constitu-
 tionality.

 SHRI  MADHU  LIMAYE:  That  was
 what  I  was  going  to  say,

 SHRI  VIKRAM  MAHAJAN:  Whe-
 ther  this  House  is  competent  to  legis-
 late  on  this  or  not.  This  is  the  first
 point.  None  of  the  hon,  members
 has  touched  the  constitutional  as-
 pect  whether  the  Government  has  the
 right  to  introduce  the  Bill,  Secondly,
 while  discussifig  a  “Bill,  there  are  two
 basic  principes  which  have  to  be
 observed,  particularly  rule  352  which
 says....

 SHRI  8,  M.  BANERJEE:  That  has
 been  amended.

 MR.  DEPUTY-SPEAKER:  You
 have  to  remember  that  he  has  now  a
 new  role  as  a  whip  of  the  party.

 SHRI  PILOO  MODY:  It  has  not
 changed  him  at  all.

 SHRI  VIKRAM  MAHAJAN:  Rule
 352  says:  that  no  discussion  shall
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 take  place  on  a  matter  of  fact  re-
 garding  which  a judicial  decision  is
 pending.  That  is,  no  reference  will
 be  made  to  a  matter  of  fact  on
 which  a  judicial  decision  is  pending.

 The  question  of  how  many  jeeps
 have  been  used  etc.  is  a  question  of
 fact  on  which  a  judicial  decision  is
 pending.  Therefore,  this  cannot  be
 discussed  in  the  House.

 MR,  DEPUTY-SPEAKER:  Before
 I  cali  Shri  Madhu  Limaye,  let  me
 clear  the  docks.  This  is  not  a  ruling;
 I  am  only  referring  to  certain  things
 so  that  there  may  not  be  more  con-
 fusion  with  reference to  what  Shri
 Mahajan  has  said,  A  little  while  ago,
 when  this  was  discussed,  I  had  occa-
 sion  to  say  that  they  got  the  wrong
 end  of  the  stick.  And  Mr.  Mahajan,
 I  think,  has  caught  the  wrong  cnd  of
 the  whip.  He  started  by  saying  that
 objection  to  the  introduction  of  the
 Bill  can  be  taKen  only  on  the  grounds
 of  constitutionality,  which  is  not  in
 the  rules.  If  he  reads  the  rules  very
 clearly,—

 SHRI  PILOO  MODY:  Which  he
 cannot.

 MR.  DEPUTY-SPKEAKER:—he  will
 see  that  opposition  can  be  taken  on
 any  ground,  but  when  “opposition  is
 taken  on  grounds  of  legislative  in-
 competence,  then  there  may  be  a  full
 discussion,  I  hope  he  will  bear  this
 in  mind,  Otherwise,  :f  he  wields  the
 wrong  end  of  the  whp—(Interrup-
 tions)  —~if  he  always  wields  the  wrong
 end  of  the  whip,  then,  I  do  not  know
 what  to  say!

 SHRI  VIKRAM  MAHAJAN:  That
 is  the  relevant  rule.  Kindly  refer  to
 rule  72,  (Interruptions).

 MR.  DEPUTY-SPEAKER:  Order,
 order,  For  the  benefit  of  Mr.
 Mahajan,  let  me  readout  that  rule
 which  he  wants  me  té-refer  to.

 This  is  rule  72;  it  says:

 “If  a  motion  for  leave  to  introe
 duce  a  Bill  is  opposed,  the  Speaker,
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 [Mr,  Deputy  Speaker]
 after  permitting,  if  he  thinks  fit,  a
 brief  explanatory  statement  from
 the  member  who  moves  ahd  from
 the  member  who  opposes  the  mo-
 tion,  may  without  further  debate,
 put  the  question;”

 There  is  no  question  of  constitu-
 tionality

 Then  jn  the  proviso,  it  8895:

 “Provided  that  where  a  motion
 ls  Opposed  on  the  ground  that  the
 Bull  inithates  legislation  outside  the
 lagislative  competence  of  the  House,
 the  Speaker  may  permit  a  full  dis-
 cusssion  therevn”

 Do  you  accept  it?”

 SHRI  MADHU  LIMAYE,  I  am
 standing  on  the  proviso

 MR  DEPUTY-SPEAKER  Then,
 another  confusion  should  not  be  there
 If  it  is  a  question  which  attract  rule
 352,  then  that  rule  does  not  apply
 here  at  the  moment,  because  I  am  seiz-
 ed  of  the  question  whether  this  Bill
 relates  to  the  particular  aspect,  not  to
 legislation  all  other  pending  cases  but
 to  this  particular  aspect  of  it,  whether
 it  35  sub  jtdice  or  not,  as  the  Law
 Minister  has  submitted  That  is  what
 I  have  got  to  say

 SHRI  MADHU  LIMAYE:  As  appli-
 cable  to  the  Bill.

 उपाध्यक्ष  महोदय,  यह  विधेयक  किस  चीज

 के  बारे  में  है  ?  उन्होंने  खुद  कहा  हैँ  कि  i80

 चुनाव  यात्रिकायोें  (एलेक्शन  पेटीशन)  इस

 वक्त  न्यायालयों  के  सामने  यहीं  हुई  हैं  -  उन

 मैं  श्रीमती  इन्दिरा  गांधी  के  खिलाफ  भी  एक

 पेटीशन  है,  इस  बात  को  ये  काट  नही  सकते

 प्रौढ़  इन  80  पेटीशन  के  बारे  में  इंस  विधेयक

 को  लेकर  भागे  हैं  ।

 उपाध्यक्ष  महोदय,  में  शकर  कौर  कौल

 की  किताब  कौर  मेज  पार्लियामेंटरी  प्रैक्टिस

 *  हें  हुछ  शश  पढ़  कर  सुनहा  हूं--

 “Matters  pending  judicial  deti-
 sions:  matter  awaiting  aijudication
 of  a  court  of  law  should  not  be
 brought  fotwatd  in  debate  extept  by
 means  of  a  Bill.”

 इस  में  बिल  का  अपवाद  किया  पी  हूँ  ।

 यह  मेंने  मेज  शालिप,मेंटरी  प्रभाकर  के  वें

 एडीशन  के  पेज  416  से  पढ़  कर  सुनाया  है
 अब  शक धर  कौर  कील  की  किताब  को  लीजिये-

 इसमे  थोड़ा  विस्तृत हूँ  पृष्ठ--900  से  उक्त
 कर  रहा  हु--

 “The  rule  of  sub  judice  cannot
 stand  in  the  way  of  legyslation,  If
 the  rue  of  sub  judice  were  to  be
 made  applicable  to  legislation,  at
 would  not  only  make  Legislatures
 subordinate  to  the  courts  im  that
 matter  but  would  make  enactments
 impossible  because  numerous  cases
 concerning  a  large  number  of
 statutes  await  at  all  times
 adjudication’  in  one  court  on  the

 other  Parliament’s  main  func-
 tion  to  make  laws  will  thus  come
 to  a  standstill  This  is  neither
 sanctioned  by  the  Constitution  nor
 justified  on  merits  Legislatures
 being  supreme  and  sovereign  in
 the  matter  of  making  Iaws  there
 AS  no  bar  oh  their  work  in  the
 field  of  legislation  The  members,
 however,  refrain  from  referring
 to  the  facts  of  a  case  pending  be-
 fore  a  court,  when  a  Bill  is  under
 discussion  in  the  Heuse”

 MR  DEPUTY-SPEAKER:  It  is
 clear.

 SHRI  H  R,  GOKHALE:  I  have
 not  disputed  that  position.

 भी  चु  लिखने  :  उपाध्यक्ष  महोदय,

 यह  बिल  ब्रा टिकल  !  4  को  बोसे  बायलेट करता करता
 है,  यह  इस्टेल्लि|शं करते  के  लिये

 में  फैक्ट्स

 दे  रहा  हूं-मेरा  भौर  कोई  मतलब  नहीं  हूँ
 ।

 प्रा टिकल  .4  को  यह  बिल  केसे  बॉयनेट

 करता  हूँ  यह  में  साबित  कहां गों  |  मगर  इसके

 बाहर  जाऊ  तो  जाएं  मुझे  ही किये1  उपाध्यक्ष
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 सह्ोइय,  शप  हि  दबें  कि  जो  विधेयक  है
 खाकी  मुल्य  बात  क्‍या  है|  मूल  सेक्शन
 दस  प्रकार  है  जित  का  एक  जुमला  माननीय
 'वाजपेयी  ज॑ने  पढ़ा  :

 “Every  candidate  at  an  election
 shall  either  by  himself  or  by  the
 election  egent  keep  separate  and

 ‘eorrect  account  of  all  expenditure
 in  connection  with  an  election  in-
 curred  or  authorised  by  him  or  by
 his  election  agent.”

 मान  लीजिये  उत्तर  बम्बई में  एक  कमेटी  बनती

 है  इनकी  रजामन्दी  से,  इनके  कहने  से  कि  एच  ०

 आर०  गोखले  फोर  लोक  मा  सिटिज़न्ज़
 कमेटी  |  या  वह  दत्त  के  अध्यक्ष  दें,  या  उसमे

 हिस्सेदारी  करते  हैं  प्रौढ़  सारा  खर्चा  इनकी
 सम्पत्ति  से  होता  हैं,  कौर  भ्रमर  केस  के  दौरान
 इनका  विरोधी  यह  साबित  कर  सकता  हूँ  कि

 यह  जो  खबर!  हैं  समिति  की  और  से  यह  इनके
 द्वारा  प्रयोराइज्ड  किया  गया  है।  आपने
 किन  किन  को  छोड़ा  है  ?  पार्टी,  बडी,  असो-
 सियेन,  व्यक्ति  ।  सवाल  पार्टी  ने  खर्चा
 किया,  बॉडी  ने,  इंडिविजुअल  ने  या  एसोसियेशन
 ने  किया  यह  नहीं  हूँ  ?

 whether  that  expenditure  was  autho-
 rised  by  the  candidate  or  his  election

 MR.  DEPUTY-SPEAKER:  You  are
 going  into  the  merits  of  the  Bill.

 ft  wa  लिये  में  इस  बात  को  रख

 रहा  हूं  कि  इसमें  बुनियादी  बात  है  कि  क्‍या
 कॉहीडेंट  ते  अवोराइजड  किया  है  ?

 SHRI  VASANTH  SATHE:  Yet  he
 has  not  come  to  the  point;  no  article
 44  is  involved.

 ait  द  लिमये  :  ग्रह  बताने  के  जरूरत

 है।  उसी  खर्चे  को  पकड़ना  जो  बाप  के  द्वारा

 अयोराइजड  किया  गया  है  a  प्रधान  मंत्री

 इस  सरकार  की  महमूद  हैं,  इस  सरकार  का  जो

 अर  होता  है  बहे  उसकी  भ्र यो रिटी  से  होता  है  |
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 उनकी  इच्छा  के  विरूद्ध  नहीं  हो  सकता  ।
 तो  कमर  जीपों,  मोटरों  ईलीकोप्टर  शादी
 पर  चुनाव  के  दौरान  खर्चा  किया  जाता  है  तो
 आप  कहेंगे  कि  उनकी  रजा  मन्दी  से  नहीं  हुआ  1
 रायबरेली  जिला  कांग्रेस  कमेटी  के  तहत  उस
 समय  कितने  चुनाव  क्षेत्र  थे  ?  असेम्बली  का

 नहीं  था,  केवल  प्रधान  मंत्री  का  ही  क्षेत्र  था  ।
 तो  रायबरेली  की  कांग्रेस  कमेटी  के  द्वारा  जो  भी
 खर्चा  किया  जाता  है.  .

 MR.  DEPUTY-SPEAKER:  We  are
 going  into  particular  constituencies.
 (Interruptions)  we  are  concerned
 with  the  introducion.  You  are  en-
 tering  into  a  discussion.

 st  मु  लिखने  :  7  जैव  ताकता  पर  बोल

 रहा  हूं  अटल  जी  के  लिये  सरकार  मोटर

 गाड़ी  का  इतजाम  कहा  से  करेगी,  हेलीकॉप्टर
 को  कहां  से  करेंगी  ?

 MR.  DEPUTY-SPEAKER:  Will
 you  please  conclude  now?

 SURI  MADHU  LIMAYE:  A  full
 discussion  has  to  be  allowed.

 कास्टीट्रयूशनेलिटी  का  सवाल  हैँ  कि  यह
 बिल  पास  हो  जाएगा  तो  प्रधान  मनी  के  लिये
 अलग  कानून  बनेगा,  शर  मधु  लिमये  या

 वाजपेयी  जी  के  लिये  अलग  कानून  बनेगा  |

 MR.  DEPUTY-SPEAKER:  I  am
 only  guiding  the  discussion;  I  am  not
 giving  my  ruling  Mr.  Limaye’s  case
 ISe

 SHRI  MADHU  LIMAYE:  I  have
 not  concluded;  do  not  rush  to  con-
 clusions,

 MR.  DEPUTY-SPEAKER:  I  am  not
 concluding;  I  am  not  giving  my
 ruling  I  am  only  trying  to  regulate
 and  guide  the  proceedings.  What  1
 urderstand  from  your  statement  80
 far  is  that  you  are  objecting  to  this
 Bill  on  the  ground  of  constitutignal-
 ity.  But  that  is  something  different
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 [  Mr,  Deputy  Speaker]
 trom  the  legislative  competence  of
 this  House,  I  am  only  concerned
 whether  you  object  to  thig  Bil]  on
 the  ground  that  it  is  outside  the
 legislative  competence  of  the  House?
 Is  that  your  case?

 SHRI  MADHU  LIMAYE:  Yes.

 मैने  शुरू  में  ही  कहा  भाप  ने  सुना  नही  t

 यह  पालियामेट  फंडामेंटल  राइट्स  के  खिलाफ

 कानून  नहीं  बना  सकती  ।  आप  अधिक  से

 अधिक  खर्चा  परमिट  कर  सकते  है।  यहा  तो

 रूलिंग  हो  चुकी  है  ।

 SHRI  VASANT  SATHE:  The  sim-
 ple  puint  is  of  legislative  competence
 Presume  for  a  moment  that  we  pass
 a  legislation  which  is  unconstitu-
 t.onal  and  violates  even  tundamental
 riphts,  it  is  liable  to  be  challenged
 ७०१०७  the  Supreme  Court  and  struck
 cuyn  Nothing  more  can  happen
 You  may  question  the  propriety,  but
 can  you  question  the  competence  of
 thas  House?  So,  Mr.  Limaye  must
 restrict  himself  to  the  short  point  of
 icgislative  competence,  If  he  satis-
 fics  you  on  this  point,  we  are  willing
 t>  listen  to  him.  Otherwise,  it  will
 be  going  off  the  track  if  he  speaks
 only  on  the  question  of  unconstitu-
 tionality.

 MR,  DEPUTY-SPEAKER:  Let  us
 understand  the  issues.  I  am  framing
 the  issues.

 SHRI  MADHU  LIMAYE:  Let  me
 frame  my  own  issues,

 MR.  DEPUTY-SPEAKER:  Let  me

 try  to  understand  what  yOu  are  try-
 ing  to  say.  I  am  not  a  stone  or
 wood  sitting  here.  When  you  argue
 something,  you  expect  me  to  follow

 you  and  I  am  following  you  closely.
 Wherever  ]  come  to  a  point  where  I

 do  not  quite  understand,  it  is  my

 right  to  ity  to  elicit  from  you  what

 you  are  saying.  This  is  what  I  am

 doing,  You  are  trying  to  formulate
 that  this  Bill  is  outside  our  legisla-
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 tive  competence  and  therefore,  there
 shotid  be  a  full-fiedged  discussion.
 Now  ,who  will  decide  whether  there
 is  a  prima  facie  case  for  a  discussion?
 3  will  have  to  decidé.  Even  in  your
 letter  you  have  not  mentioned  this
 as  a  ground.

 SHRI  MADHU  LIMAYE:  I  am  not
 bound  to  mention  it.  Even  giving
 notice  is  not  required  and  I  can  just
 stand  up  ond  oppose  it.  But  you
 have  created  a  precedent  and  s0  I
 gave  notice.

 MR.  DEPUTY-SPEAKER:  I  am  not
 questioning  your  right.  If  you  had
 given  that  ground,  the  Speaker  or  I
 could  have  considered  it  in  advance
 ond  decided  whether  there  is  a  case
 for  that.  Now  in  the  course  ef  your
 submission  you  say  that  it  is  outside
 the  legislative  competence,  and  I  am
 to  be  satisfied  of  that  before  I  decide
 whether  it  ts  outside  the  scope  or  not.

 SHRI]  MADHU  LIMAYE:  That  is
 what  I  was  saying.

 लेजिस्लेटिव  कम्पीटेस  की  कही  व्याख्या
 की  गई  है  ?  मेरी  राय  में  प्यार  बह  लिस्ट
 को  वायलेट  करता  है,  फंडामेंटल  राइटस  को
 वायोनेट  करता  है  या  किसी  कांस्टीट्यूशनल
 प्रोविजन  को  वायोलेट  करता  है  t

 then  it  is  outside  our  legislative  com-
 petence,

 इसमें  दो  चीजों  में  फर्क  करना  है।  में
 झपकी  रूलिंग  नहीं  माग  रहा  हू  ।

 I  am  giving  my  opinion,  common
 sense.  What  is  competence?  Are
 you  competent  to  legislate  against
 fundamental  right?

 MR.  DEPUTY-SPEAKER:  I  do  not
 know  what  the  courts  will  do.  I  can-
 not  anticipate  that.

 att  मधु  लिमये  :  वह  तो  होता  ही  नहीं  है।
 हजार  बार  फैसला  हुमा  है  कि  स्पीकर  फैसला
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 नहीं  करेगा  ।  केवल  भाप  हमें  मौका  देते  हैं
 झपने  विचार  रखने  का,  उससे  अधिक  हम
 कुछ  नही  मांगते  है  t

 whether  you  consider  this  constitu-
 tional  or  unconstitutional.

 इसलिये  मैं  कह  रहा  था  कि  अगर  बाहर,
 परसज,  इंडिविजुअल,  पार्टी,  इनाकका  खर्चा
 बाप  इस  डेफिनीशन  से  स्पष्टीकरण  के  द्वारा
 प्रापर  लैजिस्लेशन  नही  स्पष्टीकरण  के  द्वारा

 हटाना  चाहते  हैं  तो  ये  जो  मिनिस्टर  लोग  हैं,
 प्राइम  मिनिस्टर  है  या  जो  सत्ताधारी  लोग  है
 इनके  भ्र धि कारों  में  जोर  हमारे  अधिकरों
 में  फके  16  जायगा  क्‍योंकि  जो  सुविधायें  इन
 को  मिलेगी  हमें  कभी  रहो  मिल  सकती  है  ।

 इसलिये  अगर  यह  में  एस्टैवलिण  करे  कि
 XYZ  expenditure  was  authorised

 by  the  Prime  Minister  or  any  other
 Minister

 ता  सुप्रीम  कोर्ट  के  पुराने  निर्णयों  के  अनुसार,
 नये  नहों,  यह  इलैक्शन  एक्सपेंडिचर  में  माना
 जाता  है।  लेकिन  अरब  श्री  गोयल  साहब॑  इस
 विधेयक  के  द्वारा  फर्क  करना  चाहते  हैं  कौर
 इस  तरह  की बोगस  बडी  एसोभियेशंज
 वगैरह  भी  यह  करेगा,  उनका  द्वारा  सारा
 खर्चा  चलायेगा  तो  हम  लोग  कही  के

 नहीं  रहेगे  ।  इसमें  कोई  इक्वेलिटी
 बिहार  ला  नही  होगी  t  गरीब  पार्टी  के  लिये,
 गरीब  उम्मीदवार  के  लिये  कब  कोई  भविष्य

 नही  है  ।  आईंदा  पार्लीमैंट  में  इसी  तरह  के

 इनके  लोग  भरे  जायेगे  इतना  ही  मुझे  बजे
 करना  है।

 SHRI  8.  M,  BANERJEE;  Kindly
 gee  the  Explanation  in  this  Bull.  It
 says:

 ‘Provided  that  nothing  contained
 in  this  Explanation  shall  affect—

 (a)  any  judgment,  order  or  deci-
 sion  of  the  Supreme  Court
 whereby  the  election  of  a
 candidate  to  the  House  of
 the  Peopie  or  to  the  Legis-
 lative  Assembly  of  a  State
 has  been  declared  void....”
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 That  expression  is  used  here.  Now
 kindly  see  article  37  with  the  head-
 ing  “Review  of  judgments  or  orders
 by  the  Supreme  Court”’—

 “Subject  to  the  provisions  of  any
 law  made  by  Parliament  or  any
 rules  made  under  article  145,  the
 Supreme  Court  shal!  have  power  to
 review  ary  judgment  pronounced
 or  order  made  by  it.”

 After  this  Pill  is  passed,  supposing
 the  Supreme  Court  has  given  a  judg-
 ment  against  me,  I  shall  not  have  the
 right  to  go  before  the  court  for  re-
 view  I  want  to  draw  the  attention
 of  the  Law  Minister  to  this  and  rc-
 quest  him  to  reply  to  this,

 श्री  जनेश्वर  मिश्र  (इलाहाबाद)  :  एक
 तरह  से  हमारे  देश  में  चर्चा  है  इसकी  ।  सत्ता-
 & क  दल  के  लोग  बार  बार  गुस्सा  करते  है  शौर
 यह  कहना  चाहते  है  कि  कोई  ऐसी  चर्चा  नही  है  '
 लेकिन  यह  बात  नही  है  हकीकत  में  जानते

 है  कि  सारे  देश  में  इसकी  चर्चा  है  कि  यह  बिल
 महज  इसलिये  पेश  होने  जा  रहा  है  सदन  में
 क्योकि  प्रधान  मंत्री  को  सुरक्षित  करना  हैं,
 उन  कुर्मी  जाने  वाली  थी,  सर्वोच्च  न्यायालय
 का  जो  फैसला  था  उस  फैसले  को  नजीर  करके
 अगर  इलाहाबाद  हाई  कोर्ट  म ेभज  दियाजाता

 है  तो  बहुत  बढ़िया  गल  खिल  जाता  ।  श्रीमती
 गांधी  शब  तक  यहां  से  चली  गई  होती  ।  पहले
 तो  इन्होंने  राष्ट्रपति  से  ग्र ध्या देश  जारी  कर-
 वाया,  उनकी  इजाजत  इसके  लिये  ली  और
 अब  गोखले  साहब  उसके  स्थान  पर  एक  बिल

 यहा  पेश  करने  जा  रहें  हैं।  प्रधान  मंत्री  सदन
 की  नेता  है  ।  नैतिकता  का  यह  तकाजा  है  कि

 इस  सदन  में  यह  बिल  पेश  नही  किया  जाना

 चाहिए  क्योकि  वह  नेता  हैं,  किसी  दूसरी  जगह
 राज्य  सभा  में  पेश  होना  चाहिए  और  वही  पहले
 इस  पर  बहस  भी  होनी  चाहिये  ।  बह  इस  सदन
 की  नेता  है  झोर  गोखले  साहब  उनके  मातहत
 काम  करते  हैं।  इस  सदन  में  उनका  बहुमत
 है  ।  उस  सदन  में  भी  है  लेकिन  उनको

 यहां  इजाजत  ही  मिलनी चाहिए  इस  बिल
 को  पेश  करने  की
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 झगर  यह  कानून  बन  जाता  है  तो  यह  तय

 बात  है  कि  हिन्दुस्तान  कर  लोकतंत्र  एक  भोगी

 भर  भष्दाज्ञारी  लोकतंत्र  बनेगा  |  पार्लीमैंट

 को,  लोक  सभा  को  भोगी  कौर  भ्रष्ट  बनाने  के

 लिये  कोई  कानून  कया  भाप  बना  सकते  हैं,
 इस  पालिमेंट  के  प्रकार  इस  तरह  के  कानून  पर

 बहस  हो  सकती  है  रा  नहीं  ?  हुए  ही  ईमान-
 दारी  के  साथ  मैं  कटना  चाहता  हू  कि  इस  बिल

 के  पास  हो  जाने  के  बाद  यहां  का  लोकतंत्र

 भोगी  और  भ्रष्ट  बन  जायगा,  केबल  पैसे  बाले

 लोग  ही  चुनाव  लड़ने  की  हिम्मत  कर  पायेंगे,
 गरीब  नहीं  कर  पाएंगे।  बाप  इस  सदन  इतने

 की  हिम्मत  नही  कर  सकेंगे  ।  जिस  किसी  के

 पास  पैसा  होगा,  पार्टी  के नाम  पर  संगठन

 के  नाम  पर  वही  जायगा  ।  इसलिये  भाप

 इनको  मना  करें  इसको  पेश  करने  से  शौर

 श्रीमती  इंदिरा  गाधी  को  कह  दें  कि  प्राप्त

 की  इज्जत  करने  की  आदत  सीखें  |  अगर

 अदालत  का  फैसला  इनके  खिलाफ  जा  रहा  है
 तो  ईमानदारी  से  घुटने  टेक  कर  उसका  इनको
 सजदा  करना  चाहिये  ।  बहुत  बार  ये  फैसले
 उनके  हक  मे  भी  गये  हैं  ।  गोखले  साहब  उनके

 मातहत  काम  कर  पढ  है इन  दोनो  से  और

 श्री  रघुलमेया  से  भी  मैं  कहूंगा  कि  वह  इस
 बिल  को  वापिस ले  ले,  सुप्रीम  कोर्ट  के  फैसले
 को  चलने  दें,  यही  सबसे  बरच्छा  होगा  ।

 T&R.  DEPUTY-SPEAKER:  Shri
 Gokhale.

 SHRI  PILOO  MODY:  One  more
 thing.

 MR.  DEPUTY-SPEAKER:  Only
 those  whe  have  sent  the  names  to
 me  in  advance.

 SHRI  PILLO  MODY:  ]  am  sending
 it  to  you.

 .

 Only  one  thing  I  would  like  tp  say,
 They  are  interested  parties  and  in-
 terested  perties  can  neither  partici-
 pate  in  the  debate  ner  can  they  meve
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 the  legislation.  Therefore,  this  should
 not  be  allowed.  Sven  Mr.  Gokhale
 js  an  interested  party.

 SHRI  H.  R.  GOKHALE:  Mr.
 Deputy-Speaker.  Sir.....

 SHRI  P.  K.  DEO  (Kalahandi):
 Sir,  I  would  like  to  submit  that  you
 permitted  a  full  discussion......
 (Interruptions)

 MR,  DEPUTY-SPEAKER:  I  will
 make  up  my  mind  after  hearing  the
 Minister.

 SHRI  PILOO  MODY:  How  will
 you  make  vp  your  mind  without
 listening  to  me?  (Interruption)

 MR.  DEPUTY-SPEAKER:  Let  us
 hear  the  Minister.

 SHRI  4H.  है.  GOKHALE:  Mr.
 Deputy-Speaker,  Sir,  I  would  first
 deal  with  the  question  of  legislative
 competence,  As  you  rightly  remark-
 ed,  so  far  ns  the  rule  is  concerned,
 we  have  to  ascertain  whether  the
 छा]  is  beyond  the  legislative  com-
 petence  of  Parliament.  The  other
 quesions  of  ultra  vires  and  things
 fike  that  do  not  really  come  in,  Even
 on  that  puint,  I  will  be  able  to  satisfy
 the  House  that  there  is  no  question
 of  any  contravention  either  of  articte
 3  or  4  in  this  case.  Article  37  is
 absolutely  irrelevant.  But  I  would
 deal  wivh  that  also.

 The  first  question  is  about  the
 legislative  competence,  For  '  that
 purpose.  you  have  to  look  at  article
 248  of  the  Censtitution  which  defines
 the  competence  of  Parliament  and
 State  Legislatures  both  in  respect
 of  matters  which  are  exclusively
 within  the  jurisdiction  of  Parliament
 and  also  with  regard  to  matters
 which  come  coneurrently  within  the
 jurisdiction  of  Parliament  as  well  as
 State  Legislatures,  Article  246  reads:

 ‘Notwithsanding  anything  con-
 tained  in  clause  (2)  and  (3),
 Parliament  bas  =  eaglusive  power
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 to  make  Jaws  with  respect  to  any
 of  the  matters  enumerated  in  List
 I  in  the  Seventh  Schedule  (jn
 this  Constitution  referred  to  as
 the  “Union  List’’),”

 ‘Therefore,  when  we  consider  the
 legislative  competence  of  Parliament,
 we  have  to  go  to  the  Seventh  Sche-
 dule  to  find  out  whether  any  of  the

 ‘entries  in  List  I,  Union  List,  covers
 this  jegislation  or  not.  There  is  a
 direct  entry  under  which  laws  relat-
 ing  to  elections  are  entitled  to  be

 .made  by  Parliament.  Entry  72  says:

 “Elections  to  Parliament,  to  the
 Legislatures  of  States  and  to  the
 offices  of  President  and  Vice
 President;  the  Election  Commis-
 sion.”

 Therefore,  article  246(l),  read  with
 entry  72  of  the  Union  List,  in  my
 submission,  makes  it  quite  clear  that
 legislation  in  respect  of  elections  to
 Parliament,  to  the  Legislatures  of
 States  and  to  the  offices  of  President
 and  Vice  President  ang  the  Election

 ‘Commission  35  within  the  jurisdic-
 tion  exclusively  of  Parliament—
 which  entry  is  contained  in  the  Union
 List  which  ig  referred  to  in  article
 2461),  If  Parliament  had  no  com-
 petence  to  legislate  on  this  Repre-
 sentation  of  the  People  (Amend-
 ment)  Bilt,  the  logical  conclusion
 to  which  one  would  come  is  that
 even  the  original  Representation  of  the
 People  Act  was  beyond  the  competence
 of  the  Parliament.  If  it  had  the  power
 to  pass  legislation  in  respect  of  regu-
 lation  of  elections  and  conduct  of
 elections,  it  has  power  to  amend  that
 law  giso.  And  that  is  what  this  Bill
 is  seeking  to  do.

 Coming  to  article  3  or  4  to  which
 reference  has  been  made,  it  is  a  far-
 fetched  argument.  An  attempt  was
 made  on  the  premise,  as  it  were,  that
 the  law  was  being  passed  only  for
 one  person.  Y  must  take  this  oppor-
 tunity  to  state  categorically  that  it
 is  not  made  for  the  purpose  of  the
 Prime  Minister’s  petition;  it  applies
 ta  petitions  pending  alike,  belong-
 ing  to  all  parties,  and  there  is  no
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 reason  why  one  of  the  petitions
 sheuld  not  be  of  the  Prime  Minister.
 Iam  dealing  with  the  argument  on
 article  l4—equality  before  the  law.
 That  was  one  on  which  he  was  rely-
 ing,  Equality  before  the  law  can  be
 said  to  have  been  denied  if  one  per-
 S80n  or  one  class  of  persons  had  this
 advantage  and  the  others  did  not
 have  it.  The  law  provides  that  this
 advantage  will  be  available  to  all
 persons  irrespective  of  who  those
 persons  are.

 SHRI  ATAL  BIHARI  VAJPAYEE:
 What  about  Mr.  Amarnath  Chawla?
 Will  he  have  the  same  advantage?

 SHRI  प्र,  R.  GOKHALE:  It  has
 nothing  to  do  with  this.  But  I  will
 dea]  with  that,  It  has  been  a  settled
 principle  that  when  a  law  is  made  to
 explain  the  real  intentions  of  Par-
 liament—it  has  been  made  not  once
 but  a  number  of  times:  even  the
 Constitution  has  been  amended  be-
 fore  for  that  purpose—it  igs  always
 the  practice,  and  I  think  it  is  the
 correct  practice,  that  the  case  in
 which  a  certain  decision  has  been
 taken,  in  which  a  party  has  benefited
 by  a  certain  decision,  should  not  be
 affected,  It  has  been  dealt  with  in  the
 Bombay  High  Court  judgment.  Par-
 liament  can  do  it,  but  as  a  matter  of
 prudence,  when  certain  things  had
 gone  before  the  court,  when  there
 was  a  dispute  between  two  parties
 and  one  party  had  benefited  by  the
 judgment  of  the  court,  that  party
 shquid  not  be  deprived  of  the  bene-
 fit  because  of  the  amendment  of  the
 law  that  has  taken  place  subsequent-
 ly.  The  proposed  Bill  expressly  ex-
 cludes  application  of  this  to  cases
 which  were  decided  by  the  Supreme
 Court  or  where  the  judgments  have
 become  fina].  That  anomaly  has  29
 relevance  to  the  question  of  legisla-
 tive  competence.  Legislative  com-
 patence  is  a  thing  which  has  to  be
 examined  looking  at  the  entries  in
 the  Union  List,  And  Parliament  has
 the  power  to  legislate  in  respect  of
 elegtions  ‘and  it  has  dene  that  in  the
 past.  This  is  9  Bill  to  amend  the  exis-
 ting  law;  this  is  intended  to  amend
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 the  legislation  which  is  in  existence.
 Article  14,  as  I  have  submitted,  has
 no  application  in  the  present  case
 and  still  less  article  13.  Article  3
 only  says  that  we  cannot  pass  a  law
 which  is  in  contravention  of  any  of
 the  Fundamental  Rights,  for  example.
 It  has  been  repeatedly  said  that  the
 Fundamenta!  Right  is  violated.  Pro-
 bably  the  reference  was  to  article  14,
 because  I  have  not  been  able  to  think
 of  any  other  Fundamental  Right,

 ओ  मु  लिये  मेने  ओर  कोई  आटिकल

 साइन  नही  किया  है  ।

 SHRI  H.  R.  GOKHALE:  You  heve
 cited  only  article  14.  If  article  i4  had
 been  violated,  then  article  3  would
 have  been  attracted,  There  also,  the
 question  of  legislative  competence  was
 not  there.  Legislative  competence,
 as  you  have  rightly  observed,  Sir,  is
 one  thing  and  Constitutionality  or
 being  ultra  wmres  is  another  thing
 But  since  these  matters  were  dealt
 with  in  the  arguments,  I  am  replying,
 to  them.  If  we  have  some  classifica-
 tion,  af  the  law  apphes  only  to  a  parti-
 culat  class  of  people,  if  it  picks  and
 chooses,  if  70  apples  only  to  a  parti-
 cular  individual  as  against  so  many
 others  who  would  be  governed  by
 different  laws,  then  article  4  will  be
 attracted.  But  here  it  is  not  so
 Therefore,  |  would  submit  that  neither
 alticle  3  nor  article  4  nor  any  other
 provision  of  the  Constitution  is
 attracted.

 There  was  a  reference  to  the  review
 provision,  article  37  or  89.  Now,  that
 realy  has  no  meaning  at  all.  That
 reference  has  no  meaning  at  all  be-
 cause  I  am  told  that  there  is  a  review
 petition  pending  in  the  Supreme  Court
 file  by  Shri  Chawla.  I  have  just
 been  told.  I  am  also  told  that  that
 review  petition  will  not  at  all  be  affect-
 ed  by  what  we  are  doing.  The
 Supreme  Court  will  not  decide  the
 review  petition  and  cannot  decide  the
 review  petition  on  the  basig  of  the
 law  that  it  being  passed.

 NOVEMBER  24,  3974  Bill  Introduced  276

 SHRI  SOMNATH  CHATTERJEE:
 If  Mr.  Chawla  hag  filed  a  review
 petition  ang  that  is  pending  and  if  the
 Supreme  Court  changes  the  decision,
 sought  to  be  nullified  by  the  present
 Bill,  why  should  we  anticipate  what
 the  Supreme  Court  will  decide?

 SHRI  H.  R.  GOKHALE:  He  has  got
 a  very  large  experience  in  review
 matters.  The  review  petition  has  been
 filed  and  it  has  not  been  admitted,  The
 Court  has  not  issued  a  notice.

 SHRI  SOMNATH  CHATTERJEE:  If
 the  review  petition  is  decide@  m  Mr,
 Chawla’s  favour....

 SHRI  मर.  R.  GOKHALE:  If  Mr.
 Chawla  succeeds  or  anybody  else  suc-
 ceeds,  it  has  nothing  to  do  with  the
 present  ordinance.  So,  there  is.  no
 point  ot  oider  actually  I  was  refer-
 ring  to.

 SHRI  SOMNATH  CHATTERJEE
 The  law  of  the  land  as  decIared  by  the
 Supreme  Court  with  regard  to  elertior
 expenses  you  did  not  accept  but  you
 accepted  in  the  case  of  Gulaknath.

 SHRI  Il  R.  GOKHALE.  Now,  the
 hon  Member  has  gone  to  another  pornt.
 Probably  he  is  referring  to  Art.  43  and
 च1  On  that  also  there  are  a  number
 of  decisions  I  have  got  one  ready  at
 hang  Just  now  where  for  example,  it
 has  been  said  that  even  where  an  inter-
 pretation  's  given  by  the  court,  if  the
 Parliament  feels  that  that  interpreta-
 tion  did  not  express  the  real  intention
 of  the  Parhament,  the  Parliament  can
 pass  a  law  to  negative  that  interpreta-
 tion,  That  has  been  done  a  number  of
 times.  Again,  that  has  no  relevance
 at  all  to  the  question  of  legislative
 competence.  I  would,  therefore  sub-
 mit  that  the  question  of  legislative
 competence  does  not  at  all  arise.

 A  reference  was  made  to  Art.  44  only
 so  that  the  proviso  to  the  rule  was
 attracted,  Otherwise,  neither  Art.  74
 nor  43  has  any  relevancy.

 SHRI  SOMNATH  CHATTERJEE:
 There  is  a  difference  between  Mr.
 Chawla  and  the  persons  whose  petition
 are  pending.
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 SHRI  8,  M.  BANERJEE;  We  are
 taking  from  the  hon.  Minister  that  no
 Article  has  been  violated  by  this  and
 80,  the  net  result  is  Mr.  Chawla  goes
 and  others  remain.

 MR.  DEPUTY-SPEAKER:  I  am  con-
 cerned  only  with  this  limited  question
 whether  this  Bill  will  be  outside  the
 legislative  competence  of  this  House.

 I  have  already  remarked  earlier  that
 the  constitutionality  or  unconstitu-
 tionahty  of  any  particular  law  is  not
 within  the  jurisdiction  of  this  House.
 That  is  to  be  decided  by  the  Court.
 Whether  it  violates  Art.  43  or  Art,  44
 or  Art.  137,  the  Court  will  decide  on
 thet  and  the  Law  Minister  has  given
 his  own  views  in  the  matter.  But  if
 is  quite  clear  that  this  is  not  outst:
 the  legislative  competence  of  this  Hoss
 ani  this  House  can  legislate....

 SHRI  SOMNATH  CHATTERJEE:  It
 is  morally  incompetent.  rr
 (interruptions)

 MR.  DEPUTY-SPEAKER:  This
 Huite  is  fully  competent  to  legislate
 on  this  matter..  (Interruptions).
 Therefore.  4  put  the  question  to  the
 House

 SEVERAL.  HON.  MEMBERS:  No,  no.

 MR.  DEPUTY-SPEAKER:  What  else
 ig  there  to  be  done  by  me?

 SHRI  MADHU  LIMAYE:  Let  us  all
 walk  out  including  the  Chair.

 SHRI  S.  M.  BANERJEE:  This  is  a
 fraud  on  the  Constitution.

 Shri  Madhu  Limaye  and  some  other
 hon.  Members  then  left  the  House,

 MR.  DEPUTY-SPEAKER:  Now,  the
 question  is:

 “That  leave  be  granted  to  intro-
 duce  a  Bill  further  to  amend  the

 Representation  of  the  People  Act,  1951.”

 The  motion  was  adopted.

 SHRI  प्र.  R.  GOKHALE;  Sir,  I  intro-
 duce  the  Bill.
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 STATEMENT  RE.  REPRESENTA-
 TION  OF  THE  PEOPLE  (AMEND-
 MENT)  ORDINANCE,  1974,

 MR  DEPUTY-SPEAKER:
 Gohale,  again.

 Mr.

 The  Minister  of  LAW,  JUSTICE  AND
 COMPANY  AFFAIRS  (SHRI  प्र.  R.
 GOKIHALE):  Sir,  I  beg  to  lay  on  the
 Table  an  Explanatory  statement
 (Hindi  ang  English  versions)  giving
 reasons  for  immediate  legislation  by
 the  Representation  of  the  People
 (Amendment  Ordmance,  I974,  as  re-

 quired  under  Rule  ae  (l)  of  the  Rules
 of  Producedure  and  Conduct  of  Busi-
 ness  in  Lok  Sabha.

 is  th  DEPUTY-SPEAKER:  Item  8-8
 relates  to  Shri  Joytirmoy  Bosu,  he  has
 written  that  he  has  been  waiting  and
 waitingf  and  he  cannot  wait  any  more
 ang  he  has  to  go  to  the  PAC  meeting,
 and  he  has  requested  that  this  may  be
 taken  uy  tomorrow.  That  is  up  to  the
 Speaker  to  decide.  But  he  has  made
 that  request.

 Now,  we  go  to  the  next  item.

 6  52  hrs,

 INDIAN  TELEGRAPH  (AMENDMENT)
 BILL

 MR  DEPUTY-SPEAKER:  Now,  we
 take  up  further  discussion  on  the  Indian
 Telegraph  (Amendment)  Bill

 DR  KAILAS  (Bombay  South)-rose.

 MR.  DEPUTY-SPEAKER;  Mr.
 Gowder-not  here.

 THE  MINISTER  OF  WORKS  AND
 HOUSING  AND  PARLIAMENTARY
 AFFAIRS  (SHRI  K.  RAGHU
 RAMAIAH):  Only  one  hour  has  been
 allotted  for  this  Bill  and  diready  two
 hours  have  been  taken  for  this.


