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FIRST REPORT OF THE COMMITTEE OF PRIVILEGES 
(SEVENTH LOK SABHA) 

I. Introduction and Procedure 

I, the Chairman of the Committee of Privileges, having been 
.authorised by the Committee to submit the Report on their behalf, 
present this their First Report to the House on the question of 

Iprivilege raised1 by Shri Jyotirmoy Bosu, M.P., against Shri J. R. D. 
Tata, former Chairman, Air India, regarding certain remarks made 
by him in a press interview to the P.T.I. as reported in the news-
papers on 29 May, 1979, regarding Committee on Public Undertak-
ings and its Reports on Air IncUa, and referredl to the Committee 
.by the House on 2 February, 1980. 

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

3. At their first and second sittings held on 28 March and M 
April, 1980, the Committee considered the matter. 

4. At their third sitting heM on 6 June, 1980, the Committee de-
-cided that in the first instance, Shri J. R. D. Tata be asked to appear 
before the Committee for oral evidence. The Committee directed 
that Shri J. R. D. Tata might also be asked to submit a written 
statement to the Committee, if he wished to state anything In addi-
tion to what he had staten in his earlier letter addressed to the 
'.Speakcr. 

5. At their fourth sitting held on 12 July, 1980, the Committee 
-examined on oath Shri J. R. D. Tata. 

6. At their fifth, sixth and seventh sittings held on 4 and 12 
August and 6 September, 1980, the Committee deliberated on the 
matter ann arrived at their conclusions. 

7. At their eighth sitting held on 5 May, 1981, the Committee 
~onsidered their draft Report and adopted it. 

.. - ---.-.- -------------- --------
1. L.S. Deb., dt. 29-1-1980, ce 1S.14. 
2. Ibid .. dt, 2-2-1980, ce. 1-2. 
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II. Facts of the case 

8. Shri .Jyotirmoy Bosu gave notice8 of a question of privilege, 
dated 22 January, 1980, against Shri J. R. D. Tata, former Chairman 
of Air India, in regard to certain remarks made by Shri Tata on 
28 May, 1979, in a press interview to the P. T. I., reporten in certain 
newspapers' on 29 May, 1979, in respect of the 42nd, 52nd and 53rd 
Reports of the Committee on Public Undertakings on Air India. 

In his notice, 8hri Jyotirmoy Bosu stated, inter a.lia, as follows:-

"The Committee on Public Undertakings on the basis of evl· 
dence written and oral-and after factual verifications 
from Air India, from the Ministry of Civil Aviation ami 
Tourism submitted three Reports. In its narration and 
recommendations certain lapses, failures etc. as revealed 
through evidence on the part of Air India were pointed 
out. 

Shri J. R. D. Tata on 28th May, 1979, in a Press intervjew 

'

made certain most derogatory remarks with regard to 
Members of Parliament, Members of the Public Under-
taking Committee (6th Lok Sabha) ann its Chairman. 

He went to the extent of saying: 

'It also provides its own sad evidence of how far or should 
I say, how low, some elected representatives of the 
people are prepared to go to satisfy political or ideolo-
gical ends irrespective of the harm and loss of prestige 
thereby caused not only to those so unfairly attacke«t 
but also the Public Sector on the whole'. 

I do not think in the history of this Parliament such vilifica-
tion in so contemptuous a language has been done by a 
single individual. Perhaps, the money power has got 
into his head and as a result through the statement, be 
wanted to make a mockery of Parliament and the Parlia-
mentary system. 

This is a clear case of breach of privilege of the worst type." 

3. See Appendix Y. 

4. See news report in the TimAt. of India and other newspapers 
dated 29 May, 1979, containing the impugned statement. The re-
levant news report which appeared in the Time. of lndi4, dated 29 
May, 1979. il'l reproduced at AppencUx n. 
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9. On 2 February, 1980, the Speaker made the following observa-
tionall in the House:-

"Shri Jyotirmoy Bosu, M.P., had given notice of question of 
privilege against Shri J. R. D. Tata, fonner Chairman of 
Air India, regarrling alleged 'derogatory remarks with re-
gard to Members of Parliament, members of the Public 
Undertakings Committee (Sixth Lok Sabha) and its 
Chairman', made by him in a Press statement issued by 
him on 28 May, 1979. 

This notice had come up during the last Lok Sabha and the 
then Speaker had given his consent under Rule 222 and 
the matter was referrec\ thereafter on a motion in the 
House to the Committee of Privileges. Before, however, 

I, the Committee of Privileges could give their Report, the 
Lok Sabha was dissolved. Since Shri Jyotinnoy Bosu, 
who had moved the matter in 1979, is pressing Jt again, I 
give my consent under rule 222". 

Thereafter, the House adopted the following motion moved' by 
Shri Jyotirrnoy Bosu:-

"That the motion of breach of privilege against Mr. J. R. D. 
Tata be sent to the Privileges Committee". 

Proceedings in Sixth Lok Sabha. 

10. During the Sixth Lok Sabha, when Shr,i Jyotirmoy Boau and 
some other members gaVie similar notices on the above matter, Shrl 
J. R. D. Tata was asked, unc\er Speaker'. direction, to state what 
he might have to say in the matter for consideration of the Speaker. 
A written statement', dated 3 July, 1979, was received from Shrl 
J. R. D. Tata on 6 July. 1979. 

11. The matter was also referred to the Chairman, Committee 
on Public Undertakings, under Speaker's directfon to ascertain the 
opinion of the Committee on Public Undertakings before the 
Speaker decldec\ the admissibntty of the notices of question of 
privilege. 

1%. The Chairman, Cottunlttee on Public Undertaldn~ ih a note-
dated 3 July, 1979, submitted to the Speaker 1t8~ the polition alld 

5. L.S. Deb., dt. 2-2-1980, cc. 1·2. 
8. Ibid. 
7. See Appendix m. 
8. See Appendix IV. 



... 
the views of the Committee on Public Undertakings in regard to 
those notices, which read, inter aLiG, as follows:-

"It will be seen from the above tbat the observations made by 
Shri J. R. D. Tata in the statement pubUsbef\ widely in 
the Press on 29th May, 1979, in regard to the functioning 
of the Committee on Public Undertakings (1978-79) and 
~e~~:r~hairman of the Committee ap~ea:~~_~ un-

--~.- . . . 
"As the aforementioned statement of Shri J. R. D. Tata .... 

, reflect on the character of the Committee and tend to 
; diminish the respect due to it, the notices deserve to be 
( gone into as a roatter of privilege". 

, 18. On 9 July, 1979, when the matter was raised in the House, 
the Speaker, while referring the matter to the Committee of Privi-

i leges ruled9, inter alia. as folloWB:-
I 

\ "I have carefully gone through the proceemngs-the notices 
given by the hon. Members of this House .... In tbese 
proceedings, important questions arise for consideration. 
In his statement Shri J. R. D. Tata, while expressing re-
gret in respect of some portions of his statement which 
is the subject matter of these proceedings has justified 
various other aspects mentioned in his statement. He has 
taken the stand that the impugned portions of the 
statement except in regard to those matters on which he 
has expressed regret were made in public interest and, 
therefore, they do not impinge on the privilege of any 
Member of Parliament. In this connection, he has relied 
on the opin.ton expresser\ by the Privileges Committee of 
British Parliament in its Report submitted on 1st Septem-
ber, 1967. It is not for me to go into the correctness or 
otherwise of the stand taken by Shri J. R. D. Tata. These 
are matters which are to be gone into by the Committee 
of Privileges if the House grants leave. In my opinion 
this is a fit case to grant consent under rule 222 of the 
Rules of Proceedure and Conduct of Business In Lok 
Sabha. Accordingly, I give my consent to the motions .... 

There are a number of privilege motions on this. I am send-
ing all those to the Committee". 

14. However, before the Committee of Privileges (Sixth Lok 
Sabba) could consider the above matter and present their Report 
to the House thereon, the matter lapser\ consequent On the dissolu-
tion of the Sixth Lok Sabba on 22 August, 1979. 

9. L.S. Deb., dt. 9-7-1979, ce. 279-80. 
------- -
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15. When the matter was sought to be raised10 again in the 
Seventh Lok Sabha by Shri Jyotinnoy Bosu, M.P., on 29 January, 
1980, Shri J. R. D. Ta.ta addressed a letter1' dated 1 February, 1980 
to the Speaker, Lok Sabha. 

16. The matter was referred by the House to the Committee of 
Privileges on 2 February, 1980, as indicated in para 9 above. 

Ill. Finding and Conclusion of the Committee 

17. The Committee examineri on oath Shri J. R. D. Tata on 12 
~ July, 1980, During the course of his evidence, Shri Tata tendered 
r apology more than once. As a matter of fact in the very beginning 
l of his evidence he stated that he had nothing to add to the letters 

written by him to the Speaker in July 1979 and on 1 February, 
1980, "except to express sorrow". Even in the letters to the Speaker, 
Shri Tata had expressed regret In respect of some portions of his 
statement. In his evidence before the Committee to a specific 
(Juestion: "Did you, or did you not say": 

"It provides its own sad evidence of how far or, shall I say. 
how low some elected representatives of the people are 
prepared to go to satisfy their political or ideological ends, 
irrespective of the harm and loss of prestige thereby 
caused not only to those so unfairly attacked but also to 
the public sector as a whole". 

Shri Tata replied: "I sairi this, undoubtedly, and I have apologis-
ed for it." ';"'"" . -;; ..... ''''; . , 

Again a question was put, "though apology would not be a 
weapon of defence, do you even at this stage feel that what you 
have said is wrong and are you prepared to tender your unqualified 
and unconditional apology for the words useri and about which you 
have been given notice that they are derogatory to the honour of 
the Committee and the members?" And the reply of Shri Tata was, 
"Ofcoune, I thought I had done so. I unconditionally withdrew 
them and I unconddtionally apologised for them. Unrtoubtedly so. 
In my ignorance purely as a citizen and as a businessman, I did not 
realise that these words could be interpreted as an attack on tht!' 
Parliament and I withdraw them." 

At the end of the evidence Shri Tata again rapeateri, ·'if I used 
any words derogatory to Parliament, or Its Committee, of course, I 
unconditionally apologise." 

10. [bid., dt. 29-1-1980, cc. 13-14. 
11. See Appendix V. 

---- _ .. _--._---
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18. While what has been quoted above wow.d. tedect the urge of 
8hri Tata to sincerely uphold the dignity of Parliament, its Com-
mittee and the Members, it cannot be overlooked that his evidence 
at oft places bristles with slight contradictions. The Committee feel 
that his evirlence should be read and construed as a whole rather 
than portions being torn out of context. It is in this context that 
the Committee think it appropriate to arrive at a proper conclusion 
I after taking all the facts into consideration. The Committee feel 
that it adds to the dignity of one and all if power in a democratiC' 
system is exercised with restraint; the more powerful a body or 
institution is, the greater restraint is called for particularly in exer-
cising its penal jurisdiction. 

19. The Committee are of the view that, considering the totality 
of the facts and circumstances of the case, including the apology 
tenrlered by 8hri J. R. D. Tata during his evidence before the Com-

P mittee, the House would best consult its own dignity by taking no 
;,. further notice of the matter. 

IV. Recommendation of the Committee 

20. The Committee recommend that no further action be taken 
by the House in the matter and it may be dropped. 

NEW DELHI; 
May 5, 1981. 
VaiBakha 15, 1903 (Saka). 

HARINATHA MISRA; 
Chait'm4ft.. 

Committee of Privilege&. 



----,-.-_. .,---------_. 

MINUTES 

'-- ---------- ---.. -----_ .. _--_.-



I 
FirstSittin, 

New Delhi) Friday, 28 March, 1980 

The Committee sat from 16.00 to 16.25 hours. 

5hri Harinatha Misra-Chairman 

MEMBERS 

2. Shri R. L. Bhatia 
3. Shri Somnath Chatterjee 
4. Shrl G. L. Dogra 
5. Shri George Fernandes 
6. Shrimati Sheila Kau! 
7. Shri Jagan Nath Kaushal 
8. Shri A. A. Rahim 
9. Shri P. Venkatasubbaiah 

SBCRBTARlAT 

Shri M. P. Gupta-Seni01' Table OjfiCe1' 

2. At the outset, the Chairman welcomed the memberl of the 
Dew Committee and the members introduced themselves. 

a The Chairman then mentioned that a question of privilege 
raised by Shri Jyotirmoy BoI'l1, M.P., against Shri J .R.D. Tata 
was referred to the Committee by the House on 2 February, 198(). 
The Chairman suggested that a suitable date might be flxad for 
the next sitting of the Committee to consider that matter. 

4. The Committee decided that the next sitting of the Commit-
tee to consider the above matter might be held on ThUl'lday, at 
April, 1980, at 11 AM. If necessary, the Committee might aJao. 
meet at 3 P.M. on that day. 

9 
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5 The Committee directed that a Memorandum on the subject 
might be prepared and circulated to the members of the Commit-
Ilee well in advance of the next sitting of the Committee. 

The Committee then adjoumed. 
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Seeond Sittin, 

New De.lhi, Thursday, 24 April, 1980 

The Committee sat from 11.00 to 12.30 hours. 

Shri Harinatha Misra-Chairman 

MEMBERs 

2. Shri R L. Bhatia 
3. Shri R. R. Bhole 
4. Shri Somnath Chatterjee 
5. Shri G. L. Dogra 
6. Shri George Fernandes 
7. Shri Ram J ethmalani 
8. Shrimati Sheila Kaul 
9. Shri Jagan Nath Kaushal 

10. Shri Vikram Mahajan 
11. Shri A. A. Rahim 
12. Shri Dharam Bir Sinha 
13. Shri P. V<.>nkatasubbaiah 
14. Shri Vijay Kumar Yadav 

SEcRETARIAT 

Shri K. K. Saxena-Chief Exam'iner Of Bills and Resolutions 

Shri M. P. Gupta-SeniOT Table Officer 

2. The Committee considered the question of privilege raised 
by Shri Jyoti'rmoy Bosu, M.P., against Shrt J. R. D. Tata, former 
Chairman, Ai!' India, regarding certain remarks made by him in 
a Press interview to the PTI as reported in the newspapers on 
29th May, 1979, regarding Committee on Public Undertakings and 
its Reports on Air India, referred to the Committee by the House 
on 2 February, 1980. 

3. The Committee noted that Shri J.R.D. Tata in his letter 
dated 1 February, 1980, addressed to the Speaker, Lok Sabbs. 

II 



had inter alia stated that he had been advised by eminent CoUIllel 
that the Parliament of which he was alleged to have been in 
contempt having been dissolved, the newly elected Parliament 
could not procet'd with such charge of contempt. 

The Committee decided to consider the above contention ot 
8hri J. R. D. Tata, in the first instance, and directed that a Memo-
randum on the subject might be prepared and circulated to the 
members of the Committee for consideration at their next sitting. 

4. The Committee decided to hold their next sitting on Friday, 
6 June, 1980, at 11.00 hours. 

The Committee then adjourned. 



'm 
Third Sltttlll' 

New Delhi, F1'iday, 6 June, 1980 

The Committee sat from 11.00 to 11.40 hours. 

Shri Harinatha Misra-Chairman 

MEMBERS 

2. Shri R. L. Bhatia 
3. Shri S0mnath Chatterjee 
4. Shri G. L. Dogra 
5. Shri (";eorge Fernandes 
6. Shrimati Sheila Kaul 
7. Shri Jat~an Nath Kallsha] 
S. Shri A. /I.. Rahim 
9. Shri F. Shivshankar 

10. Shl'j Dharam Bir Sinha 
11. Shri r Venkatasubbaiah 

SECRETARIAT 

Shri M P. Gupta-Senior Table Officer 

2. The Committee considered the question of privilege raised 
by Shri Jyoti~moy Bosu, M.P., ngainst Shri J.R.n. Tata, fonner 
Chairman, Air India, regarding certain remarks made by him in 
a Press interview to the PTI as reported in the newspapers on 29 
May. 1979, rer,arrling Committee on Public Undertakings and its 
Repcrts on Air India. referred to the Committee by the House on 
2 February, ]980. 

In this connection, the C!,mmittee considered Memorandum No. 
2 re~arding a point raised by Shri J.R.n. Tata in his letter dated 
1 February, 1980 addressed to Speaker, Lok Sabha, that the Par-
liament of which he was alleged to have been in contempt having 
been dissolved, the newly elected Parliament could not proceed 
with such char~e of contempt. 

I 3 
'794 LS-2. 



3. The Committee decided that in the first instance, Sliri J.R.D. 
Tata be asked to appear before the Committee for oral evidence 
on Saturday, 12 July, 1980. 

The Committee directed that Shri J.R.D. Tata might also be 
asked to submit a written statement to the Committee, if he wished 
to state anything in addition to what he had stated in his earlier 
letter addressed to the Speaker, so as to reach the Committee at 
least a week before the date of his appearance before the Committee. 

4. The Chairman then read out to the Committee a letter dated 
4 June, 1980, received by him from 8hri Ram Jethmalani, a mem-
ber of the Committee, expressing his inability to attend the sitting 
of the Committee and also containing his views on the matter. 
The Committee directed that the letter be circulated· to the mem-
bers of the Committee. 

The Committee then adjourned. 

-- ------------_. ---



COMMITTEE OF PRIVILEGES 

ANNEXURE 

(See para 4 of Minutes) 

RAM JETHMALANI 
MEMBER OF PARLIAMENT 

(LOK SABHA) 

Dear Mr. Chairman, 

Tel. 374784, 371895 
7-B, Janpath, 
New Delhi-t. 

June 4. 19'80. 

I regret that I may not be able to attend the meeting of the 
Committee of f'rivileges on the 6th of June. I must, however, 
reiterate what I stated at the meeting held on 24th April 1980 
on the question of the jurisdiction of the Parliament to punish a 
contempt committed during an earlier session or even a session 
preceding the last elections. This matter was squarely raised in 
Mrs. Gandhi's case, considered by the Committee of Privileges and 
accepted by the entire House. This is in accord with the practice 
in the British House of Commons not only noticed by May in his 
Parliamentary Practice but also supported by the British precedent 
of 22nd July 1977 in the case of Mr. John Cordle. 

While I appreciate the memorandum prepared by the Office I 
regret that no reference has been made to the latest precedent 
which, with respect, ought to be regarded as binding. The me-
morandum curiously ends with the Speaker's ruling of 7th April, 
1977 in Mr. K:lUl's case. This itself has been considered in Mrs. 
Gandhi's case. I would request that that opinion should,be circula-
ted to the members of this Committee before any final decision is 
taken on Mr. Tata's contention. 

While I am of the view that this House has jurisdiction to deal 
with this contempt, I am equally of the view that on the facts no 
action is called for against Mr. Tata 'nle House must respect the 
liberties of ordina,ry citizens and its power must be invoked only 
in grave cases having a substantial impact upon the working or 

15 
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the par1i~mentary form of government. 'rhis case does not in any 
i~nse qualify for the exercise of our contempt power. 

With regards, 

Shri· Harinath Misra, M.P., 
Chairman, 
Committee of PrivUeges, 
Lok Sabba, 
Parliament House Annexe, 
New Delhi. 

Yours sincerely, 
Sci/-

RAM JETHMALANl 

Encl: Relevant paragraph from my opinion in Mrs. Gandhi's case. 

ENCLOSURE 
TO 

ANNEXURE 

35. Another contention raised by the respondents remains to be 
disposed of. It is said that the contempt in question was the con-
tempt of the efth Lnk Sabha. When that was dissolved, its conse-
quences are ab-solute and irrevocable. Dissolution passes a sponge 
over the parliC1mentary slate. The Sixth Lok Sabha is a new Lok 
Sabha as SectiO.l 14 of the Representation of the Peoples Act, 1951 
unmistakably points out. All business pending before the Fifth 
Lok Sabhr. or any of its committees must be deemed to have lapsed 
and no part ,..f the record of the dissolved House can be carried 
over and tran~cribed into the records or registers of the new Houses. 
In short, the cHssolution draws a final curtain upon the existing 
House. 

I have reprolluced the respondents' Araument ~o as to bring O".Jt 

it!> mAximum strength. Having carefully considered it I find it 
totally without substance. The parliamentary slate might well be 
wiped clNln by the spOllge of dissolution. But in the nature of 
things, nothing can be wiped oft the slate which never existed Ion 
the !!la~eo. The ('ontempt in question was never taken cogniS8Me 
of by the Fifth Lok Sabha. Indeed, it was never aware that any 
contempt had been committed. The analogy of the slate and the 
sponge can, therefore, serve no useful purpose. It can only obfu-
scate thinking on this problem. 

Historically. the basis of the law of contempt of Parliament lies 



of Commons wus also an offshoot. If a High Court consists of tw~ 
judges and a grave contempt is committed, no one has ever beea 
heard to argue that if the two judges retire and two new judges 
have taken their place, the contempt ceases to be punishable. We 
do not believe that thp. new membership of . the ·Lok Sabha arising 
on a new election change the indentity of the Lok Babha as the limb 
of Parliament or ns a parliamentary institution. The word 'disso-
lution' in the life of a Parliament does not convey the same mean-
ing as it does when applied to a joint stock company. In the latter 
case, the legal personality of the company' comes to an end. Not 
so when the word is transported to an entirely new setting Article 
79 of the Constitution which ordains that there shall be a Parlia-
ment for the Union which shall consist of the President and two 
Houses to be l:nown respectively as the Council of States and the 
House of the People, provides for an unbroken continuity of both 
Ho'Uses in spite d the fact that one-third Members of the former 
retire every two years and all the Members of the latter retire 
every five years. 

The consequence of accepting the argument of the respondents 
is manifestly disastrous to the dignity of Parliament and destruc-
tive of the very purpose for which the contempt jurisdiction was 
created. The contemnor after committing a grave contempt of 
Parliament has unly to abscond for the remaining term of that 
ParHament to acquire immunity from punishment for all time. 
People could v!ith impunity commit the gravest contempt of the 
Parliament durir.g the last days of its tenure. There must be 
something wrong with the State of the law if it accepts with equa-
nimity such puerile consequences. Fortunately, such is not the 
law. In my opinion the statement of law from May's Parliamen-
tary Practice, 19th edition, at page 161, provides a conclushT 
answer:-

"It 8.1S0 pppears that a contempt committed against one Par-
liament may be punished by another; and libels against 
former Parliaments have often been punished. In the 
debate on the privilege of Sir R. Howard in 1625 Mr. 
Selden said: 

'IL is cle:!!' that breach of privilege in one Parliament may 
be punished in another succeeding.' (Per Parke. B .. 
In Gossett V. Howard ,1847), lOQ.B.451." 

This passage informs us that as a matter of fact libels against 
former ParHaments have often been p1tnished. This cannot be 
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possible except en the footing that the proposition made by the 
respondents is totally 'Untenable. Whether the instances which the 
learned author hae in mind are old or new makes no difference 
whatsoever. A privilege once claimed and exercised on a number 
of occasions cannot "Stand abrogated merely because no occasion 
has arisen for its exercise in the recent past. The burden to esta-
blish that the privilege has vanished by disuse is on those who 
make such a claim. There is not a single instance where the House 
of Commons 11" England has in recent times refused to punish a 
contempt on the ground that a general election has intervened 
since then. The case of John Cordle decided by the House of Com-
mons in July, 1977 is conclu.sion on this point (The Table Vol. XLVI 
for 1978 page 28-31). We have doubt that this was a privilege 
which the House of Commons enjoyed on the date on which 0'U.r 

Constitution ('arne into force and therefore under the t05th article 
of our Constitution it is also a privilege of our Lok Sabha. The 
(>xistence of thic privilege a..nd its actual exercise is supported by 
Tulmohan's cas£. 

It has been !:tlggested to us, however, that in Tulmohan's case 
the want of jurisdiction of the House was not asserted by anybody 
and therefore the case must not be treated as a precedent. I can-
not accept this argument. When the House consciously exercised 
jurisdiction it is evidence that the House at least believed that it 
had the requisite jurisdiction. 

Naturally, hov.ever, ouf attention has been drawn to Kaul's case· 
India's Ambassador to the United States, Mr. T. N. Kaul, in an 
interview telecast by the N. B. C., one of the national television 
net-works of the U.S.A., had told his American audience that dur-
ing emergency political leaders in India had not been jailed but 
only dptained in houses. Being a gross distortion of truth breach 
l'f privilege was nlleged in the Lok Sabha against Mr. Kaul. The 
Speaker disallowed the question of privilege by the following 
roling:-

"I have c3refully considered the matter. In order to consti-
tute (\ breach of privilege, the impugned statement should 
relate to the proceedings of the House or to members in 
the discharge of their duties as members of Parliament. 
It may be seen that the impugned statement of Shri Kaul 
related to political leaders and not to members of Par-
liament as such, although members of Parliament are 
also political leaders. Secondly, Shri Kaurs remarks 



werp made in July, 1975, when the Fifth Lok Sabha was 
in t"xistence. The matter cannot be raised as a privilege 
issue in the Sixth Lok Sabha. In the circumstances, no 
question of privilege is involved in the matter." 

It is obviO"&.ls that having come to the conclusion that there could 
be no breach of privilege at all on the facts stated, the Speaker's 
second reason was wholly unnecessary. The proceedings of the 
House do not suggest that the issue of jurisdiction was raised in 
the manner in which it has been raised before us. What was sought 
to be argued in the House was that the matter was stale and not of 
any recent public importance. It is this argument which the learn-
ed Speaker seen If; to have accepted. The staleness was described 
by him by pointing out that the remarks were mnde in July 1975 
when the Fifth L-ok Sabha was in existence. If an important issue 
(Jf jurisdiction W[lS being dC2ided, one would have expected a more 
detailed discussion. It could not be the intention of the Speaker to 
haw' laid down t1,(, law on an issue of such importance in a cryptic 
four-line ruling. Whether a particular privilege belongs to the Lok 
Sabha is a matter to be decided by the House itself. It cannot be 
conclusively decided by a ruling of tM Speaker. We are satisfied 
that the Speaker had no intention to rule on the jurisdiction of the 
Lok Sabha. 

I am clearly cf the opmIOn, notwithstanding a somewhat ambi-
guous opinion I)f the Attorney-General tendered to us that like the 
British House of Commons, the present Lok Sabha has perfect 
j~Jrisdiction to punish the contempt committed in the life time of 
the Fifth Lok Sabha. 



IV 
Fourth Sitting 

New Delhi, Satufrciay, 12 July, 1980 

The Committee sat from 9.30 to 10.40 hours. 

Shri Harinatha Misra-Chairman 

MEMBERS 

2. Shri R. R. Bhole 
3. Shri G. L. Dogra 
4. Shri George Fernandes 
5. Shri Jagan Nath Kaushal 
6. Shri P. Shivshankar 
7. Shri P. Venkatasubbaiah 
8. Shri Vijay Kumar Yadav 

SECRETARIAT 

Shri K. K. Saxena-Chief Examiner of Bills and Resolutions 

Shri M. P. Gupta-Senior Table Officer 

WITNESS 

Shri J. R. D. Tats, former Chairman, Air India 

2. Shri J. R. D. Tata, former Chairman, Air India, was called in 
and examined on oath by the Committee in connection with the 
question of privilege raised by Shr! Jyotirmoy BO!lu, MP. against 
him regarding certain remarks made by him in 0. Press intervie,,· 
to the PTI flS reported in the newspapers on 29 May, 1979, regard-
ing Committee on Public Undertalti.n~s and its Reports on Air 
India, referred to the Committee by the House On 2 February, 1980. 
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(Verbatim record of evidence was kept) 

The witness then withdrew. 

3. The Committee directed that the verbatim record of evidenc.t 
tendered by Shri J. R. D. Tata be circulated to the members of the 
Committee. 

4. The Committee decided to hold their next sitting on 26 July, 
19'aO, at 09.30 hO'Urs to consider the matter further. 

The Committee then adjourned. 
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Fifth Sitting 

New Delhi, Monday, 4 August, 1980 
-

The Committee sat from C9.30 to 09.45 hours. 

PRESENT 

Shri Harinatha Misra-Chairman 

1'.~EMBERS 

2. Shri R. L. Bhatia 
3. Shri It R. Bhole 
4. Shri Somnath Chatterjee 
5. Shri G. L. Dogra 
6. Shri George Femandcs 
7. Shri nam .JeLhmaldni 
8. Shrimati Sheila Kaul 
9. Shri J agan N ath Kaushal 

10. Shri A. A. Rahim 
11. Shri Dhar:lm Bir Sinha 
12. Shri P. Venkfltasubbaiah 

/ SECRETARIAT 

Shri K. K. Saxena-Chief Exami1L~r of Bills and Resolutions 

Shri M. P. Gupta-~enior Table Officer 

2. The Committee took up further consideration of the question 
of privilege raised by Shri Jyotirmoy Bosu, M.P., against Shri 
J. R. D. Tata, former Chairman, Air India, regarding certain re-
marks made by him in a Press interview to the Pl'I as reported in 
the newspapers on 29 May, 1979, regarding Committee on Public 
Undertakings and its Reports on Air India, referred to tne Com-
mittee by thp He-use on 2 February, 1980. 

3. The COll'mittrc decided to postpone further consideration of 
the matter to 12 A\.!gust, 1980, at 16.00 hours. 

The Committee then adjO'lLrnetf. 

22. 
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Sixdl Sitting 

New Delhi, lueliday, 12 August, 1980 

The Committee sat from 16 00 to 16.30 hours. 

PRESENT 

Shri H~\rinatha Misra~-Chairman 

~,i.j,;MBERS 

2. Shri R. L. Bhatia 
3. Shri R. R. Bhole 
4. 8hri Somnath Chatterjee 
5. Shri G. L. Dogra 
6. Shri Vijay Kumar Yadav 

SECRETARIAT 

S,hri M. P. Gupta-Senior Table Officer 

2. The Committee took up further consideration of the question 
of privne!~e raised by Shri Jyotirmoy Bosu, M.P., against Shri 
J. R. D. Tata, former Chairman, Air India, regarding certain re-
marks made hy him in a Press interview to the PI'! as reported 
in the newspapers on 29 May, 1979, regarding Committee on Public 
Undertakings and its Reports on Air India, referred to the Com-
mittee by the House on 2 February, 1980. 

3. The Committee decided to postpone further consideration of 
the matter to their next sitting on 6 September, 1980, at 11.00 hours. 

The Committee then adjourned. 



VII 

Seventh Sittm, 

New Dethi, Saturday, 6 September, 1980 

The Co'mmittee sat from 11.00 to 12.45 houn;. 

Shri Harinatha Mi!'1ra-Chai7'1n4n 

MEMBERS 

2. 8hri R. L. Bhatia 
3. Shri R. R. Bhole 
4. Silri Somnath Chatterjee 
5. Sild G. L. Dogra 
6. 81ui George Fernandes 
7. Shri Ram Jethmalani 
8. Shrimati Sheila Kaul 
9. Shri Jagan Nath Kaushal 

10. Shri A. A. Rahim 
11. Shri P. Shivshankar 
12. Shri Dharam Bir Sinha 
13. Shri Vijay Kumar Yadav 

SECRETARIAT 

Shri K. K. Saxena-Chief Examiner of Bills and Resol1.tti(m~ 

8hri M. P. Gupta-Senior Table Officer 

2. The Committee deliberated on the question of privilege raised 
by Shd Jyotirmoy Bosu, M.P., against Shri J. R. D. Tata, former 
Chairman, Air India, regarding certain remarks made by him in a 
press interview to the PTI as reported in the newspapers on 29-5-1979, 
regarding Committe!" on Public Undertakings and its Reports on 
Air India 

3. After considering all aspects of the case, the Committee decided 
to recommend to the House that the apology tendered by Shri 
J. R. D. Tata during his evidence before the Committee on 12 Ju~y, 
1980, be accepted and the matter be dropped. 



4. The Committee decided that a Draft Report be prepared OIl 
ibe basis of the decision arrived at by the Comm'ittee and be circu-
l~ted to the members of the Committee for consideration at the next 
sitting of the Committee. 

The Committee then adjourned. 



vm 
Eighth Sitting 

New Delhi, Tuesday, 5 May, 1981 

The Committee sat from 15.00 to 15.40 hours. 

PRFSENT 

Shri H'arinatha Misra-Chairman 

MEMBERS 

2. Shrl Somnath Chatterjee 
3. Shrl G. L. Dogra 
4. Shrl Ram Jethmalani 
5. Shrl A. A Rahim 
6. Shrl P. Shivshankar 
7. Shri Dharam Bir Sinha 

SECRETARIAT 

Shri M. P. Gupta-Senior Table Officer 

2. The Committee considered their draft First Report on the 
question of privilege raised by Shri Jyotirmoy Bosu, M.P., against 
Shrl J.R.D. Tata, former Chairman, Air India, regarding certain 
remarks made by him in a press interview to the P.T.!. as reported 
in the newspaper!': on 29 May, 1979, regarding Committee on Public 
Undertakings and it!; Reports on Air India. 

3. The Committee adopted the draft Report with the following 
modiftcation:-

Paragraph 18-

The following sentence be omitted:-

"But the Committee feel that for such inftrm1ties, allowance 
has to be made to the sentiments of Shri Tata due to his 
long and mtimate association with the affairs of Air 
Indta." 

4. The Committee decided that the evidence taken before the 
Committee be appended to the Report of the Committee. 



5. The Committee authorised the Chainnan and, in his absence, 
Shri Dharam Bir Sinha, M.P., to present their First Report to the 
House on 8 May, 1981. 

• • • 
The Committee then adjourned. 

• ·Para 6 relates to another case and has, accordingly been 
omitted. 



MINUTES OF EVIDENCE 

----.-.----------_ ... - .... - -----



MINUTES OF EVIDENCE TAKEN BEFORE THE 
COMMITTEE OF PRIVILEGES 

Saturday, 12 July, 1980 

PRESENT 

Shri Harinatha Misra-Chairman 

MEMBERS 

2. Shri R. R. Bhole 
3. Shri G. L. Dogra 
4. Shri George Fernandes 
i. Shri Jagan Nath Kaushal 
6. Shri P. Shiv ~hankar 
7. Shri P. Venkatasubbaiah 
8. Shri Vijay Kumar Yadav 

SECRETARIAT 

Shri K. K. Saxena-Chief Examiner of Bills and Resolutions 

Shri M. P. Gupta-Senior Table Officer 

WITNESS 

Shri J. R. D. Tata, Former Chtzirman, Air India 

(The Committee met at 09.30 hours) 

Evidence of Shri J. R. D. Tata 

MR. CHAIRMAN: Shri J. R. D. Tata, you. have been asked 
to appear before this Committee to give evidence in connection 
with the question of privilege raised by Shri Jyotirmoy Bosu, M.P., 
regarding certain remarks made by you in a press interview to the 
P.T.!. as reported in the newspapers on 29-5-1979, regarding 
Committee on Public Undertakings and its Report on Air India. 

I hope you will state the factual p03ition fr:mkly and truthfully 
to enable this Committee to arrive at a correct finding. 

I may inform you that under Rule 275 of the Rules of Proce-
dure of Lok Sabha, the evidence that you may give before the 



Committee is to be treated by you as confidential till the Report 
of the Committee and its proceedings are presented to Lok Sabha. 
Any premature disclosure or publication of the proceedings of tt:e 
Committee would constitute a breach of privilege and contempt of 
the Committee. The evidence which you will give before the Com-
mittee may be reported to the House. 

Now you may please take oath or affirmation as you like. 

SHRI J. R. D. TATA: I, J. R. D. Tata, swear in the name of 
God that the evidence which I shall give in this case shall be true, 
that I will conceal nothing and that no part of my evidence shall 
be false. 

SHRI P. SHIV SHANKAR: Have you got anything more by 
way of your explanation or written statement to the notice that is 
issued to you? Perhaps you are aware that in paragraph 4 of the 
Notice that has been issued to you, you aTe called upon to file a 
statement if you so like. We would like to know whether you 
would like to make a further st,),tement or you say what you have 
written is sufficient. 

SHRI J. R. D. T AT A: I have nothing to add, in view of the 
. letter I wrote to the Speaker in July 1979, which I supplemented 

with a letter of 1st Feb. 1980, except to express sorrow. 

MR. CHAIRMAN: It appears that you wrote two letters to 
the Speaker, the first one on 3rd July 1979 and the second one on 
1st Feb. 1980. Do you stand by what you have written in these 
letters? 

'SHRI P. S~ SHANKAR: You kindly go through these two 
letters. What the Chairman would like to know is whether you 
stand by these two letters. 

SHRI TATA: Yes Sir, 100 per cent. 

MR. CHAIRMAN: If you hr,ve anything more to say, which 
has not been referred to or which does not find a place in your 
letters. yr,tl may :;l'.y it now verbally and it will be :ecorded. 
After that, if the hon. members want to put certain questIOns, you 
may reply to each of them. 

SHRI TATA: J am ready to answer questions. I have nothing 
personally to contribute in addition to rll that I have said in these 
two letters. 
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SHlY--GEORGE FERNANDES: I would like to ask a few ques-
tions. 

Mr. Tata, you appeared before the Committee which gave this 
report, which su.bsequently incensed you to make this statement 
about it. Did you get the impression when you appeared before 
that Committee that the Chairman hud already pre-judged the 
issue and he was determined to give an adverse report on Air India? 

SHRI TATA: I could not because I had not read the Report. 
But I did only to the extent I noted from the reports I had from 
my friends from my ex-associates, who had been called upon to 
give evidence before the Committee. When I learnt the ma.nner 
in which they had been treated, bullied, threatened, their remarks 
were brushed aside,-they were treated with total lack of consi-
deration-that at least gave me the impression that it would be 
unlikely that there would be a fair judgement in the Report on 
Air India, But that is all. It is only after I read the Report that 
my indignation and my feelings were aroused and after Mr. 
Jyotirmoy Bosu himself had given an interview to Blitz, even 
before the Report had been studied by Parliament or even by the 
Government. He himself, not as the Chairman of the Committee 
on Public Undertakings but as an individual goes to the press, 
goes to Blitz which is known to be a sensation-mongering paper 
and gives evidence in which he discloses or says something of the 
things in the Report and adds further to them, Then I realised 
what one was to expect. 

MR. CHAIRMPoN: I think, you are referring to an interview 
which Mr. Jyotirmoy Bosu gave to Blitz and published in its issue 
of 26 May, 1979. 

SERI J. R. n. TATA: Yes; exactly that. I have got it right 
here. 

SHRI GEORGE FERNANDES: You say, you stand by every 
word of the letters that you have written on 3rd July, 1979 and 
1st February, 1980. In your letter of 3rd July, 1979; paragraph 4; 
it is stated: 

"I deeply regret, however, that I did not make it clear that 
mv comment about the misuse of the machinery of Par-
li~ment and other criticisms of the Report and the manner 
in which the inquiry was conducted were directed not 

f at the Committee as a whole but only at Shri Jyotirmoy 
~ 
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Bosu who as Chairman of the Committee took upon him-
self virtually alone the task of conducting the inqUiry and 
examining witnesses." 

Firstly, are you aware that anything that is directed against 
the Chairman is, in fact; addressed to the Committee itself? 

SHRI J. R. D. TATA: I realise that now; perhaps, I did not 
realise it adequately at that time. 

SHRI GEORGE FERNANDES: You still stand by this letter? 

SHRI J. R. D. TATA: I have expressed regret to the extent 
that I did not realise that it could be interpreted that way. I did 
not realise that my remarks would be interpreted that way. I have 
expressed regret and unconditional apologies for that. 

SHRI GEORGE FERNANDES: 'Secondly, when you make a 
charge against the Chairman of the Committee, are you not aware 
that you are also making a charge against the entire Committee 
that it is allowing itself to be led by the n')se by the Chairman 
whose intentions at least in your opinion are q 'lestionable? 

StIRI ."!. R. D. TATA: May I point out that, when I was there 
and according to the reports I got from the people who went there, 
throughout the meeting, Mr. Jyotirmoy Bosu was alone and occa-
sionally one or two members of the Committee would drop in. 
rvfr. Bosu conducted the entire inquiry or inquisition, as I regret-
fully called it, alone. Nobody else asked the questions. It is Mr. 
Bosu and not the Committee which went to Blitz and gave an 
interview which I beg to submit was totally improper on the part 
of the Chairman of the Committee. I presume, therefore, he did 
not give that interview on behalf of the Committee. He gave that 
interview to Blitz as Mr. Bosu, as an individual. 

SHRI P. SHIV SHANKAR: You should answer precisely so 
that your answer may not be beyond the periphery and it might 
again create more complications. 

The question which I would like to ask is this. Before 28th 
May, 1979, when you gave the press interview; were you aware 
that any remark derogatory to the honour of Parliament or its 
Committee or its Chairman or the members of the Committee 
amounted to a breach of privilege? Were you aware or were yOU 
not aware? 
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SHRI J. R. D. TATA: You are asking whether my remarks 
would be derogatory to the Committee? 

SHRI P. SHIV SHANKAR: I am asking a very general ques.-
tion. Were you aware or were you not aware, before 28th May 
1979-that is, the date on which you gave the press interview-that 
any rem8l\k derogatory to the )lOnOUr of the House or its Committees 
-or its Members amounted to a breach of privilege? I am asking a 
very general question: I am not asking anything with reference to 
your remarks. 

SHRI J. R. D. TATA: I would certainly be aware, as an Indian 
-citizen of some reasonable education, that any remarks derogatory 
to Parliament are not acceptable .... 

SHRI P. SHIV SHANKAR: Or its Committees or its Members, 
qua the working of thE'! Committee, or the Members in the discharge 
-of their functions? 

SHRI J. R. D. TATA: So far as its Members in the discharge 
of their functions are concerned, I certainly was aware of that. 
But I did not realise perhaps that the remarks I had made would 
be treated as such; and they were not intended to be meant as 

derogatory to Parliament or to the Committee. I must confess .... 

SHRI P. smv SHANKAR: Then, may I ask the question as 
to what prevented you from coming forth with an unconditional 
apology before this Committee at the time you addressed a letter 
to the Speaker himself? Can you give any reason as to what pre-
vented you from coming forth with an unconditional apology? Can 
yoU give a reason or can yoU not give a reason? 

SHRI J. R. D. TATA: I do not understand entirely what you 
mean by 'unconditional apology'. If. by 'unconditional apology' 
you mean, in fact; apologising for giving an interview, for defending 
Air India; for countering the totally wrong arguments or totally 
unfair criticism of Mr. Bosu and his attitude towards the staff of 
Air India who could not defend themselves well. I was not prepared 
to give any such unconditional apology. But I did make, and still 
make. and can mRke at any time, an apology unconditionally. In 
fact; I used the word 'unconditional' in regard to the .... 

SHRI P. SHIV SHANKAR: Did you or did yoU not say: 

"It provides its Own sad evidence of how far or, shall I say, 
hew low some elected representatives of the people are 



prepared to go to satisfy their political or ideological endsr 

irrespective of the harm and loss of prestige thereby 
caused not only to those so unfairly attacked but also to 
the public sector as a whole". 

Did you say this or did you not say this? 

SHRI J. R. D. TATA: I said this, undoubtedly, and I have 
apologised for it. 

SHRI P. SHIV SHANKAR: Another question I would like to 
ask is this: were you not informed, in the letter of the Lok Sabha 
Secretariat, that these remarks are derogatory to the honour of 
Parliament and its Members and, what have you to say in this 
regard? 

SHRI J. R. D. TATA: No Sir, I was not SO informed, I was 
informed of the complaint that has been lodged, and I wrote a 
letter to the Speaker. 

SHRI P. SHIV SHANKAR: Will you please look up your 
reply, just a little above para 8, item 4I? I am quoting from para-
graph 7 of your letter: 

"Form a reading of the letters from Shri Qureshi and Shri 
Ravi to the Secretary of the Lok Sabha, it would seem 
that the charge of breach of Parliamentray privilege 
against me is based on the following statements I made 
in the course of my interview: ,. 

(4) I said that Shri B09U'S 'cheap gibe' about Air India 
officers living like Maharajas and neo-princes who faf>-
tened themselves with Air India's money was out-
rageous, unworthy of Parliament and provided sad 
evidence of how far or how low some elected repre-
sentatives of the people were prepared to go to satisfy 
political or ideological ends, irrespective of the harm 
and loss -of prestige thereby caused not only to those 
unfairly attacked but also to the public sector as a 
wh01e. 

"The follo'wing paragraphs contain my comments in regard' 
to each of the above points." etc., etc. 

Therefore, r am again putting you this question. You weT. 
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notified specifically that this particular sentence which you uttered. 
amounted to a breach of privilege ... 

SHRI J. R. D. TATA: Yes, Sir. 

SHRI P. SHIV SHANKAR: Then what prevented you from 
straightway coming forth on this point-not with reference to 
the merits-with an unqualified, unconditional apology? 

SHRI J. R. D. TATA: Because I thought that, in point 4 of 
my reply to the Speaker, I had given that unconditional apology. 
I have said, I withdraw; I was wrong; I admit that I should have 
used different words, I was only thinking of Mr. Bosu a.nd not of 
other Members. I have said that I withdraw them unconditionally, 
hut I must maintain in doing so the substance of my criticism, that 
Shri Boou's description of Air India, etc., etc., did much damage 
So, I 'Unrcndition:.lly withdrew those words, which at that time I 
did not realise .... 

MR. CHAIRMAN: In paragraph 4 of your letter dated the 3rd 
July, 1979, you have said: 

"I deeply regret, however, that I did not make it clear that 
my comment about the misuse of the machinery of Par-
liament and other criticisms of the Report and the man-
ner in which the inquiry was conducted were directed 
not at the Committee as a whole but only at Shri 
Jyotirmoy Bosu who, as Chairman of the Committee, 
took upon himself virtually alone the task of conducting 
the inquiry .and examining witnesses. I thought that 
this would be clear from the text and from my reference 
to "per:;onal opinions or creeds'. If, through my failure 
to make this unquestinably clear .... " etc. etc. 

So, so far as the Committee as a whole or Parliament or other 
Members are concerned, you have expressed your regret. But you 
clearly state that, as far as the Chairman of the Committee. Mr. 
Jyotirinoy Bosu, is concerned, you stand by the remarks. Is that 
the position even now? 

SHRI J. R. D. TATA: I still respectfully submit that Mr. 
Jyotirmoy Bosu's gi'ving the interview to. Blitz could be on be-
half of the Committee, as Chairman of the Committee; he gave it 
as an individual. And if toa public press-the report of the Com-
mittee il secret until it is disclosed or made public-a Member of 
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Parliament and Chairman of an important Committee goes, and to 
the kind of press that the Blitz is, and discloses its contents and 
charges the members of Government, the members of staff, and 
attacks them for taking bribes, makes such statements, am I to 
ignore them? As a citizen of India apart from being ex-Chairman 
of Air India, am I not entitled to counter Mr. Bosu's statement? 
It is in that capacity that I must def'2nd myself. If he had not given 
that interview and if it had been pointed out to me, I might have 
said, 'I apologise totally to Mr. Bosu himself'. But, frankly, with 
great respect I submit that Mr. Bosu put himself beyond the pale 
of having to be respected for his statement which he gave to the 
press. I also stand by that and I repeated what was said in the 
report. 

SHRI P. SHIV SHANKAR: Last question. Hereafter my 
·~olleagues may consider asking questions. 

Though apology would not be a weapon of defence, do you even 
at this stage feel that what you have said is wrong and aTe you 
prepared to tender your unqualified and unconditional apology for 
the words used and about which you have been given notice that 
they are derogatory to the honour of the Committee and the 
Members? 

SHRI J. R. D. TATA: Of course, I thought I had done so. I 
unconditionally withdrew them and I unconditionally apologised 
for them. Undoubtedly so. In my ignorance purely as a citizen 
and as a businessman I did not realise that these wOTds could be 
interpreted as an attack on the Parliament snd I withdraw them. 

SHRI G. L. DOGRA: How long are you associated with Air 
India? 

SHRI J. R. D. TATA: I founded Air India or its predecessor 
airline in 1932 and I was with it as Chairman till 1978. That means 
for 46 years and from nationalisation in 195'3 upto 1978, that is, 
for 25 years. 

SHRI G. L. DOGRA: Previous to this other PU Committees 
must have examined Air India in the past? 

SHRI J. R. D. TATA: Yes, but Air India management was 
never called before PUC as far as I could remember. I have no re-
-collection of that. 
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SHru G. L. DOORA: Was there any unpleasantness in the past 
hetween you and the Parliament or between you and Air India? 

SHru J. R. D. TATA: No. There was no unpleasantness bet-
ween me and Air India or with the Parliament. 

SHru G. L. nOGRA: If Mr. Bosu had not gone to the BLITZ, 
this occasion wouJd not have arisen? 

SHru J. R. D. TATA: I must admit I cannot say that. I would 
dill have Teplied and defended Air India, but, I would perhaps 
have done it with less indignation and more temperate words. 

SHRI G. L. DOGRA: Was there any other public criticism by 
Mr. Bosu of Air India? 

SHRI J. R. D. TATA: My goodness, Yes; every word of the 
report is that. 

SHRI G. L. DOGRA: The report, when it goes to the House 
and from the House it is published, that is a different thing, but 
here it went to the Press straight. I just want to know that on this 
occasion because Mr. Bosu went to the BLITZ ... 

SHRI J. R. D. TATA: No, no. I repeat it would not be fair 
for me to say th~t. I considered that in the public interest it was 

-essential for some one to answer the accusations made by Mr. Bosu 
against a public sector enterprise for which I had worked and which 
I had built up for 25 years of the post-nationalisation period 
Therefore, I would still have given an interview and answered the 
questions at the interview. But as I said, I might have answered 
them perhaps in a little more restricted language. I was very in-
dignant-I must confess-largely because of that interview as an 
additional reason. 

SHRI G. L. DOGRA: Another question which I would like to 
ask you is this. In your letter of 1st February, 1900 in the first 
page, last para; you have said: 

'Eminent Counsel hall advised r,1e that this Parliament can-
not question the privilege in !respect of the contempt..: 

You still belieye in it. 

SHRI J. R. D. TATA: I am not s lawyer. I can only say I have 
been advised by a recognised eminent counsel. That is the position 
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SHRI VIJAY KUMAR YADA V: Mr. Tata, is it not a fact that 
you made these remarks only because the Report of the Committee 
went against Air Indin? 

SHRI J. R. D. TATA: No, Sir. I think that any organisation 
should be subject to criticism. In a big organisation wrong things 
may be done. But, certainly, it is not because it went against Air-
India. It was because in my judgement it meant damaging totally 
Air-India. It was an I.mj'ustified statement which did not corres-
pond to the truth and it showed an amazing ignorance even of what 
should have been known after the evidence that was given. 

SHRI p. SHIV SHANKAR: Mr. Tata, this Committee would 
not go into the merits of the Report that had been submitted by the 
Public Undertakings Committee. Whether it is right or not, it 
cannot go into that. We are confining ourselves only to the privi-
lege issue. You cannot take shelter under the merits of that case 
which you want to advance. 

SHRI J. R D. TATA: You asked me whether it is a fact or not; 
I gave the answer 'No'. No doubt Air-India was criticised. If it 
had been criticised fairly, I would not have said 'No'. It was be-
cause I was absol'utdy convinced that it has been most unfairly 
2nd damagingly .... 

SHRI P. SHIV SHANKAR: I would put you on caution. Please 
don't go into the merits. 

SHRI R. R. BHOLE: You need not give any other statement 
except some precise reply. 

SHRI J. R. D. TATA: What must I say? Must I say 'No' to 
the question. The question to me was: did you give that interview 
because the report went against Air-India? How am I to a~swer 
that expect to qualify that? I cannot say 'no' and I cannot say 
·yes'. If I say 'yes' it would mean that a mere criticism of Air-
India would bring forth an interview. 

SHRI VIJAY KUMAR YADAV: Do you still hold that the Re-
port of the Committee was not the report of the Committee; ·rather 
it was the report of Shri Bosu? 

SHRI J. R. D. TATA: Definitely, Sir. 

SHRI GEORGE FERNANDES: Mr. Tata, you said that yOU 
would be willing to give an unqualified and unconditional apology 
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EO far as point NO.4 I")f your letter which was referred to just now 
js concerned. Do I take it that in so far as points 1, 2 and 3 of para 
.., of your letter are concerned, you stand by them? 

SHRI J. R. D. TATA: I have answered each point. What I said 
was in answer to the points. And I stand by what I have said. I 
apologise-I realise now that most of the points could be interpreted 
jn a particular way. 

SHRI P. SHIV SHANKAR: What my friend is asking you is 
this. Points 1, 2, 3 and 4 you have answered, surely, on merits. What 
exactly he is asking you~is this. If you see the paragraph again, the 

words that are incorporated in S'Ub-paragraphs 1, 2, 3. and 4, yoU 
have, of course, said ahout 4. On 1. 2 and 3, supposing the Com-
mittee feels that they are derogatorv to the honour of Parliament, 
arc you prepared to tender an unqualified and unconditional apo-
logy? That is what he seems to have asked. In case the Committee 
feels that they are derogatory, what i:;; your attitude at this stage? 

SHRI J. R. D. TATA: I have no besitation if this Committee or 
any Committee of Parliament finds that something I said is deroga-
tory to Parliament and to a Committee of Parliament-whether I 
meant it or whether it "1VaS inadvertently made-of course, I un-
conditionally apologise but .... 

SHRI P. SHIV SHANKAw On merits we are not asking. 
SHRI J. R. D. TATA: I do not unconditionally apologise for what 

1 said in this particular part of the statement abO'Ut Mr. Bosu, I mean, 
the substance of it. 

SHRI P. SHIV SHANKAR: Would you like to lead any more evi-
dEnce or would you like to close your evidence? 

SHRI J. R. D. TATA: My evidence is only to answer questiens. 
SHRI p. SHIV SHANKAR: Would you like to lead any further 

evidence in the matt.er or shall we treat it as closed? We would 
like to give you a fair opportunity. 

SHRI J. R D. TATA: I would like to say that as I understand 
Arti'Cle 105 of the Constitution before and after the Forty-fourth 
Amendment, I frankly and with due respect deny that I said or made 
~tatements-at least in my judgement-which were derogatory or 
which were in breach of the privileges of the House. That is my own 

---view; otherwise. I wOllld not have made those statements. 
SHRI P. SHIV SHANKAR: Why do you get unnecessarily in-

volved? My pointed question is whether or not you would like to 
lead fudher evidence. 
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SHRl J. R. D. TATA: I must take this opportunity of saying as· 
ex-Chairman of Air India, and as an Indian-I am proud to be an 
Indian-bellieving in the future of India that there is a very dismal-
future if citizens of India are discouraged from expressing their 
views uninhibitedly. 

Sir, I will close only by saying that I felt absolutely convinced 
that it was a public duty and I would have failed in my public duty 
if I had not done what I had done; II shall do it today and I shall 
always say that as a citizen; at the same time I apologise if I have 
done anything wrong, but I would have failed Kin my duty as an 
Indian had I not done so, and I did it for the public good, and if I 
used any words derogatory to Parliament or to its Committee, of 
course, I unconditionally apologise ... 

SHRI P. VENKATASUBBAIAH: The point is v~ry limited. The 
point is that the words used were against Mr. Bosu in his capacity as 
ChaiJ;man of the Public Undertakings Committee, for which you 
have tendered an unconditiDnal and unqualified apology. This is a 
limited question on which we wanted your evidence in the matter. 
The Committee has clearly stated that they are not going into the 
merits of the case at all. If you want to go into the merits of the 
casa...and lead further evidence, the Committee has no objection to· 
hear you. This is the crux of the problem. 

SHRI J. R. D. TATA: I have no further evidence. 

MR. CHAIRMAN: Nothing more to ask?-All right. 

I thank you very much, Mr. Tata, for taking the trouble of 
coming and appearing before the Committee. 

SHRI J. R. D. TATA: Thank you. 

(The witness then withdrew) 
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(See p'ara 8 of the Report) 

Copy of Notice da'te'd 22~ i -1'980gh;~ri I ~y ;slid' J y6'iNni,~ I Bo~?)~1.P. 
JYOTIRMOY BOSU 
Mt1iBi£'R dl" Ifi AR~lAMENt r l .j I,rr I' l't 

Chief Whip, Communist Party of India (Marxist). 

, I r ! 

'!", ,'I ,'"ir"',! ')"" ,,' 1, ',!",I l.'Netb,'beYlii, 

set-T~tary,~ I :.,;; ;:; .' ' " 
Lok Subha, 
New Delhi. 
Dear Sir, 

" rjatea'2!hif'JaHua~,r'H)80; 

Under Rule 222/223, the consmt of the Speaker is sought once 
again to rai5e a question involving a bre'ach of privilege of the House 
and of the Pub] ic Undertakings Committee. This particular issue 
was raised in the last Lok Snbha and the House was unanimou5 th'at 
a strong prima facie case of breach of privilege against Shri J. R.D. 
Tata existed 'and the Speaker wa'~ good enough to send the matter 
to the Privilege Committee without a debate. 

The facts of the case are as follows:-
The Committee on Public Undertakings on the basis of evidence 

written a 11(1 oral-anrl after factual verifications from Air India, 
from the Minio.,try of Civil Aviation g. Tourism submitted three 
Reports. In its narration and recommendations certain lapses, 
failures etc. as revealed through evidence on the part of Air India 
were pointed out. 

Shri J. R. D. Tata on 28th May, 1979 in a Press Interview made 
certain most derogatorY remarks with regard to Members of Parlia-
ment, Members of the Public Undertakings Committee (6th Lok 
Sabha) 'and its Chairman. 

He went to the extent of saying: 

"It also provides its own sad evidence Of how far or should I 'Say, 
how low. some elected representatives of the People are prepared to 
go to sati5fy political or ideological ends irrespective of the harm and 

(.,,: 
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lnss of prestige thereby caused not only to those so unfairly 'attacked 
but also the Public Sector on the whole." 

I; I,' '..' ;, ','\ / 

I do not think in tJ:\~ ,~is.tory; .of t4is Parlia~lent such vilification 
in so contemptuous a langJage has been done by a single individual. 
PerhapS, dlt" IllQ.IleY .p4llW~ 1!las g~t into, hi$ , .,!wad qnq: ~:>, 'a .r~ult 
throug'I'l t.!re !ta~mfilnt, he wanted to make a mockery of Parliament 
and the Parliamentary system. 

:: i :!I t J "j' 

, This i.., a clear case of ~ei'¥F_~ pt {lriYi,lege of the worst type. I 
would request you to please 'refei· the ;ncitter to the Privilege Com-
mittee. I wC'uld' 1ilfeto rais~dt 'Ori 23rd JanUiary, 198{) . 

, 'lr. [;J',I ) 
" 

T " 
" 

I 'f • Y OUffi ! ~cer,e.tYI 
'J' 

" 
I '1'1 , , " , , ,f r " ": , 

J " Sd,j.r, I 

,'J, rd [1 " 
J ';'! 'I!) " :,':, ",(JYO'J;IRM;QY ,~QSU)., 
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(See para 8 of the Report) 

Copy of news report which appeared in the Times of India, 
dated 29-5-1979 

The Times of India 

dated 29-5-1979 

PUC 'Attack' on A-I uncalled for: Tata 

NEW DELHI, May 28: Mr. J.R.D. Tata, former Chairman of Air 
India and doyen of Indian Industry has described the report of the 
public Undertakings Committee of -Parliament on Air India as 
'astonishing and "an uncalled for attack on the most pre3tigious and 
successful public sector enterprise in the country'. 

Mr. Tata, in an interview to PTI said he was himself one of the 
witnesses summoned by the Committee to give evidence and he was 
'astonished at the extent of the ignorance displayed of the economic 
and administrative realities (by the Committee) '. 

"I was sorry at seeing so jmportant a part of the machinery of 
Parliament misused, as it seems to have been in this case, to sub-
serve personal opinions or creeds." 

Even though every effort wa.., made to educate the Committee on 
the special chara'!1('T and features of this 'most fiercely competitive 
of all inter-national industries', it was abundantly clear to him that 
Mr. Jyotirm0y nOSH, Chairman of the Committee had 'made t:rp"1ils 
mind in advance to write an adverse report'. 

Mr. Tata said that the manner in which the proceedings were 
conducted, virtually by the Chairman alone in the total 'absence of 
the other members, and therefore without the prescribed quorum, 
was an 'inquh;;itlOn rather than an inquiry'. 

"This was highly objectionable and unworthy of the great parli'a-
mentary body on behalf of which the inquiry was held," he said. 

ACCUSATIONS & THREATS' 

'Many of the officers of the airlines summoned to give evidence 
were subjected to bullying, baseless accusations and even to threats. 
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All normal productive work virtually ceased and thousands of houri 
of time and overtime of the perf;('11nel of the airlines were unneces-
sarily spent on gathering and furnishing a mass of unbelievably 
detailed facts, figures and statistics at enormous cost in cabloo, telex 
and telephone charges.' 

"Senior officials of Air-India had repeatedlY' to be called and re-
called from Indian ~md overseas offices to supply informat.ion or to 
appear before the Committee. As an example of the lack of consi-
deration shown by the Committee, Air-India's regional director for 
the TJSA and Canada was not heard when he appeared and was made 
to return after a week, involving 32,000 miles of wasteful and ex-
hausting travel." 

Mr. Tata said the Chairman of the Committee was virtually the 
only Speaker throughout the inquiry and this fact was 1I0t revealed 
in thf' report itself. "I would 'strongly recommend to the Lok Sabha 
authorities that verbatim records of the inquiry should be m'ade 
public, against payment if necessary, so that Parliament. the Pre'3s 
rmd other interested parties may see for themselvC'3 the manner in 
which the inquiry was conductecl" 

BILATERAL AGREEMENTS 

On the criticism of the Committee that bilateral agreements 
('ntered into by the Government and Air-India with foreign countries 
and foreign airlines were heavily weighted again6t national interest. 
Mr. Tata said anyone with even an elementary kJ?owledge of the 
working of the international air transport system would appreciate 
how 'baseless this charge is'. The Committee had been told that 
bilateral treaties and the' exchange of traffic rights were negotiated 
between Governments and Imposed on the national airlines con-
cerned. . 

The fact that Air-India carried only 43 per cent of the total traffic 
into and out of India or that other airlines ,operated more services 
through India had been used by the Committee to prove that Indian 
interests had been betrayed poSSibly for the benefit of corrupt offi-
cials, Mr. Tata added. The contrary would be obvious on 'any honest 
assessment of the matter." 

Mr. Tata said that 36 foreign airlines operating to or through 
India serving countries throughout the world with an aggregate fleet 
of several hundred aircraft, -Air-India's performaru:e in securing 43 
per cent of the total traffic with 15 aircraft serving 34 countries was, 
in fact, a remarkable achievement which "deserved high praise 
instead of the condemnation meted out to it." 
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, Un the rorfll;n1ttee's co~pl':linr :t,hat fO,reign. ?if~.iJ~rs ~ere. allo~ed 
~ .opc,rr,tem?re 9~l'yj,ces .~o India than, Alr-l~dla, d~~, t;o h?~elgn CQUl\" 
{.l!~e~,.l\fJ;'.,?;'ilta :;;ai~ ,jJ Indi~ did npt, fp~ the ti,m~ belhg, operat~ all 
~b,e,~ef.v,i,* I?ro~ird.ed .und~r ?ilater~l tr~la.ties, iC 'Yas sim~:ly because 
of the current lImItatIOn of Its fun y uWlsed. fleet: Any attempt to 
limit the operations of foreign carriers, under"the c'itcumstantes, 
would h,a.ve deprived Inclia ,Qi .a, ,g90CjL part: pf ,qe: ; ~v~ilil~l~ fi9JN of 
tourists and for~ign exclwngc. 

I .J. " il 

On the .committee's. recommendation that Aii·-fndia o:;hbuld op~tate 
n,(;rc s~rvicf's to :;(lcialist countries'. Mr. Tata' said it Would ries\lit 
iii "seribLi,,,finahCial loss to Air-India-and wondered whose national 
intcrests were sought to be servl"d by doing so. 

On the charges mad,e by the committee tq.at C,~lqutta and Madras 
airports have heen continuou'3ly ignored by 'that 'foreign airlines, 
some ,of whom had been allowed to shift their' operations to Bombay 
~lDd Delhi, Mr. Tata said if pr~ctic~nv all th~ ~irHrteS bf the ~or1d 
h~d abandoned Calcutta. it wa~ simply besau,:;e very few travellers 
wanted to go there. ' 

"The Chairman of the Committee should surely know the causes 
of this commercial and tourist ,near-boycott ,o~. that unfortunate city 
and what ,should be done to make Ca1eutta and Bengal once again 
attractive to tourists and visitors. Ynthe meantime, should Air-India 
and foreign u'lrlines be compelled to land and ,take' off empty planes 
to please him and sath.fy hig regional ego." 

STA,FF COST 

. On the committee's criticism thatAir-l~dia wa.s spe~ding as ~,uch 
rlS. fiO pc:r \:~nt of the total.staff cost9n i~:;; corpm~rci~l.,~artment, 
Mr. Tata said what was significant was to note that Air-India'Rr,~l1t 
only about 15 per cent of its total operating expense;; on wages as 
against oyer 30 per cent in mo~t. ,oUwrair~ines. 

RE'ferrin.~ to the committee's rem~!rk that'J\h·.:India executivet 
have been living like maharajas at the cost of the poor rrimiori<; ~f 
the country', M~. Tata ;';aid It was a 'cheap gibe ana 'otitrageous, to 
put it mildly'. . ' '" ··1 .,. ,. 

"Apart from being wholly incorrect, it is, gro~sly unfair to a "fine 
:md dedicated t~am of executives, in~lutiin'~ many" non~Indim'1s of 
Whose enthusiasm and devotion 'tottie 'a'irlint:' '1 Have l'Hid abundant 
proof over mv many years of 'st~w~rd~hipi asChahmah." 

I ' ~. 'I • I I , i ~ I ': i" :. 

''It a),soprovide,s, ~t8 own ~ ayidallCe of "how ~t, ,.Qf,,~hQ\.l14 I.s.y 
how low. some ele-cted repr~~tW!~f1~~v,~ ,~~ I tJ;t~ ,P,ep~ ,qr~; ;,~p'1ie~Un 



go to satisfy political or ideological ends, irrespective of the harm 
and loss of prestige thereby caused not only to those so unfairly 
attacked but also to the public sector as a whole." Mr. Tata added. 

In reg<"J'o to 1I10 thrt'c 'main 'critiClsrtls of the committee referring 
to hou~e rent paid topfficers use of cars and entertainment expenses, 

! "',' I· , I 

Mr. Tata said the committee had brushed 'aside perfectly valid ex-
plantitiQns furnished to :it. 

Mr. Tata considered asre-a,,:;o'r1ableRs. 8.5 lakhs spent in a year 
, by, 41 executive based in India, and said this could not be considered 
: 'lawish'~ in fl:lct, it could be considered 'insignificant' ih relation to 
'Air(mdia's trafficl'~venue of about Rs, 365 crores a year. 

i1Jr.Tht~ i;lt~~erely hoped that recognising "the unsound and un-
fair character of the report, the Government will di':iregard both ~ts 
unsubstantiated accusations and its ill-conceived recommendations 
which, if adopted, would destroy what is left of: tha 'moralieo : Of Ait-
India',,:; organisation and untimatel y lead to the end of the, eorpora-
tion's progress and profitability." '[ ,J 

"III this report can be found the principal causcs,clf the relatively 
pMr 'performance <,lnd abysmally h):w, .rnqrale!of, ~p~F ,p,jJblk :;;ectqr 
enterprises in the country, for it ex.emplifi~,s the ie?,~e!,,3lre supervi-
,siol1",ard control over their dCly-to-day operations sought to be ex-
'~rd~eci oy Parl,i,imel1t, which ifSe1f has l~d tb a correspondingly ex-

, • ' I I I, ,~. '~ ., T r 
. ces,~ive supervisiol), by' ministers ,!:ttl'a the bLl~aucrntY"" I I 

• "I", '[, , 

"'1 wi~'h our Parliflmcnt and Gov~rnmont' would .study the v,cry 
different conditions prevailing in otne)." ~moc~<\t~ countric.a where 
th~q)011rdsand m.anagement~ of public sedor enterprises. are tru5ted, 
enjoy confidence and a high degree of aUWMrPY, alild show resll~ts 
equ~l to the best in t~e priv,lte sector". he said. 



APPENDIX III 

(See para 10 of the Report) 

Copy of written statement dated 3-7-1979 received from Shri 
J. R. D. Tata 

To 

The Hon'ble Speaker, 
Lok Sabha, 
New Delhi. 

Mr. Speaker, Sir, 

Bombay House, 
24 Homi Modi' Street, 
Fort, Bombay 400023. 

3rd July, 1979. 

Subject: Notices of Privilege against me by Shri Vayalar Ravi, M P. 
and Shri Mohd. Shaft Qureshi, M.P., under Rules 222 fmd 2 d. 

1. I write this letter in response to two letters, Nos. 17/1/TO,79 
(I) and (II) dated 14th June 1979, from the Chief Examiner of Bills 
& Resolutions, conveying to me a directive to submit to you what I 
have to say in regard to the above charges against me that I have 
committed a breach of Parliamentary privilege in a Press interview 
on the Report llf the Committee on Public Undertakings (COPU) 
appearing on the 29th May 1979. 

2. As the text of the interview as I had submitted it to PTI snd 
to the Editor of the Sunday Standard in Bombay was edited and 
abridged In all the newspapers which published it, highlighting 
particular words or phrases occasionally out of context, I attach a 
copy of the full text.· 

3. I must first convey to you, Mr. Speaker, my sincere assurance 
that I have the deepest respect for the Institution of Parliament 
which I have always considered, and still do, as the very personifi-
cation Of the freedom we won 32 years ago, and the supreme guar-
dIan of our democracy. Nothing could therefore have been further 
from my mind when I gave the interview to the Press on the Report 
of the Committee on Public Enterprises than to show disrespect to-

'" Annexure A to Appendix III. 
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wards Parliament or to ca";t any reflection on the members of the 
Committee or the Committee itself. 'In fact, the indignation which 
I felt and expressed in the above interview on reading Shri Jyotir-
moy Bosu's Report on Air-India and learning from myoId Assocfates 
in Air-Indi'a of the manner "in which they had been treated during 
their interrogation by Shri Bosu, was aroused not only by it'S un-
fairness and the harm done to Air-Indil1 and its dedicated organisa-
tion' both ill India and abroad, but p.qu'ally by the damage to the 
prestige and credibility of an important Committee of Parliament 
and therefore to Parliament itself, ·In fact, I made more than one 
reference to this aspect of thE; matter in the course Of my interview, 
as, for instance, when I said that the manner in which the inquiry 
had been conducted my Shri Jyotirmoy Bosu was "unworthy of the 
great Parliamentary body on behalf of which the inquiry was held". 

4, I deeply regret, however, that I did not make it clear that my 
comment about t,he misuse of the machinery of Parliament and other 
criticism3 of the Report and the manner in wh.ieh the inquiry was 
conducted were directed not at the Committee as a whole but only 
at Shri Jyotirmoy Bosu who as Chairman Of the Committee took 
upon himself virtually alone the task of conducting the inquiry and 
examining witnesses, I thought that thi", would be clear from the 
text and from my reference· to "personal opinions or creeds", If, 
through my failure to make this unquestionably clear, my remarks 
inadvertently involved dj'3respect to the Committee as a whole, and 
through them to Parliam6nt itself, I can only express sincere regret 
and unconditionally apologise for it. 

5, Before I deal· with thcspecific charges levelled against me in 
having publicly criticised a Parliamentary Committee Report in the 
Pre.is, may I respectfully .dra\',' your kind attention to the fact that 
before Government, let alone Parliament, had had time to stUdy and 
discuss his Report, and before my (nUn interview appeared in the 
Press, (which therefore, could not have provoked Shri Bosu) , he 
himself gave a IO~lg personal interview to BLITZ"', a large circ'Ulation 
weekly, in which h~ repeated and elaborated his attack on Air-India 
and it" officers, snfi on Government's aeronautical authorities for 
policies anfi actions' with which he disagreed, In that interview he 
disclosed and commented on parts of the evidence given to the 
Committee, charaderised Air-India's bilateral agreements with 
foreign airlines as "a lot of hanky panky", and concluded; "I am very 
happy I have been able to produce this report", 

"'A press clipping from Biitz, dated 26-5-1~79 is at Annexure ,Bto 
Appendix III, which ,"appears to hav~' been referred to by Shri 
J,RD, Tata, 
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6. If a Member of Parliament gOe>.i to the Press .in respeot o,f a 
r~port made to Parliament Qf which he i,s th~· aut.hpr and expreS8~s 
strong views on matters referred .to in the report~disclQsmg al'50 the 
.~vidence given-, should a citi~n be .prev,e,nt~d from con~rpyerting 
,~l public, equally strongly, .the ~ws so eXPf~sed? In fact, after .my 
, 1nte.rview appear~d, SAri Bo$,1,l again caU~ a Pr':~Si c()n~J'ence .to 

rf:flew h~s I:\tt~ on Air.J:~a aM. j~s ~plsaQdiJ1g me and Tatae 
for good .measure. 

, 7. rrom H re~djng of the let~.ri'i from S~i qur~~i ~,nd ~Q.ri 
.J,tavi to the SecretaF.¥. 9f the ,~c;>.k Sa'?h~, it »,ould Seem th~t. the 
c~?r~e.,?i. ~r~ac,j~ r! ra~liaIl1eq~ilr'y, wh~¥~gf la~,wst me i~ . b~d on 
~hE: foH9v,.:i~statemert~ f .J11<;lp.~,in [the o.9ur~eot ~y i,nt«rT.yiew: 

(l)J 'had exprtessed sorrow at seeing "so import11nt a part 
of th~machjnery Qf Parli~nt ,rpii~ed, ~i ~t :;;~ms to 
~ave 'b,een in ,this ca~e. to ~l,lbs«rrv,e personal 0p.iAiot}s Qr 
c~d~", 

(2) I said Shri Jyo,tirmoy Bosu h.aeJ c~pdHGtedtl;t~ pfQCeed-
ings o~ 1h~ inq~~y as an inqu~itj~p rather \t~q an in-
qujry, and subjec~.d officers of .A.ir-Iotilia to bullying, 
ba~le.ss accu:,ations and :thr~ats, unwortny of the great 
Parliamentary bact)' on behalf .of whi«;h the inquiry was 
he:l~. 

(3) I said that Shri Bosu had .mad~ }lP his mind in advance 
10 wr~te ap adve~se .report on A~r-India. 

I, . I ~ , , I ' . , I r" , ' 

(4) T >3aid that Shri Bosu's ('cheap gibe" about· Air-India 
offi('el's living 'like Maharaja's and neo-princes who fat-
tened themselves with Air-rndia's' money was outrageous, 
unw')rthy of Pathament and profided' sad' eVidence of 
hoW far' or how low som~ elected 'representatives of the 
people were prepared to go to satisfy political or Ideolo-
gicAl (-nds, irrespective 01 the harm arldloss' of prestige 
then'by caused not only to those unfairly attacked but 
also to p'ublic sector as a whole, 

8. The folowing paragraphs contain. my comments in regard to 
'i ,",ach ot 'Jhf ~~qVC P9ints. . ., I. 

Poi11 t (1) Whi~e 'I have earlier expressed regret that the .word-
ing I used in my reference to a misuse of Parliamentary machinery 

. ",?~Y, ip~cl~~~\tE1ntly ,~d Wxp~~lyha,~eal~o;~~d ~pe ,i~pression to be 
, .,crfta~fid ,P1f'\I,I ,rl~s ~~~~,~ring. t~ tl1~ CO~Jluher~ iaf ,a r\}')lOXE: ~ ,~t.and 
. b~' 'my remark In its appHcation to Shrll' Bosu himself w,ho ;ll;', ~is 

, If: r " II I 
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apparent anxiety .to, <!on.d~mn th~ Air-India maQagement and the 
Aeronautical authorities of the Govemment of India exceeded his 
powers as; ChulnQan ofs; parliamentary CQmmitte~, on the one 
hand by har,;h treatment of, and aggressive language towards, 
witnesses in, disrl'~ga.11d of l~cognised. norm!,! of1l;1irness apd civility, 
and ion. ilia otbe.:l, ~:Y extending t.le,~QPI!' of t/w inq~ry fa,rbeypnd 
its IilOnmal functiOn as S;et out in Rules 312 (A) and 312 (B). pf ,the 
Rules of .Proceeciure and Conduct of Business in the Lok Sabha. 
These· ,Rules spt'..rincally provide th,at the; ,Cqmmitt~e, ,op P,ubiie 
Umdoertaking:!i!~hall not ~~amine ilnd iny~stigate ,spy matters ot 
majorG(')'\~ernment. policy Us distinct from business or commercial 
functions of the public undertaking o,r m"tters of day to dayad-. 
minis~ration or matters)or cons.idcrfation?,~ whic),! machiI?ery is 
establIshed by ally specIal statute un(1erwhlch a publicundertak-
~iI'lg is: e~tablishnri. Yet Shri Bosu took it upon himself not qnly to 
lflmittion but also to criticise matters of m~j9r Government policy 
such as the grant or exchange of traffic rights in biJ<ii.eF.a1 treaties 
wjth ot~er c9untriep, and matters of nGiY to day administratio!l such 
as the allc,cati0n and use of cars by executives of Air-India, f!xpen-
diture on business entertainment, rental paid for ncco~modation 
s~cured :by the Corporation for Ule! Use ~}f, iu>exffi~tive1'1 alild the 
~rant of free !'l' concessional passages, etc. 

As a matter .qf f~.t .and ,rele,!"an~lf, lrrmy a~d }h~t a\1 t~e bila-
teral agreements entered into by Air-India with the ,airlines of 

I, J .'. ! 
o)).er cOl}ntries in regard to reciprocal entitlements were pre-ap-
prbved b;,l GrvV~rnmEmt and were within 'the frame-work of the 
bilateral treaties solemnly entered into between theGover~rneDt 
of Tndia and iGovernments of other countries, 

.,p(}i'J~t (2) il re~pec.tful)y~ub)aJit that this litatero~nt on my I?art 
involved no breach of privilege as tht' word 'inQ.uisHion' ha~ no .de: 
","oga.tory conn~tatipn .. The only, cWter~nL.;c qn~ c()yIJd.?,ttr!b~te tr~ 
l\n: 'inq'uig,itiQn' a(qU.~tim;t {rom an 'i~quiry', bpt,h of wh~ch aeeo,rd~ 
ing to the dictionary mean an investigation is that in Roman. Catho. 
lie his~ory the .word 'inqui1litioo' W41S sp~ifieally I~sed 
iJlr fPi>flll#~tipn w.ith in}l~ig~tio!,lSinto. suspc<;tedheJ;'esy by a,n ,eC.1 

c~sias~itlal trieunal. Even if account is taken of the fact that t})ese 
tr,ib4nal iiJ:e(Tcpocted tu .Q{tye b,eeq sever.etQwilrds those i~terro~ 

gatflP ~ythe.l)1, ~~ wc;rd r\s; in .no'fay i~~rR~~ory ~11* its I~se wa~ 
~nij,l1wy~pprQpri1te, Jo the rnann,~r in which Shri Bosu inter:rogat-
adw(~t~~~es and, in ~hich he re~ortE1ci to unjust insinuation.s anl;! 
wea~~ in.~ ,CfjiOllt to instil fear· in Qffieerj; whom ~~. jnterf~.mted, 
As an example of the later, in the course of discussing traffic en-

I' ' I 

ti,tlements e,+,~nded to for~ign ajrline~ under bilateral treaties 
.Iwt;.x~f.ri t9~,}~';~·v.rrp.!]ent, of Indja . and. 'fore;gn Govetrlm~nts ~on-



cerned. Shri Bosu began by asking Air-India officers he interro-
gated what cc:nsiderniion they had r()ccived in return for what he 
considered excessive benefits to the former and added that serious 
consequences wO\lld fall upon them if they failed to tell the truth. 
Throughout hh;; interrogation of Air-IndIa witnesses he consistently 
rejecf.ed or ignored their statements, so much so that on one occa-
sion Air Chief Marsh111 La!. Chairman of Air-India, protested that 
Shri Bosu W:.J!' (using the same words as I later did in my inter-
view) treating the inquiry as an inquisition. If you, Mr. Speaker, 
have any noubts in the matter, may I respectfully submit that some 
or all of thl~ following cfficers be called by you to testify J;>efore you, 
as to the truth of my statement; 

ACM P. C. Lal, Chairman of Air-India 

K. G. Appusamy, Vice-Chairman & Managing Director oI 
Air-Indil-\ (at present on leave preparatory to retire-
menb) 

I. D. Sf'tili, Deputy Managing Director (Commercial), Air-
India. 

C. L. Sharma, Deputy Managing Director (Headquarters) 
Air-India. 

J. P. de Andrade, Commercial Manager, International Re-
lations, Air-India. 

Point (3) After reading the Report and being informed by offi-
cers who werE> interrogated by Shri Bosu of his aggressive and 
thre2tening attit'ude and his repeated bJ'lI!:'hing aside and ignoring ~ny 
explanation which justified their or Air-India policies or actions, 
and noting in particular that his Report ignored, and by implica-
tion reJeded, explanations and views based on facts and on my 
own long experience of the industry, I could not, Mr. Speaker, in 
fairness to mself, come to any otber conclusion than that Shri 
no~u had marie up his mind in. advance as to the nat'ure of his re-
port. A tenden,;:.' to hold ana' adhere to strong opinions are well 
known characteristics of strong minded persons whose jungements, 
as' a result. often tend 'tobe based more on pre-conceived convic-
tions than on facts when the letter differ from the former. I! do 
not thInk' anyone in or outside Parliament who knows ShriBosu 
wOlilcl . disagree ',\'it'h his inclusion amongst such persons, and I 
respectfully' 'submit that doing so 'can surely not be interpreted 
as holding him, much less the COn'lmittee or ParlIament, in con-
ternpt.- .' .. 
··'POi~lt (4) ~(j;}dmit that 1 oug~t to have used a different word 
th~n "gibe" ir:' aescribing ShriBoSu's uncalled ftlr and sneering 



reference to Air-India officers as "Maharajas and neo-princes living 
In luxury at the cost of the poor millions of the country." 1 also 
admit that my reference to "how far, or should I say how low, 
~Qme elected representatives of the people are prepared to go to 
"latisfy political or ideological ends irrespective of the harm and 
lo~s of prestige thereby caused not only to those so unfairly attack-
ed )~t~t a lsCJ b the public sector 'a.,'l u whole", was liable to be mis-
undershod. Tf it i£ your view, Mr. Speaker, that the above words 
are such as to cause damage to the prestige ami. reputation of the 
Committee, I withdraw them unconditionally, but In doing so I 
must maintain the s'ubstance of my criticism that Shri Bosu's des-
cripiton of Air-India officers and his accusation of exploiting the 
poor was grossly unfair and uncalled for and did much damage to 
the morale and reputation of devoted officers of Air-India who were 
not in a position to defend themselves. 

9. In further defence of my action I submit that the allegations 
stated to constitute a breach of privilege must be examined with 
reference to the powers, privileges and immunities of the British 
H'ouf:es of P~lrliament as they exist today-that is. to the extent 
of the )Jowers, privileges and immunities of the Indian Parliament 
.• iter the 44th Amendment of the Constitution. May I in this con-
nection quote a few paragraphs from the Report dated 1st Septem-
ber, 1967 from the Select Committee on Parliamentary Privilege of 
thp British Parljament~ 

, 
" 

THE SCOPE OF "PRIVILEGE" 

15 ...... the HO'use should exercise its penal jurisdiction (a) 
in any event as sparingly as possible and (b) only when 

- it Is sat.isfied that to do so is essential in order to provide 
reasonable protection for the House, its Members or its 
Offir€rs, from such improper obstruction or attempt at 
or threat of obstruction as is causing, or is liable to 
cause, l>ubstantiaI interference with the performance of 
their respective functions .. , 

Page.~ xiv, xv end .Tl'i 

RULES FOR GUIDANCE OF THE HOUSE 

41. YOU" Committee are strongly of the opinion that the 
HousecouJd . flnd should give effect to the basic principle embodied 
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innlcgerleral proposition which' they ~cepted inparll-
itapn l!') by adopting by resolution a' set of rules as 
gdid;lnce' for the f'utu:reexercise of its penal jurisdiction. 

42. Your Committee think it essential that the proposed rul~s 
should follow the basic principle to 'its logical conclu-
sion. An illustration ,of, this is the case of publications 
whi("h defame a Member or an identifiable group of 
Me'mbers jn Despeet of their Parliam(jlntary duties. Thts 
has in rece.nt times been one of the more publicised oc-
casions for the exercise by Members of their right tojn-, 
vQkeParliament's penal jurisdiction. Your Committee, 
e.ml1ot; however,' aecept: ,t hat ~n the n<~rm~l caSe it is ~n 
essential protectioidotthe Hot,lse or its Members that they 
shoulrl be able to invoke this juriswction when, it is open 
to them, as it is to any other citizen, to take proceedings 
for defamation in the courts of law. Libels of the charac;ter 
described are, it is' true, often couched in intemperate 
lan~\1age:But the' grosser the libel, the heavier, the da-
mages which the courts are likely to awardt, an(l if the, 
Ubel'1s 'likeuy to be repeated, the cO).lrts have ample, 
power to prevent the repetition by injunction and, if 
need be, by cbmmltal. Your .committee recommmend 
that in the orcii'l1ary case where a Member ha~ a remedy 
in the courts, he should not be permitted to invoke the 
penal jurisdiction of the House in lieu of or in addition 
to the exercise of that remedy,."" .. 

43, The pwpnsaJ made in paragraph' 42 i$ foulLy: ~Qnsistf!lll~' 

with the principle. which Your Committee believe to be 
tight, that the House shoulrl be slow and relucttlnt to 

, us~' , its pen~l p6wer~tol;tiRe criticism' 61" ev~n abuse, 
'Wl1efhN oft'he machinery 'of the House, of Ii Member 

l'cH' or ~\n ~ldetft'Ifihblei~rou~ Hf 'M~ltlbets; 'ht\wever, strong-
::"', l~ the critii:!~tri 'tnay be expressed and h6w~ unjusti-

fiablp it rnav appear to be, Your Committee I'e'gard such 
'ctiticism::ts th~ life-blond 6f democracy- It't 'their view 
the sensible politician expects arid even wE'l~omes critI-
cism nf this nature. Nonetheless. a point may be reach-, 
cd ;Jt which conduct ceases to be mer~ly'ii1t~mper~i~\ 
(fitici"Tn and -A_bt:IF~ ,a~l,q i .pe~pIpe~ p,):: .~c;, : lia\:lJ~. tl~' ~~0IDr~ 
an improper ob:;truction of the functions of Parliament.' 

I, .F9~ ~\tc~ s:a~e~! hQw~vlE:r ,r~re\ )he :ven~l ~:.yer:;:_ must 
" ,\h~: ,pr,e~~r;v~~l <lp4Jhe)lou~ m\~s.t p~ ,prepared, to exercj~T' 

them 



46 ....... For exa.mple, a Member wh0 has been libelled may 
be met in th<tcourts by a defence. of "justification" or 
"fair comment upon a matter of public intere$t'~. In Your 
Committee's opinion it would be an indefensible abuse 
of . power if a Member could evade such a defenC'e by 
invoking the penal jurisdiction of the House. The citizen 
has prima facie a right to make fair comment upon such 
activity of a' Member as is a matter of public interest; 
,bis .right is ev~n stronger to speak and Pllbli~h the truth 

. ~f a. Member's condud. These rights should not in the 
normal way be defeated by the use of the penal juris-
diction of the House. The exceptions to this general 
prillcipip. are likely to be rare. But if the rights of a citi-
rep, though' eilforceabl~ in the courts of law, are' so 

I I . , ; ,', , • I ~ , . f .'. ;' , .' I ' : I 
exercised as to be 'lIkely 'improperly to ohsiruct the 
Memb~r iii the petfortnance of his Pa'rUamen~ary duty, 
it must; be \vithin the power of the House to restrain 
him. 

PageSlt"lJii, XViii and. ~x 

rliitt» AS A IJEFE~CE 

50. Yo'tlr Committee have stated their view in paragraph 46 that 
whf'~ Parliament has provided a defence available to an 
action in th:e courts e.g., "justification" (')r "fair comment 

", I . Upo!i' a" 'Maittii! Of public in~rest" in an a¢1;i<>n for defa-
tnation-lt wOuld in all but' the exceptional 'case be 

'{;trong to enable a' Member to e-trade the ~ffeet of such 
oefence 'by Invoking the penal jurisdiction of the House. 

"'''. 'Th'if: follows'from thefr general prindpl~ that it is in 
. the ptibIic it1tere~t that ttitlcism, ~ven jf intemperate 

: ' antt wrbng~Headed, of P"atliainentary i"ristitut~ns or of 
the conduct of Members should·~t bestifiJedUnless and 
until it reaches the point of improper obstruction. 

, j 1 '\ )' '. " 

,5,1 YOU(, ,GplOlniit~~'s .b~ljef in, :~he principle, sta,ted, ;in .paragraph 
" 50 ha~ ~dJhem: to coo!lider the nature and' exllent of the 

• ';' d,fenCe6;lv.ailab1e: when achllrge of contempt of the 
HOl,lse is madC!-· In particular is "justification" (in the 
BenSe in whicb jt is used. in the court$-) 18 ,gonc;j defence; 

'" if, not .~oulrl it be? 

sf On this (rJ(:~ti()n Y()ur Committee have received several 
" ,'II ".l11ef~r~!1a3 :~~d JheYj are : indebie~tQ, Sir) ~hn Hob-
"" s()n; a Member of the House, for giving .oral evidence 
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beforf' th~m. Whether in the past the House would have 
been willing to accept "justification" as a defence capa-
ble nf reb'Utting a charge of contempt is uncertain. Opi-
nions are divided and there has been no formal and ex-
pre~b ruling on the point. Your Committee do not think 
that it would assist to recite the various arguments, 
some highly complicated, which have been addressed .10 
them. Their task is to advise the House how they consi-
der that this issue be dealt with in future. In glV'mg 
thifi ad'lice they believe it to be right to proceed upon 
genAral principle rather than upon either precedent or 
technicality. 

53. YOllr Committee believe that tl:tis issue raises once again 
(though in a different form from that in which it has 
been .cliscussed in the previpus paragraphs) the fundamen-
till question of the possible conflict between two princi-
plc~--thc prinC'iple that Parliament should be protected 
from im})t'op('r obstrudion of its functions and the 
rrinC'iplp of frc0dom )f speech of. tbe citizen to criticise 
the institution or membership of Parliam,ent. The. prob-
l,,~m is to assc'.;s the right balance between these two 
priJ1C'iplcs. 

54. Your Committee are satisfied that no impediment should 
be placed in the way of every citizen's freedom fearless-
ly and in good faith to criticise Parliament or its Mem-
ber:>:' activities. It cannot reasonably be contended that 
im attempt, properly made, to correct that in Parliament 
which is open to criticism-that, indeed, which may it-
self be obstructing the proper workings of Parliament-
can itself be an improper obstruction. On the contrary, 
it i<;l clearly in the public interest that such criticism 
should be made. 

~5 It fo])ows that in the opinion of Your Committee the House 
ought to take into account the truth of a statement when 
decidin~ whether that statement amounts to a contempt 
of the House_ Your Committee do ndt,--ilowever, take 
the vie-,v th~t truth alone shfluld in all cases be a com-
plete defence to a charge of contempt, as it fs in civil 
actions of defamation. Even if the allegation made is 
true, there may be circumstances in which it is mani-
festly not in the public interest to make it, or in which 
the width and manner of publication extend far beyond 
what could reasonably be regarded as necessary or pro-
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~rfn tlit pub~.ic intere~t. Thus, for ~arnpJ.e, a powerful 
crfga,n of the Press miJht, without departing from tbe 
~h', make urireasonably persistent use of a Member's 
~rRotlal characteristics or private conduct with the ob-
~tand 'intention improper1y to interfere. with his Par-
Ha'fflentary functions. . 

56. In the view of your CommitfA!e, therefore, a person 
against whom a complaint is made should not be barred 
from raising by way of defetlCe that what he said was 
true and that it was in the public interesf that he should 
say it in the way in which he in fact said it. If the 
Hom:;e takes the view that the person so charged was 
acting fairly in the public interest in making his allega-
tions, he should be acquitted of contempt. If, on the 
other hand, it is held that, even though the allegations 
made may have been tI"'ue, their real character was that 
of an improper attempt at obstruction of the House or 
of a Member or Officer of the House in the performance 
of its or his functions. Your Committee are satisfied 
that truth alone should not be accepted as a good defence. 

10. MHy I aiso, Mr. Speaker, respectfully ~w attention to the 
following examples of the British Parliament's approach to such 
matters: 

(a) In Hl48 the Committee of Privileges of the Houses of 
Parliament in the U. K. declared: 

"The Committee is of opinion that it is not consistent with 
the dignity of the House that penal proceedings for 
breach of privilege should be taken in the case of every 
defamatory shtement which, strictly, ma.y constitute 
a contempt of Parliament. While recognising that it is 
the duty of Parliament to intervene in the case of 
attacks which may tend to undermine public confidence 
in and support of the institution of Parliament itself, 

794 LS-5. 

the Committee thinks it important that on the one hanel, 
the law of Parliamentary Privilege should not be ad-
ministered in a way which would fetter or discourage 
the expression of opinion or criticism, however. prejudic-
ed or exaggerated such opinions or criticism may be; 

and that on the other hand the process of Parliamentary 
investigation should not be used in a way which would 
give importance to irresponsibJe statements." 
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(b) In 1!J64 (in Mr. lIogg's case), the Committee of Privileges 
stated t,hat it was important that the law of Parliamen-
tary Privilege should not, except in the clearest case, be 
invoked so as to inhion or discourage the formation and 
free expression of opinion outside the House ... i'n rela-
tion to the conduct of the affairs of the nation." (H.C. 247, 
1964). 

(c) In 1947 the justification of privilege was admirably stated 
by the then Attorney General of the U.K. He said: 
"The real test is that nothing ought to be done which is 
calculated to put a man in such fear of consequences if 
he speaks or acts in a particular way that he will refrain 
from speaking or acting in that Way." 

(d) Speaker Ayyangar of the Lok Sabha referred to the fol-
lowing ruling of the Speaker of the U. K. House of Com-
mons in a case in which during the course of a public 
speeeh ?!' reported in the Daily Mail harsh words were 
used against Members. Said the U.K. Speaker (and this 
was quoted by the Speaker of the Lok Sabha): 

"Harsh words used .against persons and parties are dealt 
with jj. necessary by the law of Defamation and it is 
only where the House as a whole is affected by the 
spoken word, that to my mind a question of privilege 
arises. In this Celse it seems to me that these offensive 
epithets are selective in their application. Therefore of 
the words complained of I could not really find a prima 
f(!('ie easE' of breach of privilege." (H.C. Debs. 1953-
56, b2!l CC 35-36). 

11. That Shri Bosu called a Press conference after my interview 
:lppeared in the Press, renewed his athck on Air-India and made 
false allegations ngaim;t Tatas and myself is demonstrable proof that 
my comments did not obstruct in any way the Hon'ble Member from 
frankly expressing his own views. T submit that it would not detract 
from the honour and dignih' of Parliament (or its Committees) if 
n citizen like myself were also permitted to express my views. 

12. From the extracts I have quoted above from the Select Com-
mittee Report of the British Pc>rliament and the references T have 
mnoe to statements made bv the Committee of Privileges to the 
House of Commons, it would seem clear that only such words or 
acts which obstruct or impede or have R tendencv to obstruct or 
impede either the House or individual members of a HOUse in eXf'r-
else of their constitutional functions attract the penal jurisdiction of 
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Houses of Pai:'li~ent. I respectfully submit therefore that my re-
marks were not In breach of any privileges or immunities of the 
Indian Parliament any more than they would have been if made in 
Britain. 

13. As our present Lok Sabha membership and Government have 
re-established freedom of expression in our country, I trust I may 
b~ ~rmitted, ~s a citizen who has devoted more than fifty years of 
hIS life to Serving the nation as best he could and who is immensely 
proud of its democratic institutions, to submit that the only public 
respect worth having is the one that is earned by words and deeds. 
"The path of criticism is a public way." It is open as much to the 
people as to their elected representatives. Entry into this public 
way should not be barred nOr punished so long as the citizen does 
not obstruct the House or its Members in their great and important 
task of governing the nation. 

14. Whilst sincerely regretting some words or phrases, promp-
ted by my indignation at Shri Bosu's report and the language in 
which it was couched, and which I used, so to speak, in the heat of 
the moment, I maintain that it was never my intention to attribute 
motives to the Committee or its Hon'ble Members. I must at the 
same time maintain, respectfully but firmly, my right to criticise 
Shri Bosu's report and the substance of my criticism of the report. 
In fact,as one who had founded and led the airline for forty-six 
years, of which the last twenty-five years were in the service of the 
public sector, I felt it was my bounden duty to rebut what I thought 
and still consider his uncalled for and widely publicised condemnation 
of Air-India and its staff. This I did in the public interest and in 
order to repair the serious damage caused to the prestige and reputa-
tion both in India and abroad of this great public sector organisa-
tion. In his interview with Blitz (26-5-1979). Shri Bosu has said: 
"I tell you one thing, that I have been guided by no other considera-
tion but the country's overall welfare." I would like to assure you, 
Mr. Speaker, that in my remarks and comments I have been guided 
bv no different consideration. ... ". 

. 15. In conclusion, while deeply re~tting any inconvenience and 
trouble that I may have caused to you and reiterating my deep 
respect for the great institution of Parliament and its Committees, 
I respectfully urge that the motion be not admitted against me and 
he dropped. 

Your faithfully, 
Sd/-

(J. R. D. TATA) 



ANNEXURE A 
to 

APPEN DIX III 
(See para 2 of Appen.dix Ill) 

Text ()f Mr. J. R. D. Na's interview with PTI and the-
SUNDAY STANDARD, Bombay 

(Published 29th May 1979) 

23rd May 1979 

Q. 1. Mr. Tata, when you laid down office as Chairman of Air-
India last ~ar, you had headed the organisation for 46 years. The 
report of the Public Undertakings Committee on Air-Indilt' recently 
presented to Parliament is severely critical of many aspects of Air-
India's operations. You were in overall charge of the Corporation 
for 25 years upto February last year, and the Committee's criticism 
therefore covers events which happened in your time of steward-
ship. Your general reaction to the report and also your views on 
some of the more important specific points raised would be 
appreciated. 

A. I was myself one of the last witnesses summoned to give evi-
dence before the Committee and to express views on a number of 
points about which the report is specially critical. My general Teac-
tion to the report is one of astonishment and sorrow. Astonishment 
at this uncalled for attack on the most prestigious and successful 
public sector enterprise in the country and at the extent of the 
19norance displayed of the economic and administrative realities; 
'>orrow ,at seeing so important a part of the machinery of Parlia-
ment misused, as 'it seems to hnve been in this case, to suhserve 
personal opinions or creeds, 

Throughout the Commit~exhaustive_and exhausting inquiry, 
spread over three months, detailed explanations and reasons or action 
taken were given to the Committee by Air-India in answer to eve~' 
question and criticism of the Committee, ,and every effort made to 
educate the Committee on the special character and features of tJ,is 
most fiercely competitive of all international industries. From the 
report of the Committee which I have carefully read and the talks 
I have had with some of those who were summoned to give evidence, 
it is abundantly clear that Mr. Jyotirmoy Bosu, Chairman of the 
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Committee, had mad~ up his mind in advan"e to write aa ad" •• 
report. Further more, the manner in whioh tIM "....,....tinp wwe 
conducted, vIrtually by the Chairman alone in the almDBt total 
absence of the other members and therefore witho1f.t the preecr11Md 
quorum, as an inquisition rather than an inquiry, was highly objec-
tionable and unworthy of the great Parliamentary body on behalf 
of which the inquiry was held. Many of the officers of the airline 
summoned to give evidence were subjected to bullying, baseless 
accusations and even to threats. These tactics,and the grossly pre-
judiced and unfair report have caused tremendous damage to the 
previously high morale of the airline which has now sunk to a low 
flbb. The whole organisation in India and thirtyfour countries 
abroad was stood on its head for a period of three months. All nor-
mal productive work virtually ceased and thousands of hours of time 
and over-time were unnecessarily spent on gathering a.nd furnishing 
a mass of unbelievably detailed facts,ftgures and statistics at enor-
mous cost in cables, telex and telephone charges. Senior offtcials of 
Air-India had repeatedly to be called and recalled from Indian and 
overseas offices to supply information or to appear before the Com-
mittee. As an example of The lack of consideration shown by the 
Committee, Air-India's Regional Director for the USA & Canada, 
was not heard when he appeared and was made to return after 
a week, involving 32,000 miles of wasteful and exhausting travel. 

As the unfair tactics adopted by the Chairman of the Committee, 
virtually the only speaker throughout the inquiry, towards the officers 
summoned to give evidence, are naturally not revealed in the report 
itself, I would strongly recommend to the Lok Sabha authorities 
that verbatim records of the inquiry should be made public, against 
payment if necessary, so that Parliament, the Press and other in-
terested parties may see for themselves the manner in which the 
inquiry was conducted. This would at least ensure more objective, 
considerate and fairer treatment in future similar investigations. 

Q. 2. The Committee said it was shocked to observe that the 
bilateral agreements entered into by Government with foreign 
countries and international commercial agreements settled by Alr-
India with foreign airlines heavily weighed against national inter-est, 
granting undue concessions to foreign airlines. What have you to 
say about this? 

A. Anyone with even an elementary knowledge of the working 
of the international air transport system would appreciate how ba~
less this charge is. The Committee could naturall~, not be familiar 
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with this .system of bilateral treaties and the exchange of traffic 
rights negotiated between governments and imposed on the national 
airlines concerned, but it certainly was after the facts were clearly 
explained by Government and Air-India officials in the course of 
the investigation. These, however, were brushed aside, as they 
were on most other issues. 

The fact that Air-India carried 43 per cent of the, total traffic into 
and out of India or that British Airways, Lufthansa, Air France and 
Alitalia amongst others operated more services into and out of the 
United Kingdom, West Germany, France and Italy has been used 
by the Committee to prove that Indian interests had been betrayed 
possibly for the benefit of corrupt officials. The contrary would be 
obvious on any honest assessment of the matter. With 36 foreign 
airlines operating to or through India serving countries throughout 
the world with an aggregate fleet of many hundreds of aircraft, Air-
India's performance in securing 43 per cent of the total traffic with 
15 aircraft serving only 34 countries was, in fact, a remarkable 
achievement which deserved high praise instead of the condem-
nation meted out to it. The Committee's complaint that, for dark 
reasons, foreign airlilles were allowed to operate more services 
to India than Air-India did in foreign countries makes no sense, for 
the Committee must or should have known that the traffic rights 
in bilateral treaties are granted on the basis of estimated traffic 
demand and not on the capacity of the national carrier to meet its 
full share of such demand. If Air-India did not for the time being 
operate all the services or provide all the capacity to other countries 
allowed to it under bilateral treaties, it was simply because of the 
current limitation of its fully utilised fleet pending further increases 
to it which have since been approved by Government. In the eir-
cumstanc~s, the Committee's objective of total balance in traffic 
carried could only have been attained by limiting the operations 
of all foreign carriers, thus depriving the country of a good part of 
the available flow of foreign tourists and foreign exchange. A 
strange recommendation indeed from a Committee purporting to be 
the watch dog of India's interests. 

As regards the four foreign airlines mentioned, the fact that 
despite a smal1er number of services, Air-India earned more revenue 
from traffic to and from their countries than they did, is clear proof 
that these airlines were not favoured at the expense of Air-India, and 
the country as alleged by the Committee. 

Q. 3. Air-India has also been accused of ignoring socialist ('oun-
tries. What have you to say about this? 
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A. I can well understand, and even sympathise with the desire 
of a gOOd communist like Mr. Jyotirmoy Bosu, that Air.J,ndia should 
operate more services to l'ommunist countries. That, however, he 
snouJd so recommend knowing that it would result in serious finan-
cial loss makes one wonder whose national interests are sought to 
be served thereby. 

Q. 4. One of the charges made with regard to the operations both 
of Air-India and foreign airlines to and through Indian airports is 
that Calcutta and Madras have been continuously ignored, and some 
~f the airlines openting to Calcutta have been allowed to shift to 
Delhi/Bombay and they will thus reap rich benefits by operating to 
airports of their choice regardless of the country's interest. 

A. It is certainly a matter for regret that the Calcutta and Madra,-
airports are so little used by international airlines, including AiT-
India, but as the Committee must have learned from its in-depth 
study thcl'e is nothing commercially more disastrous for an airline 
than to fly empty' planes, alld as the aircraft used on long range 
international services axe the largest and most costly to operate. it 
j" natural that the Airlines using them will serve mainly cities where 
people want to go. It is a fact of life today that Bombay, for com-
mercial reasons, and Delhi, as the air traffic hub of North India, for 
touristic reasons, attract the vast majority of the international' 
travelling public visiting India. If practically all the airlines of the 
world have abandoned Calcutta, it is simply because very few tra-
vellers want to go there. The Chairman of the Committee should 
surely know the causes of this commercial and tourist near-boycott 
of that unfortunate city and what should be done to make Calcutta 
and Bengal once again attractive. to tourists and visitors. In the 
meantime, should Air-India and foreign airlines be compelled to land 
and take off empty planes to please him and satisfy his regional ego? 

Q. 5. The Committee find that the averge yield per RTKm achiev-
ed by Air-India was very .low compared to foreign airlines and are 
critical of the fa.ct that operations of Air-India are large measure on 
low yield routes where promotional fares have been established? 

A. Here again, all the evidence tendered to disprove this charge 
is brushed aside or disregarded. Air-India's lower average yield 
(RTKm) simply means that a major proportion of its carriage is of 
traffic travelling on low promotional fares. This however is not 
significant by itself; what is significant is the result. The fact that 
Air-India in relation to the size of its operations makes a higher 
profit th;n almost all its competitors, shows that it is commercially 
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ri!,;ht in prefening higher total revenues from a lar~f.?~ num.~r of 
ww fare palleA.iers than lower revenues from a smaller number of 
high fare papeDgers. Apart from which it is surprising to 'find the 
Comptittee criticising the national airline of a poor country for con-
centrating on low fares benefiting the less affluent. 

FUl'thermore, the fact that a very large proportion of the total 
operations of European carriers is within Europe, where the fares 
are twice as high as in most other areas of the world, has been deli-
herately or conve"je'1tiy ignored by the Committee, even though the 
same had been pointed out by Air-India to them. 

Q. ft. The Committee are critical of the fact that expenditure on 
staff in the Commercial Department of Air-India is as high as 50 per 
cent of the total staff cost whereas in most of the other airlines it 
is less than 25 per cent. 

A. Here again, the Committee displays its prejudice by disregard-
ing the explanations given to it on the subject. I myself took some 
pains in pointing out to the Committee the obvious fact that with 
the bulk of Air-India's staff abroad necessarily being Commercial 
Department statI, and with staff costs in foreign countries, whether 
Indian or foreign being very much higher than in India it is inavi-
table that the ratio of Commercial Department staff cost to tota.1 
staff costs should be higher than in other airlines in which home 
and foreign levels of wages are more or less the same. What is 
important and significant to note is that Air-India. spends only about 
15 per cent of its total operating expenses on wages as against over 
30 per cent in most other ai'rlines. 

Q. 7. The Report statese: "Air-India executives living like Maha-
rajas at the cost of the poor millions in the countrY ... These neo-
princ:es are fattening themselves with Air-India's money in complete 
disregard of the nonns laid down by the Government." 

A. The three main criticisms of the Committee refer to House 
rent, use of cars and entertainment expenses, in regard to all of 
which t\le Committee, in its anxiety to find fault irrespective of facts 
l'lOd evidence, has brushed aside the perfectly valid facts/explana-
tions furnished to it. T~ke, for instance. the accusation that the 
~xpenditure on rents of officers sanctioned in Bombay exceE>ded the 
(!uidelines of the Bureau of Puhlic Enterprises that rent subsidies 
~hould not exceed 40 per cent of the basic salary of an officer. 40 ner 
<'ent of the basic sal<l.ry I'f a fairlv senior officer of Air-Ind;a would 
be Ri. 800 per month. Anvone familial' with Bnmbav rents would 
know that a. 120 square metre flat nowadays fetches a rent of as 



69 
much as Ri~ SOQO ~ mQP~ in Sputh BQ~bay, and around Rs. 2,500 
in the $u~bs ap4 4if.~I~ e~l~ would tlaontlore have to 
Ii ve on a minus il\~ if this gu,ideline was respected. The BPE's 
gUidelines are nothing more th,an guidelines, and the Board at Direc~ 
tors who h~v~ to dlt~ with facts and not with mere theoretical 
norms which have long since become obsolete, were clearly right 
in sanctioning payments in excess of the amount laid down' in the 
guidelines. 

The provision of cars by the Corporation for the use of senior 
officials is wholly in keeping with normal practice throughout the 
airline industry and is fully justified, particularly at foreign stations 
where, apart from the substantial milage to be covered by commer-
cial staff in the course of their normal duties, a regular stream of 
commercial, Government and other visiting VIPs have to be met 
and looked after. 

As regards entertainment expenses, while the figures quoted in 
the Report seem high in themselves, they are not in the circum-
stances prevailing throughout the world in this ferociously com-
petitive busines~ of international air transport. Minor abuses may 
have occasio~y occurred, human nature being what it is, but in 
my view the expenditure of Rs. 3; lekhs in one year on entertain-
ment by 41 executives based in India mentioned as lavish by the 
Committee is quite reasonable and even insignificant in relation to 
Air-India's traffic revenues of about Rs. 365 crores a year, or Rs. 1 
crore per day. 

The cheap gibe of the Committee that "Air-India executive have 
been living like Maharajas at the cost of the poor millions of the 
country", and that "these neo-princes are fattening themselves with 
Air-India's money in complete disregard of the norms laid down by 
Government", is outrageous, to put it, mildly, and unworthy of a 
Committee of Parliamen~'t. Apart from being wholly incorrect it 
is grossly unfair to a fine and dedicated team of executives includ-
ing many non-Indians of whose enthusiasm and devotion to the 
Ai~line I have had abundant proof over my many years of steward-
ship as Chairman. It also provides its own sad evidence of how 
far or should I say how low, some elected representatives of the 
people are prepared to' go to satisfy political or ideological ends. 
irrespective of the harm and loss of prestige thereby caused not only 
to those so unfairly attacked but also to the public sector as a whole. 

\ 
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I sincerely hope that, recognising the unsoun<t and unfair charac~ 
ter of the Report, Government will disregard brltb its unsubstantiat-
ed accusations and its ill-conceived recommendations which, if adop-
teel, would destroy what is left of the morale of Air-India's organisa-
tion and ultimately lead to the end of the Corporation's progress 
und profitability. In this perverse report can be found the principal 
causes of the relatively poor performance and abysmally low morale 
of mass puhlic seder enterprises in the country, for it examplifies 
the excessive supervision and control over their day-to-day opera-
tions sought to be exercised by Parliament, which itself has led to 
n correspondingly excessive supervision by Ministers and the burea-
ucracy, The final consequence is that only too often public sector 
management, mistrusted and deprived of all authority and initiative 
seeks protection and safety in avoiding taking decisions or in "passing 
ihe buck". I wish OUr Parliament and Governmenf would study the 
very different conditions prevailing in other democratic countries 
where the Boards and management of public sector enterprises are 
trusted, enjoy ronfidence and a high degree of autonomy, and s',ow 
rc!':ults e(Jual to the best in the private sector. 

/ 

Sd/-
(J. R. D. "rata) 

23-9-71). 
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ANNEXURE B TO APPENDIX HI 

(See para 5 of Appendix III) 
BLITZ 

MAY 26, 1979. 

Blitz ... ABOLISH' THE MAHARAJAH SYNDROME 
Exclusive interview by A. Raghavan & Joga Rao 

NEW DELHI: JYOTIRMOY BOSU, the veteran parliamentarian 
is sure thnt Air-India would not go to blazes if his recommendations; 
to scale down the "perks" of its top executives are accepted by the 
Government. 

Bosu, who has just vacated the Chairmanship of the well-publi-
cised Public Undertakings Committee of Parliament, was talking tv 
BLITZ on the controversial 42nd Report. which had made a cas~ 
study of Air-India perquisites. 

Play of Black Money 
Rehas disclosed evidence of the play of black money in the 

Public Sector, too, which has so far been the exclusive privilege of 
the Private Sector. 

In this connection, he cites the case of "paper rights" piling up 
with Air-India in its bilateral agreements with foreign airlines. 
Concessions to foreign carriers, whose business in fndla is goin,q up 
with no corresponding benefit to Air-India, he says, is not for love, 
So the matter has been tossed over to the Vigilance Commission. 

Bosu sees a lot of attraction in extended stays abroad and also 
in crew scheduling since some officials had stayed abroad more or 
less their entire service with Air-India. He asks whether it was 
proper for the Deputy Managing Director to accept the hospitality 
of a gentleman in London who has business with the airline. 

S~ret Report to Govemment 
Bosu expoees the fare structure Of Air India as full of discrepan-

cies and ahsurdities and sUigests that the airlines "bring it down to 
the realiRtic stage. cos~ plus ... ," ''Fareq need not be dictated by 
somebody else." he adds, together with the recommendations that' 
"Air-India should pull out from lATA". 

7' 
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HE ALSO REVEALS THE FACT THAT ANOTHER SECRFn' 
REPORT HAS BEEN SEriT TO THE GOVERNMENT THE CON-
TENTS OF WHICH "I CANNOT DIVULGE .. ·WHERE I HAVE 
EXPLAINED TIIESE TffiNGS MORE CLEARLY." 

Finally, Bosu wants the Government to take a finn step on the 
report and its implications "without getting cold feet or allowing 
itself to be blackmailed by somebody." 

* • * • 
Following is the full text of the controversial ~nterview: 

Q. You have opened up the magic box of perks in your report 
of the PUC! What do you feel about the reactions? More brickbats 
than bouquets, or vice-versa? 

Magic box of Perks 

A. I do not know if I have opened up any magic box. I thought 
the Government and the people should know what perquisites the 
executives of this particular undertaking-Air-India-are getting 
and whether they are in line with those enjoyed by executives of 
other undertakings and also the executives working in the Rnilways, 
.Post and Telegraphs and the other government departments. 

And the public reaction according to my reading, is that many 
people have, in fact, been taken aback that in this poor country of 
ours where the per capita income is the lowest in the world, we 
are creating a new set of very privileged people; and many persons, 
including MPs, have told me that they should be drastically cut 
rlown. 

Q. How many witnesses from Air-India were examined? 

A. We had the Chairman, the Managing Director, the Deputy 
Managing Director, the various departmental heads and also some 
of their regional managers and directors from abroad. 

Eatire Serviee abroad 
Q. What justification did they offer? 

A. According to my reading. I could not get convincing replies. 
The Committee was unanimous in its report. 

Q. What about the witnesses from abroad? 

A. We had not gone into ·their affairs. So we have communicat-
ed our assessment to the Minister in a letter which we did not want 
to publish. 
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Q. Bot clon't you think that this extended stay abroad by some 

seniGr e'MeUtfves, can, itself be termed as special perks? 

A. We have covered that also. Well, I could see there was a lot 
of attraction in extended stays and also in crew scheduling, and 
we have covered nU that in our report. From the report, yau will 
find some oftlcials have stayed abroad more or less during their en-
tire service wi'th Air-India. In one case, it i':) 27 years out of 30 
years of service. I have certainly a feeling that seeking favour of 
posting abroad at certain stations is certainly an attraction. 

NoMdy is really indisperisaWe 

Q. It is said that perquisites for Public Sector executiles were 
introduced for preventing migration into the more lucrative Private 
Sector. What do you think will be the effect if they are slashed by 
the Bureau of Public Enterprises in accordance with your sugges-
tion? 

A. Well, I am one of those persons who believe that nobody is 
really indispensable. The country cannot do something which would 
look very unusual. We cannot afford it, because how can the under-
taking, unless it makes enough money, lose on one hand and go on 
dishing out money to a handful of executives lavishly'? Therefore. 
this is a matter which worries me. 

Q. Now there is the Priv,ate Sector, all hailing them into their 
parlour so these people can migrate there. 

A. Why do you think they will migrate there? Quite a few exe-
cutives from the Private Sector haw' come to Public Sector under-
takings! 

Out flow of talent? 

Q. That is only when more attrL'ctions are given? 

A. Not necessarily. It need not be always fjuancial attraction~. 
Tn the Public Sector, there is a lot of job satisfaction and you are 
not compelled to do wrong things that you nre sometimes required 
to do in the Private Sector undertakings. 

Q. The elite is the same. Whether they work in the P1lblic or 
Private Sector, they arc birds of a feather? 

A. In the Public Sector there is a lot of stagnation. If number 
one goes, Number Two immediately steps in. Now Appusamy is 
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retiring. Although Appusamy's retirement has nothing to do with 
Qur examination, and Air-India has selected a person who· was the 

. Chairman Managing Director of the International Airport Authority. 
So was there any difficulty in getting a man? 

Even if you take these as inducements, what is the result that 
you get? In the Central Inland Water Transport Corporation they 
had lost, if I remember correctly, about Rs. 21 crores. What induce-
ments do you want to give those executives who have produced 
nothing at all? After our examination the whole undertakings has 
been rejuvenated and new faces have come in. Now they are stuck 
up because they do not hav~ vessels, which were sold by the previous 
regime. They have so much business that they cannot handle. 

Similarly, as far as Air-India is concerned, I am absolutely positive 
that even if its executives leave because of bringing down the per-
quisites to standardised level, there will be not trouble at all. 

Bribery and Corruption in both Sectors 
Q. True, the manegerial remuneration payable by private firms 

has recently been reduced. But even then all of us know that the 
Private Sector gener;ttes a lot of black money which is shared by 
a coterie 'If tycoon!'" and executives. This is not so with the pub-
lic Sector. A steep reduction in their "perks" mil!ht trigger an 
outflow of talents into the Private Sector. Don't you think this will 
further damage the Public Sector in the existing hur<>aucratic set 
up? 

A. Inlbe Publi'c Sector aiRO. there is a lot of money. We have 
detected and charged in clear language the di'5posal of vessels by 
the Central Inland Water Transport Corporation. A vessel, whose _ 
replacement cost may be Rs. 17 or Rs. 18 lakhs. was sold for only 
Rs. 3 lakhs. Do you think there is any dearth of that sort of dubious 
money in th-e Public Sector. 

Q. All these are black? 

A. Of course. Bribes are always in black. -- ". A-I's hanky-panky agreements 
Q. Will you give us more instances like th'is? 
A. Take Air-India's bilateral agreements with forei/lIl airlines. 

We have suggested the Vigilance CommissIon should probe into the 
matter. While Air-India had been holding the paper rights to fly in 
these countries in their pockets, some Of the foreign aIrlines were, 
more or less. fully using their rights in this country. A lot of hanky-
pankyeh! 
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Am I to understand that these extraordinary concessions have 

been given for love! That is why I cannot say anything now. That 
is why we have referred the matter to the Vigilance Commissi(jJ1. 
They could not say anything. No satisfactory ~nswer came from 
them although the Secretary of the Civil Aviation MInistry, Director-
General of Civil Aviation and Air-India, all the three parties appear-
ed before us. 

Q. Any other Public Sector undertakings where this kind of 
malpractices have taken place? 

A. Yes. The Central Fisheries Corporation was examined. It is 
seething in corruption from top to bottom. 

Q. What is the modus operandi? 

A. The modus operandi in sale and purchase, in manufacture, 
everywhere. 

Did Government share concessions? 

Q. Coming back to Air-India. you mentioned their concessions. 
But was not Government a party to that? 

A. The concession was given by the Government. Air-India was 
a party to that. The Government said repeatedly that the Air-India's 
consideration was the prime consideration. Air-India, the Director 
General of Civil Aviation and the Government-these three, look 
after the interests of the Government of India. Whether there was a 
three cornered sharing or not. it is the job of the Vigilance Com-
mission to find out. 

Now take the case of a senior Air-India executive. He was 
hosted by one of the Five Star hotel owners. Firstly, we found it 
wrong because the hoteliers host airlines executives with the ex-
pectation of getting business from them. It should not have been 
done. And number two, he has charged TA and DA from the 
company at the same time. 

Q. He was Sethi, if I am not mistaken, but he justified it. He 
said it was a normal practice. 

A. Is it normal practice? Wonderful! Let the Government say 
so: What is the practice? I said: show us the rules! He could not 
produce them. 

Perks and private bearers 

Q. You have made a case study of the "perks" in Air-India and 
said its top executivp.!,: have been living like Maharajas. The airlines 
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m&napment says in. a nUMber of cases, tilt '"PetItS" given to them 
e~ only ~tionally tht! amounts actU'ally 8~t on oolMini 
and car. What do you say? 

A What about the other perks: club bills, personal entertainment, 
car expenditure? Have you ever heard that a private bearer is given 
to an Air-India executive? Money i's given for the penlon who 
works at his residence, electricity charges, residential accommod-
ation, furniture, etc.! 

Q. But this practice of a private bearer is prevalent in other 
public sector undertakings also? 

A. No! I have not come acr05S any such instance. The company 
disburses Rs. 225 for paying a domestic assistant. What do you 
think about this gentleman Sethi accepting the hospitality of a 
gentleman in London who ha-.; business with Air-India? Is it fair 
on the part of the Deputy Managing Director to accept his 
hospitality? When I took up the chairmanship of the Public Under-
takings Committee I prohibited acceptance of any invitations from the 
Public Sector Undertakings, The Committee did not accept any 
invitation for a meal, except of course, for tea, coffee or biscuits. 

If only I had 6 months more! 

Q. Do you think ,my-thing interesting may have been left out 
of the report? 

A. I certainly agree with you. If I had another ,:;ix montils. I 
would have been able to produce ct lot more. We have gone through 
certain very basic issues pertaining to the load factor, the direct-
ional imbalance in fares etc. If you travel by your own Indian 
n<1tiona1 carrier. it charges Rs. 11,200 for n return ticket to ;mel 
from Londo'n. But when you buy a tickct at London from i\ir-
India you pay much less; what j'3 the reason for this? They came 
out with all sorts of nrgument'3, hut we did not accept them. We 
h:w'C made vl'ry clear recommendation that this should be imme-
diatel:,>' done away with. 

We h~l\,(, sdid th:11 ,lrtificial eop.';ing of the fares that is excur-
sion far(".~, tourists fnres, group fares---are all not necessary. Have 
one fare based on the mileage. In Delhi. Calcutta, Madras, Bombay, 
e\'crywhere, one finds non-lATA ctnd even lATA airlines giving 
discounts to the tunc of 40, 50 or tiO per cent. Why should we have 
this sort of fare structure'! And I asked them: "Is it illegal?" The 
CioVPl'I1!l'C'l1t said. "Y('s. it is illegal". Have you been able to 
prosecute' <1 single person'? "No Sir," was their reply. 

Q. How will you meet the competition? 
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A. YOU BRING DOWN THIS FARE TO THE REALISTIC 

STAGE, COST PLUS, THAT IS ALL. YOUR FARES NEED NOT 
BE DICTATED BY SOMEBODY ELSE. WE HAVE RECOM-
MENDED THAT AIR-INDIA PULL OUT FROM lATA. 

Secret report to Govemment 

Q. The Air-India management also says competition in the air-
lines business is pretty stiff, necessitating the provision of high en-
tertainment allowance to some of its men. While giving evidente 
Defore your commi'ttee, did the Air-India Chairman say that It 
would be better to close down Air-India if the position you take was 
to be vindicated? And what was your reaction? 

A. I have no reaction. I do not accept that position at all. This 
competitiveness has nothing to do with India-based offtcillls havi'np-
lavish entertainment al1owance. One thing I may mentfon here is 
that certa'in communications have been lSent to the Government, 
which are of secret nature and I cannot divulge, where I have ex-
plained these things more clearly. 

Q. There is a joke in the corridors that you and Morarji !)eRat 
seem to be of the same view: Morarji i's trying to destroy the air-
lines through Prohibition and you by slashing perks! 

A. You mean I have become a bull 'in a China shop. I tell you 
one thing, that I have been guided by no other consideration but the 
country's overall welfare. We di'd not want to have a handful of 
privileged people. Many groups of employees of Air-India, including 
senior commanders, have come and congratulated us. 

Delhi must take finn action 

Q. And so also the people in the middle rung? 

A. Everybody, I am telling you, excepting ~ handful. Everyone 
fn Air-India is happy and if you see the number of lettel'S I am 
getting every day you will be surprised, 

Q. So that 'is a very healthy reaction? 

A. I am very happy that I have been able to produce thi., Report. 
The Government should take a finn stand. It should not get cold 
feet and should not allow itself to be blackmailed by anybody. 

Q. What is the number of top eX~llttves who have been hit by 
this report? 
794 LS-e, 
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A. In IndIa, about 60. Two of the leaders have met me today. 

Well, I do not want to go outsfde the evidence, nor will I divulge 
the evidence. But if I go outside the evidence, I have got much more 
information, which I have not been able to verify and use. 

Q. While examining these Public Sector undertakings, how do 
you find i'nterlocking between the personnel in the Private Sector 
and the Public Sector? 

A. There are interlockings galore. Many are in both sectors. 
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(See para 12 of the ~poI1) 

CCYpy of Note submitted by the Chairman. Committee on 
Public Undertakings to the Speaker 

The Committee have considered the following four notices of 
question of privilege which were referred to them by the Honour. 
able Speaker for the views of the Committee:-

(i) Notice of question of privilege dated 31-5-1979 by Shri 
Mohd. Shaft Qureshi, M.P. regarding certain remarks made 
by Shri J.R.D. Tata, former Chairman of Air India, in a 
Press fnterview given to the PTI on 28-5-1979 re: function-
ing of Public Undertakings Committee of Parliament. 

(ii) Notice of question of privilege dated 5-6-79 by Shri Jyotir. 
moy Bosu, M.P. against Shri J.R.D. Tata for making certain 
derogatory remarks agaillt3t the Chairman and members of 
Committee on Public Undertakings in a Press statement 
issued by hi·m. 

(iii) Notice of queStion of privilege dated 7-6-1979 by Shri 
Vayalar Ravi, M.P. against Shri J.R.D. Tata, former 
Chairman of Ai'r India for casting aspersions on the 
Chairman and Members of the Committee on Public 
Undertakings. 

(iv) Notice of question Of privilege dated 6-6-1979 by Shri 
Vayalar Ravi, M.P. against the Editor, Printer and Pub-
lisher of India Today and its Correspondents, Sarvashri 
Dilip Bobb and Asoka Raina for publishing in its iSsue of 
16th May, 1979, a malicious report to malign the Com-
mittee on Public Undertakings and Parliament. 

79 
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2. The first three notices arise out of comments reported to have 
been made by Shri J.R.D. Tata against the Committee on Public 
Undertakings in respect of their forty-osecond, fifty-second and fifty-
third Reports presented to the Lok Sabha on the 23rd and 30th April, 
1979. 1 , 

3. The fourth notice arises out of the comments made in an article 
published in the India Today dated May 16-31, 1979 under the 
caption "Air-India under fire". 

4. In regard to the first three notices against Shri J.R.D. Tata, 
the factual position is as follows:-

(i) Comments made by Shri J.R.D. Tata 

"I was sorry at seeing so important a part of the machinery 
Of Parliament misused as it seems to have been in this 
case, to subserve personal opinions or creeds." Even 
though every effort was made to educate the Committee 
on the special character and features of this 'most fiercely 
competitive of all international industries', it was abun-
dantly clear to him that Mr. Jyotirmoy Bosu, Chairman 
of Committee had 'made up hi'S mind in advance to write 
an adverse Report.' 

Factual position 

The draft reports were circulated to the Committee on 19-4-79 
and ~7-4-79 and considered and adopted by the Committee 
on 20-4-79 and 28-4-79. The draft reports were also got 
factually verified from Air-India/Ministry of Civil Avia-
tion and only thereafter presented to Lok Sabha on 
23-4-79 and 30-4-79. Once a report is adopted by the 
Committee after consideration, it becomes a report of the 
Committee as a whole and not of the Chairman or any 
member as such. 

(ii) Comments made by Shri J.R.D. Tata 

The manner in which the proceedings were conducted vir-
tually by the Chai'rman alone in the total absence of other 
Members and therefore without the prescribed quorum, 
was an 'inquisition rather than an inquiry'. "This was 
highly objectionable and unworthy Of the great parlia-
mentary body on behalf of which the inquiry was held" 
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Factual position 

Date 

The number of Members present at the time of evidence was 
taken and draft reports adopted is indicated below: 

Members Present 
--- ----------

16-3-1979 7 
17-8-1979 (Saturday) 
27-3-1979 
28-3-1979 

6-4-1919 
7-4-1979 

18-4-1979 
20-4-1979 
28-4-1979 

I (Chairman, COPU) 
6 
8 
5 
6 
2 

9 Adoption of 
9 42nd; 52nd and 

53rd Re~rts. 
---- -- ----- ---.---- ---------
It would be seen therefrom that at the time of consideration 

and adoption of the Reports there was proper quorum to 
constitute the sitting of the Committee. (In tenus of Rule 
259 of the Rules of Procedure and Conduct of Business 
in Lok Sabha the quorum to constitute a sitting of the 
Committee is 8. Quorwn is not insisted upon, as per past 
practi'ce, at the time evidence of witnesses is taken, but 
it is essential to have quorum in the Committee at the 
time of deliberations and adoption of a draft report.) 

(iii) Comments made hy Shri J. R. D. Tata 

"Many of the Officers of the Airlines summoned to give evi. 
dence were subjected to bullying, baseless accusations and 
even to threats. All normal productive work virtually 
ceased and thousands of hours of time and overtime of the 
personnel of the airlines were unnecessarily spent on 
gathering and furnishing a mass of unbelievably detailed 
facts, figures and statistics and enormous cost in cables, 
telex and telephone charges." 

FactlJ.al position 

Shri Tata's charge in the opening sentence is Without basis. 
According to Rule 270 of the Rules of Procedure, the 
Committee have power to send for persons, papers and 
records. Only that information and papers were called 



for from Air India which were considered necessary in 
connection with the examination of various aspects of the 
working of the Corporation. 

(IV) Comments made btl Shri J. R. D. Tata 

"It also provide£ its own sad evidence of how far, or should 
I say how low, some electe'd representatives of the people 
are prepared to go to satisfy political or ideological ends, 
irrespective of the harm and loss of prestige thereby 
caused not only to those so unfairly attacked but also to 
the public sector as a whole". 

Factual position 

It is the tradition of the Committee to jurlge all issues on 
merits, irrespective of the party affiliations of the Mem-
bers. 

(v) Comments made by Shri J. R. D. Tata 
, 

Mr. Tata sincerely hoped that recognising "the unsound: and 
unfair character of t,he report, Government will disregard 
both its unsubstantiated accusations and its ill-conceived 
recommendatioIUI which, if adopted, wouln destroy what 
is left of the morale of Air India's organisation and ulti-
mately lead to the end of the Corporation's progress and 
profitability." 

FactU41 position 

The reports are based on the evidence taken by the committee 
and the draft reports Were adoptecl after due deliberations 
by the Committee. It is normally expected that the re-
commendations of the Committee would receive earnest 
consideration of Govetnment for Implementation. 

5. In Iegard to the notice against India Today, the factual posi-
tion is as follows:-

Comments published in ·India Tpday' 

... AccoMing to one of the airline's officials who attended the 
in-camera sessions held by the Committee, the average 
attendence of the 22 members Committee was about four, 
with 99 per cent of the questions being asked by the 
Chairman, Jyotfrmoy Bosu. According to more than one 
official questioned, Bosu's attitude was generally hostile 



and the inquiry commission was more in the nature of an 
inquisition, with an all-pervasive atmosphere of fear .... 

His obsession to under-play Air India's achievements is fairly 
evident in the way the entire report is worded." 

Factual position 

The number of Members present at the time evinence was 
taken and draft reports adopted is indicated below:-

Date 

16-3 -1979 
17-3-1979 (Saturday) 
127-3-1979 
118-3-1979 

6-4-1979 
7-4-1979 

18-4-1979 
iW-4-1979 (adoption or .lInd Report) 
128-4.1979 (ad'lption or 5!Znd &: 53rd Report., 

7 
1 (Chairman, COPU) 

I) 

3 
5 
6 

9 
8 

As regards remarks about the attitude of the Chairman, the 
same are uncalled for, because it is the Committee as a 
whole which took evidence. The reference to "obsession 
of the Chairman to underplay Air India's achievements" 
is also uncalled for as the nraft Reports were duly cir-
culated to the Members of the Committee in advance and 
were considered and adopted by them at their sittings 
held on the 20th April and 28th April, 1979. Once a re-
port is adopted ann presented, it becomes the Report of 
the Committee and not of the Chairman or any Member. 

6. It will be seen from the above that the observations made by 
Shri J. R. D. Tata in the statement published widely in the Press 
on 29th May, 1979, in regard to the functioning of the Committee on 
Public Undertakings (1978-79) and the then Chairman of the Com-
mittee appear to be uncalled for. 

The Committee also feel that the Article published in "India 
Today" contains unwarranted comments, some of which appear to 
be defamatory in nature. 

7. A~ the aforementioned statement of 8hri J. R. D. Tata and 
the contents of the Article published in 'Indiil Today' reflect on 
the character of the Commfttee and tend to diminish the respect due 
to it, the notices deserve to be gone into as a matter Of privilege. 



APPENDIX V 

(See para 15 of the Report) 

Copy of letter, dt. 1-2-1980 received from Shri J. R. D. Tata 
BOMBAY HOUSE, 

FORT, BOMBAY-400023. 
1st February, 1980. 

The Hon'ble Speaker, 

Lok Sabha, 

NEW DELHI. 

Mr. Speaker, Sir, 

Subject: Notices of Pri1,ilege against me 

I have learned with concern and some surprise that the charge 
of allegen contempt of Parliament 'in respect of which notices of 
privilege against me were served on me in June 1979 in regard to a 
Press interview I had given in May 1979 on a report of the Com-
mittee on Public Undertakings on the workings of Air-India has 
been revieved against me by a Member of the present Lok Sabha 
and is under the consideration of Parliament. 

On the 3rd July 1979 I wrote a letter to the Hon'ble Speaker of 
the previous Lok Sabha, fully explaining my stand in the matter, 
and for the reasons stated therein r pleaned that the motion against 
me be dropped. I beg to enclose '8 copy of that letter· and, in order 
to avoid delay in case the matter comes up during the present initial 
session of Parliament, I have 'arranged for a separate copy to be 
delivered to the Secretary of the Lok Sabha for submission to you. 

I have been advisen by eminent counsel that the Parliament of 
which I was alleged to have been in contempt having been dissolved. 
the n~wly elected Parliament cannot proceed with such charge of 
contempt. In other words, each Parliament can take proceedings in 
respect of a breach alleged to be committed of its own privileges and 
not of any earlier Parliament who!>e life has come to an end. In 
fact. our present Prime Minister, Mrs. Indira Ganr\bi-, took up this 
very point in the contempt proceedings which were taken against 
her hy the last Parliament. 

·See Appendix nl. 



I hor-e, therefore, that on the above ground alone the renewed 
motion against me will not be admitted by you. But even if there 
is a doubt in your mind about that aspect ot the matter, I respect-
fully urge that on merit and in the light of the contents of my 
letter of the 3rd July 197t you will be satisfted that I was not guUty 
of contempt of the previous Parliament and that you will decide not 
to admit the motiOn against me in the present Parliament. 

With respectfUl regards, 

GMGIPMRND-LS I-1M ~17-6-81-eBO. 

Yours faithfully, 
SdI-

(J'. R. D. TATA, 

-. 
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