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THIBTEENTH REPORT OF THE COMMITTEE OF PRIVILEGES 
(Third Lok Sabba) 

I. INTRODUCTION AND PROCEDURE 
I, the Chairman of the Committee of. ,~vileges, having been 

authorised to submit the Report on their behalf, present this Repqrt 
to the House on the question of privilege raised1 by Sarvashri Madhu 
Limaye and H. V. Kamath in the House on the 31st August, 1966 
against the Editor of the Statesman, in respect of the following edi-
torial captior:ted "Home Truth", published in its issue dated the 
26th August, 1966:-

"HOME TRUTH 
During discussions in the Lok Sabha on Wednesday of the 

privilege issue against the Home Minister, arising out of a 
report in the State~an of August 10-11 on the Left Com-
munists, Mr. Nanda observed that this papet had committed 
an indiscretion and that he did not want it to commit 
another. With the privilege issue now out of the way, it 
seems appropriate to us t11at we should set the record. 
straight. 

Mr. Nanda says that as soon as he received notice of the . call 
attention motion on August 11, he askec! his Information 
Officer to write a letter to the Newspaper denying that the 
news had emanated from the Home Ministry. The Infor-
mation Officer wrote a letter dated August 10 and addressed 
by name to the Resident Editor at New Delhi requesting 
publication of the denial, but not earlier than August 12 
because the matter was due to ·be debated in Parliament 
on August 11. 

Mr. Nanda says the Editor replied on August 12. This is not 
correct. On August 11, before we published Mr. Napda's 
statement in Parliament, we informed the Home 
Ministry that we were willing to publish their letter of 
denial-but with a footnote by us explairiing the circums-
tances in which the report was obtained and published. In 
subsequent conversation of the same afternoon the Infor. 
mation Officer agreed that ~he letter ne~d not be published. 

Mr. Nanda says that with the publication of his statement by 
the Statesman his purpose had been served.. He is 
entitled to this satisfaction. For our part, we published the 

1 L.S. Deb. dt. 31.8-1966, cc. 8105-1;&. 
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statement as part of parliamentary proceedings, which we 
would have reported regardless of any dispute about ear-
lier news. As for any contradiction directly addressed to 
us, we would have published 'it, as was made clear by us, 
only along with our .comment on the. contradiction. 

Mr. Nanda is also welcome to his view that we committed an 
indiscretion, but perhaps he expressed his own fears when 
he added that "a second indiscretion" by us might have 
resulted in "publishing a Minister's name,or something 
like that". We presume Mr. Nanda is fully aware of the 
source from which the story came to us and of the circums-
tances in which his Ministry agreed that the contradictioll 
it had earlier sent to us need not be published. 

Mr~ Nanda asked: "If it is necessary for the~ (The Statesman) 
somehow to vindicate their position, who stopped them 
from doing it?" Nobody.' But, considering the scepticism 
with· which Mr. Nanda's denial of the' source of the news 
item published by us was received by his audience, The 
Statesman is not the party that needs to vindicate its 
position." 

2. The Committee held six sittings. The relevant Minutes of these 
sittings form .part of the Report . 

. 3. At the first sitting held on the 5th September, 1966, the Commit-· 
tee decided that the Editor of the Statesman. be asked to state what he 
might have to say in the matter for the consideration of the Com-
mittee. 

4. At the second sitting held on the 5th October, 1966, the Com-
mittee considered the written statement2 submitted by the acting 
Edit?r (Shri Pran Chopra) of the Statesman. The Committee decided 
that the A~ting Editor be asked to appear ·before the Co~lttee. 

5. At the third sitting held on the 2nd November, 1966, the Com-
r.1ittee examined Shri Pran Chopra, Acting Editor of the Stateaman 
on oath. The Committee decided that Shri ]nder Malhotra, Political 
Correspondent of the Statesman, New Delhi, who, according to Shri 
Pran Chopra, had written the news story published in the Statesman, 
dated the 10th August, 1966 under the heading "Sabotage Plans by 
C.P.I. claimed", be asked to appear before the Committee. 

6. At the fourth sitting held on the 1.7th November, .i966, the 
Committee examined Shri Ynder Malhotra, Political Correspondent of --_ ... - ---_. __ ... _ .... _--------_ .. --.---------

• See Appendix. 
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the StGtemcm, on oath. The Committee directed him to appear again 
before them on the 24th November, 1966, for further examination. 

7. At the fifth sitting held on the 24th November, 1966, the Com-
mittee further examined 8hri Inder Malhotra on oath, and arrived 
at their conclusions. 

8. At the sixth sitting held on the 30th November, 1966, the Com-
mittee considered their draft Report and adopted it. 

II. FACTS OF THE CASE 

9. The Stateaman, in its issue, dated the lOth August, 1966, publish-
ed a new,JIreport on its front page under the heading uSabotage Plans 
by C.P.I. Claimed", from its Political Correspondent, who attributed 
his source of information to the Union Home Ministry. The news-
report in question had alleged: that "the Union Home Ministry seems 
convinced that the Left Communist Party has formulated plans for 
countrywide 'sabotage' both on agricultural and industrial fronts". 

10. On the 11th August, 1966, the then Minister of Home Affairs 
(8hri G. L. Nanda) , made a statement in the Lok Sabhai in response 
to a Calling Attention Notice denying that the source of information 
of the said newsreport published in the Statesman, dated the 10th 
August, 1966, was the Ministry of Home Affairs. . In this connection, 
the Minister of Home Affairs stated:-

"I am surprised that the report should claim to be ·based on 
information supplied by the Ministry of Home Affairs and 
I state categorically that no such information, as is men-
tioned in the report, has been given by the Ministry of 
Hom~ Affairs." 

11. On the 24th August, 1966, Shri Madhu Limaye and others 
sought to raise a question of privilege in the House against the 
Minister of-Home Affairs on the ground that he had made a mislead-
ing and untruthful statement in the House on the 11th August, 1966 
in denying that the relevant newsreport published in the Statesman, 
dated the 10th August, 1966 had been based on infotmation passed on 
by the Ministry of Home Affairs. 

While raiSing the question of privilege, Shri Madhu Limaye alleged 
that ~e Ministry of Home Aftairs had asked the Editor of the Stq.teB
man to issue a contradiction to the newsrepoft published in its issue 
dated the 10th Augwit; 1968 but the Editor had agr~ to publish the 
contradiction on the condition that below the letter of the Ministry 
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01 Home Affairs the Sta&eI7M" would-publish its own statement alIo 
to the effect that in spite of that contradiction,the special correspon-
aent maintained. his position. Thereupon, the Minister of Home 
Affairs gave up his inSistence for the publication of the contradiction. 
8hri Madhu Limaye also referred ~o a news item published in the 
Hindi Dtnaman, dated the 19th August, 1966 which stated tha~ aecord-
ing to informed sources the news publislled in the Statesman dated 
the 10th August, 1966 had originated from the Home Ministry itself 
and that it was conveyed to the Press not by any official o~ the Min-
istry but by a Minister in the Ministry of Home Affairs. 

12. The Minister of Home Affairs (8hri G. L. Nanda) stated as 
follows on the 24th August, 1966:-

"I find now that this question of privilege, as you have clarified 
is raised on the assumption that what 1 said here was not 
correct and that I knew that it was not true when I made 
the statement. 1 can say with all the emphasis at my com-
mand and the deepest earnestness and sincerity before this 
august House that when I made that statement, on that 
occasion I knew that it was correct, and I made it without 
any kind of reservation in my mind that it was not correct; 
it was true, to my knowledge. I further maintain now 
that I am. prepared to reiterate it here. I stand by it. What 
I said then was correct then, it is correct now, to the best 
of my knowledge and I have no reason to disbelieve what-
ever I had said then. 

One or two other points have been raised, and I would like to 
meet them. On the 10th immediately After the Calling 
Attention Notice was given, 1 received my Information 
Officer and made him write to the Statesman that It is not 
true, that it has not emanated from the Home Ministry. On 
the 12th we received a reply from the Editor' saying:-

'In any case we have today published the Home Minister's 
speech in Parliament. We are not, therefore, publishing 
your letter as desired. If you think it necessary to do 
so, we will supplement it by giving a separate account . .' 

This letter is dated the 12th. Before that, on the 11th, this 
discussion had taken place ........ , I, as a Minister, had 
made that statement That statement had been published 
in the Statama.n. 
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Now, my purpose had been krveel, my statement had been 

published, the contradic\iC?n had been PQbllsheel in the 
Statesman, it was not material for me that anything more 
was published. That· paper had committed an indiscretion 
before. I did not want to be a party to its committing 
another indiscretion by bringing in, dragging. in, another 
name, of this Minister or that Minister ... 

When I made that statement, I will just now add, I had shown 
it to everybody concerned in my Ministry, including Shri 
Shukla, Shri Hathi and everybody. Then, again, I ques-
tioned closely everybody. Therefore, I was quite satisfied 
that what I was saying was correct." 

13. The Speaker, thereupon, disallowing the question of privilege 
against the Minister of Home Affairs, gave the following ruling:-

"Even conceding that the information had passed from the 
Ministry of Home Affairs, even conceding that some Minis-
ter in the Home Ministry, that. is all what the papers say, 
that some Minister in the Home Ministry had passed on 
that information, even then-they might be liable for any 
other action-I have only to confine myself to this question 
alone whether a breach of privilege has been committed 
and whether I should give my consent to it. I have made 
it clear and I repeat that it was to be proved that not only 
the information leaked out from the Ministry or from any 
of the Ministers but that at the time of making the state-
ment the Home Minister knew that this information had 
passed from the Home Ministry and then having that 
knowledge, with that knowledge, he made the statement 
different from it. That has not been proved and, therefore, 
I cannot give my consent." 

14. On the 31st August, 1966, While raiSing the question of privilege 
in the House,against the Editor of the Statesman, Shri Madhu Limaye 
said that the Editor of the Statenna:n had "committed the grave 
o1fence of not only editorially reiterating the charge' but saying that 
Shri Nanda (The Minister of Home Affairs) was Cfully aware' of the 
source and was therefore lying, and further suggestinl that it is not 
the Statesman which needed to 'Vindieate its posi'tion' but the other 
party i.e., the Home Minister". 

15. Shri H. V. Kamath stated. that "in view of the clear denial by 
the Home Minister of the source of the news item on the Left 
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Communists' plans published in the S~88m4n issue of AUiust 10. 
the said newspaper in its issue of August 26, by insinuating, if not 
asserting, that the Home Minister has wilfully. and deliberately 
suppressed the source of the news report which appeared earlier in 
that paper, and thereby held an untruth to, and misled, the House, 
the Statesman has, therefore, committed contempt of a Member of 
the House which is tantamount to a breach of privilege"; Shri 
Kamath urged that the matter be referred to the Committee of 
Privileges. 

16. The House thereafter referred the matter to the Committee 
of Privileges. 

III. FINDINGS OF THE COMMI'ITEE 
17. The question of privilege against the Editor of the Statesman 

is specifically based on the following passage occurring in the editorial 
captioned "Home Truth":-

"We presume Mr. N anda is fully aware of the. source from 
which the story came to us and of the circums~nces in 
which his Ministry agreed that the contradiction it had 
earlier sent to us need not be published." 

While raising the question of privilege in the House on the 31st 
August, 1966, both 8hri Madhu Umaye as well as Shri H. V. Kamath 
had particularly referred to the above passage. Shri Madhu Limaye 
had said that the Statesman had editorially reiterated "that Shri 
Nanc:fa was 'fully aware' of the source and \,Vas therefoTe lying". 8hrl 
H. V. Kamath had contended that the Statesman had insinuated that 
"the Home Minister had wilfully and deH·berately suppressed the 
source of the news report which appeared earlier in that paper, and 
thereby held on untruth to, and misled, the House". 

18. The Acting Editor of the Statesman, in his written statement,' 
has, however, stated that the above insinuation attributed to the 
Statesman, is not justified and is not borne out by the facts. He has 
contended that the editorial published in the Statesman, dated the 
26th August, .1966, "does not in any way attribute mala fide to Shri 
Nanda, nor is its language even remotely excessive or unparliamen-
tary". In this connection; the Acting Editor of the Statesman has 
stated4 : 

"We submit that,in moving his motion of privilege on August, 
31, Shri Kamath read more into the divergence between 

• s" Appendix. 
'Ibid. 



7 

Shri Nanda and Ourselves than is warranted b1 th~facts or 
the language of our editorial. 

• • • • • 
SUll more unjustified and further removed from facts is the 

nature of the insinuation attributed to us by 8hri Kamath, 
that "the Home Minister has wilfully and deliberately 
suppressed the source of the news report which appeared 
earlier in that pa.per (The Statesman), and thereby held on 
untruth to, and misled, the House ........ ". 8hri Nanda 
could be said to have misled the House deliberately if he 
had held back what he believed to be true. We have no-
where alleged or implied that he did so. We made him 
aware that our source was the Home Ministry. But he is 
under no obligation to believe us, just as we are free to 
believe him or not. If a person gives 010lt some information 
but denies this fact ~ his superior, the latter is free to 
decide whether to believe his subordinate or the newspaper. 
But his purely personal predilections in this matter cannot 
be made the basis of an issue of breach of his privileges 
as a Member of Parliament, such as has been alleged by 
Shri Kamath. 

• • • •• • 
We were correct in presuming, on the basis of what we had 

told him, that we had made him aware of our source-
though we did not assume, nor did we have the right to, 
that we had necessarily carried conviction with him. 

• • • • • 
At no stage, by assertion or insinuation, have we attributed 

mala fide to Shri Nanda or even suspected him of it .... ,. 

• • • • • 
On the basis of assurances received from his staff, Mr. Nanda 

may sincerely hold the impression that our description of 
the source is wrong. We have not in any way questioned 
his sincerity-though his impression is erroneous--and for 
this reason some of the expressions used bV'Shri Kamath 
are entirely unjustified.Ris "nnoway ~ breach of a 
Member's privileges if a newspaper, relying "upon Its own 
sources, believes its own version of certain events and dec-
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lines to endone the version upon which a Minister, relying 
upon his sources, insi.ts. 

• • • • • 
In 'Pite of what 8hri Kamath suggests, the essence of the ~ver

gence between the Home Minister and the StateBm4n i8 
that each has received information which is in conflict with 
the other's and each insists in all sincerity that its own is 
more correct." 

19. After considering the matter carefully, the Committee are of 
the opinion that the irnpunged editorial published in the Statesman, 
dated the 26th August, 1966, does not cast any reflection or attribute 
any mala fides to Shri G. L. Nanda (the then MiniSter of Home 
Affairs) in his conduct as a Member of Parliament. In the opinion 
of the Committee, the said editorial did not imply that 8hri Nanda 
was "lying" or that he had ~'wilfully and deUberately suppressed the 
source of the news report". The presumption made in the editorial 
that "Mr. Nanda is fully aware of the source from which the story 
came to us and of the circumstances in which his Ministry agreed that 
the contradiction it had earlier sent to us need not be published" was 
based, accordingly to the Acting Editor's written ltatementll, on the 
following "facts":-

(i) "It was correct for us to presume that the Infonnation 
OfBcer .of the Home Ministry had conveyed to Mr. Nand~ 
the purport of his exchanges over' the telephone and in 
writing, with the Resident Editor of the Statesman, New 
Delhi, in the course of which it was agreed that the Minis-
try's letter of denial need not. be published." 

(ii) "Similarly, it was known to us at the time, and to "Parlia-
ment subsequently, that our Political Correspondent ..... . 
had met the Home Minister in response to a telephone call 
from the latter; the two had gone into the question of the 
source of our story and our Political Correspondent had 
assured Mr. Nanda that the source was within the Home 
Ministry." 

The Acting Editor has, however, stated that in making the above 
persumption, viz., that "Mr. Nanda is fully aware of the source", the 
Statesman had "in no way questioned his sincerity" and that "on 
the basis of assurances received from. his staff, Mr. Nanda may since-
rely hold the. impression that our deseription of the source is wrong.". 

·'614. 
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20. The Committee are of the view that both Shri G. L. Nanda 81 
well as the Sta.tesman were entitled to believe and state their respec-
tive versions of the facts and the divergence between the two versions 
need not lead one to the conclusion that one or the other party must 
be lying. 

21. The Committee have reached the conclusion that no breach of 
privilege or contempt of the House is involved in the publication of 
the editorial captioned "Home Truth" in the St4terman of the 26th 
August, 1966. 

IV. RECOMMENDATION OF THE COMMITTEE 

22. The Committee recommend that no further action be taken 
by the House in the matter. 

NEW DSLlu; 
The 80th November, 1966. 

s. V. KRISHNAMOORTHy RAO, 
CMinn4n. 

Committee of Privilege •. 



MINUTES 

I 

Fir.t Sittiq 

New Delhi, Monday, the 5th September, 1966. 

The Committee met from 16.00 to 17.25 hours. 

PR.I!SBNT 

Shri S. V. Krishnamoorthy Rao-Chainnan. 
MEMBBBS 

2. Shri L. D. Kotoki 
3. Shri H. N. Mukerjee 

, 4. Shri Purushottamdas R. Patel 
5. Shri Jaganath Rao 
6; Shrimati Ramdulari Sinha 
7. Shri Sinhasan Singh 
8. Shri Sumat Prasad. 

SBCRETAlUAT 

Shri M. C. Chawla-Deputy Secretary . 

• • • • • 
5. The Committee then considered the question of privilege against 

the Editor of the Statesman, in respect of an editorial eaptloned 
"Home Truth", published in its issue dated the 26th August, 1966. 

The Committee directed that the EdItor of the Statel7R4n be asked 
to state what he might have to say in the matter for the considera-
tion of the Committee, by the 21st September, 1966. 

6. The Committee decided: to meet at 11.00 hours on Tuesday, tJole 
4th October, 1966, instead of the 1st October, 1966 as decided by them 
earlier on the 31st August, 1966 to consider the various cases pending 
before the Committee. . 

The Committee then ad;ou7'ned. --_._._-- ----------_._._ ... __ .. 
•••• ParalU'lphs 2 to 4 relate to other casel and will be included in the minutes or 

the relevant Reports . . 
10 
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SecODd Sittia, 

New Delhi, Wedn~Bday. the 5th Octob~r. 1966. 

The Committee met fron;I. 10.00 to 10.50 hours. 

• 

PRESENT 

Shri S. V. Kriahnamoorthy Rat>-Chcltrrnaft. 

2. Sardar Kapur Singh 
3. ' Shri L. D. Kotoki 

MBMBBRS 

4. Shri Purushottamdas R. Patel 
5. Shri Jaganatli aao 
6. Shri Sinhasan Singh 
7. Shri Sumat Prasad 

SECRETARIAT 

Shri M. C. Chawla-Deputy Secretary. 

• • • • 
4. The Committee th~ took up consideration of the question of 

privilege against the Editor'of the Statesman in respect of an editorial 
captioned "Home Truth", published in its issue dated the 26th August, 
1966. 

The Committee directed that the Acting Editor (Shri Pran 
Chopra) be asked to appear before the Comrpitteeon the 2nd Novem-
ber, 1966 at 15.00 hours . 

• • • .. • 
The Committee then Adjourned. 

------------- .------------
•••• Parapphs 2. 3 ... nd 5 relate to other cases and wilt be Included in the minutes 

of the relevant Reports. , 
11 



m 
Third stttiD, 

New Delhi, Wednesday, the 2nd November, 1966 .. 

The Committee met from 15.00 to 16.50 houri. 

PUSZNT 

Shri S. V. Krishnamoorthy Rao-Ch4inncm. 

MDDDI 

2. 8bri Frank AntiboDY 
3. Sardar Kapur Singh 
4. Shri L. D. KotoJd 
5. Shri H. N. Mukerjee 
6. 8hri V. C. Parashar 
7. 8hri C. R. Pattabhi Raman 
8. ShriJaganath Rao 
9. Shri Yuveraj Dutta Singh 

10. Shrimati Ramdulari Sinha 
11. 8bri Sinhasan SinIh 
12. Shrt Sumat Prasad. 

811CR1:'1'ARIAT 

Shri M. C. Chawla-Deputy Secrettrr'Jl. 

Wrrnsas 

• 

Shri Pran Chopra (Acting Editor of the Stateam4n)-Heowas 
accompanied by Shri K. Rangachari, Resident Editor of the 

Stateaman . 

• • • • 
3. Shri Pran Chopra, Acting Editor of the StateBm4n (accompanied 

by Shri K. Rangachari, Resident Editor) was then called in and exa-
mined by the Committee ~n oath. 

(The wime" then withdrew.) 

12 
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4. The Committee decided that Shri lnder Malhetra, Political Cor-
.respondent, Sta.tesman, New DeIhl, who according to Sbri PraIa 
Chopra, had written the news story published in the Sta.tesmat&, 
dated the 10th August, 1966 under the heading "Sabotage Plans by 
C.p.r. Claimed", be asked to appear before the Committee on the 15t1i 
November, 1966 at 15.30 hours. 

• • • • 
The Committee then adjourned. 

IV 

Fourth Sit .. 

• 

New Delhi, Thursday, the 17th November, 1966. 

"The Committee met from 15.30 to 16.40 hours. 

PR.ESENT 

'Shri S. V. Krishnamoortlb.y Rao--Ch4irmatt. 

2. Shri Frank Anthony 

'3. Shri N. C. Chatterjee 

-4. Sardar Kapur Singh 

5. Shri H. N. Mukerjee 

''6. Shri V. C. Parashar 

7. Shri C. R. Patta:bhi Raman 

8. Shri J aganatb: Rao 

9. Shri Yuvera.j Dutta Singh 

10. Shri Sinhasan Singh 

11. Shri Sumat Prasad . 

•••• Paragraphs 2, S and 6 mate to other cue. IIDd will be Indu4ed in the minute., 
.of the relCYlDt '"Report •• 
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SJx:u:rAlUAT 

~ ~ C. ,~W~-D~~¥ q,~~. 

w~ 

Shri Inder Malhotra-Political C07Te~~mt of ~ 
Statesman. 

• • • • 
4. Shri Inder Malhotra, Political Correspondent of the StatelmClft, 

wu then called in and examined' by the Committee on oath. 

'l1le Committee directed Shri Inder Malhotra to disclose to the 
Committee the specific source of~s information regarding ibis news. 
story published in the Stateama.n, dated the 10th August, 1966 under' 
the heading "Sabotage Plans by CP.I. Claimed". On Shri Inder 
lIalhotra's lY.Q.~t, t,he ~t~ ~ him tizI.le ~ ~k the per-
mission of his source of informatiOn for the purpose. 'nle Committee-
directed bim to appearbelfore them again on the 2.th November, 1_ 
at 16.00 hoUl'B. 

(The witneIB then withdrew). 

The Committee then cui;OUnaed. 

V 

Fifth SittiDc 
New Delhi, ThurBCiay, the 24th N011ember,l96&. 

'nle Committee met from 15.00 to 17.15 hoUl'll. 

PRESENT 

Shri S. V. Krishnamoorthy ~~iT?1loQn. 

MDmas 

2. Shri N. C. Chatterjee 
S. Sardar Kapur Singh 
4~ Shri L. D. Kotoki 



s. Shri v. C. Parashar 
e. Shrl Jaganath Rao 

11 

'l., Sbri Yuveraj Dutta Singh 
8. Shrt Sinh assn Singh 
9. Shri Sumat Prasad. 

SJX:U'l'ABIA'I' 

Shri M. C. Chawla~~~ s.,cretClTl/. 

WITNJlS8 
Shri Inder Malhotra-Political Correspcmdent of the 

States~an. 

• • • • • 
8. 8hri In~el' Malhotra, Political C~dent of the StateB'Wlln, 

was then called in and examined by the Committee OD oath. 

(The witness then withdrew.) 

7. After 80JIJe d:iscutsion of. the various upecta of the case, the 
Committee came to the conclusion that no UIeadl Of priY;ilege Gl'COIl-
tempt of the House was involved in the publication a1 the editorial 
captioned "Home Truth" in the 8t4t~ of the 26th August. 1968. 

The Committee decided to meet again on the 30th November, 1_ 
at 16.00 hours to consider their draft Report. 

The Committee then ad;ou1'fted. 

IV 
Sixth SittiDg 

New Delhi, Wednesd4y, the 30th Nwember, 1986. 

The Committee met from 16.15 to 16.50 hours. 

PRESENT 

Sbli. S. V. Krishnamoorthy Rao-Chai~ft. 

MDor.as 

2. Sardar Kapur Singh 
3. Shri L D. Kotold 

.~ •• Pal:qr8phs 2 to S relate to other CUCI aDd wiD be Incladed in the aaIDaIeI til 
.,.~~ 
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4. Shri H. N. Mukerjee r 
5. 8hri Jaganath Rao 

6. Shri Yuveraj Dutta Singh 

7. SbrJmatl Bamdularl Sinha 

8. Shri Sumat PruId. 

SECRETARIAT 

Shri M. C. Chawla-Deputy Secreta.f'1/. 

• • • • • 
4. The Committee then considered their draft Thirteenth Report 

and adopted it. Shri H. N. Mukerjee, however, expressed his di8aeDt 
from 1he Report of the Committee. 

5. The Committee authorised the Chairman and in his a:bsence, Shri 
Swnat Prasad, to present their Twelfth and Thirteenth Reports w the 
House on the 1st December, 1988 . 

. The Committee then. a.djou.med • 

•••• Parqraphs 2 and 3 ICIate to another calC and have been incladecl iii .. 
mmutel of me relevant Report. 
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PRESENT 
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MEMBERS 

2. Shri Frank Anthony 
3. Sardar Kapur Singh 
4. Shri L. D. Kotoki 
5. Shri H. N. Mukerjee 
6. Shri V. C. Parashar 
7. Shri C. R. Pattabhi Raman 
8. Shri Jaganath Rao 
9. Shri Yuveraj Dutta Singh 

10. Shrimati Ramdulari Sinha 
11. Shri Sinhasan Singh 
12. Shri Sumat Prasad 

SECRETARIAT 

Shri M. C. Chawla-Deputy Secretary. 

WITNESS 

Shri Pran Chopra-Acting ~ditor of the Statesman. 
(The Committee met at 15.00 hours). 

EvIDENCE OF SHRI PIIAN CHOPRA, Acting Editor Of the StatesmaD 

Mr. Chairman: You are Mr. Pran Chopra? 

Shri Pran Chopra: That is right. 
Mr. Chairman: You may take oath. 
Shri Fran Cho11"a: I, Pran Chopra, do swear in the name of God 

that the evidence which I shall give in this case shall be true, that 
I will conceal nOlthing, and that no part of my evidence abaU be falJe. 

17 
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Shri Fra.nk Anthony: Mr. Pran Chopra, in tbia Editorial of yours oa 

the 26th August, is it the suggestion that in fact some person in tJae 
Ministry of Home Mairs had. in fact told your Spedal CorrespoDdeDt 
of. gI~M yon: this iMOmiation? 

ShTi PTan Chopra: Yes, some person;in the Home Ministry. That 
is the news story wruch has been the subject of the privilege motion. 
That was stated in our original story also from which the whole 
thing started. 

Shri C. R. Pattabhi Raman: On page 2, in the last few lines of the 
first paragraph it as stated: 

We presume Mr. Nanda is fully aware of the S01lftle from whicll 
the story came to us and of the circmnstancea in which m. 
Ministry agreed that the contradicticm it had earlier sent 
to us need not be published. 

Shri PTan Chopra: That is in the Editorial. In ,the news story 
itself it was indicated that the source was the Home Ministry. 

Shri Sinhasan Singh: You got this news through your Special 
Correspondent. 

Shri PTan Chopra: From our Political Correspondent. 

Shri Sinhasan Singh: May I know who he is? 

Shri PTan Chopra: There is only one Political Correspondent. 

Shri Sinhasan: Your Political 'Correspondent gave this ne .... 

Shri P"an Chopra: This particular news came through the PoU-
tical Correspondent. The story as pubUshed also" saYI .. _ ... _ 

Shri Sinhatln Singh: I want to know the name of thfa parti-
c:ular Correspondent. He is the I real man who can really give the 
source. 

Shri p,.an Chopra: The question whether anyone can give the 
lource is a question in itself. 

Shri Sinha.san Singh: You published certain newl on the basb 
of certain infonnation which you believed to be true. You don't 
publish a news item without believing it is true. In this parti-
cular case, the person or the correspondent who gave this parti-
cular item of news that such and such things are happening must 
have made sure of himself that this news came from the Home 
Ministry or from somebody close to the Home Ministry. Who is that 
Political Correspondent ': 
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Shri PTa,,- Chopra: The particular correspondent is the PdltU-
.eat Correspondent, whose name is Inder Malhotra. I do not know 
'what the individual's name contributes to the discussion here. By 
designation there is one Political Correspondent. 

ShTi SinliasQn. Singh: Did he give someihirig in writing! 

Shri PTan Chopra: The procedure for publishing the story ia 
this. The correspondent goes round, meets people, collects infor-
mation, croSs-checks the source as far as he can and if he believes 
that the news stoty is reliable to the beSt of his jUdpnent he types 
out the same and the tyPe-scripi becomes the baSis for the pub-
lication of sueD news stories. 

Shri Sinh4!an Singh: He gave typed riews item with his signa-
'tlu'e. 

Shri Pran Chopra: Sometimes typed and sometimes hand-
written. He has not denied that he gave the story. That is no-
body's contention, neither mine nor the Paper's. We are aU 
standing by the story we published. 

Shri Sinhasan Singh: You stand by the story; the Home Minis-
ter stands by his version, that the matter did not pass from his 
office. We are in a fix as to believe whom and whom not to be-
lieve. There are two sides of the same question. Both points of 
view cannot be true; only one will be true. 

Shri Pran Chopra: I can conceive of circumstances in which 
both can be true. 

Shri Sinhasan Singh: After this question of privilege arose, did 
you try to ascertain the source from which Mr. Malhotra got this 
information, at least for your satisfaction'? 

Shri PTan Chopra: The Editor does not normally do that. If 
he trusts his correspondent he does not question him on each in-
clividual story. The Editor chooses him for his dependability of 
judgment and for his integrity. Having chosen him he trusts him. 
He may question him only if that trust in him is lost in some 
process. 

Shri Sinhasa'l1 Singh: You did not enquire from him about the 
pnrticular source. 

Shri Pran Chopra: I am satisfied, as he told me that the story 
I!': from the Home Ministr~' ::;OUTC(', T lpl1VP it at that. 
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Shri SinhaAn Singh: You did not ask him about the particular 

lOUl'Ce. 

S'hri PTcm. ChoprA: It is not my practice or, for that matter the 
practice of the Editor or the practice of the Newspaper. When 
we appoint a person to a particular assignment, we do 80 in full 
trust that he is a person chosen for his integrity and dependa-
ability of judgment. 

Shri KApur Singh: I want to put only on.R' question. I put a 
statement to you. I would request you to deny it or accept it. 
This is my statement to you. 'nle real facts are as follows: Mr. 
Inder Malhotra had a written document in which the story of the 
C.P'!. sabotage was given. That document was circulating in the 
Central Hall. The source of the document was not Home Minis-
try. Then your correspondent went over to Mr. Shukla, the 
Deputy Home Minister and showed him the document and asked 
him 'is it true?'. Mr. Sh~kla did not contradict it. On that basis the 
:report appeared in your paper. 

Shri Pran Chopra: I neither deny it nor accept it. By what pro-
cess, by what means, in what stage, in what form the story came to 
the political correspondent is his business. I require of him only 
th/is. Before he puts a story of such a nature into the paper he 
must take due precaution to make sure that he has got it from de-
pendable sources. Within the limits of practicability he gets the story 
cross-checked and also cross-confirmed. When we are convinced 
that this is the way he functions, we don't question him. 

Mr. Chairman: Before publishing such a story you don't general-
ly verify the truth of the news items; you simply trust your cor-
respondent. 

Shri Pran Chopra: It is not our practice. 

Mr. Chairman: Whether it is a privilege question or not, you 
don't generally do that. 

Shri Pran Chopra: Before we write the Editorial note or a news 
story, we have to satisfy ourselves that the information upon which 
that note is based is correct and reliable information. The means of 
securing that satisfaction in such a case is to put to the person 
concerned the specific question-is this correct? That we do if 
we do not know the person or if we doubt the veracity of such in-
formation which he gives. On the other hand if the correspondent'. 
credentials are known to us, that is to say it we have the trult in-
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the co~respondent that whatever he has given Is based on his cross-
checking and cross-con1irmation of the basis and if we have trust in. 
the dependability of his judgment and his integrity, we don't 
tpecifically put that question to him. 

Mr. Chairman: So, you trusted your correspondent in this case. 

Shri Pran Chopra: Yes. 
Shri Jaganath Rao: Did you insist on the Home Minister or 

Home Ministry to publish a note to the effect that no infonnation 
was revealed from the Ministry? 

Shri Pran ChcYpra: r am sorry I did not get the question. 

Shri J aganath Rae: Did you insist on the Home Minister or the 
Home Ministry to issue a note to the effect that this information 
was not revealed from the Ministry? 

Shri Pran Chopra: We did not insist on that. There was a letter 
lent to us. As I have explained earlier in my statement, this was 
sent to us asking us to publish that contradiction. We said 'Yes, we 
will publish that contradiction. But, only we will have to add a 
footnote to explain the circumstances in which we obtained and pub-
lished this news item.' When we explained this to them, they deci-
ded to withdraw that letter which they wanted us to publish. It 
was also explained to them that any statement which the Home 
Minister might be making in Parliament, which was expected the 
next day, would be published as a matter of course, as part of the 
news developments which we cover in any case. But this particular 
letter directly addressed to the Editor, certainly could be published 
with our footnote. 

Shrimati Ramdulari Sinha: Was there any signature on that letter 
that was sent to you? 

Shri Pran Chopra: It was a D.O. letter received from the In-
formation Officer of the Ministry .. 

.~ 

Mr. Chairman: Did you verify the source of the information as 
to whether it was from the Home Ministry? And was it not your 
duty to satisfy yourseU about the information given by your corres-
pondent as to its correctness? 

1 

Shri Pran ChcYpra: I was satisfied with the correctness of the story 
given by my political correspondent. Otherwise, if we had reason to 
believe it was wrong we would have, on our own, contradicted that. 

Mr. Chairman: Thank you. 

(The witneas then withdrew) 
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(The Committee met at 15.30 hou.,.,) 

EVIDENCE OI<' SHRI INDER MALHOTRA, Political Correspondence of the 
Statesman 

M.,.. Chairman: You are Mr. Inder Malhotra. 

Shri Inde.,. Malhotra: Yes, Sir. 
Mr. Chairman: You please take the oath. 

Sh.ri In.cler Malhotra: Before I take my oath, I have one small 
lubmission to make. That is, as I communicated to you in writing 
I am at the disposal of the Committe'e and I will conceal nothing 
lind there is nothing to conceal. But, professional obligation is there. 

Shri N. C. Chatterjee: We will come to that later. 

22 
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Shri Incin M4lh.otra: "I. Inder Malhotra doawear in the name Of' 

Go~ that the evidence whieh I shall give in this case shall be tttie. 
that I wID conceal nothing and that no part of my evfdenee shall be' 
false." 

Shri N. C. Chatterjee: Do you realise tttat you are chargirig the 
ex-Home Minister, Shri Nanda, with untruth in your Editon81? 
Have you got the Editorial with you? 

Sh1'i I1uIet Millhot,.a: I have nDt got it. 
Shri N. C. Chatte,.jee: Let me read it out. 

"We presume Mr. Nanda is fully aware of the SOUl'Ce ftom 
which the story came to us and of the circumstances in 
which his Ministry agreed that the cdntradtction it had 
earlier sent to us need nct be published." 

Shri Inder MalOOt",,: I am generally aware of this Editorial. May 
I first submit that I am not the author of this Editorial. The author 
of the editorial is Mr. Pran Chopra, the Acting Editor, who has 
appeared before you and has made a submission about the Editorial 
in writing. I am not tbe author of the editorial. I certainly am 
the author of the original news story which is not under discussion 
here. 

MT. Chairman: That is the evidence that we have from the Editor. 
But, the source on which the news editorial was based is not very 
clear. 

ShTi N. C. Chatterjee: Was that supplied by the Home Ministry 
itself? Can you point out as to what type of officer was he? 

Shri Inder Malhotra: May I put it this way? On oath 1 am stating 
that that news came to me from a responsible source in the Home 
Ministry. 

Shri Pattabhi Raman: Is he an officer or a non-official? 
Shri Inder Malhotra: The whole point is this. As I submitted a 

little earlier, when once I start discriminating between officials and 
ministers, between ministers and non-ministers and bet~een officials 
and non-officials, that will be tantamount to disclosing the source. 
T am not for a moment wanting to stand in the way of the Committee 
in getting the information that it wants. I am anxious to give all 
that it wants. 

But, once I start pinpointing like this, it will be limiting the 
area ..... . 

Shri N. C. Chatterjee: You will realise our anxiety also that you 
are making a serious charge against the Minister who is also a Mem-
ber (I'f P~rllament and you are saying that he knew exactly that th~ 
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eourse was his M.iD.istry. In spite of knowing that, it was putting 
:forward excuses whkh were not we1lfounded. We wanted to know 
from what kind of source was it; Whether you acted. as a respoDaible 
journalist or DOt; Can you tell us as to who was the informant? 

Shri IndeT MalhotTa: May I take a liJttle time in answering it in 
detail? 

The fiirst thing is that we are not charging Shri Nanda about telling, 
a lie or anything like that. All that we have said is that 'we preswne 
that Mr. Nanda is fully aware of the source from which this news 
came'. I will give three or four reasons on which the statement 18. 
based. Apart from this news story-you are all well-versed in public 
affairs and you all know that I am a responsible journalist and my 
records however undistinguished is an open book. As a reporter, one 
goes to the responsible source which, in the case of a Ministry these 
sources will be more than one. They will include Ministries, very 
senior officials like Secretary or Joint Secretaries or Additional Secre-
taries to the Government of India in some cases and in some minis-
tries there are authorised Deputy Secretaries or Directors-in-charge. 
I am repeating it again that that information came to me from one of 
the responsible people in that Ministry. But, to pinpoint as to whe-
ther he was an official or an outsider would create some difficulty. We 
presume that Mr. Nanda knows it, we are basing it on the following 
reasons. 

Before I mention the reasons. may I, with your permission, say one 
thing to the hon. Committee? I am a Reporter and I have been report-
ing in the Statesman for about 10 to 12 years. In my professional 
capacity, I have dealt with many people including soine of those that 
are present here. 

On the 9th August evening, when the original story was written 
and it appeared in the paper on the 10th moming, I had no plausible 
motives whatever to have either a concocted story or to have collec-
ted the story !tom the market place and foisted it on Home Ministry 
sources. I beg of you to accept my contention that this story came 
from a responsible Home Ministry source. That is why we wrote that 
editorial and we made the statement on that day to which Mr. 
Chatterjee referred. We had no plausible motives whatsoever either 
to concoct the story or to collect it from the market and to foist it on 
the responsible official source appertaining to the Home MinistrY. 
These are the very words used in the story. 
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Bhri Patt4bhi Raman: I shall point out the statement of Sbri 
.andaji made on the 10th August, 1966. This is what he said:-

"I am surprised that the report should claim to be baaed 00: 
infonnation supplied by the Ministry of Home Affairs and 
I state categorically that no such infonnation, as is men-' 
tionecl in the report, has been given by the Ministry of 
Home Mairs." 

In view of that statement, I wanted to interrupt you. 

Shri N. C. Chatterjee: I want to tell you, Mr. Malhotra, that this 
is a responsi'ble body that has been entrusted with a difficult task br 
the Parliament on a complaint alleged by a Member of Parliament. 
The complaint is this that the Editor of the StateB'I'Mn had committed 
the grave offence of not only editorially reiterating the charge but 
saying that 8hri Nanda (the then Home Minister) was 'fully aware' 
of the source and was therefore lying, and further suggesting that it 
is not the Statemr.an which needed to 'vindicate its position' but the 
other party, i.e., the Home Minister. 

We want to know exactly the name of the person and the nature 
of the office which he holds so that we can say whether you acted iR 
a responsible manner in putting forward not merely the charge that 
you got it from the Ministry but also you again repeated it that what 
Mr. Nanda said is not true and that you are contradicting him and 
repeating it in your Editorial. 

Shri Inder Malhotra: I will come back to this question. I have 
sought your pennission to speak in a little detail about this matter 
because about the circumstances now, about the nature of the source, 
I have told you that it is a responsible source which can either be • 
Minister or a Secretary or an official of a high rank. There is nobody 
outside that and, as I was submitting, I could not possibly have had 
any motive on that day when this story was written. It is not that 
I got it from market place and foisted it on the Home Ministry. 

Shri N. C. Chatterjee: You have attributed, to the Home Mini8-
ter .... 

Shri Inder Malhotra: I will come to the editorial. The privilege 
motion is not against the news item. I mean the privilege motion ill 
that the editorial is written repudiating the statement of the Home 
Minister. In this connection I would like to invite your attention to 
Part m of our reply. Unfortunately I do not have it be'fore me 
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here. The point made there is that irrespective of what ~ SQurce 

CIIl,this.ato~ ~, ~tive of what has hawened or !).Ot Aa~ 
the poiDt the editorIal has taken-which is for your consideration-is 
that no privUese as claimed on behalf 0'1. Mr. Nanda~. Mr. Nanda, 
may be sure of his stand. as far as his infonnation goeabec_use I was 
going to submit 3 or 4 points wlij.ch made us to take this s~and. I beg 
respectfully submit that there was no perverse motive. There can 
be no possible reason for a reporter to have done 'that. Next mom-
ing if you remember when the motion of Call Attention was tabled 
in the House there were certain protests by Shri Gopalan and other 
members and nothing further happened. 

I was contac-ted that day by the Home Miniater about which 1 
would not have mentioned all¥thing because it was abioluteJy a pri-
vate meeting except for the fact that Mr. Nanda has himself dis-
closed it in OIJ,e of the Houses-which House I do ~ot remember-:-
pd we have also refernci to it again in our memorandum. K.r.; 
Nanda has said that the representative of STATESMAN had met 
hirp at his call and made hUn aware that the source was in the Home 
Ministry. I won't say that I canied conviction to him. I also did, 
not get the impression that he disbelieved me. After the meeting 
I came away. 

Shri Chatterjee: Did he then repudiate the suggestion of yours! 

Shri In.tier Malhotra: No, Sir. He did not repudiate my sugges-
tion but there was one step taken-the second step taken thereafter" 
was that on the 11th debate took place in the morning. 

Shri Chatterjee: You received letter from Mr. Nanda? 

,Sh,ri 17I4er Malh.o,,"a: We got a letter trom the Information Oftlce.r 
of the ~ry dt HOlUe A1fai.rs which amv.ed in theoMce about the 
~e when the discu$Sion taolt place in the House. That was the 
~e when the paper's editor waa in Calcutta. We tQl4 the Informa-
tion Oftlcer t.ha~ we w;i.ll publish the let~er with the foot-n.ote the~: 
ijtis illform.(l.tion has cOUle tQ us from a responsible source in tlu! 
BOllle MiRiatn'. We should publish whatever is said in Parlialn~~ 
about it. ' We should publish this letter also but with a footnote to 8ay 
tbat .... 

Shri Chatterjee: You have that letter here? 
$h.ri IT'lAJer Malhotra: I don't have it with me no~. But if you· 

aee Mr. Nan4ll's statement in Parliament, it would be clear that a 
letter was sent by :th,e Home Ministry to us, which was later with-
held. Sending of that .letter is not denied. But we said that we ~t 
Jl~dly publish it but only 1V'lth a footnote. 
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Shri ChtJ.ttetjee: Where is that footnote? 

Shri Inder MalhotrCI: We did not dAft it,wt401d them ordy-
that this information was given by a respgns~ble S01lrc:~ in ~e Home" 
JliDiatl'y to our politic:al correspondent .. 

Shri Cha.tterjee: In your letter to the C'haimlan you havewrltteD". 
that you cannot disclose t~e source of ~e inf~~iC?~ witholl~ the 
informant's permission. Did you ask for his permission? 

$h.ri In;.:r M~a: In the nature of things such a permission 
would not be possible. 

$h.ri ChAU;erjee: Did you ask him his permission or not? Please . 
answer ~. 

Mr. Chainnan.: This is what you have written: 

"While reaffirming my anxiety to assist the Committee iR 
eve~ ~b~ w~y, may I expr:ess the hope that ,the Com-
mittee will appreciate my obligation towards ,the well-
established. canon of professional ethics of journali~ not 
to disclose specific sources of their information except with 
the latter's permission." 

P.;i4 :y~u ask XQ,f h,is }l8~op? 

Sb.ri Iader Malhotra: I ha:ve not aakeel him. But, in the nature' 
of thf,np, you will appreciate ..•. 

Shri Cha.tter;ee: But you have never asked his permission. 

S~1'i ,Pc,m.abhi R4man.: Y QU wUI finq. ~ ijle p~~ts of VllU. 
~ ~.y ~ 8Wllre, it ~y perh.P6 ~ better for you to fo~y ~ 
~ ~OEl .00 *,ensay. 

Shri SinbGlaa. Singh: The privilege you are talking not to disclose . 
the source of your information-this privilege may be a convention. 
but th~~ is no l~g!4 pase for it so far ,.S 14w is C9P~rne$i. W~ can 
Only ~ you to idv~ the s~u.rce, bu~ yo~ l?-,ve parti~Ji"ly h~Pl!d us 
by your stateme~t that you can do it with his pt'l"lDission. So, before 
coming here you should have got this permis~ ion. I may tell you 
one thing. Your editor was here. ~ ,~d ht: co~ld. not give the· 
80urce ot information; only Mr. Malhotra could give that. . 

The~ ar.e .tw~ aspects. You i~ted o{l y"ur statement th~t ~he 
lOurce ~ the Home ~ry. HOIu~ :'':'' ;,;'~et sai~ ~at it did not 
~!pe fro!D ~he ~ome ~inJstry. .SQ r~r as ~ome Minister is c()ncem-ed: Speaker has given a gooa' chit anc;t ~at no" privilege is ~cle out. 
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S~ri Frank AnthonU: "Assuming that somebody has disclosed it"-
:'that IS how Speaker has ruled it. 

Shri SinhaBan Singh: There was a move against the Home Muu. 
ter also that he was not telling the truth. Upon that there wu • 
,privilege move against the Home Minister. 

Mr. Chairma-n.: We need not go into that. 

. Shri Sinhamn Singh: There was a privilege move against Home 
Minister. Upon that the Speaker ruled. 

Shri Pattabhi Ra.man: "Now my purpose had been served, my 
statement had been publishe~, the contradiction had been pubUshed 
in the Statelf'nan. ... "-this is the statement of Home Minister. 

Shri SinhaBan Singh: That is the second statement of Mr. Nanda. 

Shri Patta.bhi Raman; But before that this is the stand taken by 
·the Home Minister. 

Mr. Chairman: That is not necessary now. We are only concern-
·ed with the privilege case against your Editor. Your Editor has said 
that he lias put up thej editorial on the information given by you. 
'You claim privilege that you cannot give the source without his per-
.mission. According to law there is no such privilege and you will 
have to give the information to the Committee and if you want, you 
-can take his permission and give it. 

Shri Pattabhi Ra.man: I take that the position i8-!orget the 
-STATESMAN, forget the circumstances; some other paper pubUsha 
'Something. Therefore, you can only ask him this: 'Have you asked. 
his permission?' As a matter of fact that he has not done it. We ca. 
meet some other day so that he could try' to get his permission and 
,come before us. 

Shri Inder Malhotra: I will most certainly abide by your directiOll 
to ask him, but I IIlIJY add that in the nature of t~ngs.as all of u. 
·know .... 

Shri Chatter;ee: ~~at we all know. 

Shri Inder MaIhot,,: I would only beg o'f you to appreciate ~at 
"this is a motion of prl.vn.r"" ;I/!ldnst us on an editorial. We have 
made a submission that quite irrespective of the source the stor)" 
'came from we have made a detailed. submission and we do hope that , 
·.you will give consideration to it. 
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Shri ParO'Mf': That is a legal point you are raising. That ..... 

eomes later on. 

Shri SinJuisan Singh: H', is saying that whatever he has doDe, 
after taking into consideration all the facts no case is made out for' 
privilege. We are not on that point now. 

Shri Pattabhi Raman: Your Editor came here and said that ,eN 
.are a man of standing and he has no doubt about the truth of wbat 
you have said . 

Mr. Chairman: I put a question to your Editor: 'Have you veri-
fied the veracity of the news item?' He said ·We did not verify be-
cause you are his correspondent for a number of years with a lone 
standing record and took your word as correct.' 

Shri Inder Malhotra: I would appreciate also if you would kindl, 
see that I have had no motive at all and only reason for my beiDc 
unable to disclose the name of the person would be that it is against 
.professional ethics. It will destroy my professional career because 
hereafter no news sources would come forward to give us informa-
tion. I do not know what the legal position is for I am not a IRwyer, 
but I do hope that while protecting the privileges of Members of 
Parliament you and your colleagues in the Committee would kindl, 
see that you do 'nothing which impinges, if not upon the privilege. 
of the Press, the healthy conventions and our rights and obUgatioDil 
as reporters. 

Shri N. C. Chatterjee: You please assist the Committee by reII-
ponding to our request. 

Shri Inder Malhotra: I will certainly ..... . 

Shri C. R. Pattabhi Raman: Our thinking is like this. In a demo-
cratic set-up like this, it is vital to know from what kind of cate-
gory-I am not going into the names at all-you got the information. 
We, as Members of Parliament, of all parties, are very much inter-
ested in the democratic form of government, and supposing it is a 
paid official, a civil servant, then it takes a different turn' altogether. 
So we are in duty bound to look into it. 

Shri I'Rde1' MalhotTa: Sir, my point is that it is farthest from my 
mind to withhold anything from the Committee, but I do hope the 
Committee wiUl appreciate my position ..... . 
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Mr. ChGirmcln: If you want time, we will give you time. You 
consult that gentleman and disclose his .name. Otherwise, the legal 
position is that it will be contempt of the House. 

Shri If&der MalhotrA: May I take a week? 

Mr. ChAirman: All right. 

Shri lnder Malhotra: I am a little concerned by what YOIl· said~ 
that it might be contempt of the House on my part. That is the last 
thing that I want to do ....... . 

Mr. Chtdrmcln: That is the legal position. 

Shri Inder Malhotra: That is the last thing I would want to do. 
My record as a Parliamentary Correspondent is open Ibook to all of 
you. I have been a Parliamentary Correspondent of this paper for 

,.fairly long time and I hold. the Parliamentary institution in the-
. highest esteem. All that I am begging of you, sitting before . this 
august Committee, is to see that the privileges of Parliament can 'be 
maintained commensurate with the rights, obligations and privileges 
of the Press. 

Shri Sinha.sa.n Singh: That is your good wishes. N ow we are 
only at the stage of knowing the facts as to how it came to you. 

Shri N. C. Cha:tter;ee: We are not attaching any mala fides to 
you. 

Shri lnder Malhotra: I am entirely in your hands. I will do my 
best subject to the obligation to my conscience and profeR8ional 
Itandards. 

Mr. Chairman: We will meet again at 4 O'Clock on the 24th. 
Thank you. 

(The witTr.ell then. 1Dithdrew)-. 

(The Committee then Ad;ourned). 
., 
~; 
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Shri Inder Malhotra, Political COTrespondent of the Stat ... 
man. 

(The Committee met at 15.00 hours.). 

EVIDENCE OF SHRI INDER MALHOTRA, Political C07Tespondent of 
the States~an. 

Sh.ri Inder Malhotra: Sir, before you begin, may I seek your per-
mission to make a very small correction in one of the statements 
that I made last week? You will recall that last Thursday, a refer-
ence was made to a letter written to us by the Information Officer 
of the Home Ministry asking us to deny that the news concerned 
had emanated from the Home MinistrY. At that time, Sir, as I had 
said, we told the Information Officer that we would publish that 
ietter only 1tith a footnote lof 'outs asierting that the- DeWS had, in 
fact, emanated from the Home Ministry. At'bt .. tilbe you asked 
me whether a draft of that footnote existed and I had then said that 
it .. didn't. Such was my lmowl. last Thursday. Since then I 
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have discussed the matter with the Editor and he informed me tW 
a footnote was, in fact, drafted and therefore, it doea aist. I _ 
eorry for the error ••.•...• 

Shri N. C. ChCter;ee: Have you got it DOW! 

Shri ItLder Malhotra: It 111 DOW OD the file of the Editor in Cal-
cutta. 

Shri N. C. Chtaterjee: What is the purport of that! 

Shri lue1' MalhotrB: The purport was the same,· that we __ 
to clearly reassert in spite of Home Ministry's denial that the De .. 
came from a responsible source in the Home Ministry. 

I am sorry for the error and I have taken the earliest opportuni.,. 
to correct it. 

M'I". Chairman.: Can you produce the draft here! 

Shri lue1' Ma1hot'l"a: At the moment the Editor ~s it .... 

M'J'. Chcdmaan.: You can get it from him? 

Shri 1fIder Malhotra: Yes, Sir, I can get it and send it to you. 

Shri N. C. Chatterjee: That will be very good. 
I 

Mr. Chairman.: You can telephone him to-day. 

Shri Inde'J' Malhotra: I will send a teleprinter message. 

M'J'. Cha.irmtln.: By Saturday you will be able to send it to us? 

Shri IOOe'l" Malhotra: Certainly, Sir. 

M'J'. Chainnan: Now, what do you say about the source of infor-
mation? 

Shri lnder ¥alhot'J'a: In accordance with your direction last time, 
I went to my news source and sought his permission for the disclo-. 
sure of his name. I have to report that that permission was refused 
and I do hope that you and your Committee will appreciate that m, 
responsibility as a reporter which is always great and which 11 
never to diclose my source of information, becomes evPD great .. 
when this permission has been refused .. " ..• 

Shri N. C. ChatteTjee: Did you tell him that you had appeard 
before the Committee? 

Shri Incier MalhotM: Yes, Sir; I said so and I have, in fact, made 
it very clear that I had come there at the expres8 direction of the 
CommIttee. 
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SPan If. C. Cltauerjee: It was de1lnitely refwled! 

S'hri IftCIer McdhotrCl: Yes, Sir, defln1tely refused. 

Shri Sumat.Praad: Therefore, you can!t disclose his name! 

Shri Inder MalhotTa: Well, Sir, his permission has been refused ...• 

SaMaT KapuT Singh: You are not disclosing the source for two rea-
IonS, ethical and practical-'etmcaI' because it is a convention that 
you should not disclose your source of news and 'practical' because 
if you disclose_ th~ source, your career as a journalist wi1l come to 
an end-do I understand you correctly? 

Shri Inder Mc:dhotTa: Yes, Sir . 

.1fT. Chairma.n: Then you will come into trouble. 

Shri Inder MCilhotra: I am entirely in your hands; I am wholly 
at your disposal; and it does both grieve me and upset me when you 
.. y that I will be in trouble. B1:lt before you make up your mind 
en this, I want to make one or two submissions and I will be most 
.. teful if you will give me a few minutes of your valuabl~ time. 
Ja fact, Sir, I was in the midst of making this submission last Thurs-
.)' when I was directed to go to my source and seek his permission, 
and that was why my submission was interrupted. If you win kind-
lr give two minutes of your valuable time, _ I would like to make one 
preliminary submission and depending on your response to that sub-
lIWIsion, I can make my second submission. I am entirely in your 
1aDda. 

)fr. Chairm4ft: Yes, go on. 
Shri IMn- MCilhotra: You will kindly appreciate that there is no 

aoUon -of privilege against mt!:, nor is this motion in relation to the 
.ews story that I have written. The motion of privilege has been 
IIgBinst an editorial of ours. The acting Editor has furnished a fun 
!eply to that motion and I will beg of you kindly to pay attention to 
that reply, especially part 3. If you will kindy do so, you will see 
\hat the whole substance of the ease of my Editor is this: Whatever 
tile source was, whether we are right in asserting-of course this Is 
JIOt going back on the 'facts-that the story came from a responsible 
!lome Ministry source. The question of privilege does not arise. It 
II not said that our stand has got to be accepted in preference to the 
Minister's denial. But the point is, on the Issue of 'privilege, i.e. by 
writing that editorial we committed a breach of privilege of Mr. Nanda 
_ Member of Parliament, the substance of our whole argument is 
tllat the source is quite immaterial. The whole point is that the kind 
., privilege claimed for Mr. Nanda does not exist. All we have done 
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is, in an editorial written in parli;mentary and temperate language, 
w.e have given our verSion of the· situation as against Mr. Nanda's. 

Mr. Chairman: That is the stand you have taken. 

Shri Inde-r Malhotra: Also you will see; Sir, in that we have given 
. in an Appendix a number of other cases where Ministers other than 
Mr. Nanda have made solemn and repeated statements on the floor 
ef the House which have been challenged both in the House aud else-
where. . Irrespective of whether the people were challenging them 
on factual basis or not, we have said the privilege question does not 
arise. My submission to you is this. If yOU would kindly take up 
and dispose of the Editor's basic8tatemen~ .. which qoes not really 
in any way bring in the question of the source, then the whole pro-
cedure would be easy, inasmuch as if you accept his CGntention, U 
I very much hope that ~ would, the subsequent question of sourci 
or the fact whether we are in a position to disclose the source or not, 
does not arise. 

Mr. ChaiTman: Youx: vicarious responsibility does not cease, Mr. 
Malhotra, becaU$e you are the correspondent of the paper here. 'It 
is .. on your information that he makes those remarks and the privt-
leBe is agflinst the Editor no doubt, but your vicarious responsibilit, 
does not,cease. , 

Shri Inder MalhotTa: .. am not at all shying away from my rea-
ponlibility if the question under discussion is the establishment of 
the fact whether the story came from Bame Ministry and 80 DlJ 
responsibility is there. All 1 am talking about is this. You kincD; 
first consider and dispose of Editor's contention. 

Shri N. C. Chatterjee: Axe you speaking on behalf of your Editor! 
Is your Editor contending that the Wtor of a paper is justified ~ 
saying that a Member of Parliament is telling a lie and tllat.he ,h~ 
got information to the contrary and· he reiterates that after the ¥i~ 
ter's denial there is no question of privilege. 

Shri Inder Malhotra: No, Sir. He is not contending that. If h. 
8ays that the Minister is telling a lie; probably the question would 
be open. If you· kindly look at part 3, you will see that he has never 
said that. All he says is that when we are called liars, our right 
to state our position in language which is ,parliamentary, which III 
temperate, is there and he has also ,given 5 other instances. 

Shri Sinha.s~';" 'Singh: Ali' these argUments and facts have beeD 
liven in ~e written. statement. 



Shri Inder Malhotra: S'o I say, jJ you dispose of that for instance 
if you accept his contention, what I am submitting is ihat then th~ 
question ofsouree really does not become.. material ~and.then I hope 
the unfortunate possibility that you may have, to h~d,me 'respon-. 
sible for my inability to disclose the source, need not arise. 

~'.'. ., " " " , ....... ; ~.. . , . " '! 

Shri N. C. 'Chatterjee: Did you confront your friend-the source 
of your information-with the fact that the informcltion is required 
by this Committee?f " ' 

Shri Inder Malhotra: I told him that I am appearing before the 
Privileges Committee, that I am, on oath and I can disclose the 
source only with his consent. 

Shri N. C. Chatterjee: In spite of that, he refused. 

Shri Inder Malhotra: Yes, Sir. He refused. My point is if yOU 
accept the Editor's position, which i very mnch:hope you would, 
the' whole question, of source becomes immaterial. H on the oths 
hand, you do not accept that and irrespective' of that you want to be 
assuted, you want to make sure about what I am telling,what tha 
Editor is asserting andlamretter.ating that the story came fromB 
re9ponsible Home Ministry souree, 'if irrespective of that you want 
to be satisfied Qn that, Sir, then I have·tomake a lIecond submi8-
Ilion and that is this." Maybe, Sir, if you will just give me another 
five minutes, without n~essarily having to disclose that source, ,) 
can give you five submissions, which you, Sir, in your, kindness, 
may judge and which I ,very much hope would convince you. 

Shri N. C. ChatteJjee: We want only facts .. 

'Shri Inder Malhotra: The first fact is-,-and with all solemnity' 
and with a full sense of responsibility lam repeating it to this CO~ 
mittee-that this story came f'rom a responsible Home Ministry 
liIOurce. In addition to that-Sir, I had just 'started developing thi8 
point when youldndly aSked me- to go to the source and see if he 
would give permission-is this circumstantial fact-&nd I hope you 
would consider it in the wider perspective of preserving both the 
privileges of a member of Parliament and the rights of the Pres&-
that on the night of August 9, when I wrote the story, long before 
any trouble about that news story arose, there could be no possible 
motive for me to concoct that story or to collect it ,from, the market 
place and foist it on the Home Ministry. 

Sardar KapUT Singh: May I suggest the motive. The possible 
motive could be that, you wanted your story to look more authorita-
tiVe ,than It really W8.I. . 
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n.ri ltder MCllhomI: '!'he point is, it could well be, but why 

Mould I invent • sto1'1-

Shri N. C. Ch4ttef;ee: What are the 'Other facts! 

Shri Inder Malhot'l"CI: The third fact 'is, 'Sir, a very eloquent fact 
about the letter written by the Information Officer of the Home 
Ministry insjsting that irrespective of the proceedings in ~ar1iament, 
we must carry the letter of denial. The Information Officer with-
drew the letter promptly and when' we said we will not do so 
except with that foot-note. 

The fourth fact is the fact, which you will permit me to men-
tion, that in both Houses of Parliament-in the Lok Sabha itself 
and the other House too-a large number of Members of Parliament 
at the time when Home Minister, Mr. ~anda, made his assertions, 
expressed complete scepticism about his statement. That scepti--
eism continues to be repeated till today. It was repeated yesterday' 
:in the Rajya Sabha, and Sir it has been stated that which we have 
written one editorial to vindicate our position, but you will see that 
ether newspapers, apart from other people outside.. in print, even 
after the privilege motion was tabled and admitted against UB, re-· 
~ated that scepticism for Mr. Nanda's version. 

My fifth fact, which I would normally not have mentioned but 
which has found a mention in the proceedings of the Rajl'a Sabha 
anel in our Memormdum therefore, was the private meeting bet-
ween me and Mr. Nanda on August. 10, i.e., after the initial protest 
aad been made in the Lok Sabha but the call. attention motion wu; 
to be taken the next day. He asked me over ..... . 

Shri N. C. Chatterj,e: The conference took place in his ofJlce. 

Shri Inclefo MCllhotrCl: It took place in Parliament House in Mr; 
Sachin Chaudhuri's room (because in his room the then Home-
.ltfinister was having a larger conference). He telephoned me and 
m response to that I came to Parliament House. It was a private 
meeting and I would not have referred to it at all except only to 
repeat what Mr. Nanda himself has revealed about that meeting-
that is on the record of Rajya Sabha and also in our Memorandum. 
In that meeting I made him aware of the fact that our source was 
in the Home Ministry. And the sixth and the final fact which I 
would beg of you to take into account before coming to your con-
elusion, is that at the time this controversy of ours erupted in August 
last there was a brief discussion in both Houses of Parliament. , 
At that very time there were a number of other matters. But I will 
10 into one of them and I will draw your kind attention to that 



" IJ'8dftr:al1y. 'nle oUter day the Home Ministry had to admit-the,. 
Kome Minister had made a categorical statement which ultimately 
turned out to be wrong; and the specific point 8I1d the specific case is " 
West Bengal investigation of Sunildas case. The Home Minister hact· 
made a statement based on some information. Ultimately Mr. Hathi 
liad to admit that that information was wrong and a wrong state-
ment had been made by the former Home Minister. There was a 
aeparate privilege motion which was not admitted. So what I 
mbmit is this that the Home Minister had been misinformed into 
making that statement. He has been misinformed by his peop~e. 
I do hope, Sir, that in view of this, and the other facts I have sub-
mitted before you, Sir, you would be very kind and magnanimous 
and take a broader view of the whole matter, and not a very tech-
aical view, and see that I am not put into trouble. I do not have to 
assure this Committee of my utmost anxiety to cooperate with it to 
the utmost extent possible. I do hope, Sir, that my difticulties whic.h' 
are bQth professional and moral, ,will be taken into account. I am 
mtirely in the hands, and at the mercy of the Committee. 

Mr. Chairman: Do you have any expression of regret? 

Shri Inder Malhot1'a: I am fully complying with your orders. Except. 
for the fact that one is always sorry when these things take place. 
I have no reason to have regret. I have done nothing wrong in 
.. whole iDataDce. 

Jlr. Chc&imum: What you have done is all right? 

Ari Inder Malhotra: I haw done nothing wrong, Sir. One doe. not 
want to be disrespectful to any Member of Parliament, let alone the 
former Home Minister. I would say there is no element of lack of 
respect to any Member of Parliament, not to speak of a Parliamen-
tary institution u such. 

Shri SinhaBan Singh: Your statement does show some lack of 
1le8pect. 

Shri Inder Malhotra: The mistake was' admitted and it is quite 
possible that the mistake may have been made,good. 

Mr. Chairman: All right, that is all. 

Shri Inder Malhotra: Thank you very much. I am most grateful' 
to you for your kind patience. 

Sarda.r Kapur Singh: We appreciate it. 

(The wimer. then 1Dithdre'ID.) 



APPENDIX 

(See para 4 of the Report) 

THE STATESMAN LTD. 

STATESMAN HOUSE P.O. BOX 272 G.P.O. 
, \. ~ i ' . -.. '-' '. 

:Shri M. C. Chawla, 
Deputy Secretary. 
Lok Sabha Secretariat, 
Parliament House, 
New Delhi-I. , 

Dear Sir, 

September 16, 1966 . 
. f. :-!' . ~ . ," . 

With reference to your letter of September 6, 1966, kindly find 
enclosed our comments on the breach of privilege motion moved by 
Shri H. V. Kamath, Member of ParUament, in reapet:t of our edito-
riBl, f'Home Truth" 'published oll"August' 16,'11"1&, , .. r ": .', i", 

We have confined our comments to this editorial only. Although 
in the record of proceedings you sent to us with your letter of Sep-
tenber 6, the Speaker refers to mor~' than one' editorial,' 'in fact we 
published only ODe.on this Bubjec;:t. 

AlSo, we have confined our cozmnents to the specJ1ic issue of 
breach of privilege raised in Shri Kamath's motion and referred 
to in your letter. 

Should the Privileges Committee require any elucidation of 
or information about the submissions enclosed herewith, we, woul~ 
gladly furnish it, in person or in writing, as the Committee may 
desire. 

With regards, 

Yours faithfully, 
Sd/- PRAN CHOPRA, 

Acting E4itor. 
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Comments by the Acting Edi~ of the Statesman., on. the Motion. of 

breach oj., Privilege ·against the ne1D8pCZpe'7' 1>y;.Shrj H. V. Kamath. 
M.P., in respect of the editorial "Home Truth" published in the Cal-
C1&tta and Delhi Editions .of ·the newspaper on August 26, 1966. 

We offer our comments in four parts. 

In the first part,' the editorial is examined to show that none of 
the statements or suggestions contained in it. b inaceuratej let alone 
deliberately false .. 

The second part contains our comments on the observation by 
the Honourable the Speaker that we have "asserted or insisted-
upon our position and "persisted in .(it) again and again". 

In the third part the nature of the divergence between the posi-
tion taken by the Home Minister, Shri Nanda, and ourselves is ex-
plained, and the conclusion suggested that such a divergence dOM 
not constitute a breach of privilege. 

In the last part we have ventured to suggest certain implicatioDi 
of the contention of· Shri Kamath that even· a divergence ofthia 
nature, maintained in the circumstances and in the DJBIUler we· hMItt 

. -explained in the third part, amounts to a breach of privilege. 

PART I 

The first two paragraphs of the editorial are simply a brief nar-
ration of some of the events as they developed between AugustlQ-
and ~ugust 12. They contain little comment by us. . 

In the next two, the circumstances in which the Home Ministry'_ 
. contradiction was first addressed to US and then withdrawn are 
referred to. We also give our reasons for publishing, without an,. 
annotation by us, the denial made by the Home .Minister in Parlia-
ment while declining to publish withoui a comment of our own, the 
denial directly addressed to .us. 

The difference between the two kinds of denial is obvious. If 
we had published the Home Ministry's letter of denial ~ithout our 
footnote, it would have implied our acceptance of the denial 8S cor-
rect: which we know it was not. But no such implication was in-
volved in reporting Mr; Nanda's denials in .Parliam~nt as part of 
'the. ~s Parliamentary proceediIlgs.. We would have reported 
these proceedings in any caSe" as part of the day's news; but we also. 
and naturally, took note of the fact that the j5r0ceedings showed 
how many M.Ps; . had found Mr. Nanda's denials unconvincing. 
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The fifth paragraph of the edl~orial contains the sentence parti--

cularly referred to in Shri Kamath's motion: "We presume Mr. 
Nanda is fully aware of the source from which the story came to. 
u and of the circumstances in which the Ministry agreed that the 
oontradiction it had earlier sent to us need not be published". 

The presumption is entirely justified by the facts known to Uil-

at the time and subsequently to Parliament. It was correct for us 
to presume that the Information Officer of the Home Ministry had 
eonveyed to Mr. Nanda the purport of his exchanges, over the tele-
phone and in writing, with the Resident Editor of The Statesman," 
New Delhi, in the course of which it was agreed that the Ministry's 
letter of denial net!d not be published (This was prior to the publi-
cation by us of the denial made by the Home Minister in Parlia-
JIlent). Similarly it was known to us at the time, and to Parlia-
ment subsequently, that our Political Correspondent (not Special 
Representative as stated by Mr. Nanda) had met the Home Minister 
in response to a telephone call from the latter; the two had gone 
iDto the question of the source of our story and our Political Cor-
respondent had assured Mr. Nanda that the source was within the 
Home Mfnistr7. 

We did not wish to refer to this meeting specifically in our edi-
torial of August 26, because the talk was confidential; we would 
aot have referred_ to it now if Mr. Nanda had- not disregarded this 
con1ldence in the course of his statement in Rajya Sabha on August •• 

It should be clear from these facts that we were justified in say-
iDg in. our editorial that "We presume Mr. Nanda is fully aware of 
the source from which the story came to us and of the circ~stances.. 
ia. which the Ministry agreed that the contradiction it had earlier 
EIlt to us need not be published." Whether Mr. Nanda believed' 
eur version or not, he as not left in any doubt about it. 

In the" last paragraph of the editorial we have spoken of the--
8Cepticism. with which Mr. Nanda's denials were received in the 
~o Houses. As the record shows, Mr. Nanda carried vf!!rY "little 
eonviction with the M.Ps. who took part in the proceedings in the 
Lok Sabha. He was more or less flatly contradicted by Shri A. K. 
Gopalan, Shri Kamath, Shri M. N. Swamy, Shri Hiren Mukerjee, 
Mrs. Renu Chakravartty and Shri Madhu Limaye prior to the pub-
lication of our editorial. Shri Hiren Mukerjee restated his doubts" 
• .,en after the editorial was published. 
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We also wish to invite the Coinmittee's attention to the proceed-

Dlgs of Rajya Sabba on August 26, when Shri Bhupesh Gupta, Shzi 
.A. B. Vajpayee and Shri A. D. Man! expressed their disbelief ill 
the Home Minister's denials. Relevant extracts from' the remarb 
by these ~mbers have been included in an appendix to this note; 
the Privileges Committee's attention is invited. to them since some 
,of the remarks are also relevant to subsequent parts of this note. 

To sum up this part: the editorial of August 26 contains no c0m-

ment or suggestion which is inaCcUrate, let alone deliberate1r 
false. 

PAIlI' n 

The Honourable the Speaker observed in the Lok Sabha oa 
August 31: "It is true that even after the Home Minister's state.. 
ment, 'The Statemlllfi. had asserted or insisted that it is true that 
'the Home Ministry, or some official of that Ministry, leaked out or 
gave that information. It is being persisted in again and again by 
'The Statesman and two editorials have been written on this." 

With due respect to the Speaker and JUs high otBce, and witlt 
the pennission of the Privileges Committee, we wish to point out 
a few inaccuracies in this comment. They have probably arisen 
from the mistaken impression the Speaker has that we published 
'more than one editorial on this subject. This is not the. case. For 
a whole fortnight. from the date the news item appeared on August. 
10 to the publication of the editorial on August 26, we only reported, 
without any comment by us, the various observations on this item 
by various individuals and parties, in and outside Parliament. In 
the three weeks or so since the editorial appeared we have publish-
ed no comment of our own or any statement of our position; we 
have again published as only the views and comments of other 
people. 

Therefore the question of our having said anything even after 
the Home Minister's denial does not arise. ,We commented onl~ 

aftpr the denial, only once and only for reasons which are explain-
'ed below. This cannot in fairness be described as insistence or 
assertion in the manner· which is suggested by the context in which 
the w:ords were used by the Hon,ourable the' Speaker, especially if 
the editorial is read in the context of our reasons forwrtting it,. •.. 

The difference between expressing our position once or many 
,times, or between expressing it and asserting it,.may be 'mnall. .. B1It 
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_1r1ew.of. the· wetghtwhlch.must attach to every,Word. and nuaDee 
&ttr:lbu~ to· such anem.inent: dignitary as the Speaker, the facia 
.tJould be accurately known ·IBli any misunderstanding with regard 
to them should mislead judgment. An impression of "~sistence" 
8Il'0U!' part might have existed in the miDd of the Honourable the 
Speaker and .influenced his decision to refer the motion to the Prf,... 
vileges Committee. But the explanation we are giving here of the 
utual. position might clarify the Committee's view with regard to ,ur editorial. 

When the Home Minister denied in the Lok Sabha on August 11 
that our report had emanated·frOM his Ministry, we published his 
denial at two places, prominently in our own correspondent's report 
~f the day's proceedings on the front page, and again in the more-
detailed ageneY version on an inside page. When Mr. Nanda repeat-

. edthe denial· on August 25, it was again covered with equal pro-
.mnence and both in our correspondent's summary and in the more 
detailed report by the news agencies. 

In the meantime, when two Communist leaders, Shri A. K. Gopa-
Ian and Shri Basavapunniah, issued a contradiction of our report 
.about their party's alleged activities, we published the contradic-
tion in the same place where the earlier news had appeared,and 
in this case too, as in the case of the first denial by Shri Nanda, we-
refrained from going into the question whether the contradiction 
was correct or not. This corroborates that we had no interest what-
ever in insisting that our news report was proof against challenge. 

We would have let the Home Minister's second denial also to 
stand, without any comment of our own, against our earlier report, 
which we had not withdrawn or contradicted, if Shri Nanda had 
not compelled us to clarify our ownposit~on. 

The Home Minister made two observations on August 24. He-
laid that the paper had committed an indiscretion and he did not 
want· it to commit another by ccpublishing a Minister's name or 

. something like that". Secondly he asked, almost as a challenge, 
'"If it is necessary for them (The Statesman) somehow to vindicat~ 
their position, who stopped them from doing it?" (We may also 
'point out that three days later, while speaking in the Rajya Sabha, 
'he carried his aspersions on the newspaper a stage further when 
he said in the Rajya Sabha; as reported by Pl'I, that lithe newspaper 
. w~. clutching at some straw to get out of. the PQSitio,D".) 

.; ::"ntus ·bet*een. . AUgUSt . il'and August ·24; the Home MiJiistethl:d 
'tDOved on from merely denying our version of the source of our 
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GItory jtG making certain unwarranted charg~ against the news--
paper. Like any person or in$titution upon whom reflections are 
east, we had the duty and responsibility to defend our integrity~. 
notwithstanding the fact that we were completely unprotected by 
the, ~ri~eges enjoyed by the H~me Minister. 

We wish to submit most respectfully that we were left, with no 
l!ilternative but to state our position tnS-a-w the impunged ·report.. 
This we did in our editorial of August 26; . It will be seen from the 
language, the tenor and the preface of the editorial that we were 
()nly concerned with the charge of indiscretion which had been 
made against us. 

To remain.·1IiIent in' the faee of: the :ct.-ge-Of.·jndiscl"etion·made 
against us, especially when ShriNanda categorteally 'asked us why 
we ~dnot vindicate ourselves, would have amounted to accepting 
the charge. The public would have drawn only on conclusion from 
it, that we had based our news report on gossip or our imagination, 
which we most certainly did not. In fact as a responsible news-
'paper we had no motive whatsoever for doing so. 

.. We repeat, in conclUsion, that the record shows no eagerness OD 
our part to go out of our way to controvert the Home Minister (or 
anyone else, who held an opinion different from ours about the news 
item we published). On the' other hand, it shows that the Home 
'Minister went out of his way to disparage. ; The Statesman in a 
manner quite irrelevant to his main purpose, which was only to· 
deny that the news had emanated from the Home Ministry. 

PART III 

We. submit that in moving his motion of privilege aD August.31, 
Shri Kamath read more into the divergence between Shri Nand. 
and ourselves than is warranted by the facts or the language of 
our editorial . 

. Shri Kamath spoke of The. Statesman "Insinuating, if not .assert-
~g .• ; .•. etc." This is not only an unfair allegation, unsupported 
by facts, but a wrong approach to the issue he wanted the Privileges 
Committee to examine. We stated our position, clearly, unambi-
~, int11e languap df·r.eason.and:m.ocieration .. · We left no room' 
fOr iDBkluatiOD''itither:by:uaabout others or by others aboutm. We 
.. :cthe··:Pri:"leges;.Cmnmittae·to~ok at the ilJlain' me_Ilk .;·uf· 

. words and the context in which they.dulVei.:been::used."·Ojee"""· 
begin to read insinuations into the ordinary language of public life,~ 
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:~bjective interpretation replaces the established meauiDg of wordl, 
lDlagination displaces facts. 

Still more unjustified and further removed from facts is tlM 
nature of the insinuation attributed to 'us by Shrl Kamath, that '"the 
Home Minister has wilfully and dellberately suppressed the source 

-of the news report which appeared earlier in that paper (The State.-
man), and thereby held an untruth to, and misled, the House ........ . 

. Shri Nanda could be said to have misled the House deliberately if 
he had held back. what he believed to be true. We have nowhere 

.alleged or implied that he did so. We made him aware thai our 

.. source was the :aome Ministry. But he is under no obligation t. 
believe us, j-ust as we are free to believe him or not. If a per80Il 
gives out some information but denies this fact to his superior, the 
latter is free to decide whether to believe his subordinate or the 
newspaper. But his purely personal predilections in this matter 

-cannot be made the basis of an issue of breach of his privile~s .. 
a Member of Parliament, such as has been alleged by Shri Kamath. 

To look at the same point from another angle, we have not 
alleged i~ any manner that our source was Shri Nanda himself. If 
we had said or implied this at any time it could have been argued 
against us that in disbelieving Shri Nanda's denial we had by im-
plication accused him of uttering a falsehood. But that, very clear-
ly, is not the case. 

Shri Kamath was much closer to the truth, as were some other 
. M.Ps. also it various stages of the discussion of this matter in the 
two Houses, when he said that someone else in the Home Ministry 
might have given this news to us. But howsoever justified or other-
wise our own or other people's conviction that our source was in 
the Home Ministry, and no matter how frequently we might have 
-conveyed this to the Home Minister, the latter unquestionably had 
the discretion either to believe us or those who may have assured 
him that they were not the source. It is only if he believed one 
thing and said another that he could be said to have committed a 
breach of the privileges of the House. As a corollary it follows that 
if we said he had done so, then and then alone, could we be charged 
with having committed. a breach of his privileges as a Member o~ 

. Parliament. 

We were correct in presuming, on the basis of what we had told 
him, that we had made him aware of our IOUl'Ce-tbough we cUd. 
not assume, nor did we have the right to, that we had. necesar:l:ly 

carried Conviction With ldm. . ." 
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The charge of breach of privilege against us fails also for another . 
and still more essential reason: at no stage, by assertion or insinua-
ti.on, have we attributed mala fide to Shri Nanda or even suspected 
him of it. If it is pennissible to quote May's Parliamentary Practice 
to a distinguished Committee of Parliament, we would like to point 
out how relevant to the present case are two of the observation.s 
contained in the book. In one, it quotes a resolution of the House 
of Commons which says "wrong imputations, 'as affecting a Member 
of Parliament, may amount to breach of privilege, without, perhaps, 
being libel at common law". But within the same paragraph it 'also 
says "Reflections on Members even in their Parliamentary capacity 
have !been ruled not to constitute It breach of privilege because mala 
fide was not .imputed". By quoting the second observation we are in 
no way conceding that we cast a reflection upon Shri Nanda, but 
the quotation does prove conclusively that &hri Kamath'smotion 
agailUlt us is lacking in a most essential ingredient. 

At the risk of labouring the point even more than necessary we 
would draw the Committee's attention to the content and tone of 
Shri Nanda's statement In the Rajya Sabha on August 26, that il 
after our editorial had appeared. There is nowhere in it the slight-
est suggestion that we had questioned his motives; whatever else 
the tone of the statement suggests, especialJy the purely subjective 
judgment by which he bears out his ,,.onclusion. is for the Privileges 
Committee to judge. He said "Now. where The Statesman main-
tains that the Home Ministry knows the source, the representative 
I')f Thp. State.man told me that he had in mind some person. That 
was before I made the statement ...... I am giving my statement on 
the basis of my own study of the case and my knowledge. The 
question is whether to my knowledge it was not a correct state-
ment ..... whether the Minister was lying to me. somebody has to 
prove that he lied to me, as even after that J qUeRtioned him. I 
still believe that what he told me was a good explanation and it 
appealed to me. At least, I was convinced that he was not the 
source .... " 

To sum up: Our editorial of August 26 does not In any way attri-
hute mala fide to Shri Nanda; nor is its ,language even remotely ex-
cessive or unparliamentary. 

On the basis of assurance rece1ved from his staff, Mr. Nanda may 
sincerely hold the impression that our description of the source is 
wrong. We have not in any way question his sincerity-though his 
impression is erroneous-and for this reason some of the expressions 
used by Shri Kamath are entirely unjustified. It is in no way a, 
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breach of a Member's privileges if a newspaper, relying upon ita 
own aou.n:es, believes its own version of certain events and declines 
to endorse the version upon which a Minister, relying upon his 
sources, insists. 

If in spite of this we are held guilty of a breach of privilege, such 
a severe restriction upon the freedom of expression will follow 
from the precedent, that we are obliged to elucidate the implica-
tions, which we do in the last part, below. 

PART IV 

In spite of what Shri Kamath suggests. the essence of the diver-
gence between the Home Minister and The Statesman is that each 
has received information which is in conflict with the other's and 
each insists in all sincerity that its own is more correct. 

If in such circumstances the Privileges Committee and the Lok 
Sabha hold that The Statesman is guilty of breach of privilege, the 
ruling will become a powerful precedent, considering the issue and 
the status of the parties. If it does, no one will dare contradict any 
statements the Government or any Member might choose to make 
on the floor of Parliament; or if anyone does, he will have to fur-
nish conclusive proof of his bona fides. 

If this restriction were to apply only to charges of mala fides or 
personal or official corruption etc, it would be very weicome indeed. 
We have ourselves supported, editorially and otherwise, all feasible 
restrictions upon the unbridled bandying about of charges which. 
has become a habit in our public life. 

But if the convention grows out of the present case, it would 
apply even more to criticism of the conduct of the affairs of State. 
Thus it would cripple the right of dissent, as a few examples will 
show: 

(1) Only a few days ago numerous Opposition MPs insisted in the 
Lok Sabha that they were being shadowed, their houses watched, 
their telephones tapped and their letters opened by the Intelligence 
apparatus of the Home Ministry. The Home Minister vehemently 
denied the allegations, and Opposition MFs repeated it with still 
greater vehemence even after the denial. 

All that was done within the shelter of Parliamentary privilege. 
But if any of the MFa were to repeat their allegations outside and 



" a newspaper were to report them, both would come ""ithin the mis-
chief of our hypothetical ruling. They would either have to flU"-
nish proof of their statements or else face the charge of 'breach of 
privilege. ' 

In fact even if their allegations turned out to be true, they could 
still be' held guilty of a breach of privilege because, to quote from 
May's Parliamentary Practice again, the falsity of anything libellous 
or defamatory said about a Member (in this case the Minister whose 
statement is contradicted) "is not an essential element in the 
offence". 

. 
(2) In spite of repeated statements by the Go~ernment-:-not of 

one Minister but several, including the Prime Minister-that the 
t'U~e was not devalued under American pressure, the charge that 
it was, has been repeatedly made by all Opposition parties on the 
Left; it has been reported by all newspapers and some have made it 
off their own bat too.' The ruling in question would throw them 
open to the charge of breach of privilege. The most recent victim 
of the restraint would be the Communist Journal "People's Demo-
cracy", which alleged as late as September 18, in an article by Sbri 
Ranadive, that devaluation and the Fourth Plan were "dictated" by 
the USA. Some of the prospective victims would be all those who, 
it can be taken for granted, will be making and reporting these and 
simil'ar other allegations in the coming round of election campaigns. 

(3) On July 27 Shri J. R. D. Tata denied in a public statement 
an allegation made in the Lok Sabha by Shri Madhu Limaye with 
regard to placement of an officer of Air India., Would Shri Tata be 
considered by our analogy to have committed breach of privilege? 

(4) In spite of the Government's reported denials, several 0ppo-
sition parties have made the allegation, outside the sanctuary of 
Parliament, and all newspapers have reported it, that India signed 
the Tashkent Declaration under powerful Russian pressure, that 
Shri Lal Bahadur Shastri's death was the direct result of this 
pressure. And if this be considered not sufficiently specific charges 
to be relevant to our argument here, one could. mention the allega-
tion, also repeatedly made by MPs and others despite official d~ 
nials, that Shri Lal Bahadur died because medical aid was. not 
rendered in time. 

(3) There are any number of examples, which half-an-hour's re-
search in a newspaper file could throw up, of insinuations and 
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direct allegations made against Mr. C. Subramaniam for hi. con-
duct of affairs as Steel Minister long after he had categorically 
denied some of the allegations made against him in comments by 
MPs upon PAC reports. 

(6) In entries'l, 2, 3, 4, 6, 7, 8 and 9 in the Annexure attached 
8hri A. K. Gopalan, &hri Umanath, Shri M. N. Swamy, Shri Hiren 
Mukerjee, Shrimati Renu Chakravartty and Shri Madhu Limaye re-
ported, after the denial by 8hri Nanda, that the news published 
by us on August 10 had been given out by someone or the other 
in the Home Ministry. If they supported this contention outside 
Parliament, they and those who published their views would come 
within the miscl}ief of the same breach of privilege which Shri 
Kamath's motion attempts to trace to us. 

Thus at one stroke with a favourable ruling upon 8hri Kamath', 
motion, Parliament would confer vast powers upon the Govern-
ment to strike down any observation, howsoever responsibly made 
in any newspaper. if not even to strike down the newspaper itself. 
Government would acquire the power not only to contradict news 
item or opinion, but in the manner of Shri Nanda's speeches on 
August 24 and August 26, pour ridicule upon the authors. The 
latter would be confronted with a choice of two evils: either they 
would have to run the gauntlet of breach of privilege, or they would 
have to keep their mouths shut and let their reading public draw 
the conclusion, however damaging to them and contrary to facts. 
that the Government had proved them false by the simpll! act of 
making an. affirmation in Parliament. 

We trust that the Privileges Committee will not be so guided by 
the erroneous imputations contained in Shri Kamath's motion 8S to 
let loose such a severe restriction upon freedom of expression, which 
Parliament should help to preserve and extend, not circumscribe. 
The Statesman has always tried to maintain high standards of 
journalism in reporting, and comment. In particular it has always 
sought to uphold the dignity and prestige of Parliament and of Its 
presiding authorities. No reasons of expediency have ever made us 
deviate from these standards; as for reasons of principle, we have 
always held and often stated in our editorials that the future of 
Indian society is tied up with the future of Parliamentary institu-
tions and it will progress only in so far as these institutions earn 
and receive the respect of all citizens. 

Such a limited issue as the reliability of a single news item would 
~ot ~rsl.Ja,de ~ to qqestion the Privileges of Parliament, of either 
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of its Houses or any of its Members. Even the much larger issue of 
the defence of one of India's leading newspapers against unmerited 
aspersions would not induce us to do that, let alone to attribute ma.la 
fides to a Member-and an Honourable Minister at that. As such, 
we submit that there is no substance in Shri Kamath's motion and no 
breach of privilege has been committed by us. 

September 16, 1966. 
Enclosure. 

ANNEZURE 

Sd./- Pran Chopra, 
Acting Editor. 

1. Shri A It. Gopalan said in the Lok Sabha on 11.8.66, after 
the Home Minister's denial, that "there is reason to beHeve 
that someone in the Home Minist~ might have given a 

. handout ....... " 

2. Shri Umanath said "some Home MiniStry ofBcial-I am 
asking whether it is a fact or not-has given out a handout 
...... and that now he is backing out?" 

3. After a further denial by Shri Nanda, Shri .M. N. Swamy 
said "some time ago the Home Ministry had spread lOme 
cock and bull story. In 1964 itself, the Home MinIster. 
Shri Nanda, concocted some stories". 

4. A little later Shri Swamy added "we have got deftnite in-
formation that a handout has been given by the M1n.Istry of. 
Home Affairs". 

5. 5.hri Hiren Mukerji asked whether it was the Government'. 
intention '-now to come forward in this kind of surrepti-
tious manner to secure a widespread all-India publicity 
against political par.ties". 

6. After further denial by Shrt Nanda" Shrimati Renu Chak-
ravartty said "I hope that he (Shri Nanda) understands also 
that we know who that person is .... we know certainly who 
has given this handout". . 

7. On August 24, 13 days after the Home Minister's denial, 
Shri Madhu Limaye said "I think the fault is the Home 
Ministry's--Shri Nanda does not lmow what his colleague. 
might be doing. It is not good to blame newspapers". 



f~fter the second repetition of denials by Shri Nanda. &hri 
A. K. Gopalan said in the Lok Sabha on' 29.8.66 '~A Member 
ot Parliament scandalizes a part,., maligns a party and 
then the paper is blamed". . 

9. Shri Hiren Mukherji said" ..... by the backdoor from an 
apparently Government source all kinds of things are said 
which are contradicted here untruthfu,Uy".. .. I .. 

10 Shri A. D. Mani said in the Rajya S'ab~a on August 27 that 
he was "morally COD.viD.ced. from the Government's practice 
of giving Wlofficial notes and telephonic dictations to the 
Press that the ~<M!SliIky gave out the report". 

GMGIPND-LS 1-2295 (E) LS-8-12-66-729. 
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