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[Shri P. R. Patel]

After all, Parliament has taken deci-
sions on many delicate questions, and
we, Members of Parliament, under-
stand our responsibilities, We know
how far to speak, and how far not to
speak. In this case, I am afraid that
justice will not be done to other parts
of the country. I wish that this mat-
ter is dicussed in the House, so that
we may know the facts of the case,
and then any decision may be taken.

Shri Kapur Singh (Ludhiana): May
I say a word of protest against the
manner in which some hon. Members
have dealt with this question, parti-
cularly the speaker who has just
spoken. He wants us to be precluded
from the discussion I want to make
my position clear, T would not oppose
a motion for adjournment on the
grounds which have been mentioned
by the hon. Minister, but this hon.
Member wants to preclude ug from
discussion on this ground that the
question is delicate, and that, there-
fore, this Parliament is not fit enough
to discusg it. Against thig I protest,
and I therefore say that the question
should be discussed.
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Shri S. M. Banerjee:
indefinite period?
clarify.

Is it for an
Let the Minister

Mr. Deputy-Speaker:
will operate,

The rules

The question is:

“That the debate on this resolu=
tion be adjourned.”

The motion was adopted.
15.13 hrs.
RESOLUTION RE. GOA

Shri Alvares (Panjim): I %eg fo
move . . .
Mr. Deputy-Speaker: Your resou-

tion is barred.
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Shri Alvares: The resolution can-
not be barred.

Shri Shivaji Rao S, Deshmukh (Par-
bhani): I rise on a point of order.

Before you glve any ruling that
the resolution ig barred, I beg of you
to consider that the resolution is not
on the same subject, and that it does
not deal with the same matter. Not
only the wording is different, but the
subject matter is different,

The Mover specifically wants the
attention of this House and the coun-
try to be directed to the results of
Goa's election and urges the imme-
diate merger of Goa alone, while the
resolution moved by Shri Sonavane
basically deals with the issue of natio-
nal integration and says that as a
means to national integration it is
essential that Government should take
necessary steps, particularly in regard
to the merger of the Union Territoris
of Goa and Nagar Haveli in Maharash-
tra, Pondicherry in Madras and
Daman and Diu in Gujarat, before the
next General Elections.

The subject matterg of the two
resolutions are different, and there-
fore this resolution is not barred.

Shri Nath Pal (Rajapur): May I
respectfully invite your attention to
the resolution which stands in the
name of Shri Peter Alvares?

Though there are similar words ap-
pearing in the two resolutions, the
essential content of Shri Alvares's re-
solution is different from that which
the House has just agreed to adjourn
consideration of.

Whereas an incidental effecet of the
earlier resolution is the merger of
Goa, it is the main purpose of this re-
solution and not an incidental effeci,
and it wants it to be brought about
on the basis of the verdict of the elec-
torate, The resolution gets barred
only if the two resolutions are jden-
tical. Here, T beg to state for your



2239 Resolution re:

consideration—I also know the rules—
that this resolution does not become
barred automatically, This resolu-
tion, therefore, can be moved, and
then we shall see what its fate is.

Mr. Deputy-Speaker:
got anything to say?

Have you

Shri Alvares: Yes, Sir, My reso-
lution is fundamentally different from
that moved by Shri Sonavane, He
goes into the question of inlegration,
and, as Shri Nath Pai, has very right-
ly pointed out, the merger of Goa with

Maharashtra is merely an in-
cidental issue in that connec-
tion, I have not raised, as

Shri Sonavane hag done, the question
of Nagar Haveli or Pondicherry or
Daman and Diu. 1 have confined my-
self merely to the issue of Goa, and to
the implementation of the electoral
verdict last December. Therefore,
these two resolutions have no rom-
mon purpose at all. One is the ques-
tion of integration, the other is the
question of an election verdict, and I
therefore say that my resolution
should not be barred,

Shri C. K, Bhattacharyya (Rai-
ganj): Though my hon. friends have
argued that the resolution of Shri
Alvares should not be barredq on
account of the adjournment of the
discussion of Shri Sonavane's resolu-
tion, I hold a different view,

Though the resolution of Shri
Alvares ig put in a different phraseo-
logy, substantially it is the same as
that of Shri Sonavane. There is no
substantial difference.

Shri S. M, Banerjee
Kindly read it again.

Shri C. K, Bhattacharyya: The only
difference is that Shri Sonavane ex-
tends the scope of his resolution be-
yond Goa to some other territories,
while the resolution of Shri Alvares
limits itself only to Goa. That is the
only difference. Goa comes within the
scope of Shri Sonavane’s resolution,
and so I say that by the adjournment
of discussion of Shri Sonavane's reso-

(Kanpur):
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lution, the resolution of Shri Alvares
hag been automatically barred.

Shri S, M. Banerjee: There is a
vast difference between the two reso-
lutions. I do not agree with my hon.
friend Shri Bhattacharyya when he
says that they are identical. Shri
Alvares's resolution is specific and
says: .

“This House is of opinion that
the elections in Goa to the Assem-
bly and Parliament are a clear
verdict of the electorate to merge
the territory of Goa with Mahara~-
shtra forthwith and therefore
urges upon the Government to
formulate a scheme in the matter
immediately.”

Shri Sonavane's resolution starts with
national integration, it concerns the
whole country, and includes parts of
the country which are Union Territo-
ries, namely Goa, as also other places
like Daman and Diu, Pondicherry etc.
So, Goa is only a part, and the whole
resolution is on national integration,
and it wants the constitution of a com-
mittee of Members of Parliament, and
hence the resolution of Shri Alvares
should not be rejected on the ground
that the two are identical.

May I also invite your attention to
the fact that there were two motions
before this House on the food situa-
tion; one was mine, and another, iden-
tical in purport but with some English
words changed, was in the name of
Shri Yash Pal Singh. I remember that
both the motions were admitted,
though they were identical in purport,
because they said they were some-
what different,

I can understand if the Home Mini-

. ster makes an appeal to Shri Alvares

and to the Members of the Opposition
or the Members of the ruling party
to support his move for adjournment
of discussion, and tries to persuade
them, but this resolution should not
be rejected on the ground that the two
are identical. They are not identical.
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[Shri S, M. Banerjee]

I can quote many rules and many ins-
tances on this, where similar motions
have been admitted.

Shri Nambiar (Tiruchirapalli): In
the resolution, consideration of which
has now been adjourned, it is stated
that a committee consisting of Mem-
bers of Parliament should be appoint-
od to chalk out a scheme etc. The
purpose of that resolution is to
appoint a committee, That commitiee
may even say ‘no” to the purpose in
view, may decide against merger. But
here, the resolution of Shri Alvares
says:

“Thiz House is of opinion that
the elections in Goa to the Assem-
bly and Parliament are a clear
verdict to merge the territory of
Goa with Maharashtra . . .".

The purport of this resolution is to
straightaway take action towards
merging. Therefore, the content,
scope and purpase and purport—every.-
thing ig different. That resolution
wantg the appointment of a committee
to discuss the question; the committee
may do anything whereas this resolu-
tion goes straight to the merger.
Therefore, to say that this is identical
with the other one is wrong and
therefore under no principle of any
rule or procedure this can be barred.
QOtherwise, it will be unjust.

Shri H. N. Mukerjee (Calcutta Cen-
iral): I think my first submission
should be that the very fact of these
two motions having been admitted by
the Speaker and having been chrono-
logically put on the list of the day is
itself evidence of the fact that they
are rather different, substantially
different in spite of what my hon.
friend Shri C. K. Bhattacharyya may
say. I say this because as has just
now been pointed out, the first Reso-
lution referred to the larger guestion
and the appointment of a committee
and all that kind of thing.

My second point is that when the
Home Minister intervened at an earlier
stage to suggest an adjournment he had
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merely told us in a vague and general
fashion that there were certain deli-
cate and difficult questions involved
and he would like that the matter be
not discussed at the present moment.
He did not vouchsafe to us the real
reasons behind it Somehow  the
majority in this House has accepted
him at his word and supported his
idea. But I find myselt in some diffi-
culty. I say this because this question
of Goa's merger with Maharashtra
which is the objective of the resolution
put forward by Mr. Alvares is being
noised about all over the place. Mem-
bers of the Cabinet, are discussing it.
my friend Shri Chavan had even given
a press statement on this matter. The
All India Congress Commities or som:
such comparable body recently had to
take notice of this matter and the
whole country is talking about it. The
Maharashtra members are discussing
it everywhere, in Parliament.  Just
because we sit down here together
from all parts of the country, we are
precludeq frem discussing something
which the whole country is discussing.
The papers are talking about it: the
Ministers are making comments about
it. Differences in the ruling party are
coming out and publicised. Only we
in this House are precluded by somec
interpretation of a wonderful regula-
tion from discussing this question. I
cannot understand either in substance
or in form or in logic or in justice any
reason which would mean the identifi-
cation of the two Resolutions and the
pushing out of this resolution, along
with the pushing out of the other re-
solution at the behest of the Home
Minister.

ot swrmEe men  (fawee)
3R o, ¥ AT FEAE AF 74T
FilIaF Ay @ wa g & fF
a0 & ¥Efrur oA O s
FTAF, qaF A7 frar & A AT
TEATET F1 U 79F §9 F gHOT W
fear &, T gFTE 0 qow  gAE
s o § | 9ger  wEETE o ofr
WET FT § IEEr  wgE faor 2
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“aeim wEE W gAT @1 AT
T AAAIE FTAEATE § ITFTAGF
fear & ‘a1 AT TH IFIT AUF
afeama & THT wETE F1 99 79
w7 ¥fmr g @ Al swaE OF
#& g @1 aF AT S T A
F44GT7 |

FAF 9% F FT AU NATT A7
3 ot Fmas FTaE T SEE €
f5 arfvame § IO FT CF FAE
TART AT AT TEE TFHFCT F IO
o A F2 fF oo A oo #®
#q faamam S0, AT qrE=EE & WS
§ &§ faemm omw) A wAm g e
o1 ®EEA Gedl # @d g gataq
TR gad afes, A 9 A
FT AT AGE ATGT, AEF AT THRT WIAT
q g1 AT

gafe ¥ faaga &, % = g
fagit fr o wEma & ar § smwmas
frar ¥, T8 weama & qT¢ § WY AreaTET
23 fw gawy w1 wafme fear sy
FT F GFTL ORI AT F W oar

eqFT 2T M | Al gEaral &
TE A WEAT AT | &ET 0 fAEed
g1

Dr. M, S. Aney (Nagpur): My sub-
missivn is this. There are two reso-
lutions. What should be geen in them
is this. What is the purpose of both
the resolutions. The purpose and
the purport have a great part to play
in understanding whether the two have
got something in common between
them or not. The first one referred
to certain parts of India and men-
tioned how they should be integrated
with India. Goa is also one of the
areas specifically mentioned. The
second one refers to Goa only. As it
is there in the earlier resolution also,
a decision on this has obviously been
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taken when the decision on the earlier
resolution was taken by the House.
Unless we are prepared to go back
on that decision, the question cannot
be reopened. You cannot acept this
Resolution unless you go back upon
the decision taken with regard to the
first one. It would be a contradictory
position for the Chair to take if you
do otherwise. From the common-
sense point of view and from the
point of view of our Rules also, the
decision taken on one is binding on
the other also, therefore its reopening
is barred.

Shri Koya (Kozhikode): I am sorry.
Mr. Deputy Speaker, to differ from
Dr. Aney. The purpose of the first
resolution is to appoint a committee
for complete national integration. The
question of Goa is an entirely inde-
pendent question from Pondicherry
and other areas. In the case of Goa
there is the verdict of the electorate—
they claim like that—to join Maha-
rashtra. To claim that both the reso-
lutions are one and the same will be
just like saying that the resolution on
the nuclear bomb is also an identical
resolution.

st frm Ao (2wt ) o sTreTS
wgRag A HEEY &1 A gEra @
98 @F qST gAE g 91X W fag &
W A AU g} A8 IEH A
g1 JAFFEgwOT agr waTw A @
A1 TG T o Ao Yo 1F &, IAT
& 98 NEIE 95d TEE w7 qF
2 safad w= & gere &) i
T T} A A g e & arv
#9t g e ¥ fr w3 vAw AT
T T5HT 0T T T

Shri Sonavane (Pandharpur): Sir,
I support the point of order of my
friend, Mr. Deshmukh and I shall read
rule 182 which seemg to operate in
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[Shri Sonavane]
this. When a resolution hag been
moved no reselution or amendment

raising substantially the same ques-
tion shall be moved within one year
from the date of the moving of the
earlier_resolution. That is the rule.
The cruttxl or material wording here
is: “substantially the same gquestion.”
We have to determine thig about the
second resolution. My answer is that
it iz not substantially the same gques-
tion. In my motion, 1 have raised the
question of national integration and
put forward an illustration and gaid
that certain steps should be taken to
merge this part of the country and
for effecting that a committee was sug-
gested. But in hig resolution, he has
pointed to the results of the general
elections in Goa; he wants that im-
mediately certain things should be
done. Therefore, the questiong rais-
ed in these two resolutions are dif-
ferent and they do not satisfy the re-
quirement of rule 182 which says:
“substantially the same question.”

Therefore, the point of order raised
should be upheld,

Shri P. R. Patel (Patan): The two
resolutions are the same. If they are
scrutinised, you will find that the first
resolution requireg the appointment
of a committee. What for? To take
necessary steps, particularly in regard
to the merger of the Union territories
of Goa and Nagar Haveli in Maha-
rashtra. ‘That is, for the merger of
Goa in Maharashtra. Leave aside the
question of Nagar Haveli. The se-
cond resolution ig practically the same.

Some Hom, Members: No, no.

Shri P. R. Patel: Please hear. Do
nol be perturbed.

Shri Somavane: He is getting the
third chance to speak.

Shri P. R. Patel: The second reso-
lution is the same: “....merge the
territory of Goa with Maharashtra
forthwith and therefore urges upon
the Government to formulate a scheme
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in the matier immediately.,” So,
these two resolutions are about the
merger of Goa. The Home Minister
was good enpugh to propose a motion
to postpone the discussion of the first
resolution, I am rather astonished why
the Government has not come with a
same motion in regard to the second
resolution.

An Hon. Member: It is barred.

Shri P. R. Patel: T am told that as
it is barred it is not necessary for the
Government to bring forward such a
motion for that resolution. So, I re-
quest you to realise that the points
covered by both the resolutions are
the same. In the first resolution there
ate five items. Goa is one of the five
items. All these had been postponed.
If that question is delicate, as we
should
not discusg the question of merger of
Goa and other places, the same ques-
tion would arise in regard to the
second resolution also. So, 1 feel that
the point of order raised is not pro-
per and the motion ghould be barred.

Shri Shinkre (Marmagoa): I think
that in between the two different atti-
tudes taken by hon. Members, the
suggestion offered by my hon, friend
Shri Prakash Vir Shastri may be
accepted, namely, the hon. Minis-
ter of Home Affairs should give some
sort of assurance that the Govern-
ment are seized of the problem and
that the problem will be considered in
its entirety, comprising Gea and other
Union territories. (Interruption).

Mr. Deputy-Speaker: That is a dif-
ferent matter.

Shri Shivaji Rao S. Deshmukh: 1
would like to say a few words.

Mr. Deputy-Speaker: There is no
right of reply. I have heard the
arguments on both sides. Rule 182
(1) reads:

“When a resolution has been
moved no resolution gr amendment
raising substantially the same ques-
tion shall be moved within one year
from the date of the moving of
the earlier resolution.”
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The main point for determination
+ not whether these two resolutions
are indentical or not. That is not the
point tg be determined. Again, the
guestion whether the resolution mov-
e by Shri Alvares is the same as
\he earlier one, as contemplated in
rule 182, is not alsg relevant. The
question is, as put by Dr. Aney, whe-
ther the objective covered by the re-
soiution of Shri Alvares is covered by
the resolution moved by Shri Sona-
vane or not. I hold that it has been
substantially covered ang it is subs-
tontially the same. There is no point
cf order and the resolution of Shri
Alvares is barred.

Shri Nath Pai: Sir. we are bound
‘i, abide by your decision. But on a
technical point, a very rmportant mat-
ter has been debarreq from being
discussed in the House. May I, there-
fore, at least expect from the Minis-
‘vr gn assurance that the Government
;¢ zeized of the matter? The matter
is delicate and it is urgent. Taking
mio consideration the overwhelming
support that the motion has got from
all sections of the House, may we
nave an assurance that the Govern-
ment will not follow dilatory tactics.
but, respecting the wishes of the
people of Goa, will take a speedy de-
cision on the matter? May we have
an assurance on that?

Mr. Deputy-Speaker: The rules of
the House will cover the resolutior.

Shri Nath Pai: I want a specific
answer from him. What is the reply?
It is not a matter of procedure.

Mr. Deputy-Speaker: The hon.
Member can meet the hon. Minister
later, Shri Kachhavaiya,
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15.35 hrs.

RESOLUTION RE. MANUFACTURE
OF NUCLEAR WEAPONS

ot gFW 9= §oEAW ([T
Jurens wgRw ¥ agq ¥ fafafas
qF0T 49 Fear § —

‘g aar F1 T 2 fE WTI T
F1 Afa® w=ay #1 [aAiy  FLAT
afea 1

Mr. Deputy-Speaker:
moved:

Resoiution

“This House is of opinion that
Government of India should ma-
nufacture nuclear weapons.”

The time allotted is an hour and
a half, i

st e wret (faswre )
#aigarg 5 mopafes farmr &
wrafeag waT o1 § 3¢ Z19w F a=mar
Sl

The Minister of State in the Minis-
try of Home Affairg (Shri Hathi): I
am here, The Prime Minister will
reply.

st gOH W FEAT | JIEAE
wEIed , Al g &1 § e fi e =
Ha ¥ AT T98T wHe A 6 fr g
aw v o7 offeafa &, g% 3 &
T FAT AY FATT GET A &, IAT
zv a7 F7 faepre farg, 3o F1o07 ATX
2w # ot ofcfeafe a1 gf e dw
F AWA AT AT I W F AR
¥gw @ ¥ fu femm omm
FTET TEEAT § AUAT T99T GFE F7 fF
AT FTHTC & OO T0  JATAT Mg
I%g gET AEI F I S 99Y
fear mar 1 gAY T W A faRw
gargo W s far o, WmF



