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QUESTION OF PRIVILEGE

Shri Vidya Charan Shukla (Maha-
samund): As you might recall, Sir,
1 gave notice of this privilege motion
on 10th May, 1965, but thig privilege
motion was kepl pending because this
malter was under the consideration of
one court or the other until recently
and only day before yesterday the
Supreme Court has dismissed the peli-
tion or the application for special leave
moved by the hon. Member, Shri
Madhu Limaye as untenable. So, I
would like to raise this question again
before the House.

Sir, as the House might remember,
Shri Madhu Limaye was suspended
from the service of the House for two
weeks on 8th April, 1965, by the mo-
tion made by Shri Satya Narayan
Sinha for unru'y behaviour, indecent
expression and for flouting the autho-
rity of the Chair and of the House. In
the wril petition filed by the hon
Member he affirmed by a court affida-
vit on vath of personal knowledge that
the disciplinary action taken against
him by the Speaker was really out of
malice and, therefore, mala fide, and
he was actually punisheq for raising
this question of discussion of the Lok
Sabha Secretariat Demands and for
having moved cut motions in that con-
nection. This is what Shri Madhu
Limaye sald in paragraph 10 of his
petition to the Punjab High Court:

“The day the petitioner receiv-
ed the above reply, there was an
uproarious scene in the Lok Sabha
and the petitioner was suspended
from the service of Lok Sabha for
two weeks on the motion maved
by the Minister of Parliamentary
Affairs, Shri Satya Marayan Sinha
and supported by the Leader of
the House, Shri Lal Bahadur
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Shastri. The action of the Speaker
in naming the petitioner and of
Shri Satya Narain Sinha in mov-
ing the aforesaid notice for his
suspension was not only against
the rules but mala fide. as he was
punished for ralsing the guestion
of discussing the Secretariat
Demands and for having moved
cut motions in that connection'

The gravity of this allegation becomes
all the more greater because these al-
legations against the Chair have been
made  de'iberately, The Atlomey-
General, while arguing this malter in
the Punjab High Court, said that this
was willul suppression and misrepre-
sentation of facty by the hon. Mem-
ber, who was the petitioner before the
court, and the High Court in its judg-
ment has repcaled the arguments of
the Attorncy General without making
any comments upon them.

Since the Presiding Officer repre-
sents the dignity authority of the
House these serious allegations against
him cause, in my opinion, a very
severe breach of privilege of  this
House. It is hikely that the hon. Mem-
ber might have levelled these serious
allegations against the Chair under
some misapprehensions. If the hon.
Member repents this  mistake and
wishes to tender an unconditional and
unqualificd apology to the House, then
1 submit that this matter may be
closed here, Sir, with our indulgence
and the indu'gence of the House, But
if, however, Shri Madhu Limaye is un-
willing to tender an unconditiona) and
unqualified apology. then T want to
move that this matter may be referred
by the House to its Privileges Com-
mittee for such judgment and action
as it may deem fit.

werw wRwy ;o wa A we fd
w3 wr g # 2

Shri Eapur Singh (Ludhiana): Sir.
may I raise a point of order concern-
ing the way in which the motion of
privilege has been raised. The point
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of order I want to raise is this. The
hon. Member has raised nu  specific
motion of privilege he has only ex-

pressed iwo aliernatives. Therefore,

this motion of  privilege js out of

order.

Mr, Speaker: When mala fide are
attributed to the Speaker....

Shri Kapur Singh; But he says that
if the hon. Member c¢xpresses uncon-
ditional apology

Mr. Speaker: That is about the ac-
tion that should be taken.

Shrl Kapur Singh: It is not for him
to suggest that; it is not within his
province.

Mr. Bpeaker:
privilege does not disappear merely be_
cause of that.

Shri Kapur Singh: The correct posi-
tion is that withoul moving a specific
motion of privilege he has suggested
two alternatives to the House.

Mr. Speaker: The breach of privi-
lege is one parl. That he has men-
tioned in the beginning of his speech.
In the latter part he has sugpested
what action the House should take. I
agree that it was notl for im to say
what action the House should take
that will be decided by the House
itself. But simply becaue he has
supgested that, breach of privilege
motion does not disappear or become
irregular in that respect.
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Some Hon. Members rose—

SBhri Hari Vishau Kamath {Hoshun-
gabad): He mentioned my namg in
the course of the points that he made.
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Shri 5. M. Banerjes (Kanpur):
I invite your kind attention to Rule
213 which says:

“A member wishing to raise a
Question of privilege shall give
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notice in writing to the Secretary
before the commencement of the
it 1g on the doy the question is
proposed to be raised. 1f the ques-
tion raised is based on a document,
the notice shall be accompanicd by
the document.”

Naturally what we do here is that, if
it is based on a newspaper report, the
newspaper is shown to you or sent
to you or any other document on which
it is based. For instance, Shri Homi
Daji had a document when he got some
paper from Indore that a Sub-Inspec-
tor or an Inspector of prlice had
behaved in & ver shabby manner; he
did not allow the particular petition
to be sent to the Lok Sabha. Here 1
believe my hon. friend, Shri V, C.
Shukla, must have given notice of
this and he must have supplied
some document on  which he
based his privilege motion. If the
document js his appeal to the Supreme
Court or his petition to the High Court,
ie. if a petition moved in a High
Court, whether a writ petition or u
petition on appeal, also becomes g sub-
joct matter of privilege, then I am

afraid it will be wery difficult
for any one—not only for a
member but even for a citizen--

to carry on. Here 1 want to re-
fresh my memory 1o this, when s'rie-
tures were pussed by the High Court
and many courts about the late Pratap
Singh Kairon, we wanted to ralse the
question in this House on the basis of
the strictures and I believe you had the
wisdom not to allow it. The functions
of the judiciary and those of Parlia-
ment are different.

Mr. Speaker: There is no eonfliet
between the functions of the judiciary
and those of the legislature.

Shri 8. M. Banerjoe: I am raising
this question because it will be very
difficult for any member of the House
to function; if he does not get justice,
he will not be able to go to the court.
Even our privileges have not been
properly codified. . ..

Mr. Bpeaker: ‘The hon. member
ought to distinguish an affidavit thst
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[Mr. Speaker.]
has been filed. He goes on talking
about going to courts; that is not the
question, (Interruptions.)

Shri §. M. Banerjee: The only ques-
tion before the House is whether, in
the petition or in the appeal, Mr,
Limaye has used some expression on
the conduct of the Speaker by saying
that he has mala fide inlentions or
some.hing like that. He hag used the
word ‘mala fide’ and that is the only
word to which my friend, Shri Shukla
has taken objection. In a court of law,
oither it is bona fide or mala fide. 1
am not g lawyer. After all what is
the meaning of mala fide? 1 say that
this will be a bad preccdent. I have
all respect for you and for this House,
but I say that thig will be a bad pre-
cedent. This is veing done by the
ruling party member with a venge-
ance, with the idea that, in future, if
I am punished by the Chair, 1 may
not defy the Chair. We have no idea
to defy you, Sir, but sometimes it 50
happens.

Mr. Speaker: 1 do not know whether
he has supported Mr. Limaye.

Shri 5. M. Banerjee: I am not sup-
porting Mr, Limaye, but 1 am support-
ing only the idea that a question in
the court of law should not be dis-
cussed here.

W WA (RO ) W
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Shri Kapur Singh: 1 most respect-
fully submit that this matter should
be further processed a litfle before
it is handed over to the Committee of
Privileges. As it seems to me, there
arc three questions to be  answered
before a final decision can be given
by this House or by you as to whether
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the matter is fit for guing to the Com-
mittee of Privileges. These three
questions are as follows —

The first is, whether the hon. mem-
ber, Shri Limnye, was entitled to go
to a court of law on the matter under
reference. To thig already a reply
has been given by the hon., member
himself that you yourself ruled and
answered to this question in the affir-
mative.

The second question is: is a right 1o
allege mala fide implicated by the
right to go to court. If my knowledge
of jurisprudence is to be relied upun,
then 1 think that a right to go to
court always implicates & right to
allege mala fide and it is a matler
between the individual concerned and
the court to see ax to  whether the
allegation was well made or wrongly
made and with what consequences.

The third question is: does a member
commit a breach of privilege by exer-
cising his right, his lawful rights. On
this also I think I have your authority
to say that you have ruled to me in
a case which I recently raised as a
question of privilege that, whenever
any citizen is acting in exercisc of his
lawful righls, no question of breach
of privile'g can arise.

I submit that il is in the light of
answers to these three questions that
vour final ruling should be given.

Mr. Speaker: I am rather surprised
that the issue should be confused.
Who says that a member does not
have the right to go to the court?
‘This is not that case that he could not
go to the court nor is this that seek-
ing redress there gives him the right
to allege mala fide, i.e, because he
can go to the court, he can also file an
afidavit that the Speaker hag acted

Shri Surendranath Dwivedy
(Kendrapara): True to his know-
ledge.

Mr. Speaker: Yes, true to his know-
ledge.

So the only question—1 am limit-
ing it—that can be referred to the
Committee js whether there was any
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justification tp allege mala fide in the
affidavit under the circumstances that
existed at that moment.

ot 7y formg . 3% 979 q1 1% 7
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Shri Hari Vishnu Kamath: May |
draw your attention to rule 2287....

Mr. Speaker: It should not take

long now,

Shri Daji (Indore): May I make
one submission? If you are going to
allow other Members, 1 hope You will
permit me also to make some sub-
missions

Mr. Speaker: All members cannot
get an opportunity.

Shri Hari Vishng Kamath: Under
rule 226, the House should consider
this matter before it is referred to the
Committee. That has been done be-
fore in this House. Before the mattler
is referred to the Privileges Committee
the House should discuss this matter.
Therefore, we want to discuss it now,

Mr. Speaker: Therefore, [ have
allowed this discussion. But that does
not mean that all members would get
the opportunity. The hon. Member
might say a few words.

Shri Harl Vishna Kamath: May 1
mike a brief submission?

At the outset, may I, by your leave,
try to clear an obscurity into which
my hon. friend Shri Madhu Limaye hag
let the jssue fall by stating that his
case at a certain stage was on a par
with mine.

You will be pleased to recollect the
incident that took place in August or
September, 1955. 1 think it was In
August, 1955 that the then Deputy-
Speaker, Shrj Ananthasayanam
Ayyangar who was in the Chair re-
fused permission to me to raise a
Point of order. Then again. | request.
®d him tp give me permission. But
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he persistently refused, and then I
said that 1 was sorry | could not
agree and I must be permitled 1o
raise the point of order. He then
asked me to withdraw from the House.
That was all. Then what happened
was that when | was aboul to with-
draw, some of my Congress {riends at
that time—not the Members who are
sitling here todsy on those Benches,
but the Congress Members at  that
time—-started g cacophonous cachinna-
tion, where upon 1 said ‘“fantastic
nonsense’. The Deputy-Speaker who
waos in the Chair wrongly thought
that I had addressed those words to
him. The House was good enough to
agree to name me' Later it was found
by the then Speaker Shri Mavalankar
that the action taken was not quile
correct, and he permitted me to make
a statement on the matter. The earlier
resolution or motion was ulso rescind-
ed later. Acharya Kripalani moved
in the House the next! day that that
motion be rescinded, and it was s0
rescinded. When T came back after
a week to the House, Shri Mavalankar
gave me permission to make a state-
ment on the subject, and he absolved
me of any blame.

Be that as it may now [ come to
the point at issue today. The right
of a Member, as you have rightly said,
to go to a court of law is not disputed,
on any issuc that pertains to the
Constitution. Rules 225 and 226 make
it clear as to what matter of privilege
can be raised here, and that should be
discussed here before it is referred to
the Privileges Committee. Rule 226
says that the House may consider the
matter before il s referred to the
Committee.

Now, may | submit that it is article
113 under which apparently my hon.
friend Shri Madhu Limayve went to
the High Court and then the Supreme
Court? He thinks that perhaps that
srticle invests him with the right to
g0 to court In case he thinks rightly
or wrongly that so far as the House ir
concerned, that article has fallen into
desuetude or has tended to fall into
desuetude.
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[Shri Hari Vishnu Kamath]
The point thal now arises is, as has

been said by my hon. friend Shri
Vidya Charan Shukla, that in the
affidavit mala fides, and if 1 have

heard him aright, malice . . .

Shri Surendramath Dwivedy: Out
cof malice,

Shri Harli Vishou Kamath: ... ...
Mala fides, that is, bad faith, has
been attributed to you. Therefore, the
House must consider how far it be
wrong for any Member to attribute
mala fides to the Speaker inside the
House or outside the House, whether
it is in the House when we refer to
your rulings or outside the House in
a courl of law.

I believe that it is wrong to im-
pute mala fides or bad faith to you.
We may not agree with your ruling,
as we have said often that we do not
agree with your ruling, but  willy-
nilly we bow to the ruling, and we do
not atiribute any malice or any mala
fides to your judgements or lo your
rulings. Therefore, T would however
submit that the offence or the mistake
or the blunder which has been ap-
parently committed, in my humble
judgment, by my hon. friend Shri
Madhu Limaye would be (may T use
the word ‘purged’) purged, i[—I am
nol compelenl to advise him, but if
I may make a humble suggestion—
today in the House he cxpresses his
regret for what he has said, for hav-
ing attributed wmala fides to vou, that
he did not mean whot he said, If
he does cxpress regret to you for
having #ttribu'ed mala fides to you.
I submit that the milter may not be
referred to the Committee of Privi-
leges of the House.

Shri Daji: Since the right of going
to "2 court has been accepted, I
wouid say that 1 disagree with my
hon. friend Shri 8. M. Banerjee and
my very able friend Shri Kapur Singh
when they say that the right to go to
;it;u-t includes the right to allege mala

e,
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An hon. Member: Otherwise, why
should a person go to court?

Shri Daji: That would be an ex-
tremely dangerous precedeni. It may
be that this time it is a Member of
the Opposition who is invoived. But
if this precedent were to be vstablish-
ed then it would mean that in future
any Member may allege anything
against any other Member in an affi-
davit and then go to court against that
other Member, and there would be no
remedy then. Such a position is not
possible,

The legal test would be this, a citizen
is free to allege anything before =
court but if the thing is not proved
before the court, the aggrieved party
has the right to go in for defamation
proceedings; so, if an action for defa-
mation would lie, it would amount to.
and include also an action for breach
of privilege. That would be the legal
position.

The position will have to be further
studied by the Committee. But what
I want to point out to you and to the
House is this. My hon. friend Shri
Madhu Limaye has not done justice
to his own case. If only his letter
to you had been read out, it would
have been found that his letter was
much more courtcous and much more
cogent, than the speech of my hon,
friend Shri Madhu Limaye,

I would like to submit to the House
through you, Sir, two or three points.
Firstly, if mala fides werc alleged.
they were not pressed at the time of
argument. The arguments on mala
fide were totally dropped when he
went to the Supreme Court for leave
to appeal against the order of the
High Court. Even in the High Court.
this argument about mala fides was
not pressed. When he went to the
Supreme Courl also, he very properly
and very rightly dropped the question
of mala fide.

o 7y fomd " 2w 7T 9 o
LR
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Shri Daji: Even in the petition to
the High Court, no specific prayer was
bas#d on the allegation of mala fide.
I am very clear about it that the alle-
gativn of mala fide was a very unfor-
tunate a legation, and [ resent it
That allegation was  only made in
passing in the petition drafted in &
hurry and huff, and, therefore, in his
letter he almost implies that since the
matter was nol pressed by him fur-
ther, we should not catch hold of just
one sentence in the affidavit, which
was not followed up in the High Court
and the Supreme Court and we should
not beat about a dead horse.

It is only from that angle that I
would submit this, since the matter
has been brought up by the Member
himself. After having alleged a thing
in the affidavit, if it is not pursued In
the High Court and the Supreme
Court, then it means that the thing
i3 dropped as it were. If you allege
a thing in a petition but do not press
it at the time of argument, then legal-
ly you almost concede the point and
you a'most leave il oul. Since that
point ‘was nol pressed further, [ do not
think that much purpose would be
served by further beating 5 dead
horse,
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Shri N. Dundeker (Gonda)l: This
matter has troubled me a great deal
right from the time when Shri Shukla

NOVEMBER 29, 1965

Privilege 4420
first brought this motion. I think some.
time in May. I belicve—] have not
before me the text of the motion—he
raises the question of breach of privi-
lege on two grounds. The first is that
Shri Limaye dared to go to the High
Court and take legal action in the
matter itself. and secondly, that in
referring 1o the Speaker he used the
expression ‘mala fide' which is
doubtledly there, in his affidavit.

un=

On the first point, it is quile clear
that there is no question of any pri-
vilege involved. As regards the
second, I think it is definitely regret-
table that Shri Limuaye whatever the
background of the occasion, whatever
the heat generated, however excited
he might have been, should have used
the expression ‘mala fide' in relation
to the Speaker.

But T would like to add also, in ex-
tenuation of the situation, that it
would appear that he did not use the
expresglon ‘mala fide® with intent.
This is clear from the fact that he did
not press it before the High Court and
did not even mention it in his appeal
to the Supreme Court. I believe in
his letter to you it has been made
quite clear that he felt he was obvi-
ously in the wrong. [ fee] therefore
that if Shri Limaye would express his
regret for having used an expression
of that kind, obviously without intent,
the matter ought to come to an end.

Shri Bade (Khargone): While re-
ferring the matter to the Privileges
Committee, my submission is that first
you have to decide whether there is a
breach of privilege if a man says
something in the court and if a man
says something outside the court. Sup—
pose Shri Limaye said it outside the
court, what would be the result? Sup-
pose he says it before the court, what
would be the consequence?

Besides, while pressing his petition,
he never used the word ‘mala fide'. If
he says something ‘mala fide’ against
the Speaker in the court, the court
will surely punish him. But whether
we can also punish him is the gques-
tion.
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Therefore, if the intent was mnot
there, he should at least express his
regret. [ sincerely and honestly be-
lieve that when a certain person uses
the expression ‘mala fide' about a res-
pectable person, certainly it is rather
defamatory. So I would request Shri
Limaye to express his regret, to say
that it was a misapprehension and he
regrets it.

Shri Shinkre (Marmagoa): May T
say a word?

Mr. Speaker: We should not go on
endlessly.

I have to repeat, again and again,
that the issue should be clearly ap-
preciated. It is not a matter only of
the petition—probably the petition
would not have mattered as much In
view of the subsequent circumstance
that he did not press the point. It is
the affidavit where one has to say that
‘it is to my personal knowledge and
belie. ‘Personal knowledge'—that is
what is objectionable, nothing else.

Then too, I have no rancour in my
mind, nor do | want to punish Shri
Limaye. I have no bias against him.
But I would like to ask whether from
all that has been said in his speech,
any Member understood that he was
expressing any kind of regret.

Shri Shinkre: May | submit ....

Mr, Speaker: Even now, I am pre-
pared to recommend to the House
that if he expresses his regret, it
should be accep ol

Shri Shinkre: May I submit one
word?
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The Deputy Mindster in the Mimis-
try of Law (Shri Jagamatha Rao):
The question we have to consider now
is a very simple and straight one.
The allegation made by Shri Madhw
Limaye in his writ petition 231/65 to
the Punjab High Court would really
amount to a breach of privilege. I do
not for a moment contend that his
conduct in going to the court would
per ge amount to a breach of privi-
lege. Reference may be made to para
10 of the petition where he says:

“Thal the day the petitioner re-
ceived the above reply, there was
an uprurious scene in the Lok
Sabha and the petitioner was sus-
pended from the service of ok
Sabha for two weeks on the
molion moved by the Minister of
Parliamentary Affairs, Mr. Satya
Narain Sinha, supported by the
Leader of the House, Mr. ILal
Bahadur Shastri. The action of
the Speuker in naming the petli-
tioner and of Mr. Satya Narain
Sinha in moving the aforesaid
notice for his suspension was not
only against the Rules but mala
fide, as he was punished for rajs-
ing the question of discussing the
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{Shri Jaganatha Rao)

Secrctariat Demands and for his
having moved cut motions in that
connection™.

This is manifestly not true. If you
wou'd kindly refer to the proceedings
of the Houss of the Bth April 1965, you
would find that there was a brief in-
terlude after the question hour which
followed a statement made by the
Minister of External Affairs about the
proposed’ visil of Mr. Phizo to China.
You wi'l find there that the hon.
Member questioned the policy of Gov-
ernm.ent  and characterised it as
napumsnk, impotent. This was fol-
lowed by interruptions and noisy
scenc: and the Member was named.
8hri Satya Naravan Sinha, Minister of
Parliamentary Affairs, then moved
the following motion:

“That Shri Madhu Limaye, a
Member of this House, and named
by the Speaker, be suspended
from the =crvi-e of the House {or
a fortnight”.

There were further interruptions.
Later the Prime Minister also inter-
vened and suid:

"I feel that it would have some
effect. We are entirely—of course,
on behalf of the Government, 1
need not say that—behind you and
you have nur fullest support. In
regard to this particular dav, to
this situation, T think what the
hon. Minister of Parliamentary
Affairs has proposed iz perfectly
correct and it should he placed
before the House™

The hon. Member's writ petition 1s
not only against the Speaker. but
against two Members of the House,
namely. the Teader of the House and
the Minister of Parliamentary Affairs,
and al=o ngainst an officer of the
House, the Secretary. Lok Sabha; each
by itself casts 2 reflection on the
dutles of all or any one of these per-
sons amounts to a breach of privi-
lege. Attributing mals fides to the
Speaker in para 10 ftantamounts to
casting reflections on the Speaker.
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Refleclions on the character of the
Speaker and accusativn of partiality in
the discharge of his duty constitute
a breach of privilege and are punish-
able as such. As I said, there are also
reflections on the Members, as also
action against the Secretary of Lok
Sabha.

All these matlers relate to the in-
ternal proceedings of the House in
which you are supreme within the
four walls of the House. The decision
may be right or wrong, but it is final,
it is binding on the e¢ntire House, It
is the duty of every Member of the
House to respect you, and in doing so,
we respect ourselves, we respect the
dignity of the House.

Both the Circuit Bench of the Pun-
jab High Court and the Suprcme
Court dismissed his petition, and
thereby upheld the decision of the
Chair.

It is a fit case where we should
refer it in the Privileges Committee
or leave il to the decision of the
House itself

Shri Vidya Charan Shukla: The
real test whether the allegation of
mala fidee agiin=t the Chair was made
by him uninteniionally or intentional-
ly is whether he is prepared to tender
an un-onditiona) apology to the House.
If he made this allegation against the
Chair unintentionally and in a huff as
hon. Shri Daji said, then there should
be no objcction on his part to tender
an apology . . .

An bon Unconditional
apology.

Shri Vidva Charan Shukla:
unconditinnal apology for a thing thhl
he commitled unintentionally and in
a huff, but ;f he is not prepared to
tender an apology to the House for
things which he did unintentionally
or de’iberately. the only course left
to us is to send this matter to the
Privileges Committee, where all those
matters can be considered and a deci-
sion taken in a cool atmosphere.

Member:
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Mr. Speaker: Now there 8 a
motion that the matter be referred to
the Privileges Committee.

Probably those Members who plead-
ed that if he expressed regret It

might be dropped—and I was prepar-
ed for that—now have nothing to say
about that.

I may also make it clear . . .
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Mr. Speaker: | am only referring
the limited question of his allegation
that the Speuaker, the Minister of Par-
liamentary Affairs as well as the Prime
Minister acted maia fide, only this
much whether this amounts 1o &
breach of privilege or not. The Com-=
mittee shall only confine their atlen-
tion to this enquiry; other matters are
not being rcferred to the Committee,
they are not to go into them.

Those in favour may kindly say

“Aye",

Some bon. Members: Aye.

Mr. Bpeaker: Those against may
kindly say “No™. '

Some hon. Members: No.

Mr. Speaker: The Ayes have il.

w® AT AR AL
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that a division should take place. The
Ayes have it, the Ayes have it

Shri Nath Pai (Rjapur): The
only point o be refeired is mala fides
against the Speaker, and not the Prime
Minister.

Mr. Speaker: Wiy not?

Shri Nath Pai: That came at a
later stage. We can allege any time
mala fides against the Govornment.
You heard everyvbody very carefully.
Those who disagree are of the view
that it should be only in repard 1o the
use of mala fide in the context of the
Speaker. [ have every right. [ ac-
cuse them every day of mala fides. Tt
should be limited only to the Speaker.

Shri Hari Vishnu Kamath: We do
it inside as well as outside the House,

Shri Vidya Charan  Shukla: Is
there a division or not?

Mr. Speaker: He says he does not
press.

Shri Vidya Charan Shukla: Once
you have called for a division, it
cannot be cancelled like this.

Mr. Speaker: Lit the lobbies be
cleared . The lobbies have been
cleared.

Shrl Har: Vishno EKamath: Whot s
th: issue we are voting upon?
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Mr. Speaker: I find from the ap-
plication of Shri Vidya Charan
Shukla that first he has said that Shri
Madhu Limaye was wrong in going to
the Court, or the Judges were wrong
in issuing those notices. [ am not
referring that to the Committee.

The third paragraph was:

“The allegation of mala fides
and malice made by Shri Madhu
Limaye against the hon. Speaker
of the Lok Sabha constitutes a
very severe breach of privilege.”
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Then the only question before the
House is this: whether Shri Madhu
Limaye committed a contempt of the
House or a breach of privilege by al-
leging mala fides against the Speaker
of the Lok Sabha.

Shri Harl Vishnu Kamath: The al-
legation of breach of privilege should
be referred, not that he has commit-
ted. That should be decided by the
‘Committee.

‘Mr. Speaker: Yes, the allegation.
The question is:

“That this matter be referred to
the Committec of Privileges™.

“Bome hon, Members: Ayc.

Some hon, Members: Aye.

Mr, Spesker: Those against will
say “No"

The Ayes have it, the Ayes have it

The motion was adopted.
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13,18 hrs,
MESSAGES FROM RAJYA SABHA

Secretary: Sir, I have to report the
following messages received from the
Secretary of Rajya Sabha:—

(1) “In accordance with the
provisions of rule 127 of the
Rules of Procedure and Con-
duct of Business in the Rajya
Sabha, [ am directed Lo in-
form the Lok Sabha that the
Rajya Sabha, at its gitting held
on the 25th November, 1965,
agreed without any amend-
ment to the Cardamom Bill,
1985, which was passed by
the Lok Sabha at its sitting
held on the 17th September,
1965.

(2) In amecordance with the pro-
visions of sub-rule (6) of rule
186 of the Rules of Procedure
and Conduct of Business in
the Rajya Sabha, I am direct-
ed to return herewith the Ap-
propriation (No. 5) Bill, 1965,
which was passed by the Lok
Sabha at its sitting held on
the 18th November, 1965, and
transmitted to the Rajys
Sabha for its pecommenda-
tions and to state that this
House has no recommenda-
tions to make to the Lok
Sabha in regard to the sald
BilL”

REPORT OF RAILWAY CONVEN-
TION COMMITTEE

Shri S. V. Krishnamoorthy Rao
(Shimoga): I beg to present the Re-
port of the Railway Convention Com-
mittee, 1985



