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however, deprecated such incidents of assault on 'the elected representatives of the 
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(i) Alleged non-implementation of member's proposals under the Member of 
Parliament Local Area Development Scbeme by the State Government Officers; 
(ii) Alleged misbebaviour with a member by a Government Officer; and (iii) Alleged 
delay in furnishing requisite information to the Speaker, Lok Sabha. by the concerned 
Ministry of Government of India / Officers of Government of Bihar [Prof. (8mt.) Rita 
Verma Cue] (1995) - Committee dealt with aU the three issues separately. As 
regards point No. (i), Committee observed that a typical bureaucratic indifference 
and apathy bad been discernible right through the whole episode. Committee were 
constrained to observe tbat tbere was a apathetic lack of coordination at aU levels of 
apathetic lack of coordination at all levels of executive machinery. Committee desired 
that to ensure proper implementation and monitoring of MPLAD Scheme, their 
recommendations be brought to the notice of aU Deputy CommissionersIDistrict 
Magistrates in the country. Committee also felt that it would be in the fitness of 
things if a Standing Committee of tbe House were to be constituted to monitor the 
proper implementation of the Scheme and to go into the complaints of the members 
in that regard. As regards point No. (ii), in view of the unconditional and unqualified 
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apology tendered by Deputy Development Commissioner. Dbanbad and also by Chief 
Secretary. Bihar. the Committee were of the view that the dignity of the House 
would be best served by taking no further action in the matter. M regJp'ds point 
No. (iii). Committee observed that there was undue and avoidable delay in furnishing 
the requisite information to Lot Sabha and expressed their displeasure at this casual 
approach. In view of the regret expressed by the concerned officer. Committee felt 
that matter need not be pursued further. No further action was taken by the House -
However, as per the recommendation of the Committee. A Standing Committee of 
the House to monitor the MPLAD Scheme and to 10 into the col:'lplaints of the 
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over the conduct of Deputy Superintendent of Police, CBI, Patna might be conveyed 
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action was taken by the House - Ministry of Personnel. PG and Pensions intimated 
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the House ................. " ....................... . 
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that much could have been avoided, had the jail ~ paid due and timely 
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dealt with prompdy. However, in absence of any response from ~ member rebutting 
the version of State Government in the case, Commiuee recommended that the 
matter be allowed to rest there - No further action was taken by the House .  .  .  .  . 
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(viii) 

PAGE 

130 

131 

132 

133 

134 

136 

141 



Jlaba Sabba 
72. (i) Layiq of allepdly distorted minutes of Committee on Public UndertakiDp on the 

Table of the House; (ii) Request to Chairman to reconsider his earlier ruling on a 
question of privilege; and (iii) Status of members of Rajya Sabha on Committee on 
Public Undertakinp (1982) -Chairman withheld his CODICIlt .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  . 141 

73. Association of members of Rajya Sabha with Committee on Public Undertakinp and 
alleged criticism of the ruling of the Chairman in editorial and in an artic:Ie published 
in two newspapers (1982) -Chairman withheld his consent .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  . 145 

ASSURANCES - NON-F'ULF'ILMENT OF 

Lek Sabba 

74. Delay in furnishing information to the House by MiDiIten (1955) - Matter dropped 
in view of the Ministers' explanation. .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  :  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  . 149 

75. AIIe,ed non-fulfilment of usuranc:es and misleedin,ltateIDeDtI made by Niniaten in 
the House and misconduct of a member in connection witb the Pondic:herry Import 
Licence Case (1974) - Speaker disallowed the question of privilege but held that 
House wu free to discuss any motion reo conduct of the member and rule of sub-
judice did not come in the way. .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  . 149 

RaJJa Sabba 
76. Alleged disregard of an assurance given to the HoUSe by a Minister (1964) -

Permission to raise the matter refused by Deputy Chairman .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  . 152 

Lek Sablla 

77. 

Lok Sabba 

78. 

79. 

Lok SaItba 

SO. 

81. 

82. 

AlTORNEY-GENERAL 

-Alle,ed statement by the Attorney-General of India before the Supreme Court that 
an Act would be amended within ten days (1973) - Speaker disallowed the question 
of privilege .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  . .. .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  . 

[B) 

BRIBERY 

Allegation by a member in Rajya Sabha of bribery of members for voting against a 
Bill in Lok Sabha (1970) - Chairman, Rajya Sabha, in reply to Speaker's letter, 
agreed with him that no member should cast reflections on a member of the other 
House - Matter closed. .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  . 

Alleged payment of large sums of money to some members of Jharkhand Mukti 
Worcha in Lok Sabha for voting against the Motion of No-Confidence in the Council 
.. Ministers in July, 1993 (JMM Case) ~  - ~  disallowed the question of 
privilege stating that the matter"\vu before the court .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  . 

BUDGET 

Leakage of Budget proposals (1956) - Speaker while disallowing the question of 
privilege informed the House that the Government had already taken steps to 
investigate into the matter and two persons had been 1IITested. He also agreed to 
have a discussion on the matter in the House .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  . 

AJleged leakage of Budget proposals (1959) - Speaker disallowed the question of 
,plivilege. .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  . 

,Alleged leakage of Budget figures for 1959-60 relating to Manipur '1959) -Speaker, 
wfIiIe disallowing the question of privilege ruled that tbe Chief Commissioner should 
-" bold, in future, a press conference a few days Nlare the presentation of the 
-.sset ............................... ' ........... . 

(ix) 

155 

159 

159 

165 

167 

168 



83. 

84. 

ss. 

86. 

~  

88. 

89. 

~  

Alleged leakage of Budget concessions (1964) - Speaker ruled that no question of 
privilege wu involved but allowed member to refer to it during debate .  .  .  .  .  .  .  . 

Alleged disclosure of Supplementary Budge before presentation to the House (JasJit 
S ..... Cue> (1974) - Committee held that no question of privilege wu involved and 
recommended that no further action be taken in the matter - No further action wu 
taken by the House. .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  •  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  . 

Alleged leakage of Budget proposals by a Minister (1974) - Speaker disallowed the 
question of privilege after the Minister explained the circumstances in which he had-
made the impugned statement .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  . 

Alleged leakage of Budget proposals for 1979-80 before their presentation to 
Parliament (1979) -Speaker disallowed the question of privilege .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  . 

Alleged leakage of the Railway Budget before its presentation to Parliament ~ 

Speaker disallowed the question of privilege. •  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  . 

Alleged leakage of Railway Budget before its presentation to Parliament and certain 
remarks made by the Chairman, Railway Board in a press conference (1982) -
Speaker disallowed the question of privilege. .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  . 

Alleged releuing to the Press estimates of the projected revenue and expenditure of 
the Central Government for 1986-87 by the Finance Minister (1986) - Speaker 
disallowed the question of privilege in view of denial by the Finance Minister of the 
newspaper report having any factual basis and his assertion that there had been no 
releue of the revenue estimates u alleged. .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  . 

Announcing exemptions from customs duty on certain luxury goods a week before 
presentation of the Budget by the Minister of State in the Ministry of Fmance ~ 

Speaker disallowed the question of privilege stating that Central Government was 
empowered under the Customs Act, 1962 u Government ~  notified the exemptions 
under suh-sectioh fl) of the section 2S of the above Act ............... . 

RaJya Sabba 

91. 

92. 

Announcing exemptions from customs duty on various items by issuing notification on 
the eve of the Budget (1986) - Chairman withheld his consent and ruled that 
notifications issued by Government were legal under the Customs Act, 1962. As 
regards question of propriety, the proceedings of the House were caused to be 
forwarded to the Committee on Public Accounts ................... . 

Propriety of Government issuing notifications having revenue implications on the eve 
of the Budget Session (1986) - Chairman apprised the House of the observations 
made by the PAC on the issue. PAC recorded that while there should be strict 
compliance with the principle that no proposal involving taxation should be given 
effect to by Government unless and until Parliament hu discussed, debated and 
approved it, a certain degree of flexibility must exist to enable Government to deal 
with an emergent situation in the light of public interest -Chairman ruled that in the 
light of observations made by PAC, Government may take due note of that and 
endeavour to ensure that reson to issuing Notifications having revenue implications 
would be minimal. .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  . 

(x) 

PAOE 

169 

169 

170 

172 

172 

173 

174 

175 

176 



PAGE 

[C) 

CENSORING OF MAIL OF MEMBERS 

Lot Sabba 

93. Alleged censoring of mail and tapping of telepbone of members (1981) - Speaker 
disallowed the question of privilege.................................................................... 181 

RaJya Sabba 

94. 

95. 

Lot Sabba 

96. 

Lot Sabba 
97. 

Alleged censoring of mail of members (1981) - Deputy Chairman disallowed tbe 
question of privilege ...................................................................................... ~ 

Alleged censoring of mail of members (1985) - Chllinnan disallowed tbe question of 
privilege ...................................................................................................... . 

CONFIDENTIAL PROCEEDINGS - PUBLICATION OF 

Publication of proceedings of tbe meeting of tne Speaker witb tbe Leaders of the 
PartiesIGroups in Lok Sabha by newspapers (1974) - Speaker observed tbat the 
proceedings of the meeting were confidential unuer direction 55 and direct"d tbe 
Press to be more careful in future ..................................................................... . 

CONSENT OF SPEAKER 

Consent of Speaker is a condition precedt;nt to tbe raising of a question of privilege 
in tbe House ................................................................................................. . 

182 

184 

187 

191 

COURTSIINVESTIGATING AGENCIES-REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION OF PARLIAMENTARY 
~

Lot Sabba 

98. 

99. 

100. 

101. 

102. 

103. 

Procedure to be adopted for production of documents connected witb tbe proceedings 
of the House before Courts of Law (1956)-Report of tbe Committee adopted by tbe 
House ......................................................................................................... . 

Production of certain documents in tbe custody of tbe Secretariat of the House before 
E1ection Tribunal, Calcutta (1958)-Report of thl: Committee adopted by tbe House .. 

Request by the Police autborities for certain documents in tbe custody of tbe 
Lok Sabba Secretariat in connection witb investigation of a case (1959)-Report of 
the Committee adopted by the House ............................................................... . 

Request for permission to examine an official of tbe House on Commission and also 
to examine certain records of tbe House in connection with a case pending in court 
(1965)-Report of tbe Committee adopted by tbe House and permission granted ...... . 

Request for furnisbing certain records relating to tbe Committee on Public 
Undertakings to the Trombay Fertilizer Commission of Inquiry, New Delhi 
(1969)-Committee recommended furnishing of records-House adopted Report of 
the Committee .............................................................................................. . 

Request from Central Bureau of Investigation for making available to tbem "admitted 
writings" of an ex-member of Lok Sabba in connection witb tbe investigation of a 
case (Georae Fernandes Case) (1976)-Committee recommended tbat two notices 
from tbe files of Lok Sabha Secretariat purported to be iii tbe bandwritilag of 
Shri George Fernandes be made available to the Central Bureau of 
Investigation-House agreed with Report of Committee and the two notices were, 
accordingly, made available to the Central Bureau of Investigation .... 

(xi) 

195 

196 

199 

200 

201 

202 



PAGE 

104. Request from Central Bureau of Investigation for bandina oYer original letters and 
telegrams addressed to the Speaker. Lok Sabba by a member of Lok Sabba and a 
member of Rajya Sabha (1988)--Committee ruommcndcd that instead of banding 
over the required documents in original. DIG. CBI might be asked to come and 
inspect the relevant documents and take pbotocopies thereof if dcsircd-House 
adopted Report of tbe ~  CBI iDspcctcd the said documents and 
photocopies thereof were made available to him................................................... 203 

lOS. Request from the Deputy Inspector General of Police and Superintendent of Police, 
Central Bureau of Investigation, Special Investigation Cell-n, New Delhi 
for bandina over of original letter dated the 24 February, 1988 addressed to the 
Speaker, Lok Sabba by a member and certain other documents in coDDectio.n with 
invcstigation of a case (1988)--Committcc ruommendcd tbat a statement sbowing 
details of journey undertaken by tbe member might be supplied to the invcstigating 
agency. Other files, might not be sbown to the CBI. As regards permission to 
examine officers of Lok Sabha Secretariat, the request might not be granted. 
Committee expressed their unhappiness over the presumptuous manner in which 
communication from CBI was worded. Committcc requested Ministry of Home 
Affairs to issue suitable instructions to all concerned that their communications should 
be couched in polite and courtcous language. Committcc also expressed their 
unbappiness over the practice of making requests on a day to day basis adopted by 
the CBI-House adopted Report of the Committce-A copy of second Report of the 
Committcc was forwarded to DIG, CBI and he was also requested to depute his 
officers to come and inspect and examine the original letters if so desired. Ministry of 
Home Affairs directed CBI on 14 October. 1988 "to ensure that necessary 
instructions in tbis regard as desired by the Committcc. are issued to all officers of 
tbe CBI." ..................................................................................................... lOS 

106. Request received from the Station House Officer. Police Station Tughlak Road, New 
Delhi for banding over tbe original documents in connection with a complaint 
from a member (1993)--Committee recommended that an officer not below the rank 
of Deputy Commissioner of Police, might come and inspect tbe documents in 
question and if original documents were required to be produced in a Court of Law, a 
proper request might be made in accordance with tbe procedure laid down in the 
FU'St Report of the Committee of Privileges (Second Lok Sabha)-House adopted 
report of tbe Committcc. .......................... ........................................................ 209 

ltaJ1a $abba 
107. Production of certain documents in the custody of tbe Secretariat of the House before 

Lot Sabba 
108. 

109. 

110. 

Election Tribunal, Calcutta (19S8)-Pernaission granted by the House ...................... 211 

COURT CASES 

Request for permission to examine an official of the House on Commission and also 
to examine certain ruords of the House in connection with a case pending in court 
(l96S)-Report of the Committcc adopted by tbe House and permission granted ...... . 

Attributing mIII4 fide to the Speaker ia • Writ Petition filed before High Court by a 
member (Madbu Llmaye Case) (l96S)-Committee beld tbat a breacb of privilege was 
committed but recommended tha. no further action be taken in view of regret 
expressed by member ..................................................................................... . 

Institution of a suit for damages in a High Court against certain members for their 
speeches in tbe House (TeJ Klnn Jain Case) (l969)-Committcc recommended tbat 
in view of the dismissal of the suit by the High Court and the Supreme Court, no 
further action be taken by the House in the matter-No further action was taken by 
the House .................................................................................................... . 

(xii) 

217 

217 

221 



PAGE 

[DJ 

DEFAMATORY REMARKS AGAINST OUTSIDERS 

Lot Sabba 

111. AlIepd defamatory remarks made by a Minister ill the House about the people of 
lCerala (1980)-Matter closed after the Minister expressed rep-et. . . . . . . . . . . . 227 

DELAY IN SENDING [NFORMATION TO SPEAKER BY CENTRAUSTATE GOVERNMENT 

Lot Sabba 

112. 

113. 

114. 

l1S. 

(i) Alleged non-implementation of member's propouls under tbe Member of 
Parliament Local Area· Development Scheme by the State Government Officers; 
(ii) Alleged misbehaviour with a member by a Government Officer; and (iii) Alleged 
delay ill furnishing requisite information to the Speaker, Lok Sabha by tbe concerned 
Ministry of Government of India/Officers of Government of Bibar [Prof. (SmL) Rita 
Verma Case] (I99S}-Committee dealt witb all the tbrcc issues separately. As regard 
poillt No. (i), Committee observed that a typical bureaucratic indifference and apathy 
bad been discernible right tbrough the whole episode. Committee were constrained to 
observe that there was a pathetic lack of coordination at all levels of executive 
machinery. Committee desired that to ensure proper implementation and monitoring 
of MPLAD Scheme, their recommendations be brought to the notice of all Deputy 
CommissionerslDistrict Magistrates in the country. Committee also felt that it would 
be in the fitness of things if a Standing Committee of the House were to be 
constituted to monitor the proper implementation of. the Scheme and to go into the 
complaints of the members in that regard. As regards point No. (ii), in view of tbe 
unconditional and unqualified apology tendered by Deputy Development 
Commissioner, Dhanbad and also by Chief Secretary, Bihar, the Committee were of 
the view that tbe dignity of tbe House would be best served by taking no further 
action in the matter. As reprds point No. (iii), Committee observed that there was 
undue and avoidable delay in furnishing the requisite information to Lok Sabha and 
expressed their displeasure at this casual approach. [n view of the regret expressed by 
the concerned officer, Committee felt that matter need not be pursued further. No 
further action was taken by the House-However, as per the recommendation of the 
Committee. A Standing Committee of the House to monitor the MPLAD Scheme 
and to go into the complaints of the members in this regard, was constituted by tbe 
Speaker ......................................... . 

DISCLOSURE OF PROCEEDINGS OF PARLIAMENTARY COMMITTEES 

Alleged disclosure of proceedings of a Parliamentary Committee (5uadanna Cue) 
(19S2}-Committee recommended no further action-No further action was taken by 
the House ........................................ . 

Premature disclosure of the proceedings of and casting reOcctions on the Joint 
Committee on a Bill (19S8)-Committee recommended that havial reprd to the 
unqualified and sincere apologies offered by the Editor of the Hindustan Standard, 
Calcutta, no furtber action be taken in this casc-No further action was taken by the 
House .......................................... . 

Disclosure of substance of Government's comments on recommendations of Public 
Accounts Committee by a Minister before. they were considered by that Committee 
(l966)-Spcaker rulcd that there was no breach of privileJC involved . . . . . . . . . 

(xiii) 

231 

23S 

236 

239 



Lok Sabba 
116. 

117. 

Lok Sabha 
118. 

119. 

120. 

Lok Sabha 
121. 

122. 

DISTRIBUTION OF OBJECTIONABLE MATERIAL TO MEMBERS 

Circulation of objectionable publicity material by an individual relating to his firm and 
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nothing should be done by any agency which would impinge upon or detract from the 
right of a member to freely function in Parliament. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 

ENTRY INTO HOUSEIPRECINCTS 

Posing as an elected member of the House and taking Oath (19S7}-No action was 
taken as the person concerned found to be of unsound mind . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 
Entry by some persons into the Lok Sabha Chamber and staying there for about four 
hours after the adjournment of the House without the permission of the Speaker and 
behaving in an undignified way in the Chamber (1979)-Speaker disallowed the 
question of privilege but observed that he had given directions to ensure that such 
incidents did not recur . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 

EVIDENCE BY MEMBER BEFORE OTHER HOUSE OR COMMITTEE THEREOF 
Lok Sabha 
123. Attendance of a member of the House as a witness before the other House or a 

Committee thereof (19S8}-Report of the Committee adopted by the House ..... . 
124. Permission of the House is necessary for giving evidence by a member before the 

other House or a Committee thereof or before a House of State Legislature or a 

24S 

246 

251 

251 

252 

257 

258 

261 

Committee thereof (19S8}-Report of the Committee adopted by the House. . . . . . 262 
125. Evidence given by a member before a Select Committee of a State Legislative 

Assembly without tbe permission of the Speaker (19S8}-Member concerned 
tendered apology to the House and the matter was closed . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 264 

Rajy. Sabba 
126. Request from Chairman, Maharashtra Legislative Council to Chairman, Rajya Sabba 

to permit a former member of Mabarashtra Legislative Council and sitting member of 
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Lok Sabba 

127. 

RaJya Sabba 

128. 

Lok Sabba 

129. 

130. 

131. 

132. 

!.ok Sabba 

133. 

134. 

Rajya Sabha to give evidence before Committee of Privileges, Legislative Council 
(1991)-Committee were of the opinion that House should not permit anyone of its 
members to give evidence before the other House of Parliament or a Committee 
thereof without receiving a specific request clearly stating the cause and purpose of 
the. evidenc:e-Committee recommended that member might be permitted to appear 

PAOE 

before the Privileges Committee of the Maharashtra Legislative Council. .................. 264 

EXAMINATION OF OFFICIALS/RECORDS OF HOUSE 

Request for permission to examine an official of the House on Commission and also 
to examine certain records of the House in connection with a case pending in Court 
(196S)-Report of Committee adopted by the House and permission granted ........... . 

EXPULSIONISUSPENSION 

Expulsion of a member from the House for misconduct (Subramaniam Swamy Case) 
(1976)-Committee recommended that Shri Subramaniam Swamy be expelled from 
the membership of the ~  agreed with Report of the Committee and the 
member was, accordingly, expelled from the membership of the House (Ad-hoc 
Committee Report-12.11.1976) ....................................................................... . 

EXPUNGED PROCEEDINGS-PUBLICATION OF LOK SABHA 

Publication of expunged proceedings of the House by a newspaper (Free Press 
Journal Case) (1959)-Editor expressed unconditional regret. Matter closed ............. . 

Publication of proceedings of the House expunged by the Speaker by a newspaper 
(Hlndustan Times Case) (1966)-Matter closed after the Editor expressed regret ....... . 

Publication in a newspaper of certain remarks made by a Minister in the House which 
were kept of record by the Chair (1982)-Speaker disallowed the question of ~  

and observed that disregarding of the expressed wishes of the House by the 
newspaper was reprehensible ........................................................................... . 

Publishing of expunged portion of proceedings of the House by a newspaper 
(1985)-Speaker observed that in view of the deep regret expressed by the editor of 
the newspaper for the inadvertent and unintentional lapse, the matter might be 
treated as closed and desired the press to be more circumspect and careful while 
reporting the proceedings of ·the House ............................................................. . 

[F] 

FALSE EVIDENCE BEFORE PARLIAMENTARY COMMITIEE(S) 

Giving false evidence before a Parliamentary Committee by a Government officer 
(S.C. Mukerjee Case) (1970)-Committee recommended that the concerned officer 
should be conveyed the disapproval and displeasure of the House and Government of 
India be asked to take suitable disciplinary action against him-HoU$e considered the 
Report of the Committee and adopted a motion for reprimanding the concerned 
officer at the Bar of the House and asking Government of India to take disciplinary 
action against him-Officer was reprimanded at the Bar of the House .................... .. 

Misleading the Committee on Public Undertakings by an official witness (Il.K. Sethi 
Case) (1972)-Committee on PubUc Undertakings (1972-73) reported that the 
Committee had accepted the unqualified apology of the concerned officer and closed 
the matter-No further action was taken by the House ......................................... . 
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FREEDOM OF SPEECH 

Lot S.bba 

135. Allegcd violation of thc privilcgc of freedom of speech of members by thc Primc 
Minister in advising hcr party mcmbers not to criticise thc party on floor of the 
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House (1967)-Speaker disallowed thc question of privilcge ................................... 297 

RaJy. Sabba 
136. Procedure to be followed by police whcn a member states something on the floor of 

the House which may be directly relcvant to invcstigation of criminal case (Bhupesb 
Gupta Case) (1968)-House adopted repon of Committee ............ ................ ......... 297 

137. Physically restraining of a member from addressing the House by another member 

Lot Sabba 

138. 

Lot S.bha 

139. 

140. 

Lot Sabha 

141. 

142. 

(Plare LaD Kureel Case) (1978)-Matter was closed aftcr the member expressed regrct 301 

FURNISHING OF INFORMATION TO SPEAKER BY GOVERNMENT 
REGARDING PRIVILEGE ISSUES 

Furnishing of factual information by Ministers and officers to the Speakcr in response 
to notices of question of privilege against Minister (1980)-Matter closed aftcr 
Speaker observed inter-alia that where notices relate to reply ~ by the Minister in 
the House or to his conduct as a member of thc House, the information may be 
furnished under the signature of the Minister concerned ...................................... .. 

[H] 

HANDCUFFING 

Alleged attempt to handcuff. member of Lok Sabha arrested on a criminal charge by 
the police and withholding of his letter addressed to another member by Jail 
Authorities (1957)-Committee recommendcd that State Govcrnmcnts might be 
rcquestcd by Home Ministry that persons in police custody and prisoners whcther 
under-trials or convicts should not be handcuffed as a mattcr of routine and that use 
of handcuff should be restricted to cases where the prisoner was a desperate charactcr 
or where there are reasonable grounds to belicve that he would use violence or 
attempt to escape or where there were other similar reasons. Committce wcre of the 
opinion that no breach of privilege was committed by authorities concerned in 
withholding member's letter addressed to another. member .................................... . 

Handcuffing of a member by police (lshwar Chaudbary Case) (1974)-Committee 
hcld that thc action of the concerned officials in handcuffing the member was highly 
improper and dcplorablc cspecially in view of the instructions about handcuffing of 
members of Parliament having already becn issued to thc authorities concerned, both 
by thc Ministry of Home Affairs as well as by thc Governmcnt of Bihar. However, 
since dcpartmental action was being takcn by thc Statc Govcrnmcnt against the 
concerned police and Jail Officials, Committee recommended that no funher action 
need be takcn in thc matter-No furthcr action was takcn by the House ................ .. 

HARASSMENT 

Alleged harassment of a member by Police (1967)-Govemmcnt expressed regret and 
matter was closed after assurance of appropriatc action against concerned police 
officer was given ........................................................................................... . 

Alleged ill-treatment of members by police (1971)-Speaker disallowed the question 
of privilege ................................................................................................... . 
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143. 

144. 

145. 

146. 

147. 
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149. 

ISO. 

Shadowin, of a mcmber and his visitors by CBI personncl (1972)-Speakcr 
disallowed thc question of priviJc'c ................................................................... . 
Harassment and ill-treatmcnt mcted out to a mcmber by certain railway staff, police 
and others while hc was proc:eeding to attend a meeting of a Parliamentary 
Committee (A.IC. Saba C_) (1972}-Committee held that the conduct of the 
concerned officials of the railway and thc police coostituted a breach of priviJe,e and 
contempt of the House and recommended that suitable Departmental action be taken 
against them. Committee also held that one Shri K.K. Dutta who had madc a false 
complaint to Railway and Police Officials .,ainst Shri A.K. Saha, MP and also givcn 
false cvidence before the Committee had also committed a breach of privilege and 
contempt of thc House. The Committee, however, lcft it to House to award suitable 
punishment to Shri K.K. Dutta-House while agreeing with Report of the Committee 
resolved not to pursue the matter further ........................................................... . 
Maltreatment of and obstruction caused to a member at a railway station while he 
was proceedin, to attend session of the House (LaQ1 Bhal Case) (1973)-Committee 
held that thc incident had caused harassmcnt to thc mcmber but recommendcd that 
in vicw of the apologies tcndcred by the concerned Railway Officials, no furthcr 
action be taken by the House in the mattcr-No further action was taken by the 
House ......................................................................................................... . 
Alleged ill-treatment meted out to a member while under arrest (1980)--Speaker 
disallowcd the question of privile'e ................................................................... . 
Harassment caused to a member aad abusive remarks used against him by a police 
officials (Kunwar Ram Case) (1980)-Report of Committce recommending that no 
further action be taken was referrcd back by House to committee for a review of the 
quantum of punishmcnt to be awarded. Committee reconsidered the matter and 
recommcndcd that in vicw of the unqualified and unconditional resrcts sincerely 
cxpressed by the persoos concerncd, the House would best consult its own dignity by 
taking no further notice of thc mattcr-No further action was takcn by the Housc ..... 
Manhandlin, of a mcmber and use of abusive language in respect of Members of 
Parliament by Police personnel (BhOiendr. Jh. Case) (1981)-Committee 
recommcnded that in view of the unconditional and unqualified apologies tcndered by 
the officials concerned, the dignity of the House would be best served by taking no 
furthcr action in the matter-No further action was taken by thc House .................. . 
Allcged assault and use of abusive remarks alaiost a member by police (SatyaJUll'8)'8D 
Jatly. Case) (1981)-Committcc were of the view that Shri Satyanarayan Jatiya was 
assaulted by the policemen under the orders of the Superintendent of Police and that 
the Superintcndent of Police also used abusive lansuap in respect of Sbri Jatiya. 
Howcvcr, in view of the unconditional and unqualified apology tendered by the 
Superintendent of Police, the Committee recommended that no further action necd 
be takcn in thc matter-No furthcr· action was takcn by thc House ......................... . 
Alle,cd manhandling of a member by some people and inaction on the part of police 
authorities (Golam Yazdani Case) (1982)-Committee wcre of the view that no 
question of breach of privile,e or contempt of the House was involved in the matter. 
Committee, however, deprecated incidents of assault on tbe elected" representativcsof 
the people and desired that the Ministry of Home Affairs should arran,e with the 
Government of West Bengal to provide suitable protection to the life and property of 
Dr. Golam Yazdani-No further action was taken by the Housc-Govcrnment of 
West Bengal, in compliance with thc orders of that Committee, provided an armed 
polli:eguard at the residence of Dr. Yazdani at Malda and a personal security guard 
was also provided to him .........................................................•....................... 
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RaJya Sabha 

152. 

153. 

Lok Sabha 

154. 

155. 

Alleged undignified and unbecoming behaviour with L member by the Vice-
Chancellor of a University at a meeting of the Court of the University (Mobd. A.srar 
Ahmad Case) (1983}-Committee were of the opinion that as a Presiding Officer of 
the Court, the Vice-Chancellor had certain duties and powers to conduct and regulate 
thc proceedings of thc Court of thc University and a member oJf Puliamcnt would 
naturally have to discharge his functions in the meeting of the Court like other 
members within the puamcters of his position as a member of the Court as district 
from him dutics as a member of Puliament in Puliament. Thc Committee 
recommcnded that no further action be taken by the House in the matter-No further 
action was taken by the House ........................................................................ .. 

Alleged ill-treatment of mcmbers in jail (1970)-Deputy Chairman observed that 
mcmbers whilc in prison should be treated properly ............................................. . 

Alleged harassment of a membcr by his Puliamentary Puty for asking a question in 
thc House (1971)-Deputy Chairman disallowed the question of privilege after the 
member concerned had denied the allegation .................................................. ~ .. .. 

m 
INCREASE IN LEVIES ON EVE OF BUDGET SESSION 

IncreaSe in prices of certain petroleum products on the eve of the Budget Session 
(1980)-Speaker observed that though there was no infringement of rules and 
Constitutional provisions, it would have been more appropriate to announce the 
increase in the House ..................................................................................... . 

Increase in prices of certain petroleum products on the eve of the Budget Session 
(l983)-Speaker observed that though the notification increasing the prices of 
petroleum products had been issued under the powers conferred by the relevant act, 
it would have been more appropriate to announce the increase in the House ............ . 

RaJya Sabha 

156. 

Lok Sabha 

157. 

158. 

159. 

Increase in postal tariff on the eve of Budget Session (1982)-Chairman observed that 
no question of legality was involved but propriety demanded that if there is an 
increase in the rates of levies of this type, it should be done not on the eve of Budget 
Session but well in advance ............................................................................. . 

INFLUENCING 

Attempt to influence a member in his parliamentary conduct (l968)-Committee 
recommended that no further action be taken in the matter-No further action was 
taken by the House ........................................................................................ . 

Reported statement of Chief Minister that appointment of a Parliamentary 
Committee to study the situation in a part of his State would amount to interfercnce 
in the affairs of the State (1969)-Motion for referl!":'Ice of matter to Committee of 
Privileges negatived ....................................................................................... . 

Alleged infringement of the rights of members by Council of Ministers in seeking the 
advice of the Supreme Court under article 143 (1) of the Constitution on a Bill 
~~ ~ by a member in the House (1978)-Speaker disallowed the question of 

pnvdege ...................................................................................................... . 
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160. Alleged convening of a meeting of parliamentary party to bring about a party decision 
regarding action to be taken on a Report of Committee of Privileges (1978}-Speaker 
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disallowed the question of privilege.................................................................... 341 

RaJy. Sabba 

161. Attempt to influence some members of a Joint Puliamentary Committee by a 
Minister and a Government official (1992)-Committeee held that no breach of 
privilege was involved ..................................................................................... 342 

Lok S.bha 

162. 

163. 

164. 

165. 

166. 

167. 

168. 

169. 

170. 

RaJy. Sabba 
171. 

172. 

173. 

174. 

INTIMIDATlNGII1-IREATENING MEMBERS 

Alleged intimidation of the Chairman of a Parliamentary Committee by a Minister in 
tbe Lobby (1965)-Matter was closed after the Minister expressed regret ............ · .... .. 

Alleged intimidation of members of Parliament by an outsider (GeGrp FeraaDdeI 
Case) (1966)-Committee held that no breach of privilege was involved .................. .. 

Alleged making of enquiries by the police from a mernbel (l970)-Matter closed after 
Minister of Home Affairs explained the position ... . ............................................ . 

Alleged threat by a Minister at the C"ngress Parliamentary Party Meeting 
(1970)-Speaker disallowed the question or privilege .......................................... .. 
Alleged directives by a Parliamentary Party to its members not to bobnob with 
members of other parties (1973)-Speaker observed that every party had a right to 
issue directives to its members and disallowed the question of privilege .................. .. 

Alleged  intimidation of a member by his Party Leader (1974)-Speaker disallowed 
the question of privilege ................................................................................. . 

Alleged threat to murder of a member (Raj Nuala Case) (1979)-Committee 
observed tbat the matter called for no further action and it be dropped-No further 
action was taken by the House ........................................................................ .. 

Alleged causing of an enquiry against a member for quotinl from and laying on the 
Table of the House photocopy of certain files, notings and Reports of certain 
Ministries (l981)-Speaker disallowed the question of privilege and observed that 
nothing should be done by any agency which would ~  upon or detract from the 
right of a member to freely function in Parliament .............................................. .. 

Alleged attempt by a Minister to intimidate members and suppress their freedom of 
speech by isslring a whip to them in the House (1987)-None of the members moved 
any motion either for a decision of the House in the matter or for reference of the 
matter to the Committee of Privileges. No action, therefore, was taken by the House 
in the matter ................................................................................................ . 

Alleged misuse of power and threat to members of Madhya Pradesh Assembly by the 
Prime Minister (1967)-Chairman disallowed the question of privilele ................... .. 

Alleged intimidation of members of Parliament by MinisterslMembers in Congress 
Parliamentary Party Executive meeting (l967)-Chairman disallowed the question of 
privilege ..................................................................................................... .. 

Reported proposal of a Parliamentary Party to take disciplinary action against a 
member for a certain observations made in the House (1969)-Consent withheld by 
Chainnan ..................................................................................................... . 

Alleged threat of disciplinary action by Congress President to a member who 
announced his intention not to vote for his party candidate in Presidential election 
(1969)-Deputy Chairman disallowed the question of privilege .............................. . 
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179. 
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182. 

183. 

184. 

185. 

Eviction of a member from tbe Parliament House Estate (1972) (Sita Ram SlDp 
~  observed that members could not be allowed to use the precincts of 

Parliament House for staging demonstrations etc ................................................. . 

Reported statement by Prime Minister about abolition of the House 
(l979)-Cbairman disallowed the question of privilege ......................................... . 

Alleged intimidation of a member by an outsider (l992)-Commiuee, in view of tbe 
apology tendered by tbe concerned Managing Director, recommended that matter 
might not be pursued further-No further action was taken by the Hoase ................ . 

[L) 

LAYING OF DOCUMENTS 

Statement by a Minister expressing inability to lay on the Table of the House a 
document claimed to be confidential (1959)-Speaker disallowed the question of 
privilege ...................................................................................................... . 

Failure to lay the Reports of the Tariff Commission on the Table of the House 
(1973)-Minister expressed regret-Matter closed ................................................ . 

(i) Alleged delay in laying answers to certain unstarred questions on the Table of the 
House by a Minister; and (ii) Alleged suppression of answers to certain questions by 
Press Information Bureau from the Press (PIB Case) (1973)-Speaker disallowed the 
question of privilege ....................................................................................... . 

Failure to lay Reports of the Monopolies and Restrictive Trade Practices Commission 
OD. the Table of the House (1973)-Speaker disallowed tbe question of privilege after 
the Minister expressed regret ........................................................................... . 

Failure to lay tbe Reports to the Tariff Commission on the Table of the House 
(1973)-Ministers concerned expressed regret and matter closed ........................... .. 

Alleged failure to lay on the Table of the House copy of Report on an Inquiry 
Commission and memorandum showing action taken thereon by Government within 
the prescribed time (Bbal'lava Commission Report on Nationallsation of Supr 
Industry Case) (l974)-Speaker disallowed the question of privilege ....................... . 

Alleged caulin, of an enquiry apinst a member for quoting from and laying on the 
Table of the House photocopies of certain files. notings and Reports of certain 
Ministries (1981)-Speaker disallowed the question of privilege and observed that 
nothing should be done by any agency which would impinge upon or detract from the 
right of a member to freely function in Parliament.................................... .. ....... 

Alleged failure of the Government to lay on the Table of the House Action Taken 
Report on the Report of Backward Classes Commission (1982)-Speaker withheld his 
consent ........................................................................................................ . 

186. Seeking permission of the Speaker by a member to lay on the Table of the House 
verbatim record of the meeting of Committee on Public Undertakings 
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(1982)-Speaker withheld his consent................................................................. 367 
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187. 

Lok Sabba 

188. 

(i) Layinl of a1leJedly distorted minutes of Committee on Public Unertakings on the 
Table of the House; Oi) Request to tbe Chairman to reconsider his earlier rulin, on a 
qUestiOD of privile,e; and (iii) Status of members of Rajya Sabha on Committee on 
Public Undertakings (1982)-Cbairman withheld his consent ................................. . 

LEAKAGE OF REPORT 

Leakage of Bank Award Commission Report before presentation to tbe House 
(195S)-Speaker ruled that no question of privilege involved ................................. . 
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189. 

190. 

191. 

192. 

193. 

194. 

195. 

LEGAL PROCESS 

Notice received by the Speaker from the Supreme Court in the Matter of Special 
Reference under article 143 of the Constitution regardilll Presideutial E1ectiOll, 
(1974r-House decided that neither the Lok Sabha nor the Speaker should enter 
appearance in the Supreme Court-The Supreme Court was informed accordin&ly ..•.. 

Summons to the Chairman. Committee on Public Accounts from a Court· reprdinl 
cenaift ObServiitionsmade in-a Report of that Committee (l97S)='nnr-cJiaifiriilf; 
PAC was asked to ignore the summons-later the suit was dismissed by the Court ..... 

Notice received from the High Court of Kamataka in the matter of writ petition 
requiring tbe appearance of tbe Secretary, Lok Sabba, before tbe Higb Court 
(1979r-Notice not responded to-Minister of Law was requested to apprise Court of 
correct Constitutional position ......................................................................... . 

Notice to tbe Cbairman of a Parliamentary Committee from a High Court in 
connection witb a writ petition filed in that court (1982r-Speaker observed that as 
per past practice of the House. Chairman of the Committee had been asked not to 
respond to tbe notice and tbe Minister of Law. Justice and Company Affairs was 
requested to apprise tbe High Court of correct Constitutional position in that regard .. 

Notice to tbe Speaker from tbe Supreme Court in connection with a transfer pelition 
(1987Hpeaker decided not to resp<'nd to the notice and asked  the Minister of Law 
and Justice to apprise the Court of the corrcct Constitutional position and the weD 
establisbed conventions of tbe House ................................................................ . 

Notices to tbe Speaker from the High Court of Bombay in connection with two writ 
petitions (I988Hpeaker decided not to respond to the notices and passed on the 
relevant papers to the Minister of Law and Justice to apprise tbe Court of ~  correct 
Constitutional position as well as the well established conventions of tbe House ........ . 

Notices to tbe Speaker from the High Court of Bombay in connection witb two writ 
petition (1988r-As per well establishcd conventions of the House. Speaker decided 
not to respond to tbe notices and passed on the relevent papers to the Minister of 
Law and Justice to requesting him to apprise the Court of the correct Constitutional 
position-Subsequently. Additional Registrar. Bombay High Court in bis letter dated 
6 August. 1998 expressed deep regrets for the two notices addressed by him to the 
Speaker and requested that the same may be treated as cancelled ........................... . 

196. Notice to tbe Speaker from tbe High Court of Delhi in connection witb two petitions 
(1988r-As per weD established conventions of the House. Speaker decided not to 
respond to the notices and passed on the relcvent papers to the Minister of Law and 
Justice to requesting bim to apprise the Court of the correct Constitutional position ... 

197. Notice to the Speaker from the High Court of Dcll1i in connection with a writ petition 
(1990r-As per well establishment of the House. Speaker decided not to respond to 
the notice and passed on the relevant papers to the Minister of Law and Justice for 
appropriate action. On 9 January. 1990. Speaker informed tbe House that the Hip 
Court  bad passed an interim order directing him not to proceed with or purpose tbe 
disqualification petitions pending before him. The Speaker observed tbat be bad 
decided. in consultation with Leaders of Parties and Groups to ignore the interim 
order. On 11 January. 1990. the Speaker informed the House of the Order passed by 
the High Court bolding that the Speaker bad jurisdiction to decide tbe question of 
disqualification of members of Lok Sabha under paragraph 6 of tbe Tenth Scbedule 
and the rules framed thereunder on tbe Petitions presented to bim and vacatinl the 
interim order passed by tbe Higb Court on 8 Janaury. 1991 ...............................•.... 
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198. 

199. 

200. 

201. 

202. 

203. 

204. 

Notice to the Speaker from the Supreme Court in connection with transfer Peution 
(1991}-As per well established practice and conventions of the House, Speaker 
decided not to respond to the notice and passed on the relevant papers to the 
Minister of Law and Justice requesting him to apprise the Supreme Court of the 
correct constitutional position .......................................................................... . 

Notice to the Speaker from the High Court of Delhi in connection with the writ 
petition (1991}-As per well established conventions of the House, Speaker decided 
not to respond to the notice and passed on the relevant papers to the Minister of ~ 

and Justice requesting him to apprise the High Court of the correct constitutional 
position ....................................................................................................... . 

Notice to a member who was former Speaker of Lok Sabha from the Supreme Court 
in the connection with a writ petition (1992}-House agreed to a suggestion by the 
Speaker that the former Speaker need not appear in the court whereas the relevant 
papers might be given to the court as desired. The Law Minister was informed 
accordingly ................................................................................................... . 

Notices to the Secretary-General, Lok Sabha from the High Court of Delhi in 
connection with a writ petition (1992}-As per well established practice and 
convention of the House, the Secretary-General was asked not to respond to the 
notice. Relevant papers were passed on to the Minister of Law and Justice to apprise 
the High Court of the correct constitutional position ........................................... .. 

Notices to the Chairman, Standing Committee on External Affairs from the 
High Court of Madhya Pradesh in connection with a miscellaneous petition 
(1993}-As per well established practice and convention of the House, the Chairman, 
Standing Committee on External Affairs, was asked not to respond to the notice. 
Relevent papers were passed on to Minister of Law, Jusatice and Company Affairs to 
apprise the High Coun of the correct constitutional position ................................. .. 

Notice to the Secretary-General, Lok Sabha from the Supreme Court of India in 
connection with a writ petition (Civil) No. 246 of 1993 (1994}-Secretary-General was 
asked not to respond to the notice as per well established convention of the. House 
and Minister of Law, Justice and Company Affairs was asked to appriSe the 
Supreme Coun of the Correct constitutional position .......................................... .. 

Notice to the Speaker, Lok Sabha from the. Supreme Court of India in connection 
with a writ petition No. 860194 (1994) - As per well established practice and 
convention of the House, Speaker decided not to respond to the notice. Minister of 
Law, Justice and Company Affairs was requested to take such action as he might 
creem fit to apprise the Supreme Coun of the correct constitutional position as the 
Speaker was not responsible for the transfer of Judges ........................................ .. 

205. Notice to the Speaker, Lok Sabha from the High Coun of Delhi in connection with a 
Civil Writ Petition No. 1969195 (1995) - Speaker decided not to respond to the 
Notice. Minister of Law, Justice and Company Affairs was requested to take such 
action as he might deem fit to apprise the High Coun of the correct constitutional ,. 
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207. 

Notice received by the Chairman from the Supreme Coun in the matter of Special 
Reference under article 143 of the Constitutional regarding Presidential Election 
(1974) -House decided not to take any action on the Notice ............................... . 

Notice to the Cbairman from the Supreme Court in connection with a Transfer 
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(ii) Alleged misbehaviour with a member by a Government Officer and (iii) Alleged 
delay in furnishing requisite information to the Speaker, Lok Sabha by the concerned 
Ministry of Government of India/Officers of Government of Bihar Prof. (Smt.) Rita 
Verma Case (I99S)-Committee dealt with all the three issues separately. As regard 
point No. (i), Committee observed that a typical bureaucratic indifference and apathy 
had been discernible right through the whole episode. Committee were constrained to 
observe that there was a pathetic lack of coordination at all levels of executive 
machinery. Committee desired that to ensure proper implementation and monitoring 
of MPLAD Scheme, their recommendations be brought to the notice of all Deputy 
CommissionerslDistrict Magistrates in the country. Committee also felt that it would 
be in the fitness of things if a Standing Committee of the House ""ere to be 
constituted to monitor the proper implementation of the Scheme and to go into the 
complaints of the members in that regard. As regards point No. (ii), in view of the 
unconditional and unqualified apology tendered by Deputy Development 
Commissioner, Dhanbad and also by Chief Secretary, Bihar, the Commitee were of 
the view that the dignity of the House would be best served by taking no further 
action in the matter. As regards point No. (iii), Committee observed that there was 
undue and avoidable delay in furnishing the requisite information to Lok Sabha and 
expressed their displeasure at this casual approach. In view of the regret expressed by 
the concerned officer, Committee felt that matter need not be pursued further. No 
further action was taken by the House-However, as per the recommendation of the 
Committee. A Standing Committee of the House to monitor the MPLAD Scheme 
and to go into the complaints of the members in this regard, was constituted by the 
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another member by a ne.wspaper (Hindustan Times Case) (1967}-Apology by the 
Editor accepted by the House and correction and apololY published by the newspaper 
as directed by the House ................................................................................. . 

Reflections on the conduct of members and proceedings of Parliament by a 
newspaper (Hindustan Case) (1967)-Committee held that the Editorial constituted a 
breach of privilege and contempt of the House but recommended no further action in 
view of the regret expressed by the Editor-House adopted the Report of the 
Committee ................................................................................................... . 

Alleged reflections on the conduct of a member by a member of the other House 
(1967}-Speater disallowed the question of privilege ............................................ . 

Reflections on the conduct of members and proceedings of Parliament by a 
newspaper (Hindustan Times Case) (1967)-Commiuee held the Editor-in-Chief 
guilty of a gross breach of privilege and contempt of the House. Committee also held 
the printer and publisher technically guilty of a breach of privilege and contempt of 
the House but recommended no further action in view of the regret expressed by the 
Editor-in-Chief House adopted Report of the Committee ...................................... . 

Alleged reflections on the conduct of Ministers (members of the House) by a member 
of the other House (1967}-Motion for reference of the matter to Chairman, Rajya 
Sabha, for action was negatived by the House ..................................................... . 

Alleged reflections on the conduct of Ministers (members of the House) by a member 
(1967)-Consent withheld by Speaker ............................................................... . 

Discribing a member as 'liu' in respect of certain statement made by him in the 
House in a letter addressed to Speaker and copies circulated to members and others 
by a ~  (l968}-Motion for reference of matter to Committee of privileges 
negatived ....................................................................................................... . 

Alleged reflections on the conduct of members (Maharashtra Time Case) 
(1968}-Regret published by the newspaper Committee recommended no further 
action .......................................................................................................... . 

Derogatory comments by a newspaper on a member for his speech in the House 
(Organiser Case) (1969}-Editor expressed regret and matter closed ....................... . 

Alleged reflections on members by a newspaper for their speeches in the House 
(Maharashtra Times Case) (1969}-Editor published clarification and matter dropped. 

Alleged reflections on a member for his speech in the House (Basumati Case) 
(l969}-Clarifications published by the newspaper and matter closed by the House .... 

Reference to Central Hall, Parliament House as 'funny Hall' (1969}-Speater 
disallowed the question of privilege ................................................................... . 

Alleged reflections on the conduct of a member of Lot Sabha by a member of Rajya 
Sabha (1970)-Chairman, Rajya Sabha, in reply to Speaker's letter agreed with him 
that no member should cast reflectioD& on a member of the other House-Matter 
closed ......................................................................................................... . 

Alleged reflections on members by a newspaper (Aryavart Cue) (1970}-Editor's 
explanation accepted by the House and matter closed .......................................... . 
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463. 

Alleptions by a member in Rajya Sabha of bribery of members for voting against a 
Bill in Lok Sabha (1970)-Chainnan, Rajya Sabha in reply to Speaker's letter, agreed 
with him that no member should cast reflections on a member of the other 
Houso-Matter closed .................................................................................... . 
Alleged defamatory remarks about a member in an article published in a newspaper 
(Nav Bharat Times Case) (1971)-Editor and writer expressed regret-Matter closed. 
Alleged criticism of members a conduct in the House by the Prime Minister in her 
Chamber (1972)-Speaker observed that newspaper should be careful while making 
comments about the Houso-Matter closed ........................................................ . 
Alleged reflections on members by a newspaper (Indian Express Case) 
(l972)-Speaker observed that newspaper should be careful while making comments 
about the Houso-Matter closed ...................................................................... . 
Reflections on the House by a newspaper (1973)-Matter closed after the Editor 
expressed regret ............................................................................................ . 
Alleged reflections on a member for his speech in the House (J.K. Organisation 
Case) (l973)-Concerned organisation expressed regret and the matter was closed ..... 
Casting aspersions on members in a news report published by a newspaper 
(1974)-Matter was dropped after the Editor expressed regret ............................... . 
Casting reflections on member by a newspaper (Patriot Case) (1974)-Matter closed 
in view .of Editor's explanation ......................................................................... . 
Reflections on the House in 'a Communication allegedly addressed by the President of 
a Cooperative House Building Society to Lt. Governor (Jagjit Singh Case) 
(1974}-Committee recommended that as the existence of the impugned original 
letter had not been proved to their satisfaction, no further action be taken by the 
House in the matter .................................................................. :: ... : ................. . 
Alleged reflections on the House and its members by a Hindi newspaper (Pratipaksha 
Case) (1974)-House rejected motion to refer the matter to Committee of Privileges .. 
Alleged aspersions on a member in a news item published In a weekly newspaper 
(The Current Case) (1976)-Matter was closed after the regret and correction of the 
Editor, Printer and Publisher were published in the newspaper ............................. .. 
Alleged insinuation against Minister by a partner of a firm in a letter to newspaper 
(Kishore J. Tanna Case) (1977)-Committee held that unqualified apology tendered 
by Shri Kishore J. Tanna might be considered as sufficient and adequate and 
recommended that no further action be taken in the matter-No further action was 
taken by the House ........................................................................................ . 
Alleged reflection on and attributing motives to, a Minister in the press statement in 
respect of certain statements made by the Minister in House (Indira Gandhi Case) 
(l977}-Committee held that the impugned press statement of Shrimati Indira Gandhi 
constituted a breach of privilege and contempt of the House and deprecated her 
regrettable remarks made in the impugned statement and cautioned her to be more 
careful in further in her comments on the proceedings of the House or on speeches of 
membera in the House. Keeping in the view the totality of the circumstances of the 
case, the Committee, however, recommended that no further action be taken and 
matter be dropped-House adopted the Report of Committee of Privileges and took 
no further action in the matter ......................................................................... . 
Alleged casting of aspersions on a member by another member in a press statement 
regarding certain remarks made by the former in the House (1978)-Speaker 
disallowed the question of privilege .................................................................. .. 
Unfounded allegations made by a member against another member in the House and 
in a 1etter to the Speaker (Somjibhai Damor Case) (1978)-Matter was closed by the 
House after the member expressed regret .......................................................... . 
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Allegation made by a member against another member and a Parliamentary 
Committee, in tbe House (Laiji Bbai Case) (1978)-Committee observed that in view 
of tbe regret expressed and apology tendered by Sbri Lalji Bbai, no further action 
need be taken and the matter be dropped-No further action wu taken by the House 
in tbe matter ................................................................................................ . 
Alleged criticism of tbe conduct of certain members in the HoQSe in the meeting of a 
Parliamentary Party Executive (1978)--Speaker disallowed the question of privilege .. , 
Alleged infringement of the rights of members by Council of Ministers in seeking the 
advise of the Supreme Court under Article (143) (1) of the Constitution on a Bill 
~~  by a member in the· House (1978)--speaker disallowed the question of 

pnvIlege ...................................................................................................... . 
Alleged misrepresentation and casting upersions on meblbers regardilll the 
proceedings of the House by a newspaper (National Herald Case) (1978)-Matter 
closed after tbe Editor expressed ~  and tendered unqualified apolol)' and also 
published it in the newspaper ....................................................................... . 

Alleged cuting of aspersions on members by a weekly magazine in its editorial 
pusage (mustrated Weekly of India Case) (1978)-Matter closed after the Editor 
expressed regret and tendered unqualified apolol)' and also published it in the 
Weekly ........................................................................................................ . 

Aspersions on a member in a newspaper in respect of bis speech in the House (1978) 
Matter closed after tbe Editor and person concerned tendered apology ................... .. 
Alleged derogatory remarks about members and· the HoU$C made by the Speaker, 
Lok Sabba while delivering speech on the Role of Legislature under the Constitution 
(1979) -Speaker placed correct facts before the House and disallowed the question 
of privilege .................................................................................................. .. 
(i) Alleged misleading information given to the House by Minister regarding tbe 
reported arrest of a police officer and (ii) Alleged derogatory reference to ~  

made by Chief Minister during his Press conference wben a privilege matter wu 
pending before the House (1980) -Speaker disallowed the question of privilege ....... 
Allegation against a member by a member of the other House (1981) - Speaker 
disallowed tbe question of privilege ................................................................... . 
Certain observations made about a member (Minister) in tbe other House by tbe 
Chairman (1981) -Speaker disallowed tbe questio!l of privilege ............................ . 
Reported statement by a Cbief Minister regarding the policy of reservation for 
Scheduled Cutes and Scheduled Tribes on which Lot Sabha had ~  a resolution 
'!9aqjmously (1981) -Deputy Speaker disallowed the question of privilege ............. . 
Alleged derogatory remarks about members of Parliament by the Chief Justice and 
another judge of the Supreme Court during the proceedings in a case (1981) -
Speaker disallowed the question of privilege and observed that the Constitution bu 
allotted specific duties to Parliament and to the Courts and both should have mutual 
respect for each other .................................................................................... .. 
Certain remarks made in the House by a member regarding alleged puaing on of 
certain information to a foreign country (1981) -Speaker disallowed the question of 
privilege ....................................... ::-............................................................. . 
Alleged misleading of the House by a Minister and alleged casting 'of reflections on 
the ~  by a journalist in an article published in the newspaper and alleged 
casting . of . upersions on the House by a former member of PuliameDt 
(R. Veotaltaraman Case) (1978) -Speaker disallowed the question of privilep ........ 
Cuting upersion on a member by another member in a press interview (1981) -
disallowed the question of privilege but allowed both the memben to. make penonaI 
explanations after which the matter wu closed ................................................... . 
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~ 479. Alleged misrepresenting the proceedings of the House and casting reflections on a 
member by a newspaper (Satish Agarwal Case) (1981) - Committee recommended 
that the unconditional and unqualified apologies tendered by the Editor and author of 
the impugned article and publication thereof by them be Considered as adequate and 
that no further action be taken by the Houso-No further action was taken by the 
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House .......................................... ~  709 
480. Describing the Legislature as a branch of the Government in a text book published by 

the Maharashtra State Board of Secondary and Higher Secondary Education 
(1985)-Speaker disallowed the question of privilege in view of a communication 
receivod from the Ministry of Education stating that the text book would be 
prescribed from the next academic session ............................................... :........... 709 

481. Alleged casting of relflections on the members, the House and its proceedings in an 
article published in a newspaper (1985) - Speaker observed that in keeping with the 
best traditions of the House, the House would best consult its own dignity by taking 
no further notice of the matter. Speaker thereby withheld his consent to the raising of 
the matter as a question of privilege................................................................... 710 

482. Alleged attempt to malign some members by mentioning their names in charge-sheet 
filed in court by the police under the Official Secrets Act (1986) - Speaker withheld 
his consent to the raising of the matter in the House .. ........ ..... ........ ........ .. ............ 710 

483. Alleged reflections on a member by a newspaper (1989) -The matter was treated as 
closed after the Editor, Printer and Publisher of the newspaper tendered 
unconditional apology ..................................................................................... 713 

484. Alleged casting of reflections on a member and the House by a newspaper (Arun 
Shourie Case) (1988) - Committee observed that Editors of the concerned 
newspaper (Financial Express and Jansatta) should have been more discreet while 
publishing such articles in their newspaper. Committee recommended that House 
would best consult its own dignity and in keeping with the lofty traditions of 
Parliament, choose not to take any further notice of the matter. Committee 
recommended that no further action be taken by the House and the matter might be 
dropped. Three members of the Committee submitted a joint ,note disagreeing with 
the findings of the Committee which as appended to the Report - No further action 
was taken by the House ............................................... : .............................. ::... 714 

485. Alleged reflections on members and the House by Additional Sessions Judge, Delhi 
(1996) - Speaker observed that the High Court ... Delhi had said in regard to the said 
case that "there was no occasion for the learned Additional Sessions Judge to make 
comments either' against the Parliament or its proceedings or against the 
Parliamentarians or politicians ..... " In view of the above observations, the Speaker 
ruled that nothing more needed be done by this Parliament - The matter was 
thereafter closed .................................................. .-.......................................... 721 

RaJya . Sabha 
486. Unfair and mendacious reporting of proceedings of House and casting reflections on a 

member (1959) - Committee recommended that in view of the regrets expressed by 
the Editor. no further time should be occupied by the House in consideration of this 
matter Report of the Committee was adopted by the House ............ ....................... 723 

487. Reflections on a member on account of his speech in House by a newspaper (1961)-
Matter not pursued by member........ ................ .......... ...... ................................. 723 

488. Casting rcflectioas on • member by a newspaper (Organiscr Case) (1963) - In view 
of the Editor's apology, Committee recommended no further action be taken -
House agreed ....................................................... ......................................... 723 

489. Alleged rcfIcc:tioas on the condact of the members by an outsider (Thackersey case) 
(1963) - Committee recommeodcd that matter should not be pursued further -
Report of the Committee Adopted by the House ................ ................................. 724 
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SOl. 

S02. 
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Alleged casting of aspersions on members of the House by a Minister in IUs speech in 
the House (1964J - Consent refused by Chair .................................................... . 
Alleged contempt of the House and of a Parliamentary Committee by certain 
statements made by a Minister in the House and before the Committee (1966) -
Chairman ruled that there was no cascof breach of privilege ................................ .. 
Alleged reflections on Parliament by a Newspaper (Aina Case) (1966) - Committee 
held that no question of privilege was involved - House adopted Report of the 
Committee ................................................................................................... . 
Casting reflections on the members by an outsider (Ramgopal Gupta Case) (1966) -
Committee held that the letter constituted gross breach of privilege but in view of the 
unqualified apology, recommended that no further action be taken - Report of the 
Committee adopted by the House ..................................................................... . 
Alleged reflections on the proceedings of the House by a newspaper (Indian Express 
Case) (1967) - Chairman warned the Press to be objective in reporting proceedings 
of the House and matter closed ...................................................... : ................ .. 
Alleged reflections by a member on the conduct of a member of the other House 
(1967) - Chairman closed the matter after observing that members should not make 
unsubstantiated allegations against members of the other House ............................ .. 
Alleged reflections on the conduct of members and proceeding of Parliament by a 
newspaper (Hindustan Case) (1967) - Committee held that the editorial constituted 
a breach of privilege and contempt of the House but recommended no futher action 
in view of the apology tendered by the Editor ..................................................... . 
Alleged reflections on the conduct of members and proccedinp of Parliament by a 
newspaper (Hindustan Times Case) (1967) - Committee held that the article 
contained strong language but recommended no further action ............................... . 
Alleged reflections on the conduct of a member by the member of the other House 
(1967) - Chairman ruled that as no action had been talten by the other House 
against the member, no further discussion on the matter was needed ..................... .. 
Alleged reflections on the conduct of a member by a newspaper (Times of India 
Case) (1967) - Editor expressed regret and matter closed .................................... . 
Alleged aspersions on the House by a member of the other House in a press 
statement (1969) - Vice-Chairman disallowed the question of privilege .................. . 
Alleged derogatory remarks against a member by another member in the House 
(1970) - Deputy Chairman deprecated the remarks and matter was closed ............. .. 
Reflections on members by a newspaper (Kerala Kaumudi Case) (1970)- Printer and 
Publisher expressed regret and matter closed ..................................................... .. 
Alleged reflections on Rajya Sabha in a speech by a member in Lok Sabha as 
reported by newspaper (1973) - Chairman closed the matter after receipt of a 
communication from the Speaker that the Editor had issued a correction and alIo 
expressed regret ............................................................................................ . 
Casting reflections on the House in a communication allegedly written by the 
President of a cooperative House Building Society Ltd. to Lt. Governor of Delhi 
(Jagjit Singh Case) (1974) - Committee recommended that as the genuiness of the 
photostat copy of the alleged letter had not been proved to their satisfaction, no 
further action be taken by the House in the matter - No further action was taken by 
the House .................................................................................................... . 
Alleged disrespect shown to the House by a Minister by leaving in the midst of a 
discussion on a matter relating to his Ministry (1978) - Matter closed after the 
Minister expressed regret in the House .............................................................. . 

(xliii) 

PAOE 

72S 

725 

726 

726 

728 

729 

730 

731 

732 

732 

733 

734 

734 

735 

736 

737 



506. 

507. 

508. 

509. 

510. 

511. 

512. 

513. 

514. 

515. 

516. 

517. 

Alleged objectionable remarks made by a Minister against a member in the House 
(1978) -Deputy Chairman disallowed the matter .............................................. .. 

Certain allegations against a member made by a Minister who was a member of the 
other House (C.P.N. Singh Case) (1980) - Matter closed after Chairman observed, 
inter-alia that the Minister should not have made the charge on such doubtful 
evidence ...................................................................................................... . 

Casting aspersions on members of Parliament by a Police Official in a press interview 
(Panchjanya Case) (1980) - Matter closed after that Editor expressed regret. 
Chairman also observed that newspapers should be courteous while referring to the 
members of the House .................................................................................. .. 

Certain allegations by a member against a Minister who was a member of the other 
House and publication of news reports on the basis of the allelations (Shrimati 
Margret Alva Case) (1980) - Committee recommended that in view of Shrimati 
Alva's clarification the matter need not be pursued further - No further action was 
taken by the House in the matter .................................................................... .. 

Alleged misleading of the House by a Minister and alleged casting reflections on the 
~  by a ~  (R. Venkataraman Case) (1980) - Chairman disallowed the 

question of pnvdege ....................................................................................... . 

Alleged casting of reflections on members by newspaper (Times of India Case) (1981) 
- Matter was closed after the Chairman observed that such writings were beneath 
notice and might be treated with contempt ......................................................... . 

Casting reflections on members in a press interview by a foreign national (Swraj Paul 
Case) (1983) - Committee, after hearing the Attorney General in person, were of 
the opinion that Parliament can exercise jurisdication in person against a foreign 
national for contempt committed by him within the countrty and that Shri Paul had 
used strong and intemperate words to describe the speeches of members in the 
House. However, in view of the explanation of Shri Paul, the Committee 
recommended that the House will serve its won dignity if it proceeds no further in the 
matter -No further action was taken by the House in the matter ........................... .. 

Alleged casting of reflections on members and the House by a member in a 
newspaper column (1983)-Chairman while observing that such writing are not worth 
serious notice, disallowed the question of privilege .............................................. . 

Casting reflections on a member by a newspaper (1984)-Committee were of the view 
that the reference did not concern the character or conduct of the member as a 
member of Parliament and as such did not amount to a breach of privilege. No 
further action was taken by the House ............................................................... . 

Alleged attempt to defame some members by mentioning their names in charge-sheet 
flied in court by police (1986)-Speaker withheld his consent for raising the matter as 
a breach of privilege after Home Minister clarified the position to the Chairman. 
Chairman also observed that he was not oblivi01;lS of the feelings of the concerned 
members in the matter. As public men and politiealleaders, they were quite naturally 
exercised and concerned over the newspaper reports about them ............................ . 

Casting of aspersions on members by a person in a press statement (Nav Bharat 
Times) (1986)-Chairman observed that it would be better if the godmen leave the 
good men alone .... He expected newspapers not to give publicity to irresponsible 
statement against members of Parliament ........................................................... . 

Alleged casting of reflections of tile Chairman by an ex-MP -(1990)-Minister of 
Information and Broadcasting the Parliamentary Affairs (Shri P. Upendra) moved a 
resolution resolving that Shri K.K. Tiwari be issued notice, summoned to the bar of 
the House and be reprimanded. Resolution was unanimously adopted by the House. 
Shri K.K. Tiwari was accordingly reprimanded and was directed to withdraw. 
Shri Tiwari then withdrew ............................................................................... . 

(xliv) 

PAOS. 

737 

738 

740 

741 

742 

742 

743 

746 

747 

747 

748 

749 



S18. 

519. 

Alleged casting of reflections on a member by a newspaper (1991}-ln view of the 
regrets expressed and unconditional apology tendered by all concerned, Committee 
recommended that no further action be taken by the House in the matter-No further 
action was taken by the House ......................................................................... . 

Alleged casting of aspersion on a member and the House by a newspaper 
(l992)-Committee felt that impuaned newsilem was deroptory and arouIy unfair to 
members of Parliament and was published without verification of and attention to 
facts. However, in view of regrets expressed and apologies offered by the Editor as 
well as the concerned reporter, Committee recommended that matter might be 
treated as closed-No further action was taken by the House in the matter .............. . 

REFLECTIONS ON OTHER HOUSE AND/OR ON ITS MEMBERS 

Parliament of India 

520. 

Lok Sabba 

521. 

522. 

523. 

524. 

52S. 

526. 

Alleged casting of reflections on the Rajya Sabha by a member of Lok Sabha 
(19S4HReport of Joint Sitting of Committee of Privileges of Lok Sabha and Rajya 
Sabha) ......................................................................................................... . 

Alleged reflections on the conduct of a member of Lok Sabha by a member of Rajya 
Sabha (1970}-Chairman Rajya Sabha, in reply to Speaker's letter, agreed with him 
that no member should cast reflections on a member of the other House-Matter 
closed .......................................................................................................... . 

Allegations by a member in Rajya Sabha of bribery of members for voting against a 
Bill in Lok Sabha (1970}-Chairman, Rajya Sabha, in reply to Speakc;r's letter agreed 
with him that no member should cast reflections on a member of the other 
House--Matter closed .................................................................................... . 

Reference of a question of privilege by the Speaker. Tamil Nadu Legislative 
Assembly to the Speaker, Lok Sabha, in respect of certain remarks made by a 
member in Lok Sabha (1971}-Speaker, Lok Sabha in his reply ;nter-tdia observed 
that no question of privilege would arise in respect of anything said by a member on 
the floor of the HOQle-Matter closed ............................................................... . 

Alleged reflections on member of Rajya Sabha in a speech by a member in 
Lok Sabha as reported by a newspaper (Hindu.lan case) (1973)-Speaker informed 
the Chairman, Rajya Sabha, from whom a reference was received by him that the 
member concerned did not say in his speech what was attributed to him in the 
impugned news report and he . was referring the matter to the Editor 
concerned-Editor explained the position and published the necessary correction. 
Matter closed and Chairman, Rajya Sabha was informed accordingly ...................... . 

(i) Alleged misleading information given to the House by Minister regarding the 
reported arrest of a police officer; and (H)-Alleged derogatory reference to 
Parliament made by a Chief Minister dwing his press conference when a privilege 
matter was pending before the House (1980}-Speaker disallowed the question of 
privilege ...................................................................................................... . 

Allegation against a member by a member of the other House by the Chairman 
(1981}-Speaker disallowed the question of privilege ............................................ . 
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Certain observations made about a member (Ministers) in the other House by the 
Chairman (1981)-Speaker disallowed the question of privilege ............................. .. 

Reported statement by a Chief Minister regarding the policy of reservation for 
Scheduled Castes and Scheduled Tribes on which Lok Sabha had passed a resolution 
unanimously (1981)-Deputy Speaker disallowed the question of privilege ............... . 

Reported proposed summoning of a member of Lok Sabha before a Legislative 
Assembly in connection with a question of alleged breach of privilege and contempt 
of that Assembly by the member (1982)-Speaker observed that it is a well 
established convention that if a prima facie breach of privilege or contempt of the 
House is made out against a member who belongs to another House, the matter is 
reported to the Presiding Officer of that House for such action as he considers 
necessary and that the Rajasthan Vidhan Sabha had passed a resolution to the effect 
as early as December, 1955-Speaker hoped that all concerned will take the relevant 
facts into account while dealing with this important issue ..................................... .. 

Reference of a question of privilege against a Union Minister and Member of 
Lok Sabha by a Legislative Assembly to their Committee of Privileges 
(1984)-Speaker observed that it is a well established convention that if a primll facie 
case of breach of privilege or contempt of the House is made out against a member 
who belongs to another Legislature, the matter is reported to Presiding Officer of that 
Legislature for taking such action as he considers necessary .................................. .. 

Alle,ed reflections by a member on the conduct of a member of the other House 
(1967)-Chairman closed the matter after observin, that members should not malee 
unsubstantiated allegations against members of the other House ............................ .. 

Alleged reflections on the conduct of a member by the members of the other House 
(1967)-Chairman ruled that as no action has been taken by the other House against 
the member, no further discussion on the matter was needed ................................ .. 

Alleged aspersions on the House by a member of the other House in a press 
statement (1969)-Vice Chairman disallowed the question of privilege ................... .. 

Alleged reflections on Rajya Sabha in a speech by a member in Lok Sabba as 
reported by a newspaper (1973)-Chairman closed the matter after receipt of a 
communication from the Speaker that the Editor had issued a correction and also 
expressed regret ............................................................................................ . 

Certain alle,ation against a member made by a Minister who was a member of the 
other House (C.P.N. Singh Case) (1980)-Matter closed after Chairman observed 
inter alia that the Minister should not have made the charge on such doubtful 
evidence ...................................................................................................... . 

Certain allegations by a member against a Minister who was a member of the other 
House and publication of news reports on the basis of ~ allegations-(Marpret· 
Alva Ca. 1980}-Committee recommended that iJ) view of Shrimati Alva's 
clarification, the matter need not be pursued further-:-No further action was taken by 
the House in the matter ................................... ~  ............................................. . 
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548. 

REFLECI'lONS ON PAlU.IAMENTARY COMMl1TEESlREPORTS 

PrematllJ'e disclosure of the proceedings of and casting reOections on the Joint 
Committee on a BiU (19S8)-Committee recommended that havina reprd to the 
unqualified and sincere apolopes offered by the editor of the IIIDdllltaD SIUdai'd, 
CaJcatta, no further action be taken in this c:ue-No further action was taken by the 
House ......................................................................................................... . 

Cutina reflection on the report of a Parliamentary Committee (Bbant Sewall ~ 
Cue) ~  by concerned penon accepted-Matter not pursued ............. . 

Publication of a newsreport containing comments on the Report of a Parliamentary 
Committee (ladIaD Nation Cue) (196S)-Committee recommended that in view of 
rept expressed by the Editor, no further action be taken by the ~  further 
action was taken by the House ................................................... : ..................... . 

Casting aspersions on a Parliamentary Committee by a newspaper (Bharat Jyod Cue) 
~  closed after Editor expressed relret ............................................. . 

Comments on the Report of Parliamentary Committee by an officer in newspapers 
~  closcd after the concerned officer tendered apololY ....................... .. 

Cutina of reOections upon the Speaker and members of Parliamentary Committee 
(SaIIJ CMe) (1966)-Committee held that the article constituted a breach of privilele 
of the House, but in view of unqualified apololY, no further action was 

~  of tbe Committee adopted by the House ........................... .. 

Alleged contempt of the House' and of a Parliamentary Committee by certain 
statements made by a Minister in tbe House and before the Committee 
(1966Hpeaker ruled tbat the matter did not constitute breach of privilege ............. . 

Aspersions cast on a parliamentary Committee in an article publisbed by a newspaper 
(I'lDaDClal E.pnu Cue) ~  expressed rearet and Committee 
recommended that no further action be taken in the matter .................................. .. 

Reflec:tions on a Parliamentary Committee contained in a written statement filed by 
Government before a Commission of Inquiry and certain teportod statements made 
by Government ~  before that Commission (1972)-Committee recommended 
that in view of the explanation and apolOJY tendered by Minister concerned, the 
matter might be dropped-No further action was taken by the House ..................... . 

ReOections on a Parliamentary Committee (1971)-Committee aD Petitions oxamiDed 
the accused in penon and decided that in view of the unqualified apolol)' tendered by 
bim matter be treated u ~  further action wu taken by the House ............ .. 

Alleled reOections on a Parliamentry Committee by an Officer in an affidavit filed by 
him before a Commisaion of Inquiry (C. R. Du Gupta Cue) (1974)-Speaker 
disallowed the question of privileae ................................................................... . 

Allegations made by a member qaiDSt another member and a Parliamentary 
Committee, in the Houte (LalJI Bhal Cue) (1978)-Coa:amit. oblerved that in view 
of the rept expreued and apolol)' tendered by Sbri Lalji BbU, no further action 
need be taken and the matter be ~  further action wu taken by the House 
in the matter ............................................................................................... .. 
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549. 

5SO. 

llaJJa Sabba 

551. 

Certain observatioDS made by a Counsel and a Judge of the Calcutta High Court 
regarding the recommendatioDS of the Committee on Public Acc:ounts contained in its 
Report (1979)-Speaker disallowed the question of privilege after obtaining views of 
PAC ........................................................................................................... . 

Alleged derogatory remarks made by former Chairman of a Public Uaciertaking in a 
press interview regarding certain reports of a Parliamentary ~  of the 
previous Lok Sabha and its Chairman (J.R.D. Tala Case) (1980)-Committee 
recommended that considering the apology tendered by Shri Tata, no further action 
be taken by the House in the matter-House negatived a Motion for taking into 
consideration Report of Committee .................................................................. . 

Alleged contempt of the House and of a Parliamentary Committee by certain 
statements made by a Minister in the House and before the Committee 
(1966)-Chairman ruled that there was no case of breach of privilege ..................... . 

REFLECTIONS ON SPEAKER/CHAIR 

Provisional P.rUament 

552. Reflections on the impartiality of the Speaker (1950)-Editor expressed regret in a 
letter to the Speaker ~ published it in his newspaper ......................................... . 

ParUameDt of India 

553. 

Lok S.bba 

554. 

555. 

556. 

557. 

Casting reflections on the Chair's impartiality (1951)-Deputy Speaker disallowed the 
question of privilege ............................................................. " ........................ . 

Casting. aspersions on the Speaker and the House in a printed pamphlet 
(1960)-Committee held that a breach of privilege had been committed but 
recommended that the House would best consult its own dignity by taking no further 
notice of the matter ...................................................................................... .. 

Casting aspersion on the Speaker by a news magazine (Times Case)-Matter closed by 
the House after the correspondent of the magazine tendered apology ...................... . 

Casting reflection on the Speaker by a newspaper (Indian Times Case) 
(1964)-Leaders of Groups invited by Speaker to look into relevant papers. They 
declined to do so. Members expressed full confidence in Speaker and Spealcer 
disallowed tbe question of privilege ................................................................... . 

Casting reflections upon the Speaker and members of a Parliamentary Committee 
(Sally Cue) (1966)-Committee held that the article constituted a breach of privilege 
of tbe House,  but in view of unqualified apology, no further action was 
recommended-Report of Committee adopted by the House ................................. . 
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558. 

SS9. 

560. 

Attributiaa ".,. fill. to the Speaker in a Writ Petition filed before Hip Court by a 
Member ~ u..,. C-) (l96S)--Committee held that breach of privilep wu 
committed but recommended that no further action be taken in view of repet 
expressed by member ..................................................................................... . 

Castin, reflections on the Speaker by an outsider (Col. .t.rik ..... Cue) 
(l966)--Committee held that the a1le,ations constituted IfOSI breach of privileae and 
contempt of the House, but recommended that House would best consult its own 
dignity by taking no further notice of the matter. Committee also recommended that 
members sbould be very discreet in raisin, matters in tbe House bued on recldeu 
a1Ie,ations-Report of tbe committee adopted by tbe House .............................•.... 

Cutina refiectioDi on tile Speaker by a member (M8Aa u..,. C-) 
(l966)-Comaittee rec:oauaended that in view of member'. statement DO further 
action be ~  furtber action was takon by the House .................................. . 

561. Allepd c:astint of aspersions on Lok Sabha, its members and the Speaker by a 
Dewspaper (AJ. c-) (1966)--Committee beld that the article did not constitute a 

562. 

563. 

564. 

565. 

566. 

567. 

568. 

569. 

breach of privilelo-No further action was taken by the House .............................. . 

Misrepresentation of a member's speech and casting reflections on the Chair by a 
newspaper (HI ...... n.. Cae) (1969)-Matter closed after Editor-in-CUef 
expfCSlCd rearet and published it in newspaper ................................................... . 

Circulation to preIS of a distorted summary of a member', speecb in the House 
castillg reflections on Deputy Speaker (1969)-Matter closed after Executive 
Secretary of Swatantra Parliamentary Party tendered unqualified apology throu&b the 
Leader of party ............................................................................................. . 

Alleged reflections on the Deputy Speaker by a newspaper (U. Kyrob Ka aDum c..) 
(1971)--Committee recommended that in view of the circumstances of the case and 
the apology tendered by the concerned Editor, the matter might be ~  

further action was taken by the House ............................................................... . 

Reflections on Deputy Speaker in telegram addressed to him reprding conduct of 
pmceedings by bim in tbe House (1972)-Matter was closed as the member did not 
pIaS the question in view of the opinions expressed in the House .......................... . 

Misleading newsitems concerning Speaker published by a newspaper (BIndliltu 
TImes Cue) (1974)-10 views of the apology tendered by the Editor the matter closed 

Alleged defamatory remarks by a member' ill the House about the Speaker of 
previous Lok Sabha (l977)-Speaker disallowed the question of ps:ivilege ................ . 

ltcfIections on the Speaker by a member in tlbe ~  Shall QDnsId Cae) 
(l978)-Matter dropped by the House after the member expressed rearet and 
withdrew his impugned remarks ................................................................ , ...... . 

c.ti..g reflections on the impartiality 01 the Spcater by a member in a Press 
statement (l980)-Matter closed after the member tendered apoloty ...................... . 
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570. 

571. 

Rajya Sabha 

572. 

Lok Sabha 

573. 

Rajya Sabha 

574. 

Lok Sabha 

575. 

576. 

Lok Sabha 

5n. 

Comments by a  journalist in an article published in a newspaper on ruling 
given by the Speaker (1981HInderjit Case)-Matter was closed after the 
Speaker gave his ruling ................................................................................... . 

Casting of aspersions on the Speaker by a member in the House (1985)-House 
adopted a motion stating that Shri K.P. Uqnikrishnan be suspended from the 
service of the House for today on account of his insulting conduct towards 
the Chair ..................................................................................................... . 

Alleged casting of reflections on the Chair by a  journalist 
(1983)-Chairman disallowed the question of privilege ......................................... . 

REMOVAL  OF MEMBER FROM HOUSElPRECINCfS 

Removal of a member from the precincts of the House after rising of Lok 
Sabha under orders of Speaker (Swami Remeshwaranand Case) (1965)-Speaker 
ruled that there was no question of breach of privilege ...................... , .................. . 

Eviction of a member from the Parliament House Estate (Slta Ram Slnlb 
Case) (1971)-Chairman observed that member could not be allowed to use 
the precincts of Parliament House for staging demonstrations etc ........................... . 

RESCISSION OF RESOLUTION 

Rescission by the House of a resolution adopted by it earlier regarding 
punishment to be given by Government to an official for having committed a 
breach of privilege and contempt of the House (S.C. Mukberji Case) 

(1970)-Committee recommended that a part of the resolution adopted by 
House on 2.12.1979 be rescinded by the House-House adopted report of the 
Committee and rescinded a part of its earlier resolution ........................................ . 

Rescission of a resolution adopted by the previous Lok Sabha agreeing with 
the findings and recommendations of Committee of Privileges and awarding 
punishment to alleged contemnors for committing a breach of privilege and 
contempt of the House (1981)-Motion to rescind the Resolution was 
adopted by the House .................................................................................... . 

[S] 

STATEMENT BY AMBASSADOR 

Alleged wrong statement about detention of political leaders by Indian 
Ambassador in US (T.N. Kaul Case) (1977)-Speaker disallowed the question 
of ~~  ~  a statement was made by the Minister of External Affairs 
explaining the pOsition .................................................................................... . 
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Lok Sabba 

518. 

579. 

580. 

581. 

582. 

583. 

584. 

58S. 

586. 

587. 

588. 

589. 

S90. 

591. 

STATEMENT(S) OUTSIDE HOUSE WHEN IN SESSION 

Alleged expression of views by Finance Minister regarding toation 
proposals for Second Five Year Plan outside the House (19S5)-Speaker 
disallowed the question of privilege ................................................................... . 

Making of an important statement by Prime Minister outside the House when 
the House wu in session (1959)-Spealter ruled that it wu not a breach of 
privilege ...................................................................................................... . 

Making of an important statement by a Minister outside the House when the 
House wu in session (1959)-Speaker disallowed the question of privilege ............... . 

Announcement regarding resignation of certain Ministel'l by the Prime 
Minister outside the House when the House wu in session (1963)-Spcaker 
disallowed the question of privilege ................................................................... . 

Statement by a Minister outside the House on  a subject already fixed to be 
taken  up on  a future date (1963)-Speaker ruled that no qucstioD of 
privilege wu involved ................................................................................... .. 

Announcement of a Minister's wsignation and statement by the rcsipinJ 
Minister outside the House (1966)-Speaker ruled that there wu no 
question of privilege ....................................................................................... . 

Making of an alleged policy statement by Prime Minister outside the House 
on  a matter pending discussion in the House (1973)-Speaker disallowed the 
question of privilege ....................................................................................... . 

Making of an aIIeled policy statement by a Minister outside the House 
while it wu in session (l977)-Speaker disallowed the question of privilele ............. . 

Making of statement by a Minister on AIR and TV while the House wu in 
~  ~  of making it in the House (l977)-Spcaker disallowed the 

question of pnVllege ....................................................................................... . 

Malting of an important announcement by Government outside the House 
when it wu in session (1974)-Speaker disallowed the qucstion of privile,e ............ .. 

Making of important announcements by Minister in the House fil'lt when the 
House wu in session (l980)-Matter closed after tbe Minister explained tbe 
position .................................................. : .................................................... . 

Announcement of constitution of Press Commission outside tbe House wbile 
the House wu in session (1980)-Matter closed after the Minister of 
Information and Broadcuting explained the position ........................................... .. 

Making of an important announcement by a Minister outside the House 
wbile the House wu in lCIIion (1984)-Dcputy Speaker observed that no 

~ of ~  wu· involved but such actions were asainst 
conventions and propnety ................................................................................ . 

MKina of an important announcemeat by the Prime Minister outside the 
HoUle while tbe House wu in leSSion (198S)-Speaker disaftowed the 
question of privilege ......................................................................................•. 
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592. 

593. 

594. 

595. 

RaJya Sabba 

596. 

597. 

598. 

599. 

600. 

Making of policy UDouncements by a Minister outside the HoUle while the 
House was in session (198S)--Speaker observed tbat though no question of 
privilege was involved in the matter, it would have been more appropriate if 
the relevant announcements were first made in the HoUle particularly 
because these involved financial implications. The Speaker urged the 
Ministers to take care that these aspect were kept in view in future ........................ . 

Making of policy announcement by a Minister outside the House while the 
House was in session (1988)--Speaker observed that though DO question of 
privilege was involved in the matter, it would haye been more desirable to 
take the HoUle into confidence and inform it of the propoled action, instead 
of the memben knowing it through the newspaper. ~ hoped that auc:h 
decisions would be first UDounced on the ftoor of tbo HOUle ................................ . 

Making of an important announcement by the Prime Minister outside the 
House while the House was in session (1990)-oSpeaker disallowed the 
question of privilege but reiterated that it was a matter of propriety that 
when the House was in session, so far as possible, important decisions should 
have been first announced in the HOUle ............................................................. . 

Making. of an aIIe,ed policy statement by Prime Minister outside the HOUle 
while the House was in lCIIion (1990)--Speaker disallowed the question of 
privilege and observed that Prime Minister had taken the first opportunity 
to inform the HoUle about Government's proposed proposal ................................. . 

Alleged making of policy statement outside the House while the House was 
in ~  (1970)-Deputy Chairman disallowed the question of privilege ................. . 

Alleged making of a policy statement outside the House while the HoUle 
was in session (1970)-Vice-Chairman observed that Government should be 
careful in futurc--Matter closed ...................................................................... .. 

Making of an important announcement by Government outside the HOUle 
when it was in session (1974)-Chairman disallowed the question of privileae ........... . 

Reported statement by Prime Minister about the abolition of the House 
(1979)-Chairman disallowed the question of privilege ........................................ .. 

Announcement outside the HoUle about the constitution of Press CommiSIion 
while the House was in session (1980)-Matter closed after Chairman 
observed that if there is any important announcement to be made when the 
HoUle is in session, the Government should make it in the HoUle as early as 
possible ....................................................................................................... . 

601. AUe,ed maItin& of certain policy announcements by a Minister outside the 
HoUle while the House was in ICISion (198S)-Chairman obIervcd that DO 
brc8ch of accepted proprieties wu involved in the announcements made by 
the Minister of F'mance and Conunen:e ............................................................ .. 
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Lok Sabba 

602. 

m 
TELEPHONE TAPPING 

Alleged tapping of telephones of a member (l960)-Consent refused by 
Spcaker ....................................................................................................... . 

603. AUeged censoring of mall and tapping of telephone of memben 

847 

(1981)--speater disaJlowed the question of piivileae............................................. 847 

~ Sabba 

604. 

Lot Sabba 

60S. 

606. 

fHI. 

Alleged tappina of telephone of a member (l9S7)-Matter dOled after 
Home Minister stated that there WII no basis for the alleption ............................ .. 

[V] 

VISITORS-CARRYING OF EXPLOSIVES, ARMS OR FIREARMS BY· 

Shouting of slogans from the Visitors' Gallery and carrying pistols and 
explosives on his person (1974r-<>ffender sentenced by House to rigorous 
imprisonment for one month ............................................................................ . 

Carrying of a dagcr by a visitor on his perIOD and _ult by him on an 
official of the House while attempting to enter the Visiton' Gallery 
(1974)-Offender sentenced to rigorous imprisonment for one month and 
reported to police in respect of criminal offences committed by him ........................ . 

Carrying of explosives and daaer by a visitor and assault by him on an 
offICial of the House while attempting to enter the Visitors' Gallery 
(1974}-Offender sentenced to twenty five days rigorous imprisonment .................. .. 

VISITORS-SHOunNG OF SLOGANS AND TIfROWlNG OF LEAFLETS BY-

Lot Sabba 

608. 

609. 

610. 

611. 

612. 

613. 

Throwing of pamphlets by a person from Visiton' Gallery oil the Door of 
the House (l967)-House held the offender JUilty of contempt of the House 
and sentenced h9n to one day's imprisonment ........... ; ........... : ............................ .. 

Shouting of slogans in Visitors' Gallery (l968)-Contemnors immediately 
removed froID the. Gallery and later let off ........................................................ .. 

Throwin& papen from Visitors' Gallery on the floor of the House 
(1968}-Offender sentenced to four days' imprisonment ...................................... .. 

Throwina of pamphlets from the Visiton' Gallery on the floor of the 
House (l969)--Offenden sentenced to two days' simple imprisonment .................... . 

Throwing of leaflets from the Visiton' Gallery on the floor of the House 
(l969)-Offenden sentenced to eight days' simple imprisonment-Scntcnce 
subsequently reduced on a motion adopted by the House ...................................... . 

Shouting slogans from the Visitors' Gallery (l970)-Offender sentenced to 
one day', simple imprisonmCDt ........................................................................ .. 
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614. 

615. 

616. 

617. 

618. 

619. 

620. 

621. 

Shouting slogans and throwing lcaflcts from thc Visitors' GaUery on thc 
floor of thc House (1972)-Offcndcrs sentenced to ODC day's simplc 
imprisonmcnt ................................................................................................ . 

Throwing of leaflcts from thc Visitors' GaUcry on thc floor of thc House 
(1973)-Offcndcr sentcnced to four day's simplc imprisonmcnt ...........................•... 

Shouting of slogans and attempt to throw leaflcts from thc Visiton' 
GaUcry on thc floor of thc House (1973)-Offcndcn sentenced to two 
days' ~ imprisonmcnt ............................................................................•.• 

Shouting of slogans from thc Visitors' Gallcry and carrying pistols and 
cxplosivcs on his person (1974)-Offcndcrs sentcnc:cd by thc House to 
rigorous imprisonmcnt for one month ................................................................ . 

Shouting of slogans and throwing of lcaflcts from thc Vlliton' GaUery 
(1974)-Offcndcr sentenccd by thc Housc to rigorous imprisonmcnt for four 
days ............................................................................................................ . 

Shouting of slogans and attcmpt to throw Icaflcts from thc Visitors' 
Gallcry on thc floor of thc House (I97S)-Offcndcrs sentcnced by House to 
rigorous -imprisonmcnt for fourteen days ............................................................ . 

Shouting of slogans and throwing of lcaflcts from thc Visitors' , Gallcr)'. 
on thc floor of thc Housc (1977)-Offcndcrs scntcnced by thc House to 
rigorous imprisonmcnt for fourteen days ............................................................ . 

Shouting of slogans from thc Visitors' GaUery (1977)-Offcndcr lct off by 
thc House with a warning ............................................................................... . 

622. Shouting of slogans and throwing of lcaflcts from thc Visitors' Gallcry on 
thc floor of thc Housc (1917)-Offcndcr lct off by the House with a 

862 

863 

863 

863 

864 

86S 

warning....................................................................................... ..... ........ .... 866 

623. Shouting of slogans and throwing of Icaflcts from the Visitors' Gallcry on 
the floor of the House (1978)-Offenders let off by the House with a 
warning....................................................................................... ........ ......... 866 

624. 

625. 

626. 

627. 

628. 

629. 

630. 

Shouting of slopns from thc Visitors' Gallery (1978)-Offcndcrs lct off by 
thc House aftcr they had expressed regret for their action .......................•.............. 

Shouting of slogans and causing obstruction within the precincts of the 
House (1978)-Offcndcrs let off by the House in the evening ................................ . 

Throwing of papers from the Visitors' GaUery on the floor of thc House 
(1979)-Offcnders let off with a warning ............................................................ . 

Shouting of slogans and throwing of leaflets from the Visitors' Gallcry on 
the floor of the House (1980)-Offenders let off with a stern warning ..................... . 

Shouting of slogans from the Visitors' Gallery (1981)-Offcndcrs lct off 
with a stem warning on the rising of thc House ................................................... . 

Shouting of slogans and throwing of Icaflcts from the Visitors' Gallcry on 
the floor of thc House (1981)-Offendcrs let off with a stcm warning ...........••.....•..• 

Shouting of slogans from the Visitors' GaUery (1981)-Offendcrs lct off 
with a stem warning on the rising of the House .................................................. .. 
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631. 

632. 

633. 

634. 

635. 

636. 

637. 

638. 

639. 

640. 

641. 

642. 

643. 

644. 

64S. 

646. 

647. 

648. 

Shouting of Ilopns and anemptinJ to throw leaflets from the Visiton' 
Gallery on the floor ·of the House ~  ICDtcDccd to six cia,. 
simple imprisonment by the House ..................................••................................ 

Shoutina of slopos and throwiDa of lcaflclS from the Visitors' GaUery on 
tbe floor of the House ~  let off with a stem wamiog on 
the risiDJ of the House ...•.•..........................................•..................................• 

ThrowiDJ of some papers from the Speaker's Gallery on the floor of the 
House (1982)-Offenders let off with a stem waroiDg on the rising of the 
House ......................................................................................................... . 

Shouting of slopDS and throwiDa of a piece of cloth contaioiDi lOme 
printed maner thereon from Ule Visitors' GaUery on the floor of the 
House ~  let off with a stem wamioa on the risina of the 
House ......................................... ~ ............................................................... . 

Trying to shout some slogans from the Visitors' Gallery (1984)-HoUIO 
adopted a motion scntencing the offender to seven days' simple imprisonment .......... . 

Shouting of slogans from the Visitors' Gallery (1984)-House adopted a 
motion scntencing the offender to simple imprisonment for two days ...................... . 

Throwing of some papers on the floor of the House and shouting from the 
Visitors' Gallery ~  let off with a stem wamin, on the 
rising of the House ........................................................................................ . 

Throwing of some papers on the floor of the House and shoutinl from the 
Visitors' Gallery by a visitor (1987)-ln view of the repel expreaed by the 
offender, he wu let off with a stem wamiD, on the rising of the House ................. .. 

Shouting from the Visitors' GaDery by a visitor (1987)-Offender let off 
with a stem wamiDg on the rising of the House ................................................... . 

Shouting of slogans from the VISitors' GaDery ~  let off 
with a stem waminl on the rising of the House ................................................... . 

Shouting of slogans from the Visitors' Gallery ~  let off 
with a stem warning on the rising of the House ................................................... . 

Shouting of slogans from the Visitors' Gallery ~  let off 
with a stem wamiDg on the rising of the House ........................................•........... 

Shouting of slogans from the VlSiton' Gallery (1991)-Offeoder let off 
with a stem warning on the risinl of the House ................................................... . 

Jumping from the Visiton' Gallery and anemptinl to shout slo,ans 
(1994)-Offendcr let off with a stem wamin, on the rising of the House ................. . 

Shouting of slogans and jumpin, down from the Visiton' GaUery 
(1994)-House adopted a motion sentencin, the offenden to rigorous 
imprisonment for two clays. 1be contellUlOn were, ICCOrdingly, banded over 
to Tibar Jail authorities ................................................................................... . 

Shouting of slopDS from the Visitors' Gallery (I99S)-House adopted a 
motion sentencing the contcmnors to simple imprisonment for two days .................. . 

Attempt to shout slopas from tbe Visitors' Gallery (1996)-Offeoder let 
off with a stem waming 00 the rising of the House ...................•........................... 

Shouting of slogans and throwing of pamphlets from· the D.V. GaUery 
(1998)-House rcIOlved that coDiidering the fact the offender wu former 
member of Parliament, she be let off one the rising of the day .....•.......................... 
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649. Shouting of slogans and throwing of leaflets from the Visitors' GaDery 
~  let off with a stem warning OD the risiJig of the House ................. 879 

650. Attempt to shout slogaus and throwing of papers from the Visitors' Gallery 

1laJ1. ~  

651. 

652. 

653. 

654. 

6SS. 

656. 

657. 

Lok Sabba 

65S. 

659. 
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(2000}-Offcnder let off with a stem warning on the rising of the House ...... ...... ...... 879 

Throwing of leaflets by two, persons from Visitors: Gallery on the floor of 
tbe House ~  held the offenders guilty of gross contempt of the 
House and sentenced them to imprisonment till the conclusion of the session .......... .. 

Alleged manhandling of a student who threw leaflets into the House from 
the Visitors' Gallery by the security officers (1967)-Chairman refused 
conacnt ........................................................................................................ . 

Shouting of slogans and throwing of pamphlets from Visitors' Gallery on 
the Door of the House (1973)-Offenders sentenced to simple imprisonment 
till rising of the House on that day ................................................................... .. 

Sh,outing of slogans from the Visitors' Gallery (1982)-Offender expressed 
regret and was let off with a warning ................................................................ .. 

Shouting of slogans and throwing of ~  from the Visitors' Gallery on 
the floor of the House (1982)-Offender expressed regret and wu let off 
with a warning .............................................................................................. . 

Attempting to shout slogaus from the Visitors' Gallery (1983)-Offenders 
let off with a warning ~ .................................................................................. .. 

Shouting of slogans and throwing of a cbappal from the Visitors' Gallery 
OD the floor of the House ~  adopted a motion sentencinl the 
offender to simple imprisonment till the conclusion of the session of the 
House .......................................................................................................... . 

[W] 

WITNESS 

Giving falsc evidence before Public Accounts Committee by a Government 
Officer (S.C. Mukherjee Cue) (1970)-Committee recommended that the 
concerned officer should be conveyed the disapproval and displeasure of 
the House and Government of India be 'asked to take suitable disciplinary 
action alainst him-House considered the Report of the Committee and 
adopted a motion for reprimanding the concerned officer at the Bar of the 
House and asked Government of India to take disciplinary action against 
him-Officer wu reprimanded at the Bar of the House ........................................ . 

Suggesting action by certain Government officers against another officer 
for giving evidence before a Parliamentary Committee (K. Ravindran Case) 
(1890)-Spcaker disallowed the question of privilege ............................................ . 

MISCELLANEOUS 

MARA MOORAKH MANDAL-PARTICIPATION BY MEMBER IN 

Takinl part in the proceedings of Maha Moorakh Manda! by a member 
(l966)-Speaker ruled that no question of privileges wu involved .......................... . 
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HOUSE OF TIlE PEOPLE 
(1952) 

Point of prlvDeae 

Atkged ,misktuling 01 the Howe by " member by 
milking " ItJlse statement 

Fads or the Cue ad reference to the Committee of 
PrlvDeae 

On the 11th June, 1952, during the discussion on 
the Demands for Grants relating to the Ministry of 
Defence, Dr. Satyanarain Sinha, referred to the 
speech of Shrimati Renu Chakravartty, another 
member, on the previous day and stated: 

"I have heard very attentively the speeches made 
from the Communist Benches, and specially 
one speech made yesterday by the hon. lady 
Communist member of the House 
(Shrimati Renu Chakravartty). I have 
compared her speech and found that it was 
word to word-I would say the general 

~  an article written by one Lemin in 
the month of February. It has 13,500 words. 
It is here in many hands, and here is the 
speech of the hon. lady." 

2. The Speaker calling Dr. Sinha to order 
observed:-

"...... It is no use the bon. member making 
aUegations that another bon. member read 
something word by word. That is not a 
proper way of doing it. Anybody is entitled 
to adopt the arguments of any other 
person ...... The hon. member takes care to 
sec that he docs not make any personal 
aUegations of that type." 

3. On the 12th June, 1952, Dr. Sinha laid the 
following documents on tbe Table:-

(i) A typed copy of Draft Secret Protocol. 

(ii) Extracts of certain articles from the "Current 
Digest of tbe Sovi:t Press." 

(iii) A Soviet Map publisbed in 1950 showing 
Kashmir as British. 

4. On the 17th June, 1952, Sbri A.K. Gopalan a 
member addressed a letter to tbe Speaker requesting 
for his conseat to raise the following question of 
privilege of the House:-
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"That the House of the People was misled by an 
bon. member of the House who made false 
statement to the House in the course of the 
debate on Defence Budget on 11th  day of 
June, 1952, by stating that the speech, of 
another member of the House, namtly, 
Mrs. Renu Chakravartty, was made to erder 
aDd was the reproduction of a speech sent ,in 
advance by some persons outside India and 
thereby the said Dr. Satyanarain Sinha made 
breach of privilege of tbe House. 

Further that the said Dr. Satyanarain Sinha also 
committed breach of privilege by laying on the 
Table unauthenticated copies of documents 
whose ~  is in question." 

5. On"th(23rd June, 1952, the Speaker referred 
the matter to tbe Committee of Privileges and 
observed, inter "U", as under:-
"In view of the complicated and mixed character 
of tbe issues involved in this matter, I have 
preferred to refer this matter to the 
consideration of the Privileges Committee of 
the House instead of deciding it myself or 
constituting a special Committee only for the 
purpose of examining the genuineness or 
otherwise of the documents produced by 
Dr. Sinha on the 12th June, 1952. The 
Committee will go, DOt only into the limited 
question of genuineness or otherwise of the 
documents produced, by Dr. Sinha on the 
12th June, 1952. The Committee will go, not 
only into the limited question of genuineness 
or othe,rwise of the documents produced,but 
also of allied questions including the 
question of any breach of privilege and other 
incidental matters as also the question of 
standards expected of a member of this HoUle." 

FindJn&s aDd recommendadons or the Committee 
6. The Committee of Privileges in their Report, 
presented to the HoUle on 12tb December 1952, 
reported inter "till as foUows:-

/ 

(i) "The Committee compared the speech of 
Shrimati Renu Chakravartty with tbe 
article by one Mr. I. Lemin entitled 'Far 
East-India-Pakistan', as published in the 
Current Digest of the Soviet Press, dated 
the 26th April, 1952. Though there 
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appears to be some similarity in 
approach, it would be incorrect to say 
that Sbrimati Renu Cbakravartty's speech 
was 'word for word' on 'in general line' 
after Lemin's article. In as much as 
Dr. Sinha stated in the House at the time 
he was speaking that he had in his hands 
Lemin's article, it is obvious that he was 
prepared to show it to anybody who was 
interested in verifying his statement. 
Therefore it really becomes a matter of 
opinion whether the inference sought to 
be drawn by Shri A.K. Gopalan, was 
well-founded or not." 

(ii) "The words used by Dr. Sinha in his 
speech on the 11tb June, 1952, do not 
appear to reflect upon Shrimati Renu 
Chakravartty nor do they lead to the 
assumption that be wanted to create an 
impression in the minds of the members 
of the House or of tbe public tbat 
Shrimati Renu Chakravartty's speech was 
tutored since any member is entitled to 
say that the arguments advanced by 
another member are a repetition of those 
which had been used earlier by somebody 
else." 

(iii) "10 the circumstances tbe Committee feel 
that there is no question of breach of 
privilege involved in a matter like this." 

(iv) "As regards the charge 'that the 
documents placed on tbe Table of the 
House by Dr. Satyanarain Sinba were 
false, fabricated and forged' , the 
Committee have on investigation found 
that they are copies from the three issues 
of a regular printed magazine and a 
German book which are available for the 
use of public in general." 

(v) "In the light of these facts Dr. Sinha 
cannot be said to have 'forged or 
fabricated' tbe documents wbich he 
presented to the House. The Committee 
is therefore of tbe opinion that this 
charge bas not been proved and no 
breacb of privilege is therefore involved 
on this ground also." 

(vi) "On the question of the standard 
expected of a member of the House, ,the 
Committee consider tbat botb 
Dr. Satyanarain Sinha and Shri A.K. 
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Gopalan have acted on the spur of the 
moment and on inadquate consideration 
of the issues involved. The former sbould 
have thought more carefully before 
alleging that Shrimati Renu Chakravartty 
had based her speech on Lemin's article 
and the latter would have done well to 
varify that the papers laid on tbe Table 
by Dr. Satyanarain Sinha were in fact 
forged or fabricated. The Committee feel 
that it is wrong to take advantage of the 
protection afforded to speeches in the 
House and to level charges which are not 
founded on facts." 

Action taken by the House 
7. No further action was taken in the matter by 

the House. 

Point 01 privilege 

226 
LOK SABHA 

(1958) 

AUeged misleading statements made by a Minister in 
answer to questions ' 

Facts 01 the case and ruUllI by the Speaker 
On tbe 11tb Feb.ruary, 19,58, Shri A.K. Gopalan 

and three other members gave notice of a question 
of contempt of the House, alleging that the Minister 
of Finance (Sbri T.T. Krishnamachari), while 
making certain statements in the House in answer to 
Starred Questions Nos. 1476 and 659 on the 
4th September, and 29th November, 1957 
respectively, regarding certain investments made by 
the Life Insurance Corporation had "distorted facts 
and also indulged in prevarication which clearly 
amounted to a contempt of Parliament as it is 
understood in the House of Commons, U.K." 

The members further stated that since no question 
of contempt bad so far been raised in Lok Sabha, 
they had necessarily to borrow the procedure of the 
Britisb House of Commons in view of Article 105(3) 
of the Constitution. The members had also cited in 
support of their contention the following passage 
from p. 109 of May's Parliamentary Practice: 

"that any act or omission which obstructs or 
impedes either House of Parliament 'in the 
performance of its functions, or which 
obstructs or impedes any member or officer 
of such House in the discharge of bis duty, 
or which has a tendency, directly or 
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indirectly, to produce such results may be 
treated u a contempt even though there is no 
precedent of the offence." 

2. On the 12th February, 1958 the Speaker 
(Shri M. Ananthasayanam Ayyangar) informed the 
House of the notice and observed that a regular 
procedure had been laid down in the Directionsl 
issued by the Speaker under the Rules of Procedure 
for pointing out the particulars of the mistakes or 
inaccuracies in the statements made by the Minister 
on the floor of the House. Further, the Speaker must 
be satisfied that primll facit there wu some evidence 
that the statement made in the House wu inaccurate. 
Mere statement in the Press or elsewhere wu not 
enough. 

He, therefore, stated that he would consider the 
matter and give his ruling later. 

3. Shri A.K. Gopalan stated that it wu not a 
question of mistake or inaccuracy but a question of 
calculated distortion of facts given to the House. No 
procedure had beeD laid down in the Rules of 
Procedure for raising such questions. No precedents 
on the subject were also availab.le either in 
Lot Sabha or in the House of Commons. 

He, therefore, reiterated that u it wu an 
important matter affecting, inttr alill, the very 
functioning of the House, necessary permission to 
raise the matter might be given. 

The Speaker, however, reserved his ruling. 
4. On the 13th February, 1958, tbe Speaker lave 

the foUowing ruling:-
''The point that wu raised yesterday by 

Sbri A.K. Gopalan and others wu regarding 
certain answers to certain questions relating 
to the L.I.C. and these questions have been 
referred to in the notice. 

There have been since proceedings before 
Mr. Justice Chagla and his report hu also 
been laid on the Table. The hon. member says 

lOirec:tiOil ll5 IaJi cIowD:-

in his notice that the evidence tbat wu given 
there is inconsistent with the answers given on 
the floor of the House, and u such, it is not an 
ordinary incorrect statement, but ,DeS to the 
root of it and, therefore, it is a breach of 
privilege of tbe House, or if not a breach of 
privile,e of tbe House, it is a contempt of tbe 
House. 

This consists of two portions. The portion that he 
refers to in the evidence given before the 
Commission by way of contradiction to the 
statements made on the floor of the 
Houso-thesc details have not been given. Of 
course, they could have been ,athered from 
the newspaper reports. 

I have not been convinced about tbe 
admissibility of the notice. I am aoina to rule 
that it is not admissible. No contempt 
procccdinp can be started on this alleption, 
even assumin, this alle,ation to be true. 
Inconsistent statement is a mere irrcaularity, 
even if deliberately made. This is not tbe 
procedure to be adopted. On that issue, I am 
disposin, of it and therefore it is not 
necessary to call for any details of the 
inconsistency. If I aaree that it is admissible 
u a case of contempt, then alone the 
question of calling for details of inconsistency 
may arise. Even if a Minister should have 
made one statement here and deliberately 
omitted to ate or deliberately made an 
incorrect statement, tbat may be a matter of 
misconduct on the part of any member. 
Misconduct on the part of a Minister oupt 
not to be raised by way of contempt of tbe 
House. There are other means such u 
censure etc. 

Wherever some mistakes are committed, there is 
a provision by way of Direction 115 by the 
Speaker that mistakes may be broupt to 

"(1) A member wiIhin, to poinl QUI any miIrake o.r iDIa:IInIcy ID • III_I .... by • Mmu.r or lIlY odIer ___ I11III bdn 
referrilll to the mlUCr iD the Ho.UIe, wrile to abe Spelker poiIlliD& out the pu1icuIIn of abe IIIiItIte or IaIccunIcy IIId .. JaIl .......... 
to rUe the mllter in abe House. 

(2) The Member IDlY pIIce before die Spaker lucia ewde_ • be DIIy beve ID IUppad of IIiI ...... tioa. 
(3) The SpeMer 1liiY, if he Ihinb fil, bria& the OIIl1a'to the DOIice of lbe Miailter or abe Member ext--s for die ..-,- of 

IlCerIIiIIiDJ die facIuII posilioa in reprd to the llleptioa made. 
(4) The Spelker mly thea, if be thiau it..-ry. permit abe Member wIIa .... the llleptioa to nile the IIIIlt8r III the II-. ud die 

Member 10 permitted I11III before IDIkin& the lllae-'t. iaform the Miailt. of the DIImber -..et. 
(5) The Miailter or the Member l.1Oa=ued DIIy mike • IIIIe_al ID reply with die penaiIIIoII of die ..... ud dIr ........... 

the other Member coacenaed." 
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the notice of the Houae. Any member 
may point out these mistakes and the 
Minister may correct them and he may be 
given an opportunity to do so. The hon. 
members who have tabled this notice say 
that it ought not to be treated as a mere 
mistake, that it is a serious matter and 
that it ought to be taken notice of by way 
of contempt. They referred to page 109 of 
May's Parliamentary Practice relating to 
privileges and contempts. 

It says: 

, ... any act or omission which obstructs 
or impedes either HoulC of 
Parliament in the performance 
of its functions, or which 
obstructs or impedes any 
Member or officer of such 
House in the discharge of his 
duty, or which has a tendency, 
directly or indirectly, to 
produce such results may be 
treated as a contempt even 
though there is no precedent 
of the offence.' 

So far as the HoulC of Commons is concerned, I 
..;;. have looked into May's Parliamentary 

Practice and it is also admitted by 
Shri A.K. Gopalan that they have not been 
.. ble to trace any precedent where any 
Minister in the House of Commons or in 
the British Parliament made a wrong 
statement or even deliberately gave an 
answer on the floor of the House which was 
not correct and where he was charged for 
contempt. Therefore, there is no precedent 
from the House of Commons practice. 

So far as this House is concerned, there is an 
earlier case which is directly in point. Another 
case occurred in the Delhi State Assembly. It 
may not be an authority but in the absence of 
any authority from Mayor any other 
precedent, we have a precedent here and that 
may also be referred to for the purpose of 
throwing light on this matter. In the first case, 
Shri C. Subramaniam and Shri Ramnath 
Goenka, M.Ps., gave notice on the 23rd 
March, 1951 of an alleged breach 'of ~ 

to the effect that in the Statemetll of Objects 
and Reasons of the Indian Tariff (Amendment) 
Bill, 1951-this is after the Constitution came 
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into force and article 105(3) had become 
applicable-it bad been stated that sago 
globules, calcium lactate etc. industries were to 
be given protection for the fust time for which 
Parliament's sanction was sought, whereas in 
the Administrative Report of the Ministry of 
Commerce and Industry issued in February 
1951 it had been stated that the Government 
had accepted the Tariff Board's 
recommendations and granted protection to 
sago globules, calcium lactate etc. industries. 
In this case, the Statement of Objects and 
Reasons which was supposed to inform the 
Houae regarding this matter stated that for the 
first time protection was sought for, whereas in 
the Administrative Report issued by the same 
Ministry it was stated that it had already been 
granted and acted upon. And then hon. 
members, as Shri Gopalan has done now, 
brought this discrepancy to the notice of the 
Speaker. 

Shri Mavalankar, my predecessor, recorded 
the following note on that notice: 

'I have not been able to appreciate as to how 
there is any breach of privilege of 
Parliament. The substance of the allegations 
seems to be that the Minister concerned, or 
the Government have not made the fullest 
disclosure, or have made misleading 
statements. This may be regrettable, but I do 
not understand bow this constitutes a breach 
of privilege even if it be assumed that the 
failure to give full or correct information was 
intentional. ' 

There is another case of the Delhi State Assembly. 
A question of privilege was raised on the 2nd April, 
1956 by Shri Kanwarlal Gupta, a member of the 
Delhi Vidban Sabha, on the ground that the Chief 
Minister of Delhi had made a wrong statement in the 
House regarding a letter written by him to the Chief 
Minister of Bihar. After the member and the Chief 
Minister had explained the position, the Speaker gave 
the following ruling: 

'We have the same privileges as are enjoyed by 
the House of Commons and we cannot 
create any new privilege. In order, 
therefore, to determine whether a wrong 
statement made in the House even 
deliberatel)' constitutes a breach of 
privilege, I have to see whether such a 
question has ever been raised in the Houae 



of Commons. I have gone through all the 
references, May's ParUament"'y Prtu:tice. 
and other person dealing with the question 
of privilege in the House of Commons, and 
I have not been able to lay my hands on 
any such precedent. It is "thus clear that a 
question has not been raised or decided as 
a breach of privilege of the House on this 
issue. I admit that there is some 
inCODSistenc:y in the Chief Minister's 
statement in the House in reply to the 
point raised by Shri lCanwar La! Gupta and 
the letter written by him to the Chief 
Minister of Bihar, but as I have stated, it 
does not involve any breach of privilege of 
the House. The hon. member can seek 
other remedies provided under the rules if 
he is not satisfied with the explanation and 
apology of the Chief Minister.' 

Therefore, it is neither a case of privilege nor even 
a case of contempt. There have been no cues, so 
far as this particular matter is concerned, in the 
House of Commons. So far as we are concerned, 
it is pointed out by Shri Gopalan that it is not 
only a breach of privilege, but it may also be 
treated as contempt. if possible. Shri Mavalankar 
said that even it should be deliberate and 
intentional he did not consider it to be a breach 
of privilege or contempt of the House. 

The general provision in May's P",liIlmentary 
Practice refers to obstruction. Many things 
obstruct. I do not know how in this case any 
obstruction was caused. Therefore, in the case of 
some statement made here, even deliberately, 
which is inconsistent with a statement already 
made, or which even amounts to a suppression or 
distortion of particular. facts, this is not the 
remedy. There are other remedies. 

I remember a case where Shri Gopal8n himself w .. 
involved here. I will ask him to remember that 
matter. The member from Salem made a remark 
that during the elections Shri Gopalan was 
present and made all sorts of statements. At that 
time Shri Gopalan was not present, but Shri 
Anandan Nambiu was present. Shri Gopalan had 
been to Ca1icut. Shri Gopalan wanted to briD& 
this to the notice of the House and also wanted 
to know what could be done in the House. I only 
said that if the statement was made outside, be 
could prosecute tbe member for defamation or for 
any other thing, but 10 far as this House was 
concerned all that I could do was to allow 
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Sbri Gopalan to make a statement in reply to the 
member from Salem. 

The misconduct of a member can always be brought 
up, as we have dealt with misconduct of members 
or Ministers. 

'Ibis is misconduct of a Minister at best. Therefore, 
this is not a matter of privilege or contempt. 
Therefore, I am lOrry I am not able to grant 
permission to raise thil matter." 

Point of prlYllep 

'1:2.7 
LOIC SABHA 

(1964) 

Alkged inco"ect Itlltement made by a Minister in 1M 
Howe. 
Facts of the cue and rullna by the Speaker 

On the 10th March, 1964, the Speaker (Sardar 
Hultam Singh) informed the House that he had 
received notice of a question of privile,e from 
Shri Kishen Pattnayak, a member, relatina to the 
statement made by Shri B.R. Bha,at, Minister of 
state for Finance, when he was replyin, to the 
allegation made by Dr. Ram Manohar Lohia, 
another member, regudina appointment of one 
Shri Mehta to the V.P.S.C. The member had 
alleged that Shri Bhagat's statement was not 
complete and was incorrect. The Speaker further 
informed that after he had disallowed the notice, 
Dr. Lohia and Shri Pattnayak had seen him in hQ 
chamber and uscrted that according to them, it 
involved a breach of privilege. The Speaker then 
observed as foDows:--
I had considered this matter and araued with them 

also. I am definitely of the opinion that if any 
statement is made by any member or Minister 
which another member believes to be untrue, 
incomplete or incorrect, then there is no breach 
of privile,e. 'Ibis view has been held by my 
predeceuors as weD as by myself. There are other 
remedies by which it can be raised and the one 
that we have been adoptina newly here is that if 
a member feels agrieved or feels that a 
statement made by another member or Minister is 
not corrrect, be it durin, a discussion or durin, a 
suo motu announcement by a Minister, then be 
can write to me livin, the portions that he 
believes to be incorrect or any suppressions or 
untruths that are contained in it. Then I uk the 
member or MiDiste1 who is ~ of makin, 
that incomplete or incorrect statement and ,et his 
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statement also. I can allow them to make their 
statements on the floor of the House. If the 
dispute is not resolved, then the only remedy left 
is that they should be on the record or placed on 
the Table of the House for the members or for the 
public to judge who is right or who is not right. 
We cannot enter into any enquiry or investigation 
here. We cannot take it up, appoint any 
committee or get any documents or other things. 
Therefore, I am sorry I cannot agree with the plea 
of Dr. Lohia and Shri Kishen Pattnayak so far as 
that is concerned, and I cannot give my consent to 
it ... 

Point of prlvUeae 

228 
LOK SABHA 

(1966) 

Alleged misleading statement made in the House by 
the Prime Minister. 
Facts of the case and ruUng by the Speaker 

On the 18th April, 1966, Shri Hem Barua, a 
Member, sought to raise a question of privilege on 
the ground that on the 7th April the Prime Minister 
informed the House that the Soviet Union had sent 
somebody to Rawalpindi to apprise the Pakistani 
authorities of the violation of the Tashkent 
Declaration by Pakistan but she said on the 18th 
April that no emissary had actually gone. 

The member complained that the Prime Minister 
had, by here earlier statement, misled the House and 
thereby committed a breach of privilege. 

2. The Prime Minister (Shrimati Indira Gandhi) 
explained inter alia as follows:-
"Soon after the Tashkent Declaration-I do not like 
the word 'violation'-
anyhow things have happened on the Pakistani side 
which we have felt have not been fully in the spirit of 
the Tashkent Declaration. Now we have been 
bringing these things to the attention of the Soviet 
Government throughout and they have been taking 
up these matters-at least they have so told us-with 
the Pakistani authorities ...... 
It was in this connection, it was in this context, that 

the Soviet Prime Minister said, we do take this up 
and we will continue to take it up. In regard to the 
question of sending a person, he said that some 
one would be sent. It was not made clear, as I said 
earlier, as to who it would be, whethe,r it would be 
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a special emissary or whether it would be just an 
Ambassador-the Ambassador to Pakistan was at 
that time in Moscow ..... 

It was about what they had done in the past, that 
they had been taking up these issues with the 
Pakistan Government; about what they would do, 
If I spoke, it was a future action, and I said that 
somebody would be sent; whether that person was 
an Ambassador or who else, of course. I did not 
clarify. So, because of that, both these things come 
up, you could say. That tense perhaps created that 
confusion. There were two separate things in my 
mind, at least it was that way, and I can assure the 
House that I did not wish to mislead it in any 
way." 
3. Disallowing the question of privilege, the 

Speaker (S. Hukam Singh) observed as follows:-
"I agree with Shri Mukerjee that when any Minister, 

including the Prime Minister, makes a statement 
and comes to know that there has been some 
inaccuracy, then of his or her own accord the 
Minister should come up and correct himself or 
herself.. .... 

If there is any discrepancy or a statement is not 
correct, there is no question of any privilege 
motion unless it is proved that a wrong statement 
has been made deliberately, knowing the true 
position. It is wrong to presume that she knew the 
true position and deliberately made a wrong 
statement. We cannot make that presumption ..... 

After: listening to all, I feel that the Prime Minister 
did not try to mislead the House deliberately and, 
therefore, there is no question of privilege". 

Point of prlvlleae 

229 
LOK SABHA 

(1966) 

Alleged misleading of the House by a Minister 
regarding alleged opinion given by the Attorney-
General to the Prime Minister. 
Facts of the case and rullng by the Speaker 

On the 19th August, 1966, Shri Homi F. Daji, a 
member, sought to raise a question of privilege 
against Shri Satya Narayan Sinha, the Leader of the 
House on the ground that when on the 16th August, 
1966 some members had raised the question of press 
reports regarding the alleged opinion given by the 
Attorney-General to the Prime Minister on certain 
actions of the Minister of Food & Agriculture, 
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SPriC. Subramaniam), Shri Satya Narayan Sinha had 
admitted that a leakage had taken place and thereby 
confrrmed that the Attorney-General had sent an 
opinion to the Prime Minister giving a clean chit to 
Shri Subramaniam, despite the findings of the 
P.A.C., but later on the Attorney-General, in a letter 
published in the Indian Express, dated the 17th 
August, 1966, had contradicted this by stating that 
'no reference was made to me to assess the propriety 
or impropriety of Mr. Subramaniam's actions'. The 
member contended that Shri ~ Narayan Sinha 
deliberately gave a false impression that the news 
appearing in the Press was correct and thus had 
misled the House. 

2. Shri Satya Narayan Sinha explained that what he 
had said in the House on the 16th August was that 
the story which had appeared in the Press was not 
given by the Government Shri Sinha maintained that 
the Prime Minister did seek the Attorney-General's 
advice on an informal and confidential basis but 
added that the reference to the Attorney-General was 
not to obtain any kind clearance of the Minister 
concerned but to enable the Prime Minister to give 
further consideration to the matter. Denying the 
charge of misleading the House, Shri Sinha stated 
that according to the Indian Express of August 17, 
the Attorney-General had stated the same point, 
namely, that no reference was made tq him to' assess 
the propriety or impropriety of Shri Subramaniam's 
actions, and that no question could, therefore, arise 
of his clearing him or not clearing him. The 
Attorney-General had not said that no reference was 
made to him. 

3. Disallowing the question of privilege, the 
Speaker (Sardar Hukam Singh) observed that in view 
of the explanation by Shri Sinha, he did not find any 
inconsistency or lie in the statement and there was 
therefore no question of privilege. 
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LOK SABHA 

(1966) 

Point of privDeJe 

Alleged inco"ect statement mIlde by a Minister in 
the House regarding figures of area of India. 

Facts of the case and rutin, by the Speaker 

On the 22nd August, 1966, Dr. Ram Manohar 
Lohia, a member, sought to raise a question of 
privilege against Shri M.C. Chagla, the Minister of 
Education, on the ground that he had concealed 
the facts and misled the House in his statement 
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about discrepancy in area of India in the 
information given to U.N.O. in 1961 and the 
figures about the area given by the Prime Minister 
in reply to a question in the House on the 16th 
May, 1965. 

2. Shri Chagla denied that there was any 
discrepancy about the area figures in the 
information supplied to U.N.O. in 1961 and the 
statement made by the Prime Minister. 
Shri Chagla explained that the figures supplied to 
the United Nations were for a specific purpose. 
i.e., for demographic purposes, and as all the 
Census figures were not available then, the figures 
of population of those areas as were then available 
were supplied to U.N.O. in 1961 and a suitable 
footnote in the publication explained this fact. The 
Prime Ministers statement included also those 
areas the information about which was received 
subsequently from the Census authorities. 

3. Disallowing the question of privilege, the 
Speaker (Sardar Hukam Singh) observed inter alia 
as follows:-

If a Minister or any Member makes a statement 
himself knowing it to be false then alone the 
question of breach of privilege arises. Otherwise, 
mistakes might creep in, some errors might be 
made, even some lapses might be committed, but 
they do not constitute in any case a breach of 
privilege. I have already ruled this and I repeat it 
now. There is no question of breach of privilege in 
this case and I rule it out." 

Point of prlvileae 
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LOK SABHA 

(1966) 

Alleged inco"ect statement made by a Ministe, in the 
House. 

Facts of the CBSt' and ruUnl by the Speaker 

On the 24th August, 1966, Shri Madhu Limaye, 
member, sought to raise a question of privilege 
against Shri G.L. Nanda, Minister of Home Affairs, 
on the ground that on the 11th AuguS1, 1966, Shri 
Nanda in his statement regarding a news-item 
published in the StatumIln, dated the 10th August, 
1966, about the alleged activities of Left Communist 
Party of India, had denied that the source of that 
information, as alleged in news report, was the 
Ministry of Home Affairs, but the newspapers, after 
the denial by tbe Minister, maintained its position 



that the source of information was Ministry of Home 
Affairs. The member contended that Shri Nanda was 
aware of the position when he made that statem.ent 
in the House and thereby made an untruthful 
statement. 

2. Shri Nanda stated that what he had said earlier 
was correct to the best of his knowledge. 
Shri Nanda added that he had made his earlier 
statement after inquiring from ~  body concerned 
in the Ministry, including junior Ministers. 

3. Disallowing' the question of privilege. the 
Speaker (Sardar Hukam Singh) observed inter aliII as 
follows:-

"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 ~  or from any of the Ministers 
but that at the time of making the statement 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." 

Point of prlvDeae 
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LOK SABHA 

(1966) 

Alleged inco"ect statements made by a member in 
the Howe. 

Facts of the case and ruUn& by the Speaker 

On the 3rd September. 1966. Shrimati Renu 
Chakravartty and Shri Madhu Limaye, members, 
sought to raise a question of privilege against Shri 
Atulya Ghosh, another members, for making cartain 
alleged incorrect statements in the House on the 
18th August, 1966 during his personal explanation 
with regard to the allegations made in the previous 
day's .half-an-hour discussion on Pakistani spies 
concerning the activities of two alleged Pakistani 
spies, namely, SlIri Sunil Das, and employee of the 
All-India Congress Committee and Shri Mohit 
Choudhuri. It was alleged that those persou were 
known to Shri Atulya Ghosh and he had tried to 
put pressure to hush up the case against them. 
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Shri Atulya Ghosh in his personal explanation on 
the 18th August, 1966 had stated inter alill as 
follows:-

"Yesterday my name was freely mentioned in 
relation to a case concerning Shri Sunil Das, an 
employee of the All-India Congress Committee. 
He is one of the 105 employees there and I am 
an office bearer of All-India Congress Committee, 
and so it is natural that I knew him and he used 
to come to iny house .... 1 want to state 
categorically that the allegation that I have tried 
to exert influence to hush up the case is 
absolutely wrong. I never discussed these matters 
with any of the ministers either in the Centre or 
in the state or any of the officers. I also want to 
say that I never knew this Mohit Choudhuri and I 
have never sccn him in my life .... About Sunil 
Das, he belongs to the A.I.C.C ...... He was an 
employee of the A.I.C.C. and I am an office-
bearer and he used to come to me as several 
other office bearers, officers and members of the 
staff' came to me...... When Sunil'S house was 
searched, as the staff of A.I.C.C. he came and 
reported to me and I told him to take the help of 
a lawyer. The law of the land is to prevail. I 
again categorically say that this is nothing else but 
that some friends have tried to malign me 
personally and the Congress organisation 
collectively ..... 1 categorically state that I have no 
association with these pec;>ple and I completely 
deny that I ever tried to put any pressure to hush 
up the case." 

While raising the question of privilege against Shri 
Atulya Ghosh ~ members made the following five 
points. 

First, that the statement of Shri Atulya Ghosh 
that he did not know Shri Mohit Choudhuri and had 
never seen him in his life was false. Secondly, 
Shri Atulya Ghosh. by stating that Shri Sunil Das 
was only one among the lOS employees, had given 
the impression that Shri Sunil Das was an ordinary 
man and not an important member; that there was a 
proposal to appoint him as office secretary and 
therefore. what was alleged, was not true. Thirdly, 
the denial of Shri Atulya Ghosh that he exerted any 
influence in transfer of the case was false. Fourthly, 
in his earlier statement Shri Atulya Ghosh had said 
that when Sunil Das's house was searched, 
Shri Sunil Das came and reported to him that his 
house was searched but later on. Shri Ghosh 
corrected his statement that when Sunil Das was 
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interrogated by the Police in his house, he came 
~  reported to him (Shri Ghosh) that in his house 
he was interrogated. Fifthly, that it 'was reported 
in the newspapers that during the search jewellery, 
gold and ornaments were found but Shri Atulya 
Ghosh asked the Police not to seize that. 

The Speaker (Sardar Hukam Singh) reserved his 
ruling. 

3. On the 5th September, 1966, the Speaker, 
while disallowing the question of privilege, 
observed intu alia as follows:-

"All  those points have no substance either. The 
only point is whether the hon. member uttered 
a deliberate lie before this House or misled the 
House and whether that also is 4eliberate. The 
point is in regard to the two statements. One is 
that he never knew Mr. Mohit Choudhuri; the 
second is that Shri Sunil Das came to him 8.l1d 
he advise him to consult the lawyers and that 
the law shall have its course. These are the only 
two statements. In the first statement he said 
that Sunil Das came after the search had been 
made though he says that he realises the 
mistake and that lae tried to correct it. But 
then, the only relevant portion is whether 
Shri Sunil Das came to him and he only said 
that he might consult the lawyer or did anything 
to just help him or to get him out of the 
clutches of the police. That is the only thing 
that is there. No proof has been brought before 
me ....... I have been told that I should get the 
confessional statement of Mr. Mohit Choudhuri 
before the police. Be it before the police or 
before the court it does not matter. The 
veracity of a member'!; statement is not to be 
tested by the statement of an accused person, 
be it before the police or before the magistrate. 
I will have to rely on the  statement of the 
member first. Only this that the accused might 
have said something-which I do not 
know-before the police bringing in others also 
is not enough here, for the breach of privilege, 
to subslantiate that the member has said 
somethillg wrong deliberately. Therefore, on 
botb these things I have no material before me 
to hold that Mr. Atulya Ghosh has told a 
deliberatclie or Jaialed the House. Therefore, I 
close it abcre". 
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LOK SABHA 

(1966) 

Point of privilege 

Wrong briefing of a Minister by an official obout a 
statement to be made in the House. 

Facts of the cue and rulina by the Deputy Speaker 

On the 7th September, 1966, Shri H.N. Mukerjee 
and several other members sought to raise a question 
of privilege- against the Chief MinisterlHome 

~  Government officials of West Bengal 
en tl:tc ground that on the 6th September, 1966, while 
correcting an error in his statement of 17th August, 
1966, Shri Jaisukh Lal Hathi, Minister of State in the 
Ministry of Home Affairs, had stated that the error 
occurred not because he deliberately wanted to 
mislead the House, but because he was so briefed by 
a Senior Police Officer. specially called to brief him 
from West Bengal. The members stated that although 
Shri Hathi was !lot guilty of deliberately misleading 
the House, it was clear that the concerned Police 
official briefed the Minister with misleading and 
erroneous information. The members contended that 
as the statement was to be made in the House the 
officer ought to have taken care to brief the Minister 
with correct facts and therefore the Chief Minister/ 
Home MinisterlHome Secretary of the West Bengal 
Government, who were responsible for sending and 
briefing the official concerned. and the official who 
briefed Shri Hathi were guilty of gross contempt of 
the House fore misleading it and seeking to give false 
information to the House. 

2. Dilallowing the question of privilege, the 
Deputy Speaker (Shri S. V. Krishnamoorthy Rao) 
ruled in,., alia:-
"I have heard the hon. members who have tabled 
breach of privilege motions. All these arise out of 
the statement made by Mr. Hathi. He had stated 
clearly that an officer of the West Bengal 
Goverament gave that information. The officer of 
the Government is responsible only to the 
Minister. It is the Minister who is responsible to 
this Hause. The Minister has made a statement 
that he was misled by the officer and he 
exprened regret. So far as that matter is 
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· concerned, that is over. 

Now as to whether this House can go into the 
question of breach of privilege committed by an 
officer who gave the information to the Minister, I 
think, it is purely an administrative matter. He is 
an officer of the West Bengal Government. 
Yesterday, both the Prime Minister and the Home 
Minister stated that an inquiry is being made and 
that tbe guilty would be brought to book and that 
tbey are not there to shield anybody. It is a purely 
administrative matter and there is no question of 
breach of privilege. So, all tbese breach of 
privilege motions are ruled out." 

Point of privUeae 
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LOK SABHA 

(1967) 

Alleged misleading and untruth/til stateme1lts by 
Ministers. 

Facts of the case and actio. tau. by tile HOllIe 

On tbe Sth April, 1967, the Speak.r informed 
tbe House: tbat he had received notice of a question 
of privilege from Dr. Ram Manohar Lohia and Shri 
Madhu Limaye, members, in which they had alleged 
that in the light of a letter dated the 23rd March, 
1967, which Dr. Lohia had received from Mrs. 
Svetlana, it appeared that the Ministers of External 
Affairs arid Commerce and the Prime Minister had 
misled the House by making misleading and 
untruthful statements in the House. 

2. The Speaker (Dr. N. Sanjiva Reddy) gave bis 
consent to the raising of the matter and permitted 
Dr. Lohia to ask for leave of the House which he 
did. As not less than 2S members rose in favour of 
the leave being granted Dr. Lohia moved the 
following motion: 

"It is the sense of the House that, prima facie, 
there is a discrepancy between the repeated and 
categorical assertions of tbe Minister of 
External Affairs, on his own behalf and that of 
the Commerce Minister and the Government 
headed by the Prime Minister and the letters 
from Mrs. Svetlana to Dr. Lobia; and the 
House, therefore, resolves to refer the matter to 
tbe Privileges Committee." 
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Dr. Lohia stated that the Minister of External 
Affairs (Shri M.C. Chagla) had made the following 
statements; on the 21st March, 1967: 

"It is absolutely incorrect to say that this lady made 
any request to the External Affairs Ministry, to 
any Minister or to the Prime Minister to stay on 
in this country. Leave aside a pathetic request 
but even an ordinary request was Dot made .... " 

and on the 31st March 1967: 

"I have the authority to state to this HOMe 
categorically that at no time, either orally or in 
writing did she make a request to him (Shri 
Dinesh Singh) either in his capacity as Minister 
of State for External Affairs or in his personal 
capacity as a relation of hers .... " 

Then Dr. Lohia quoted the following two 
paragraphs from the letter dated the 23rd March, 
1967 from Mrs. Svetlana. which he had recc:ived: 

"Yes, there was a private talk between me and 
Dinesh Singh in January, in Kalakankar, about 
the possibility for me to stay in India the rest of 
my life. I have asked him whether it will be 
possible for me to approach the Prime Minister 
with such a request. Dinesh knew my feelings to 
my late husband to Kalakankar, to India. It was 
no surprise for him that I wished to stay in 
India. But he told me that he thinks it would be 
impossible to settle because of the strongest 
opposition from the Soviet Government, which 
would inevitably arise .... 

On the end of January, before Dinesh Singh left 
Kalakankar for Delhi, he talked with me again, 
to make quite clear to me, that Indian 
Government, the Prime Minister, and be 
himself would not be able anyhow to help me, 
if I decide not to return to Moscow and stay in 
India. He said that I should try to find some 
ways myself to settle the problems with the 
Soviet Government and if I would succeed in 
that then, certainly I can expect tbe help from 
tbe Indian side also." 

Dr. Lohia pointed out that tbe above two versions 
were quite contradictory and prima facie the 
Ministers had misled tbe House. This, he felt, 
constituted a breach of privilege and requested 
that the matter be referred to tbe Committee of 
Privileges for investigation and report as to 
which of the two versions was true. 
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3. The Minister of Parliamentary Affairs (Dr. Ram 
Subhag Singh) then moved the following motion: 

"This House is of opinion that the Minister of 
External Affairs, Minister of Commerce and the 
Prime Minister have not committed any breach 
of privilege of the House with regard to the 
complaint of privilege brought before the House 
by Dr. Ram Manohar Lohia today." 

4. Some members raised a point of order that the 
motion of Dr. Ram Subhag Singh was out of order-
under rule 344 as it was in the nature of an 
amendment to the original motion which had merely 
the effect of a negative vote. 

s. The Speaker observed as follows:-
"I have heard all the points of view, both for and 
against this point of order. I am of opinion that 
rule 226 is a self contained rule, so far as the 
motions relating to the questions of privilege 
are concerned. Rule 226 reads as follows: 

'If leave under rule 225 is granted, the House may 
consider the question and come to decision or 
refer it to a Committee of Privileges on a 
motion made either by the member who has 
raised the question of privilege or by any other 
member.' 

This rule envisages that either one of the two motions 
or both the motions can be made under this rule. 
The original motion of Dr. Ram Manohar Lohia 
states that a prima facie case of breach of privilege 
has been made out and the matter shoukl be 
referred to the Committee of Privileges for 
investigation. If this motion is voted down, it only 
means that the matter is not referred to the 
Committee of Privileges, and the substantive part 
of the question of privilege namely whether a 
breach of privilege or contempt of the House has 
been comlllitted remains, and the House has to 
give a decision on the merits of the case. 

Therefore, Dr. Ram Subhag Singh is within his rights 
to invite the House to come to a decision whether 
any breach of privilege or contempt of the House 
has been committed. 

I rule that both the motions are in order and they 
should be put to the vote of the House one after 
the other. First, Dr. Ram Manohar Lohia'slllotion 
will be put to the vote of the House, and if it is 
not carried, then Dr. Ram Subhag Singh's motion 
will be put to the vote of the House." 
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Actloa blkea bl the Ho.-

6. After a lengthy debate, in which the Minister of 
External Affairs (Shri M.C. Chagla) and the Minister 
of Commerce (Shri Dinesh Singh) explained the facts 
of the matter, the motion moved by Dr. Lohia was 
put to vote rust and negatived by 236 to 150 votes. 
The motion moved by Dr. Ram Subhag Singh was 
then put to vote and was adopted by the House. 

Point of privUeae 

235 
LOK SABHA 
(1967) 

Alkged misklUling stalement by II Minister in tM 
House. 

Facts of the case and action taken bl the HoUle 

On the lst August, 1967 Shri Atal Behari 
~  a member, complained that in the light of 

the following remarks contained in a note written by 
a Deputy Secretary of the Madhya Pradesh 
Government in a file, the Minister of Home Affairs 
(Shri Y. B. Cbavan), by his statements in the House 
on the 28th and 31st July, 1967 denying any 
information or issue of any directiollS by the Central 
Government, about the printing of Madhya Pradesh 
Budget for presentatio., to Lok Sabha, had misled 
the House: 

"It may be stated here that Shri Shirali, Joint 
Secretary, Ministry of rmance, Government of 
India, sounded the Finance Secretary on phone on 
the evening of 22nd July to start ~  for 
this contingency by way of abundant precaution." 

This, he felt, constituted a breach of privilege of 
the House. 

2. The Speaker (Dr. N. Sanjiva Reddy) gave his 
consent to the raising of the matter and permitted 
Shri Vajpayee to ask for leave of the House, which 
he did. As more than 2S members rose in favour of 
the reave being granted, Shri Vajpayee moved the 
following motion: 

"This House resolves that the alleged breach of 
privilege committed by the Minister of Home 
Affairs (Shri Y. B. Cbavan) , by keeping the 
House in the dark by his statements made on the 
28th and 3lst July, 1967 about the printing of 
Madhya Pradesh budget for presentation to 
Lok Sabha be referred to the Committee 'of 
Privileges for examination with instructions to 
present its report by the first day of the next 
session." 
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3: The Minister of Home Affairs (Shri Y. B. 
Chavan) readily agreed for reference of the matter to 
the Committee of Privileges, as he felt that he bad 
stated the facts and nothing was concealed from the 
House. 

4. Thereafter, Shri Madhu Limaye, another 
member, moved an amendment to the above motion 
as follows:-

"That the responsibility of the Prime Minister in 
this matter, as the head of the Cabinet, be also 
referred to the Committee of Privileges." 
5. Shri Chavan then observed that he had agreed 

for reference of the matter to the Committee of 
Privileges thinking that the Opposition were 
interested in finding out the facts and his 
responsibility in the matter but in view of the 
amendment moved by Shri Madhu Limaye, he felt 
that there were political motivations behind the issue. 
He would, therefore, oppose both the original 
motion, moved by Shri Atal Behari Vajpayee, and 
the amendment, moved by Shri Madhu Limaye. 

6. The Speaker ruled the amendment, moved by 
Shri Madhu Limaye, out of order on the ground that 
it was in the nature of a substantive motion and could 
not be moved as an amendment to the original 
motion. 

7. After a lengthy debate, Shri Chavan explained 
the position: 

"It is claimed that I made some material 
discrepancies in my different statements. 
Naturally, I had said that the words might be 
different but at least on one point I said I was 
not correct when I gave the information to the 
House- about the printing of the budget in 
Delhi. Naturally, in these matters I had no 
personal information about it. Therefore, I did 
consult the Deputy Prime Minister who, on his 
own impression, gave me information and later 
on he corrected that. But by that time, the 
discussion was over. I gave that information 
yesterday. 

The information was on two counts, whether we 
had information about the budget being printed 
in Madhya Pradesh. That was one thing, I said I 
had no information, I will have to get that 
information from Madhya Pradesh. You asked 
me to get the information from the Madhya 
Pradesh GDvernment. I have not changed that. 
There is no discrepancy on that point even DOW, 
because that day I did not have any information 
about the printing of the budget in Madhya 
Pradesh. 
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The second point on which I made a material 
statement, which I still say I stand by, 
was that we did not give any instructions to the 
Madhya Pradesh Government about the 
printing of the budget. 

• • • 
Now, the question of the Joint Secretary talking to 

somebody there bas been brought in. 
Administration is not all politics. 
Administration is fun of responsibilities. When 
the Madhya Pradesh Assembly was prorogued, 
naturally the administration here is concerned, 
it is the responsibility of the Home Ministry, the 
responsibility of the Finance Ministry. 

It is not merely a question whether one 
Government remains there, or the other 
Government comes in, it is a question of how to 
carry on the administration, because, even apart 
from the payments to these servants and 
services, as you know, in a State administration 
direct expenditure has to be incurred on many 
important, immediate problems. The patients in 
the hospitals have to be fed and they have to be 
given medicines the prisoners in jail have to be 
fed. These are some of the things on which you 
have to spend money. 

When on the 28th I made a statement here that I 
had no knowledge about this discussion between 
the Joint Secretary and the Finance Secretary at 
the other end, the question was raised by 
somebody; why is it that the Joint Secretary did 
not inform the Deputy Prime Minister or me? 

. Because he was very clear he did not give any 
instructions, there was no occasion for him to 
give any instructions, because he could not give 
instructions, because he had no authority to 
give instructions; unless he gets authority from 
the Deputy Prime Minister, he cannot give any 
instructions. 

It is said that I have misled the House. What is the 
meaning of 'misleading the House'? When I 
have got some other information which I 
suppress and I gave something else, then it is 
'misleading' . So, there was no question of 
misleading the House .... 

I respondeC:t in a spirit of co-operation. But when I 
found that the people who wanted to receive it 
were not so sincere, that they wanted to make 
political game of it, then, it was my right to 
withdraw it. So, Sir, my claim is that there is no 
privilege involved in it, and that this privilege 
motion should be rejected." 
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8. The motion moved by Shri Atal Behari 
Vajpayee, was then put to the vote of the House and 
negatived by 161 to 116 votes. 

236 
LOK SABHA 
(1967) 

Point of prid. 

Alleged misleading statement by a Minister in the 
Howe. 

Facts of the case and ruling by the Speaker 

On the 20th July, 1967, the Minister of Home 
Affairs (Shri Y. B. Chavan) had observed, as follows 
during the debate  on the adjournment motion 
regarding prorogation of the Madhya Pradesh 
Legislative Assembly: 

..... .1 would like to repeat what I said this morning. 
When the question was raised about the 
prorogation of the ASsembly, I said 'I have no 
facts about it. Unless I get the facts from the 
Governor, how can I say anything?' Till I talked t') 
the Governor this evening, after I promised to this 
House to talk to him, I had not a word with the 
Governor in the last many weeks perhaps. There 
was no question of giving any direction to the 
Governor ..... .. 

2. On the 25th July, 1967, Sarvashri Shri Chand 
Goel and Madhu Limaye, members sought to raise a 
question of privilege on the ground that certain 
newspapers of the 21st July, 1967, had published a 
statement of the Governor of Madhya Pradesh 
(Shri K.C. Reddy) which was as follows: 

"Asked whether he (the Governor) had consulted 
the Centre before proroguing the House, he said 
he had done so 'to the extent the Constitution 
permits'." 

The members contended that the news report 
clearly implied that the Governor had consulted the 
Centre before proroguing the House and thus the 
Minister of Home Affairs, by his aforesaid statement, 
had misled the House and thereby committed a 
breach of privilege of the H,!use. 

3. Shri Y. B. Chavan explained the position thus: 

"The points raised by the hon. member, Shri Gael 
relate to what I said in the House the other day 
that I had not talked to the Governor before I 
asked him after I was asked by the Lok Sabha to 
find out the reasons and the facts of the 
prorogation of the Assembly. I do stand by what I 
had uttered in this House that I did not have any 
discussion, any talk, with the Governor before 
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that. SQ there was no. question of my advising him 
or there being any discussion between him and 
me. 

As regard what the Governor is reported to have said 
to the pressmen, naturally I wanted to find out 
. when the privilege motion was raised here. The 
letter received from his Secretary-I am prepared 
to lay it on the ~  one of the Joint 
Secretaries in the Home Ministry reads thus: 

'I have placed the p,apers before the Governor and he 
desires me to say that the reports quoted in the 
motion that have appeared in two Delhi papers are 
incorrect. Some representatives of the press met 
the Governor on 20th July. He handed to them a 
prepared statement, a copy of which is enclosed. 

One of the representatives asked him whether in 
arriving at his decision to prorogue the Assembly, 
he had consulted the Centre. The Governor 
replied: 'I consult the Centre to the extent the 
Constitution permits.' What he meant to s.ay was 
that it was only where the ~  requires it 
that he consults the Centre. In this particular case, 
such a consultation was neither required nor 
permitted, and no advice was given by the Centre. 
He took the decision on the advice of the Chief 
Minister ..... .' 

These are the facts .......... ~ is no discrepancy 
between what the Governor has to say and  what I 
said. So I plead that there is no prima fade case of 
privilege. " 

4. The Speaker (Dr. N. Sanjiva Reddy), 
disallowing the ~  of privilege, observed: as 
follows: 

"The Home Minister also· agrees and says that he 
stands by what he has stated. In view of the fact 
that the Governor also corroborates this that he 
has not consulted the Home Minister, I do not 
think there is any case made out. I, therefore, 
withhold my consent to this motion." 

Point of priYi1eae 

, 237 
LOK SABHA 
(1968) 

Alleged misleading statement made by a Minister in 
the Howe. 

Facts of the aile and aclloa taken by' the House 

On the 2nd April, 1968, the Minister of Industrial 
Development and Company Affaris (Shri Fakhruddin 
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Ali Ahmed), in reply to a Short Notice Question,l 
stated as follows: 

"The facts regarding the question are that it is 
understood that Professor M.S. Thacker, 
Chairman of the Industrial Licensing Policy 
Inquiry Committee, was invited informally to a 
meeting of the Board of Directors of the Bank 
of India on the 28th March, 1968, to let them 
know his decision on the offer made to him of 
Directorship Oil the ~  of the Bank. After 
telling them that he required three to four 
weeks to consider his decision, Professor 
Thacker came away from the meeting. 
Subsequently, the Government have been 
informed that he has declined the offer. In the 
circumstances, it is not proposed by 
Government to take any further action in the 
matter." 

2. On the 24th April, 1968 the Minister of 
Industrial D'evelopment and Company Affairs, made 
a statement on  a Calling Attention Notice regarding 
the resignation of Professor Thacker from the 
Chairmanship  of the Industrial Licensing Policy 
Inquiry Committee, which inter alia was as follows: 

.. As the House will recall, I answered a Short 
Notice Question by Chintamani Panigrahi, a 
member, on the 2nd April, 1968 ... Basing my 
reply to the question entirely on the information 
given to me by Prof. Thacker himself on 29 
March, 19(58 and the Secretary to the  Industrial 
Licensing policy Inquiry Committee on 30 
March, 196it r bad then answered that Prof. 
Thacker was invited informally to a meeting of 
the Board of Directors of the Bank of India on 
the 28th March, 1968 to let them know his 
decision • on the offer made to him of the 
Directorship on the Board of Bank. I had 
added, also on Prof. Thacker's information, that 
after telling the Board that he required· three to 
four weeks to consider his decision, Prof. 
Thacker had come away from the meeting. The 
next day i.e., the 30th March, 1968 the 
Secretary of the Ministry of Industrial 
Development was informed. by Shri K.L. 
Rathee, Secretary to the Inquiry Committee, on 

lS.N.Q. No. IS (L.S. Deb., dt. 2-4-1968) read as follows: 

behalf of Prof. Thacker, both verbally and in 
writing that Prof. Thacker had decided not to. 
accept the Bank's offer. The terms in which 
Shri Rathee communicated this were as follows: 

'Before leaving for New York this morning 
Professor Thacker asked me to inform you that 
he has decided not to accept the Directorship of 
the Bank of India which was offered to him in a 
meeting held at Bombay on the 28th March, 1968.' 

• • • • 
I shall like to clear another misapprehension which 
seems to exist, namely, that Prof. Thacker's 
meeting with Board of Directors of the Bank 
was with the knowledge of Government. It is, 
of course, com::ct that Government knew that 
Prof. Thacker was going to Bombay on the 
28th March, 1968 but Government was at no 
time aware that he was proposing to attend the 
meeting of the Board of Directors of the Bank 
of India. It is only on his return from Bombay 
that he informed me on the 29th March, 1968 
that he had attended the meeting. I then 
expressed my surprise and unhappiness over his 
doing so, but he explained that he had gone 
there only to ask for time and that he left the 
meeting soon after communicating his views in 
the matter. 

I trust that the above statement of facts will show 
conclusively that all that I had stated in reply to 
the Short Notice Question on the 2nd April, 
1968 was based on facts and that there was no 
attempt whatsoever at concealment of any kind 
or to mislead ~ House ..... . 

I would like to make it clear that Prof. Thacker 
seems to have had some miscomprehension of 
my views as ~  in my earlier discussion 
with him on the 20th March, 1968. I am at a 
loss to understand how this happened, but even 
if there was any such misconception, I am sure 
it could not have lasted for long. So far as I am 
concerned, from the very beginning I had made 
it clear to Prof. Thacker that the Chairmanship 
of the Committee and the Directorship of the 
Bank are not consistent with each other having 
regard to the properties involved in the matter. 
I had stressed that it was most important that 

"Will the MinistEr of Industrial Development and Company Affairs be pleased to state: 

(a) whether Prof. M.S. Thacker, the Chairman of the Committee appointed to investigate into the question of issue of industrial 
licences to private monopoly  houses in the country has accepted the Directorship of the Bank of India and is attending its meetings; 
and 

(b) if so, Government's reaction thereto?" 
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the stature and the status of the Committee should 
not be allowed to suffer in any manner. These views 
were reiterated by me on the 27th March, 1968 when 
Prof. Thacker met me before he left for Bombay and 
again on the 29th March, 1968 on the eve of his 
departure for New York. If it had been a fact that I 
had agreed to Prof. Thacker continuing as Chairman 
of the Committee even after becoming a Director of 
the Bank, surely there would have been some 
communication by the Government to him or to the 
Committee to that effect. In fact there was no such 
communication from Government. On the contrary, 
the fact that Prof. Thacker declined the offer of the 
Bank on the 30th March, 1968 is ample testimony, if 
indeed such testimony is needed, that he made up his 
mind following his meetings with me on the 27th and 
29th March, 1968 when I had reiterated in no 
uncertain terms what my reactions were to this 
continuing as Chairman if he accepted the 
Directorship of the Bank ..... 

It has also been said that Prof. Thacker took the 
prior permission of the Government to consider 
the offer to the Bank of India. So far as I am 
concerned, the question of prior permission did 
not actually arise, as b seems that the offer had 
been under his consideration for some time for 
personal reasons. It is not known to Government 
even now as to when Prof. Thacker received the 
offer of the Bank of India in the first instance and 
how lon, he had been in touch with the Bank on 
the subject. The fact of the offer was brought to 
Government's notice for the first time only about 
the middle of March last. The statement, 
therefore, that the offer was considered with the 
prior permission of the Government is untenable. I 
would like to add here that while acceptance or 
non-acceptance of the offer was a matter wholly 
for Prof. Thacker to decide, the Government was 
concerned only with his continuance as the 
Chairman of the Inquiry Committee, if he were to 
accept such an offer. 

In the light of the above, I would repeat to the 
hon. House that I stand by all that I have said in 
answer to the Short Notice Question put to me on 
the 2nd April, 1968. In the interest of the dignity, 
impartiality and rectitude with which a Committee 
of this stature should work, I have already 
intimated to Prof. Thacker that Government have 
accepted his resignation ...... " 
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3. On the 26th April, 1968 Shri Rabi Ray, a 
member, sought to raise a question of privilege on 
the ground that the Minister .. of Industrial 
Development and Company Affaits by his statement 
made on the 2nd April, 1968 had misled the House. 
which constituted a breach of privilege. 

4. The Speaker (Dr. N. Sanjiva Reddy) permitted 
Shri Rabi Ray to ask for leave of the House, which 
he did. As more than 25 members rose in favour, the 
leave was granted. 

5. Sbri Rabi Ray then moved the following motion: 
"Whereas in the opinion of this House, it clearly 

appears necessary to inquire whether a breach of 
privilege of the House has been committed or not 
by the Minister of Industrial Development and 
Company Affairs by the reply given by him on the 
2nd April, 1968 this House, therefore, resolves to 
refer this matter to the Committee of Privileges 
with instructions to report on the first day of the 
next session." 
6. The Minister of Law (Shri P. Govinda Menon), 

participating in' the discussion, observed inter alia as 
follows: 
" .... .I am amazed to find that nobody who supported 

the motion referred to any passage in the 
statement made by the Minister on the 2nd April, 
1968 which was either false.... or which was 

. calculated to mislead the House. 
... .I have not been able to understand from any of 

the Speeches made here which of the three 
statements of this answer was deliberately false 
and calculated to misled the House. Is it false to 
say that he went to attend informally a meeting of 
the Board of Directors of the Bank? It is admitted 
to be correct. Is it not correct tbat be said that be 
would answer some time later? Is it not correct 
that before he went to New York, he informed 
through Mr. Rathee, the Minister that he does not 
propose to accept the Directorship of the Bank of 
India? 

The'lC are the tbree statements made. We are told 
that these statements are false and are calculated 
to mislead the House and therefore there should 
be an inquiry in the Committee of Privileges. II 
the committee of PriVileges a body to inquire into 
matters which are not relevant to the issues raised? 
Is the privilege of this House, which is a very 
important privilege, a very important right to the 
members of the House and to the House to be so 
lightly treated that anything could be sent to the 
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Committee of Privileges? If some of us would 
vote against it. it is because we want to see that 
the privilege of having a privilege for the 
members of the House should be preserved as a 
.sanctified privilege and it should not be tossed 
about or attempted to be tossed about like 
this ...... "  . 

7. Sbri Kanwar Lal Gupta. another member. 
quoted from the letter stated to have been written 
by Shri Rathee. Secretary of the Industrial Licensing 
Committee. to the 'Secretary of the Ministry. 
indicating that the Minister had agreed to the 
personal request of Prof. Thacker. He abo moved 
the foUowing amendment to the motion moved by 
Shri Rabi Ray: 

"That in the motion after '2nd' insert 'and 24th· ... 

8. After a lengthy debate. the . Minister of 
Industrial Development and Company Affairs 
reiterated his earlier statements and said that he had 
neither made any false statement nor misled the 
House in any way. 

9. The amendment moved by Shri Kanwar Lal 
Gupta was put to vote and negatived. 

10. Thereafter. the motion moved by Shri Rabi 
Ray was put to vote ~  by 145. to ~ votes. 

238 
LOK SABHA 
(1968) 

Point of prlvlleae 

Alliged misleading statement by the Deputy Prime 
Minisler in the House. 

Facts of the case and ruUna: by the Speaker 

On the 24th July, 1968. Shri Madhu Limaye. a 
member sought to raise a question Of privilege 
against the Deputy Prime Minister (Shri Morarji 
Desai) on the ground that the following statement 
made !>y the latter on the 30th April. 1968 during 
the debate on the Finance BiD was fJdse and 
misleading: 

...... my son has given up businCS$ from the year 
1964; not now. After I had gone 01lt of the Ministry 
he wrote to me that he wanted to serve me and 
serve the public and 'now that I was out of the 
Ministry, nobody wiD be able to say aaytbing' . 
Therefore. he went out of business and joined me as 
my private secretary .... ,. 

I have ~ enquiries through the police against my 
son whenever some papen have come like that. I 
have not let it alone, and I am happy that my son 

was always 1ou8d mil •. away from any kind of 
these things. It was only some perverse people 
who were trying to circulate these rumours against 
him." 

Sbri Madhu i.imaye added that he was in 
possession of photostat copies of an agreement 
between Dodsal Private Limited and Shri Kantilal 
Desai (son of Sbri Morarji Desai) whereunder the 
company was to pay to him Rs. 2.050 per month for 
a period of three years with effect from the 1st 
April. 1965. The member contended that this 
showed that Shri Kantilal Desai had business 
connections even much after 1964 when he was 
stated to have given up aU business. Thus Shri 
Morarji Desai bad misled the House and thereby 
committed a breach of privilege and ~  of the 
House. 
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2. Shri MoraIji Desai explained the position as 
follows: 

"Messars Dodsal Private Limited-an A.E.G 
not an Indian concern at that 
time-engaged my son as . a 
Commission Agent from December, 
1956. 

In December. 1960 the concern employed him 
as the Director Sales on a salary plus 
commission as is the usual basis for salaried 
employees. the total of which from the 
second year 'of service· was a little ·over Rs. 
4.000 PJID. the salary part being'Rs. 1.650 
during the first 12 months Rs. 2.050 after 
one year. The rest was the result of the 
commission which he got in the year. 

Both these agreements were signed by the 
European Manager terminable on six 
months notice. The agreement of 
December, 1960 remained in force until 
31st March, 1965 inclusive of the period 
of notice. He however ceased to do any 
work after June, 1964 for this company. 

The- last agreement providing for terminal 
benefits with, a monthly remuneration of 
Rs. 2,050 but no commission was for 3 
years with effect from lst April. 1965. 

~ the photostat copy would show, this 
agreement imposes no business obligation 
except that nothing regarding the 
transactions done during the period when· 
my son was with the concern either as an 
agent or' in service would be disclosed. 
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This is an obvious precaution and cannot be 
deemed to be business connection. The 
cessation of the commission fees which 
were substantial would establish that no 
business was expected during the period. 
The payment of terminal benefit is as stated 
in the Agreement for valuable services 
rendered. This is a business evaluation 
entirely within the judgement of the 
concern and the hon'ble House would no 
expect me to go into the details of this and 
similar other transactions in the business 
world. 

The last agreement which has been used to 
impugn my statement relates to a period 
when I was out of office. It is nothing but 
fanciful to state that my general standing in 
public life would have brought this about. So 
many of us including my hon'ble friend, Shri 
Limaye, have standing and influence but I do 
hope that in equity they would be saved the 
imputation should some good things happen 
to their families. 

I would not like to go into ~ wild and 
irresponsible thoughts built around this matter. I 
had drawn distinction between the role of my 
son as my Private Secretary when I was out of 
office, and as my personal Private Secretary 
when he accompanied me on one or two official 
tours. No part of the cost wa, met by 
Governmeat nor had my son aCCess to official 
records. It is equally absurd on the one hand to 
connect tbe timing of the raid by the 
Enforcemeat Directorate with the cessation of 
the  agreement and on the other to insinuate that 
the enquiry is being interfered with. The enquiry 
is procecdiag according to law and regular 
progress reports are being watched in the 
Directorate of Enforcement and the Ministry." 

3. The Speaker (Dr. N. Sanjiva Reddy), 
disallowing the question of privilege, observed that 
there was no difference in the facts stated by both 
sides and no q .. tion of privilege was involved in the 
matter. 
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Point or privUeae 

239 
LOK SABHA 
(1968) 

Alleged misleading of the Howe by a Minister 

Facts of the case and rullDl by the Deputy Speaker 

On the 25th March, 1968, Shri Rabi Ray, a 
member, sought to raise a question of privilege in the 
House against the Minister of State in the Ministry of 
Home Affairs (Sbri V.C. Shukla) on the ground that 
Shri V.C. Shukla had deliberately misled the House 
on the 22nd March, 1968, by repeatedly and 
categorically stating that the Consultative Committee 
to be set up under clause 3 of the West Bengal State 
Legislature (Delegation of Powers) Bill would not 
involve any expenditure from the Consolidated Fund 
of India and that, therefore, no Financial 
Memorandum was required to be circulated with the 
Bill in terms of Rule 69 of the Rules of Procedure 
and Conduct of Busines in Lok Sabha. Shri Rabi Ray 
pointed out that subsequently, however, Shri V.C. 
Shukla had circulated the required Financial 
Memorandum stating that approximately a sum of 
Rupees 96 thousand would be spent from the 
Consolidated Fund of India. Shri Rabi Ray 
contended that there was a clear case of breach of 
the privileges of the House and the matter should be 
referred to the Committee of Privileges. 

2. Shri V.C. Shukla explained: 

...... when I said that there would be no 
expenditure, it was my view and it was the 
Government's view that there was no expenditure 
involved from the Consolidated Fund of India in 
terms of Art .. 117 (3) of the Constitution. Sir, this 
was the position that we adopted and this was the 
position that was accepted in 1960. This matter was 
raised in 1960. It was extensively examined by the 
Rajya Sabha SecTetariat, by the Lok Sabha 
Secretariat and by the Ministry of Law and it was 
held that the expenditure for such committeel has to 
come from the Lok Sabha Secretariat expeDICI and 
since theA we 'have brought forward many such Bills 
and no financial memorandum was included on the 
presumption which was based on the decision taken 
in 1960. 

• • • • 
There was no dispute about the expenditure. We 
were only debating whether it would be 10 in terma 
of Art. 117(3) of the Constitution or not. Since we 
had this information of the decision taken in 1960, I 
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had stated so before the House. Afterwards you were 
pleased to rule that a financial memorandum should 
be cirCulated. So, in accordance with your direction 
we put it. That is all about this." 

The Deputy Speaker (Shri R.K. Khadilkar), who 
was in the Chair, thereupon, observed as foUows:-

.... .it would have been far better to have the matter 
thoroughly examined before making a 
statement, because nobody can be certain about 
past practices. We have to examine it with a 
view to observing current procedure. That is 
more important. Even if in the past, there was 
certain irregularity, it is not that on that basis 
quoting that precedent, we could go ahead. 

In future, this should be borne in mind. I 
personally feel everybody would agree that 
there was no intention to mislead but the 
manner in which it was said and the approach 
to the problem oUght to have been a little 
different. It should not be stretched too far. 

This matter is now closed." 
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Point or privilege 

LOK SABHA 
(1969) 

Alleged misleading 0/ the Howe by a Minister 
Facts or the case and ruJinl by the Speaker 

On the 8th December, 1969, in reply to a Calling 
Attention Notice regarding "Reported disappearance 
of important military designs from the Central 
Scientific Instruments Organisation, Chandigarh," the 
Minister of Education (Prof. V.K.R.V. Rao) had 
stated inter-alia, that "the fact that certain military 
documents were missing from the office of the 
Central Scientific Instruments Organisation, 
Chandigarh, had not been brought to my notice by 
the office of Council of Scientific and Industrial 
Research and the first information I got was from the 
"Statesman", of 5th December, 1969. Shri M.L. 
Sondhi, a member, however, contended that the 
Director, C.S.I.O. Chandigarh (Dr. Gill) had written 
a letter to Prof. V,K.R.V. Rao on the 5th 
November, 1969, informing him 'of the missing 
documents. 

2. Sarvashri N .K. Shivappa Bnd Kanwar La! Gupta 
M.Ps, in separate communications dated the 8th and 
9th December, 1969, respectively addressed to the 
Speaker also alleged that a letter dated the 24th 
November, 1969, about the missing documents in 
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question was written by the Director, Central 
Scientific Instruments Organisation, Chandigarh 
(Dr. P.S. Gill) to Prof. V.K.R.V. Rao and was duly 
acknowledged by the personal staff of Prof. Rao. 

3. On the 15th December, 1969, Sarvashri N.K. 
Shivappa, M.L. Sondhi and Kanwar La! Gupta, 
M.Ps. sought to raise a question of privilege in the 
House against the Minister of Education on the 
ground that be had deliberately misled the House on 
the 8th December, 1969, by repeatedly and 
categoricaUy stating that the fact that certain military 
documents were missing from the office of the 
Central Scientific Insttuments Organisation, 
Chandigarh, had not been brought to his notice by 
the office of the Council of Scientific & Industrial 
Research and that the farst information he got was 
from the "Statesman", dated the 5th December, 
1969. Explaining the position Prof. V.K.R.V. Rao 
stated inter-mia as follows:-

"Although in the final observations on that day (8th 
December, 1969), I did refer to 25th November, 
as the first time I came to know about this 
matter. I had said in my initial statement, as also 
in the earlier part of the discussion on that day, 
that I came to know about this matter, for the 
first time, on 5th December. This was due to the 
fact that in my preoccupation with the substance 
of Dr. GiU's letter of 24th, which was mainly 
concerned with the police raids on his house and 
his appeal for protection, the passing mention 
tbat the letter bad made to the loss of tbe 
documents escaped my mind. 

This is a letter whicb was acknowledged by my 
office in tbe routine course altbough the fact 
that it had been acknowledged was not in my 
personal knowledge when I spoke in the 
House on 8th December. 

As the House would thus observe, it is not true 
that I received any communication from 
Dr. GiD in regard to tbe missing documents 
around 5th November. Nor is it true that I 
received any telegram about that time of tbe 
nature alleged by Shri Gupta. In my concluding 
observations in tbe House on 8tb December I 
also did refer to. 25tb November as the first 
time when I came to know about this matter. 
However, as I wrote to you, Sir, wben you 
asked me for the facts on tbe present notices, I 
have no hesitation in expressing my regret if 
any erroneous impressions were created about 
dates by my initial statement or by what I said 
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during the earlier part of the discussion. There 
was absolutely no intention on my pan to 
mislead the House and much less to misstate 
any facts". 

4. On the 18th December, 1969, after some further 
discussion on the matter, the Speaker observed as 
follows:-

"He (Prof. V.K.R.V. Rao) has already expressed 
regret I drop the matter. I do not hold the motion in 
order." 

Point of privilege 

241 
LOK SABHA 
(1972) 

Misleading the Committee on Pyblic Undertakings by 
an official witness 

For details of the case please see summllry No. 134 ar 
pp. 264-265 ante. 

Point of privilege 

242 
LOK SABHA 
(1973) 

Alleged inaccuracy in the information given by a 
Minister in the House 

Facts of the case and ruling by the Speaker 

On the 13th December, 1973, Shri Jyotirmoy BOIU, 
a member sought to raise a question of privilege 
against the Minister of State in the Ministry of 
Finance (Shri K.R. Ganesh) for allegedly giving 
wrong information to the House during 
supplementaries on a Starred Question. 
Shri Jyotirmoy Bosu stated that on the 8th 
December, 1973, while replying to a supplementary 
to a Starred Question on the disparity of pay scales 
and conditions of service of the two classes of Income 
Tax Officers, the Minister had stated as follows:-

'"The hon. member has asked three questions First, 
he has asked whether the PAC had 
recommended the abolition of Class II officer' 
cadre in the Income Tax Depanment. I am 
informed that the PAC did recommend this, 
but the Department later on discussed it with 
the PAC and tbe PAC was persuaded to with-
draw tbis ~  

Shri Bosu contended that the Public Accounts 
Committee bad not made any sucb recommendation 
nor were they persuaded to witbdraw any 
recommendation. The Minister had thus, be alleged, 
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deliberately misled the House and lowered the 
dignity of the Committee on Public Accounts in the 
eyes of tbe public. 

2. The Speaker (Dr. G.S. Dhillon) observed as 
follows:-

"There is no question of privilege. I want to tell 
you once and for all that in the case of such 
matters. when a member is not satisfied and I 
find something incorrect in the statement, it is 
not a question of privilege at all-It is referred 
to Minister under Direction 115. 

.. the whole discussion has arisen because of the 
words that 'the Committee were persuaded'. 
And that is wrong expression used and you are 
sorry for that; that is all right ... there is nothing 
in this except the use of a wrong expression. 
There is nothing deliberate and there is nothing 
wrong, but some wrong expression had been 
used. Instead of referring to the matter having 
been discussed and dropped, he said 
'persuaded' which perhaps will not be a good 
instance for the future. That was why I had 
suggested that persuasion was a wrong 
expression used ..... .. 

3. Shri K.R. Ganesh, thereupon, stated inter-.li. 
as follows:-

"I have in my first submission itself mentioned 
already that the expression 'persuaded to 
withdraw' was an unhappy and inappropriate 
expression. If for that your suggestion has been, 
and it is the feeling of the House allo that I 
should express regret for this inappropriate 
expression which I had used I have absolutely no 
hesitation in expressing regret for this 
inappropriate expression which I had used." 

4. The matter was then closed. 
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Point or privilege 

LOK SABHA 
(1974) 

Alleged misleading  statement in the House by a 
Minis"r 

Facts or tbe cue aad ruUng by the Speaker 

On the 18th April. 1974 Shri Jyotirmoy Bosu, a 
member sought to raise a question of privilege 
against tbe Minister of Home Affairs (Sbri Uma 
Sbanker Diksbit) for allegedly making a wrong 
statement in the House on the 17th April, 1974, 
regarding shooting incidents in Bihar. Shri Bosu 
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stated' that on the 17th April, 1974, while making a 
statement on Bihar situation in the House, the 
Minister had stated that no 'shoot at sight orders' 
were issued in Gaya and that aU the three firings 
there took place under order of the Magistrate on 
duty on tlie spot. Sbri Bosu contended that 
according to a news report circulated by the 
Press Trust of India and published in the Times of 
India, dated the 16th April, 1974, the District 
Magistrate had confirmed to the press that he had 
Jiven shoot at sipt order in Gaya on the 13th 
April, 1974. 

2. The Deputy Speaker (Shri G.G. Swell) who 
was then in the Chair, reserved his ruling. 

3. On the 19th April, 1974, the Deputy Speaker 
disallowed the question of privilege and ruled as 
follows:-

"Yesterday, I held over for consideration the 
notice of a privilege motion by Shri Jyotirmoy 
Bosu. 

I have had the opportunity to go through his 
letter and also to examine the relevant proceedings 
in the House on that day and what I found 
was that there is a dispute with regard to 
facts. Shri Jyotirmoy Bosu contends that there 
was an order to shoot at sipt and the Home 
Minister in his statement says that there was 
no such order and whatever action was taken 
was on the order of the Magistrate on the 
spot and not on any order of shoot at sight. 
At the most, this is a dispute of facts and 
since the discussion on the Bihar situation will 
be taken up right now, I shall give 
Sbri Jyotirmoy Bosu an opportunity to speak 
on it and he may make that submission ..... .I 
have ruled that there is no privilege 
involved." 

4. On the lst August, 1974, Shri Madhu Limaye 
a member soupt to raise a question of privilege 
against the Minister of Home Affairs (Shri Uma 
Shanker Dikshit) for making a wrong statement in 
the House. Shri Limaye stated that on the 17th 
April 1974, while making a statement in the House 
regarding shoot at sight order in Gaya, the Minister 
of Home Affairs had stated that no such order was 
issued but according to the Report of the 
Committee appointed by Shri Jayaprakash Narayan, 
the authoritfes did issue shoot at sight orders there. 
Shri Limaye contended that the statement made by 
the Minister of Home Affairs on the basis of the 
information received by him from the State 
Government wu thus not correct and the matter. 
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might be referred to the Committee of Privileges 
for examination. 

S. The Speaker (Dr. G.S. Dhillon) reserved his 
ruling. 

6. On the Sth August, 1974, the Minister Home 
Affairs (Sbri Uma Shanker Dikshit) , Made inter-
alia the following statement:-

"Sir, you would recall that in the course of a 
statement I had made in the House on the 17th 
April, in regard to developments in Bihar. I 
had pointed out that the State Government 
have intimated that no shoot at sight order 
was given at Gaya and that aU the firings 
took place under orders of the Magistrates on 
the spot'. 

.... .In the course of my statement as well as 
reply I had made it clear that the information 
which I had furnished had been obtained from 
the State Government. 

Shri Madhu Limaye had referred to-the report of 
a Committee appointed by Sbri Jayaprakasb 
Narayan to enquire into in incidents at Gaya. 
The Committee in its report had referred to 
what Shri B.K.P. Sinha a former member of 
the Rajya Sabha had informed the Committee 
that he heard an announcement that the 
curfew had been extended and that those 
found on the road would be shot at. The 
Committee, however, had also stated that it 
was not possible for them to check the facts 
with the administration and, therefore, it was 
difficult for them to get the exact wording of 
the written orders, if any, passed in this 
regard. We have, however, again checked the 
position with the State Government who have 
reiterated that what I had informed the House 
was correct. Sir, when ever the Central 
Government are required to apprise members 
of this House of the development relating to 
public order or any other matter wholly within 
the competence of the State Government 
under the Constitution, it has been the 
practice that we rely on the information 
furnished by the concerned State Government. 
The practice in our view is based on a correct 
appreciation of the constitutional position. The 
information furnished to the House is based 
on what the State Government have conveyed 
to us and i;D doing so there cannot be any 
question of misleading the House or 
committing any contempt of its privileges." 
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7. The Speaker cUsaUowed the question privilege 
and ruled as follows:-

"So far as this privilege is concerned [ think tbere 
is no privilege involved because, normally tbe 
information is that of the State Government and 
they bave made it sure that it is checked 
again ...... . 

Now, tbe Minister is responsible so far as those 
matters which are within his cognizance and be has 
relied on tbem. [ am sorry, there is no privileae 
involved here.... we have to rely on the 
statement made by the Minister. 

Point of prlvfleae 

244 

LOK SABHA 

(1974) 

Alleged non-fulfilment of lSSuranccs given and 
misleading statements made by Ministers !p the 
House and misconduct of a ~ in 
connection with the Pondic1Jerry Import ~  

case 

For details of the case please sec summary No 75 at 
pp. 139-142 ante. 
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LOK SABHA 

(1974) 

Point of prlvfleae 

Alleged misleading statement by the Prime 
Minister in the House. 

Facts of the cue and ruJIn& the Speak_ 
On the 28th November, 1974 Sbri Madbu 
Dandavate a member stated in the House that a 
arcular had been issued by the Prime Minister's 
Secretariat stating that tbe Minister should send 
advance copies of all replies to be Jiven in the House 
to the Prime Minister. 

2. On tbe 4th December, 1974, the Prime Minister 
(Shrimati Indira Gandhi), referring to the above 
matter stated in the House as follows:-

"Sir, [ wu informed the other day that 
Shri Madbu Dandavate made a reference to an 
alleged c:ircular issued by my Secretariat. ~ 
soon as [ heard about it, I wrote to you that 
there was no truth in this, No c:ircular has gone 
from tbe Prime Minister's Secretariat in my 
tUne. Neither verbally nor orally. But earlier 
on-I am not quite sure of the ~  1964, 
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and, perhaps once before, a sUllestion was 
made that Questions pertaining to Pakistan and 
Kashmir should be shown to the Prime 
Minister. But this was before my time .... In my 
time, no sucb circular bas gone. I do not 
normally look into Questions unless a Minister 
wants to ask my advice or feels tbat I should 
know." 

3. On the 26th February, 1975, in reply to a 
Starred Question No. 131, the Prime Minister 
informed the House that the followina circular was 
issued by the Prime Minister's Secretariat on the 28th 
October, 1974, to all the Ministrics:-

"The undersigned is dircc:tcd to say that as in the 
past, the Prime Minister would like to see advance 
copies of all statements to be made in 
Parliament by Ministers as also of briefs for 
answering supplementary questions, if any. The 
Ministries are, therefore requested to forward 
four copies of sucb statements and briefs to this 
Secretariat as soon as tbey ate finalised. D»rina 
working hours these copies may kindly be ICnt 
to Shri B.N. Tandon, Joint Secretary to the 
Prime Minister, in Room No.8, Parliament 
House and the Prime Minister's House  after 
working bours and on holidays." 

4. On the 27th February, 1975, Shri Atal Bihari 
Vajpayee, another member, sought to raise a 
question of privileae aaainst the Prime Minister 
stating that on tbe 4th December. 1974, the Prime 
Minister bad made a misleading statement in the 
HoulC in which she had denied that any such circular 
had been sent to the Ministers by her Secretariat, 
whereas, on the 26tb February. 1975, in reply to a 
Starred Question, the Prime Minister bad informed 
the House of the text of a circular on the subject 
issued by the Prime Minister'l Secretariat to all the 
Ministries on the 28th October, 1974. 

5. TIac Speaker (Dr. G.S. Dhillon) observed that 
be had not allowed the matter to be raised as a 
queltion of privilege. 

6. On the 3rd March, 1975 when Sbri Madhu 
Daadavate sought to raise the matter apin in tbe 
House. the Speaker observed u followl:-

"I had not accepted it as a privilege motion. If the 
Minister wants to make a Itatement independent of 
the motion, [ do not mind. The Prime Minister 
has a prcrosative to ICC and so far as this is 
concerned, it is c10arly mentioned as in the 
past ..... privileae does not arise [' do not allow 
it. The Prime Minister has lOt the prerolative 
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to see the statements. She has to coordinate and 
she is to have general supervision. What is 
.wrong about it? It bas been said 'as in the past'. 
the Prime Minister can explain it ...... this is not 
a privilege at all. I do not treat it as a 
privilege." 

7. Thereupon. the Prime Minister (Shrimati Indira 
Gandhi) explained the position as follows:-

"The question that was raised in the House was 
this. This was the quotation of Mr. Madbu 
Dandavate ..... . 

'It is our information that a circular has gone that 
henceforth all the replies sent by the Minister 
must be first sent to the Prime Minister. 

It is to this that I gave a reply that no such circular 
has gone. The circular which was sent. as I have told 
the hon. Speaker and I think that Mr. Madhu 
Dandavate is also in the know. was to the effect 
that when statements are made by Ministers in 
the House, copies of those plus any notes which 
they may have for supplementaries on the 
statements should be sent to the Prime 
Minister's Secretariat ..... The hon. member is 
quite right in saying that the earlier circular was 
went by my Secretariat also because I think it is 
the Prime Minister's business to know what 
important matters are going on in the 
House .... .I denied that I had asked for all 
questions, and replies to be submitted which I 
have not asked for .... When a specific question 
was asked whether I had asked for advance 
copies of questions and their replies, I said 
·No· ..... But I certainly think that matters that 
come up in connection with call attention 
motions and so on are important. And there 
also I said that the final version should be sent 
to me, so that I know what they are saying in 
the House so that if necessary and something 
has to be followed up. I know. I think it is the 
Prime Minister's business to keep abreast of 
what is going on in the House." 

8. Thereafter, the matter was closed. 
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Point of privUeae 

246 
LOK SABHA 

(1974) 

Alleged misleading statements made in the House by 
a Minister in connection with the Pondicherry 
Import Licence case. 

Facts of the caSe and ruUng by the Speaker 
On the 4th, 5th. 11th, and 12th December. 1974. 

Sarvashri Atal Bihari Vajpayee, Madhu Limaye. 
Jyotirmoy Bosu and Shyamnandan Mishra Members. 
sought to raise a question of privilege against the 
Minister of Railways (Shri Lalit Narain Mishra) for 
allegedly misleading the House by his certain 
statements on the 28th August and 9th September, 
1974. in connection with the Pondicherry import 
licence case. 

2. On the 9th December. 1974. Shri L. N. Mishra 
laid on the Table of the House a statement explaining 
the position. 

3. On the 12th December. 1974. the Speaker 
(Dr. G.S. Dhillon) reserved his ruling. 

4. On the 16th December. 1974. the Speaker 
disallowed the question of privilege and observed as 
follows:-

"Now, I have to give my ruling regarding the 
question of privilege against Shri L. N. Mishra. 
Sarvashri Atal Bihari Vajpayee. Madhu Limaye, 
Jyotirmoy Bosu and Shyamnandan Mishra gave 
notices of question of privilege against Shri L. 
N. Misbra, Minister of Railways. They also 
made their submissions in the House on the 4th, 
5th, 11th, and 12th December, 1974, on the 
admissibility of their notices. 

The facts are as follows:-
(i) On 28 August, 1974, Shri L.N. Mishra made 

a statement in the House as follows:-
'1 recollect having received a letter purporting 

to bear the signatures of a number of 
MPs when I was in charge of the former 
Minister of Foreign Trade. As far as I 
remember, I passed on the letter to the 
officer concerned in the normal course 
of business. No order was passed by 
me. nor any licence was issued during 
the period I remained in that Ministry. I 
strongly repudiate the allegation that I 
had anything to do with the obtaining of 
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signatures on the application or grant of 
licence. I repeat, Sir, none of these 
licences were issued during my 
stewardship of the Ministry of Foreign 
Trade. 

(ii) On the 9th September, 1974, when Sbri Atal 
Bibari Vajpayee said (original in Hindi) that 
Shri Tulmoban Ram was having a school 
constructed in his village in the name of 
Pandit Ravindra Natb Misbra, the fatber of 
Sbri Lalit Narain Mishra, and that donations 
had been collected for that purpose, Shri 
L.N. Mishra, Minister of Railways, 

intervened to say:-'Hum Ko gyat nahin hai' (I do 
not know). 

The contention of the members is that by bis above 
two statements Sbri L.N. Mishra bas deliberately 
misled tbe House. In support of their contention 
these members bave referred to tbe following 
passages in the Charge-Sbeet filed in the Court 
against Sbri Tulmoban Ram, M.P., and others:-

(i) 'On 23rd November, 1972, Sbri Tul Mohan 
Ram after meeting Sbri L.N. Misbra in· bis 
office told SlShri K.V. Nair and S. M. PiUai 
that the Minister bad asked tbe CCI&E" to 
examine the position and put up tbe case 
early'. 

(ii) 'On 5th February, 1973 Sbri K.N.R. PiIIai 
sent an interim report to Sbri N.K. Singh 
saying that a detailed report of the 
Controller of Pondicberry in this matter was 
awaited and tbe the Minister be apprised, if 
necessary. on 5tb February, 1973, Shri L.N. 
Mishra took oath of office of Minister of 
Railways. On the rele,-:ant file tbere is a 
noting by Shri N.K. Singh admitted to be 
dated 5tb February, 1973, to tbe effect that 
'Minister desires tbat this case should be 
finalised quickly, as it bas been pending for a 
long time. According to his understanding 
the Public Notices were not properly worded 
or bave been incorrectly interpreterd. MFT 
also feels that if an injustice bas been done 
to the appeliant, remedial action should be 
taken and such reliefs as are possible under 
the Import Control Regulation should be 
given to them. 
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Sbri Shyamnandan Misbra also referred to the 
foUowing noting in a file of wbich there is no mention 
in the charge-sheet:-

'Refer my minutes at page 111N. This ~  bas 
been unduly delayed. 1 should like tbe points raised 
in my notes on page 12IN be examined witb 
speed and file submitted to me by tbe 
3Otb ..••... .' 

He also referred to Shri N.K. Singh's note dated 
the 5th February, 1973 and argued that on the 
principle of ministerial responsibility, Shri L.N. 
Mishra ~  be held responsible for his Officer's 
action. ~ 

As regards the alleged construction of a school in 
the village of Shri Tul Mohan Ram, M.P., Shri 
Vajpayee referred, to proceedings of a Committee 
where Sbri Tul Mohan Ram had suggested that the 
scbool might be named after tbe name of the father 
of Shri L.N. Misbra. 

Sbri L.N. Mishra, Minister of Railways laid on the 
Table of the House a statement oi the 9th 
December, 1974, explaining the position. In his 
statement, he stated inter-alia as follows:-

'My above statement of August 28, 1974 is 
factually correct and is fully borne out by tbo CBI 
charge-sheet ...... ' 

My hon'ble friends opposite have tried to make 
much of a note (referred to in the charge-sheet) 
recorded by Shri N .K. Singh, OSD on the 
relevant file. The date of the note is admitted to 
be 5th February, 1973, the date on wbich I 
ceased to be a Minister of Foreign Trade. Since 
this note has been quoted to establish that it is 
in conflict, with my statement before this House 
of August 28, 1974, I would like to submit that 
any such assumption is unwarranted and 
baseless. Even taking the note as it is, 1 would 
emphatically assert tbat by no stretch of 
imagination can it be construed as an order or 
directive from me sanctioning the licence. In 
fact, no order relating to the issue of these 
Jjcences, as already stated earlier, was issued 
until seven months after this note ........ . 

I reiterate that my entire statement of 28tb August, 
1974 is factually correct and in no way conOicts witb 
the contents of tbe  cbarge-sheet ...... . 

On 4tb December, 1974, Shri Vajpayee quoted 
from a document wbich he described as the 
proceecfmgs of ,a meeting of tbe school 
Managing Committee beld on 22nd February, 
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1973. According to this document, at the 
meeting, Shri Tul Mohan Ram had suggested 
the naming of the school after the Railway 
Minister's late father, Shri Ravindra Nath 
Mishra, My father's name is Pandit Ravi 
Nandan Mishra and not Ravindra Nath Mishra. 

According to the document from which Shri 
Vajpayee has quoted. Shri Tul,Mohan Ram is 
reported to have said that he had talked to me 
about his subject. Sir it this not for me to 
explain Shri Tul Mohan Ram's statements. I 
repeat that what I said on 9th September, 1974 
is factually correct. Shri Tul Mohan Ram had at 
no stage discussed with me any ~  in this 
regard ... 

I had recorded, I remember; a note almost 
three months earlier, i.e., in August and that 
note related to the examination of the matter in 
the Ministry of Law on certain legal points of 
discrimination etc. This was for contesting the 
case in a court of law, and not for helping 
anybody. This was three months before the 
memorandum in question was received or you 
can say memorandum was born.' 

In his further statements on the 12th December, 
1974, Shri L.N. Mishra has stated inter alia:-

'My note of 23rd August, 1972 as also the notings 
on pages 11 and 12 now popularly known as 
11/N and 12/N of the file to which Shri 
Vajpayee has referred, relate to my decision to 
contest the case in a Court of Law and 
obtaining opinion of the Ministry of Law on 
legal aspects including discrimination. My note 
of 23rd August, 1972 called for speedy action 
only in direction of contesting the case in a 
court of law and not for speedy issue of the 
licences as alleged. 

On the 5th morning, I became Railway Minister. 
Therefore, whatever happened after I left the 
Ministry I cannot be held responsible.' 

During the course of their speeches, members have 
raised many issues. Some of them are obviously for 
debate and decision by the House and de not call for 
a ruling ~  me. 

However, one important issue raised by Shri 
Shyamnandan Mishra is whether a Minister is 
responsible to this House for the actiOCIS of his 
officers. There is no doubt that Ministers are 
responsible to this House and for all the actions of 
their officers, and from the statement of Sbri L.N. 

Mishra, I find that he has not denied responsibility 
for the actions of his officers during his tenure as 
Minister of Foreign Trade. 
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As regards the note by an officer of the Ministry of 
Foreign Trade on the 5th February, 1973, Shri 
Mishra has stated that he became Railway Minister 
that day and he cannot be held responsible for any 
notings done in the Ministry of Foreign Trade 
(renamed as Ministry of Commerce) on that day. 
Strictly speaking, the constitutional position is that 
any notings done after a Minister has ceased to be 
Minister of a Ministry will be the responsibility of the 
Minister who has assumed office of that Ministry on 
that day and not of the Minister who had left the 
Ministry. 

With respect to the noting in August, 1972 on a 
file, it is stated by the Minister that it had nothing to 
do with the application signed by the members of 
Parliament for grant of a licence, which was of course 
submitted in November, 1972. So, this is not relevant 
to the question of privilege under consideration. 

The limited question for my consideration is 
whether the two statements made by the Minister in 
the House on August 28 and September 9, which are 
the basis of the questions of privilege by the members 
have been shown to be false and made deh'berately to 
misled the House in those respects. 

On the 28th August the Minister stated that he 
acknowledged the receipt of the letter, purported to 
bear signatures of a number of members of 
Parliament. He also stated that he sent this letter in 
the normal course of business and that he did not 
pass any order nor any licence was issued during the 
period he remained in that Ministry. From the 
submissions made by the members and the Minister, 
it is clear that the said statements made by the 
Minister are factually corrrect and none of them has 
been proved false. 

So, far as Shri Vajpayee's allegation is concerned, 
the Minister has stated that he had no knowledge. 
Shri Vajpayee in his statement has quoted Shri Tul 
Mohan Ram and Minutes of a Committee. He has 
not shown anywhere that the statements made by 
Shri Tul Mohan Ram in a Committee were with the 
knowledge of Shri L.N. Mishra. In a question of 
privilege the responsibility and the act of commission 
or omission must be direct. I do not think this is a 
case where Shri L.N. Mishra has misled the House. 

I therefore do not give my consent to these notices 
of question of privilege." 
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Point of privDeee 

247 

LOK SABHA 
(1974) 

Alleged wrong in/ormation given to the House about 
the a"est 0/ members. 
Facts of the case and ruUng by the Speaker 

On the 15th November, 1974, Shri Digvijay Narain 
Singh, a member, sought to raise a question of 
alleged wrong information given to the House about 
the arrest of Sarvashri Satyendra Narayan Sinha and 
Digvijay Narain Singh by the District Magistrate, 
Patna, Shri Digvijay Narash Singh stated that 
according to the intimation sent to the Speaker by 
the District Magistrate, Patna, in his telegram dated 
the 5th November 1974, which was published in the 
Lok Sabha Bulletin Part II dated the 6th November, 
1974, the members were arrested on the 5th 
November, 1974, While they were actually arrested 
on the 4th November, 1974. Shri Digvijay Narain 
Singh contended that the District Magistrate, Patna, 
had deliberately sent wrong information and had thus 
committed a contempt of the House. 

2. The Speaker (Dr. G.S. Dhillon) observed that 
he would look into the matter. 

3. On the 12th December, 1974, the Minister of 
Home Affairs (Shri K. Brahmanand Reddy) , 
explained the position as follow:-

"According to information received from the 
Government of Bihar, Shri Digvijay Narain Singh, 
MP, Shri Satyendra Narayan Sinha, MP and 15 
others were arrested at Boring Road, Patna Qn the 
4th November, 1974 at about 12 noon, for violation 
of prohibitory orders uls 144 Cr. P.C. and rule 69 of 
the Defence of India Rules. It has also been stated 
by the Government of Bihar that a telegram 
regarding the arrest of these two members of 
Parliament was duly sent by the District Magistrate, 
Patna the same day i.e. on the 4th November, 1974, 
but owing to unsettled conditions in' the town 
telegraph Office on that day and it was transmitted 
on the next day. A detailed report about the arrest of 
these members of Parliament was subsequently sent 
on the 6th November, to the Hon'ble Speaker by the 
District Magistrate, Patna, informing him that the 
aforesaid members of Parliament had been arrested 
on the 4th November, 1974. The Government of 
Bihar have also stated that Shri Digvijay Narain 
SUwh, MP, Shri Satyendra Narayan Sinha, MP and 
otller persons arrested along with them were 
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produced before a Magistrate on the ~  day. They 
were remanded to jail custody and lodged at Phulwari 
Sharif Camp Jail on the night between the 4th and 
5th November, 1974. They were released from the 
Jail on the 10th November, 1974." 

4. The matter was thereafter closed. 
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LOK SABHA 

(1975) 

Point of privilege 

~  misleading statement by a Minister in the 
House 

Facts of the case and ruUnl by the Speaker 

On the 24th February, 1975, Shri Jyotirmoy Bosu, 
a member, sought to raise a question of privilege 
against the Minister of Home Affairs (Shri K. 
Brahmananda Reddy) for allegedly making a wrong 
statement in the House regarding a girl, Miss Farida, 
who was hurt in shooting in Jama Masjid Area, 
Delhi, while replying to the debate on the incidents 
in Jama Masjid Area. 

2. The Speaker (Dr. G.S. Dhillon) disallowed the 
question of privilege and ruled inter til"" as 
follows:-

''There is no privilege involved ... The procedure is 
that in the case of an incorrect statement or 
observation if a member says that it is not correct 
or that there is something wrong we sent it, under 
direction 115, to the Minister and he makes a 
reply. After that the member concerned has a right 
again to bring it to the notice of the Speaker and 
he can make his own statement. That is how the 
matter is settled .. .lf the Minister says something 
and you bring some statement from outside, you 
cannot confront the Minister with that ..... Hundred 
and one things are said by people outside. A 
Minister is not bound to go by that. :t anything is 
said inside the House and the Minister. makes 
another statement, it is a different issue. If 
soQlebody outside says something, you cannot 
confront the Minister with it inside the HoUle." 
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Point of privilege 

249 

LOK SABHA 
(1977) 

Alleged misleading statement made by a Minister in 
the House 

Facts of the ease and ruUIII by the Speaker 
On the 16th July 1977, Shri B. Rachaiah, a 
member, sought to ~ a question of privilege 
against the Minister of Home Affairs (Shri Charan 
Singh) for allegedly misleading the House on the 13th 
June, 1977, during the course of a statement made by 
him on a calling attention matter about atrocities on 
Harijans at Belchi village in Bihar. 

2. The Deputy Speaker (Shri Godey Murahari), 
who was in the Chair, inter alia, informed the House 
as under:-

..... .1 received three notices of question of privilege 
from Shri C.K. Chandrappan, Shrimati Parvathi 
Krishnan, Shri K.A. Rajan, Shri B. Rachaiah 
and Shri B.P . Kadam regarding alleged 
misleading information given to the House on 
13th June, 1977 in the statement made by the 
Minister of Home Affairs on the calling 
attention matter about the atrocities on Harijans 
in Belchi village in Bihar. In accordance with 
the practice of the House in such matters, I 
have sent copies of the notices to the Minister 
of Home Affairs for his factual comments. I will 
take a decision in the matter after I receive a 
reply from the Home Minister." 

3. On the 4th August, 1977, Sarvashri C.K. 
Chandrappan and B. Rachaiah, members, again 
sought to raise the matter in the House. The Speaker 
(Shri K.S. Hegde) observed that he had not given his 
permission as the matter was pending before a ~  

When the Members stated that the Deputy Speaker 
had allowed them to raise it under rule 222 of the 
Rules of Procedure and Conduct of Business in 
Lok Sabha, the Speaker observed that he would ask 
the Deputy Speaker about it. 

4. On the Sth August, .1977, the Speaker, while 
disallowing the question of privilege, ruled as 
follow:-

~  Sarvashri C.K. Chandrappan and 
B. Rachaiah sought to raise a question of 
privilege regarding alleged misleading 
information given to the House on the 13th 
June, 1977 in the statement made by the 
Minister of Home Affairs on a calling attention 
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matter about atrocities on Harijans at Belchi 
village in Bihar. Some members, stated that the 
Deputy Speaker had given his consent to raise 
this matter under rule 222. 

I then observed that the records did not show that 
the Deputy Speaker had given his permission 
under rule 222. In faet, what the Deputy 
Speaker had said in the House on the 16th July, 
1977 was:-

•.. .In accordance with the practice of the House in 
such matters, I have sent copies of the notices 
to the Minister of Home Affairs for his factual 
comments. I will take a decision in the matter 
after I receive a reply from the Home Minister.' 

The observations of the Deputy Speaker were 
communicated in writing to Sarvashri C.K. 
Chandrappan, K.A. Rajan, B.P. Kadam and 
Shrimati Parvathi Krishnan on the 16th July, 
1977, itself. 

•  • • • 
However, I observed yesterday that I would 
consult the Deputy Speaker whether he 
had given his permission to this matter 
being raised under rule 222 as claimed by 
certain Members. The Deputy Speaker has 
informed me in categorical terms that he 
had not given permission to any Member 
under rule 222 to raise this matter in the 
House. 

It is thus clear that the contention of these 
Members that the Deputy Sepaker had 
given them permission to raise this matter 
under rule 222 is not correct. I have 
already disallowed this matter as stated 
earlier on the ground that the question 
relating to notice for the occurrence is sub 
judice." 

S. Thereafter, the matter was closed. 
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Point of privilege 

LOK SABHA 

(1977) 

Alleged misleading statement made by a Minister in 
the House. 

Facts of the case and ruUng by the Speaker 

On the 19th July, 1977, Sarvashri Vayalar Ravi and 
K.P. Unnikrishnan, members, sought to raise a 
question of privilege against the Minister of Home 
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Affairs (Shri Charan Singh) for allegedly misleading 
the House by his certain statements in the House on 
the 13th and 14th July, 1m, about "thinking" .of the 
previous Government during Emergency to shoot 
down top Opposition Leaders. 

2. While raising the question of privilege, 
Shri Vayalar Ravi stated inter alia as foUows:-

"I beg to move, under rule 222, a motion of breach 
of privilege against the Home Minister 
regarding his statement made in. this House in 
which he had stated that there was thinking, 
"vichar" in the Government to kill the 
opposition leaders ..... The Home Minister 
reiterated his statement the next day ano 
repeated his aUegation, saying that the 
ordinance issued by the President was a 
preparation for such action. The President, by 
the ordinance, had expressly suspended the 
operation of articles 14, 20 and 21.. .. Here is the 
press report to which the hon. Home Minister 
referred to a press report regarding the 
argument of Mr. Niren De in the Supreme 
Court. It was actually when Justice Khanna 
specifically asked Mr. Niren De .... This is what 
it says: 'Justice Khanna pointed out that article 
21 dealt not only with personal liberty but also 
with the right to live. It would follow that 
during Emergency if somebody's life was taken 
away by the State without the sanction of law, 
no action would lie.'. The contention of the 
Home Minister is that there was a 
thinking ..... From the circumstantial evidence, 
we can come to a conclusion ..... Even today this 
argument is going on, the argument of the 
Home Minister, the argument that he put 
forward that there was some thinking .... The 
purpose it to mislead this House and malign all 
the Members belonging to the Congress Party 
sitting on this side. There is no evidence he can 
produce. Even circumstantial evidence is against 
it. There was no such law proclaimed." 

3. Shri K.P. Unnikrishnan stated inter alill as 
foUows:-

"I would take an entirely different point. Here 
while replying to the debate on the Demands 
for Grants of the Ministry of Home Affairs the 
Home Minister Shri Charan Singh on 13 of this 
month said this after referring to the arguments 
of Mr. Niren De the then Attorney-General in 
the Supreme Court, the Home Minister said: 

'It did not end there. Preparations were being 
made for the day when certain leaders could be 
shot down as had been done in the Dacca  jail. 
There was a thinking (Viduu) to shoot leadell 
right from Jayaprakashji, of need arose.' 
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This is liable only to three interpretations One, he 
was not entirely basing his arguments on ~ 
arguments of the then Attorney-General Mr;\ 
Niren De because he has also used the words,' 
'It did not end there.' He was making another 
statement which said that 'preparations were 
being made'. These 'preparations were being 
made' were not disclosed by Mr. Niren De or 
anyone else. Mr. Charan Singh had taken it 
upon himself to inform this august House, 
rather to deliberately mislead or misinform the 
House, how it has to be found out whether be 
was uttering falsehood or misleading or he had 
some information to substantiate his statement. 
That is the crucial point. He said, 'Preparations 
were being made ... .' and then he said, 'as had 
been done in Dacca jail' ... 

... Shri Charan Singh cannot take refuge under the 
arguments advanced by the then Attorney-
General Mr. Niren De, in the Supreme 
Court ... Since it is relevant to the consideration 
of this privilege motion, I should recapitulate 
whit was said by Mr. Nirren De in the Supreme 
Court... Mr. Niren Dc wu 
replying to a poser of extreme proposition and a 
hypothetical CIiSe which the bench had 
developed ... 

..... The words 'preparations' and the reference to 
the happenings in o.cca make it very clear that 
he was refering to more 'have what contained' 
in Mr. De's argument. Neither he substantiated 
nor denied it. So, my contention is that he wu 
deliberately and wilfully misleading the House 
and uttering falsehood in the House. That is 
why I approach you with this case of privilege. 
Uttering falsehood or deliberately misleading 
the House constitutes a breach of the House." 

4. The Deputy Speaker (Shri Godey Murahari), 
who was in the Chair disallowed ~ question of 
privilege and ruled intoo tJlitJ u foUows:-

"10 a case where it is alleged that a Minister or a 
Member has made an incorrect statement in the 
House the procedure for inviting the attention 
of the House to such mattell is laid down under 
Direction 11S of Directions by the Speaker 
which reads as follows:-

'nS(I). A member wishing to point out any 
mistake or inaccuracy in a statement made by a 
Minister or any other member shall, before 
referring to the matter in the House write to the 
Speaker pointing out the particulars of the 
mistake of inaccuracy and seek his permiuion 
to raise the matter in the House. 
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(2) The member may place before the Speaker 
such evidence as he may have in regard to the 
allegation made. 

(3) The Speaker may, if he thinks fit, bring the 
matter to the notice of the Minister or the 
member concerned for the purpose of 
ascertaining the factual position in regard to 
the allegation made. 

(4) The Speaker may then, if he thinks it 
necessary, permit the member who made the 
allegation to raise the matter in the House and 
the member so permitted shall, before making 
the statement inform the Minister or the 
member concerned. 

(5) The Minister or the member concerned may 
make a statement in reply with the permission 
of the Speaker and after having informed the 
other member concerned. 

(6) The item regarding statement to be made by 
the member and the statement are made by the 
Minister in reply thereto shall not put down in 
the list of business unless copies thereof have 
been submitted in writting to the Speaker 
sufficiently in advance and the Speaker has 
approved them. Words, phrases and 
expressions which are not in the statements as 
approved by the Speaker, if spoken, shall not 
form part of the proceedings of the House.' 

In the present case when the matter was raised in 
the House earlier on the 14th July, 1977, .by 
Shri Y.B. Chavan Leader of the Opposition 
under Rule 377, the Minister of Home Affairs 
had clarified the position. 

Now today this matter has again been raised by 
Shri- Vayalar Ravi, the Minister of Home 
Affairs may again clarify the position. In view 
of the provisions of Direction 115 and the 
clarification by the Minister of Home Affairs. 
the matter may be treated as closed." 

5. Thereafter, the matter was closed. 
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Point of privilege 
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LOK SABHA 

(1978) 

Alleged misleading information given to the Howe by 
Ministers. 

Facts of the case and rulinl ~  the Speaker 

On the 2nd March, 1978, Shri Shyamnandan 
Mishra, a member, while raising a matter under rule 
377 regarding the payment of 10 to 11 million dollars 
to a Swiss Bank from the Consolidated Fund of India 
Stated inter alia, as under:-

" .... SOme time ago during the previous regime, the 
Ministry of External Affairs had asked an agency of 
the Government to assist and arrange for the 
deposit of an amount of 10 to 11 million dollars 
in a Swiss Bank (probably Union Bank of 
Switzerland, Geneva) in a numbered account. 
The order was passed in two instalments, by 
two Secretaries of the Ministry of External 
Affairs. The money was released by the 
Reserve Bank of India, Bombay to be deposited 
in Geneva ... When this Government took over 
in March last, this strange transaction must have 
been brought to its notice. So, it must be in a 
position now to clarify the position regarding it. 

One fails to understand why was the Ministry of 
External Affairs involved in such a transaction. 
If this was part of commercial deal, it should 
have been dealt with by a specific company 
either in the public sector or in the private 
sector, and not by a department of the 
Government, much less the Ministry of External 
Affairs. 

Or, if it was part of aid there could be no question 
of any commission. In the case of a transaction 
on a State-to-State basis there could be no 
question of some individuals coming in and 
receiving any amount. 

.... The Government should inform the House 
about the nature of the transfer of 10-11 million 
dollars to the Swiss Bank about the party to 
whicQ.Jt, was transferred and their fmdings in 
respect '(,f the manner in which the Ministry of 
External Affairs was involved in it." 

2. On the 12th April, 1978 the Minister of External 
Affairs (Shri Atal Bihari Vajpayee) made a statement 
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in response to the above statement of 
Shri SbyamoaO'dao Misbra and stated inter aIUJ, as 
follows:-

" .... 1 bave carefully enquired into these payments. 
It is correct that two payments of $5.5 million eacb 
were sanctioned on March 15 and October 28, 
1976. These payments were in accordance with 
the terms of a· commercial transaction between 
the Government of India and the Government 
of Iran negotiated by our Economic Affairs 
Department under orders of the then Prime 
Minister. In accordance witb the terms of the 
agreement, part payments bad to be made in 
Switzerland. Therefore funds were provided 
under' the bead of special discretionary 
expenditure in the budget of the Ministry of 
External Affairs. The amounts were paid by 
Cbeque and did not involve any illegal 
payments to any Indian." 

3. Subsequently, Sarvashri K.P. Uooikrishnan and 
Vayalar Ravi, members gave notices of questions of 
privilege against tbe Minister of External Affairs 
(Sbri Atal Bibari Vajpayee) for baving deliberately 
given misleading information to the House on the 
12tb April, 1978, regarding payment of 11 million 
dollars to a SwiSs Bank, and against the Minister of 
Finance (Shri H. M. Patel) for including 11 million 
dollars in the Supplementary Demands for Grants 
(General) for 1976-77 moved by him' oil the 
30th Marcb, 1977 in Lok Sabba, under Demand 
No. 32 of the Ministry of External Affairs, under the 
head 'Special Diplomatic Expenditure', though in fact 
it was not such an expenditure. 

In their notices of question of privilege against the 
Minister of External Affairs, Sarvasbri K. P. 
Unnikrisboan and Vayalar Ravi stated inter aIUJ, as 
follows:-

''The Minister of Extemal Affairs in bis statement 
bas said that be bad carefully enquired into these 
payments. I follows tbat be bas looked into all 
documents concerned with it but be bas cbosen 
to hide tbe truth before the House and has 
deliberately and wilfully and knowingly misled 
the House because be was in possession of aU 
the facts. Thus,  by biding the unconstitutional 
and illegal acts of those who are responsible for 
this and joining in an attempt to cover up the 
illegality before the Parliament, the Minister has 
committed a breach of privilege and contempt 
of the Jlouse." 
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10 tbeir notices against the Minister of Finance 
Sarvasbri K. P. Uooikrishnan and Vayalar Ravi 
stated inter lIlill, as under:-

"It has now come to light that a sum within this 
amount which was voted by the Lok Sabha bas 
been in total violation of the Constitution, 
F"mancial Rules and the Allocation of Business 
Rules, 1961 .... paid out for a commercial 

~  Therefore, Mr. H. M. Patel who 
sought the funds for these demands and after 
concealing its misuse from tbe Lok Sabha, is 
guilty of a fraud on Parliament and committed a 
breacb of privilege and contempt of the 
House." 

4. On tbe 12th May, 197t1, wben Shri K. P. 
Uooikrisbnan sought to raise the matter in the 
House, the Speaker (Shri K. S. Hcgde) observed as 
follows:-

"I want to get some points clarified. Therefore, I 
am inviting both the Law Minister and the 
Minister of External Affairs, not only for your 
motion but also for Mr. Ravi's motion. We will 
take up that on Monday. I will give you an 
opportunity and also to the other side to clarify 
the point." 

5. On the 15th May, 1978, last day of the Budget 
Session, wben Sarvasbri K. P. Unnilaisboan and 
Vayalar Ravi sought to raise the questions of 
privilege against the Minister of External Affairs 
(Shri Atal Bihari Vajpayee) and the Minister of 
Finance (Shri H. M. Patel) for allegedly giving 
misleading information to the House, the Speaker 
observed that he had not yet admitted the notices 
and that he would bear the members only on the 
question whether he should give or refuse his consent 
under rule 222 of the Rules of Procedure and 
Conduct of Business in the House. The Speaker also 
clarified that it wu for him to select the members 
whom he might hear on the matter. . 

6. While speaking on the matter Shri K. P. 
Uonikrisbnan stated inter alill, as follows:-

"In this case I am not alleging that the Minister did 
direct the payments. But baving come to realise 
the nature of these payments, having known 
that it was fraud on the Constitution and 
Parliament, and five weeks after it wu raised in 
the House, after careful enquiries, the meaning 
has to be understood clearly, he deliberately 
and wilfuDy milled the House, the Minister is 
pilty of brucb of privilege and contempt of 
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the House. The whole issue is an assult on tbe Prime Minister was sworn in. The Finance Minister 
LoJc Sabha's sovereign jurisdiction over the was sworn in on the 26th March, 1977. The 
exchequer, and the Minister is guilty of having Supplementary Demands for Grants were made 
committed a fraudulent act ... So, my contention on the 30th March, 1977, that is to say, within 
is, a primo facie case has been made out as is four days after assuming charge. The records 
required under rule 222 .... " showed that the expenditure in question was for 

7. Shri Vayalar Ravi, while speaking on the matter, 'Special Diplomatic Expenditure'. He had no 
also alleged that the Minister of External Affairs had occasion to doubt the genuineness of the 
misled the House by his statement on the 12th April, record, nor were there any circumstances which 
1978. could have indicated to him that the 

8. The Minister of External Affairs (Shri Atal 
Bihari Vajpaycc), while explaining the position, 
stated inter alia, as follows:-

"I would like to reiterate that there was never any 
intention nor is there now to suppress 
information or mislead the House. Indeed, as 
far as the present Government is concerned 
there could be no possible reason to do so. In 
the light of these facts, I would submit 
respectfully that no motion of privilege against 
me or my colleague, the Finance Minister, is 
warranted." 

9. After hearing Sarvashri K. P. Unnikrishnan, 
Vayalar Ravi, the Minister 'of External Affairs and 
some other members, the Speaker reserved his ruling 
on the matter. 

10. On the 18th July, 1978, the Deputy Speaker 
(Shri Godey Murahari) informed the House as 
under:-

"Hon. Speaker has asked me to read out his ruling 
on the notices of question of privilege raised by 
Sarvashri K.P. Unnikrishnan and Vayalar Ravi. 
The ruling is. as follows:-

'The charge against the Minister of External 
Affairs is that he deliberately suppressed some 
important facts in the statement made by him 
on 12-4-1978. The charge against the Finance 
Minister is that, in the Supplementary Demands 
for Grants (General) moved by him for 1976-77 
on March 30, 1977, before the Lok Sabha, 
under Demand No. 32 of the Ministry of 
External Affairs, he had included the 
aforementioned amount under the head 'Special 
Diplomatic Expenditure' though in fact it was 
not such expenditure. 

"I shall first take up the charge against the Finance 
Minister. It may be noted that the expenditure 
in question was incurred during the previous 
regime. The present Ministry took charge on 
the 25th March, 1977. On that day, only the 
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expenditure in question was not properly 
incurred. Before a person can be' held guilty of 
suppression of facts, it must be proved that the 
suppression in question was a deliberate one. 
Under the circumstances mentioned above, it 
was not possible to hold that the Finance 
Minister had deliberately included the 
expenditure in question under a wrong head. 
The records of the External Affairs Ministry 
showed that the expenditure in question was for 
special diplomatiC purposes. For these reasons, 
I am unable to accord my consent under rule 
222 to the privilege motion against the Finance 
Minister, Shri H. M. Patel. 

Now, coming to the charge against the External 
Affairs Minister. it is necessary to repeat that 
all these expenditures were incurred by the 
previous Government. The present Government 
had nothing to do with them. My attention has 
not been drawn to any circumstance from which 
it could be inferred that the External Affairs 
Minister had any interest to shield the previous 
Government. It must be noted that the 
statement under rule 377. Under that External 
Affairs Minister made that statement in 
response to a statement under rule 377. Under 
that rule, he was not compelled to make any 
statement. He voluntarily made the statement. 
This circumstance goes to show that he could 
not have had any intention to shield anyone. In 
his statement he had clearly stated that the 
payments in question were made in accordance 
with the terms of a commercial transaction 
between the Government of India and the 
Government of Iran. There is nothing to show 
that this statement is incorrect. He had further 
stated that the commercial transaction was 
negotiated by the Economic Affairs Department 
under the orders of the then Prime Minister. 
This averment again is not rebutted. The 
statement that the payments in Switzerland 
were made in accordance with the terms of the 
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agreement between Iran and India is not shown 
to be incorrect. 

. It is true that in his statement he had stated that 
the payments were made by cheques, though in 
fact they were made by means of Demand 
Drafts. But under the Treasury Ruies, Demand 
Drafts are also considered as cheques. None of 
his statements has been proved to be incorrect. 

What is alleged against him is that though he stated 
that he made the statement after careful 
inquiry, his statement did not include the full 
facts as it should have. It is true that there are 
several circumstances in the case which do 
require deeper probe, but the fact that his 
probe had not been deep enough is not a 
circumstance giving rise to the inference that he 
was deliberately suppressing some facts from 
the Parliament. The transactions which are the 
subject-matter of these proceedings do 
undoubtedly give rise to a feeling that aU was 
not well with those transactions. But those 
aspects are wholly insufficient to come to the 
conclusion even prima facie that the External 
Affairs Minister was deliberately suppressing 
any of the facts. One has to take note of the 
fact that in dealing with transactions with 
foreign countries, the Ministers are naturally 
guarded in their statements. This is but natural. 

For the reasons mentioned above, I refuse to 
accord my consent to the privilege motion 
moved by Shri K. P. Unnikrishnan and Shri 
Vayalar Ravi against the External Affairs 
Minister Shri Atal Bihari Vajpayee. 

The above order was to be announced yesterday. 
But yesterday morning Sarvashri K. P. 
Unnikrishnan and Vayalar Ravi brought to my 
notice the report of a pr:ess interview given by 
the Prime Minister and published in "India 
Today" dated July 1-15, .1978 at page 53, 
when the Prime Minister appeared to have 
stated in answer to a question. 

"What answer? For what? The $11 million was 
given to the Iranians by us according to their 
requirements, from their ,funds not our funds." 

According to Sarvashri K. P. Unnikrishnan and 
Vayalar Ravi, that statement amounts to a total 
denial of what Shri AtaI Bihari Vajpayee had 
stated and therefore it must be held that Shri 
Atal Bihari Viljpayee was deliberately 
misleading the House and uttering falsehood in 
the House. 
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I am unable to accept this contention . Apart from 
the fact that the Prime Minister's answer was 
cryptic and the context in which he made that 
remark is not known. I see no contradiction 
between what the Prime Minister has stated and 
the statement made by Sbri Atal Bibari 
Vajpayee in the House. Hence, I see no reason 
to change my earlier conclusions'." 

11. The matter was, thereafter, closed. 
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LOK SABHA 

(1978) 

PolDt of privUece 

AUeged misleading statements made by certain 
Ministers in the House regarding setting up of a 
special court to try the former Prime Minister for 
emergency excesses. 

Facts of the ·case and ruUng by the Speaker 

On the 19th July, 1978, the Minister of State in the 
Ministry of Home Affairs (Shri S.D. Patil) gave the 
following reply to Starred Question No. 60 regarding 
setting up of a special court to try the former Prime 
Minister  (Shrimati Indira Gandhi) for emergency 
excesses:-

"The question of setting up a special court to try 
Smt. Indira Gandhi is under ~ active 
consideration of the Government. In view of 
some doubts about the validity of such a 
legislation, Government have decided to seek 
the opinion of the Supreme Court on the 
question of validity under Article 143 of the 
Constitution." .. : 

Later in the day, during the course of discussion on 
the  Maintenance of Internal Security (Repeal) Bill, 
1978, the Minister of Steel and Mines (Shri Biju 
Patnaik) stated, inter alia, as follows:-

"I am saying it as Government that we have 
decided to set up a Special Court and we are 
going to refer the matter to the Chief Justice of 
India in due course. . .. A Bill is being brought 
in this House ... under which the Government 
have decided to refer to the Supreme 
COurt .... The Chief Justice of the Supreme 
Court will be consulted." 

2. On the same day, Sarvashri K. P. Unnikrishnan 
and Vayalar Ravi, members, gave identical notices of 
a question of privilege against the Minister of State in 
the Ministry of Home Affairs (Shri S. D. Patil) 
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stating that it was clear from the statement of Shri 
Biju Patnaik that the Cabinet had already talten a 
decision to set up a special court, but the Minister of 
State in the Ministry of Home Affairs (Shri S. D. 
Patil) had deliberately concealed this fact and tried to 
mislead the House that it was still 'under active 
consideration of the Government.' 

3. On the 20th July, 1978, when Sarvashri Vayalar 
Ravi and K. P. Unnikrishnan sought to raise the 
matter in the House, the Speaker (Shri K. S. Hegde) 
informed-

"I have called  for a report from the Government 
and I will decide only after getting the report." 

4. On the 25th July, 1978, while disallowing the 
question of privilege, the Speaker ruled inter alia, as 
follows:-

"Mr. S. D. Patil has given me a reply saying that 
whatever he has stated is absolutely accurate. I 
have nothing to show it is not accurate and 
therefore I disallow the privilege motion." 

S. Subsequently, on the same day, Sarvashri K. P. 
Unnikrishnan and Vayalar Ravi, members, gave 
identical notices of a question of privilege against the 
Minister of Steel and Mines (Shri Biju Patnaik) for 
making a misleading statement in the House during 
the debate in Lok Sabha on the 19th July, 1978, on 
the Maintenance of Internal Security (Repeal) Bill, 
1978. In their notices, they had stated, inter alia, as 
follows:-

...... if you hold that Mr. Patil had expressed the 
correct position of the Government, viz. the 
whole issue was under consideration of the 
Government, then, Mr. Patnaik was 'wilfully 
and deliberately' misleading the House. There 
are material differences in the reply by Mr. 
Patil and Mr. Patnaik's announcement." 

6. On the 28th July, 1978, the Spea1c:er disallowed 
the notices of question of privitcge and ruled as 
follows:-

"The contention of Shri Biju 'Paloaik is that in 
effect what he informed the House was that the 
Cabinet had decided to constitute a Special 
Court to try cases arising out .of Shah 
Commission's report if the IDle is permissible 
under law and in that regard a decision had 
been taken to refer the matter to the Supreme 
Court to ascertain its view; but because of 
continuous interruptions he was not able to 
clarify the position. 
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The question before me is whether Shri 
Patnait, deliberately made a wrong statement 
before the House on 19-7-1978 with a view to 
mislead the House. ~  a statement made by 
a Member of Parliament can be considered as 
giving rise to a charge of breach of privilege ~  

the House it is not sufficient to show that his 
statement is incorrect, it must also be shown 
that he deliberately made that statement with a 
view to mislead the House. 

I have gone through the proceedings of Lok Sabha 
held on 19-7-1978. The observations made by 
Shri Patnaik are somewhat confusing and to 
some extent contradictory. 

The first observation of Shri Patnaik reads:-

'I do not want to argue. I am saying it as 
Government that we have decided to set up a 
special court and we are going to refer the 
matter to the Chief Justice of India in due 
course.' 

He again observed: 

'I have said and I repeat for the members of this 
House that the Government had decided to set 
up a special court. A Bill is being brought in 
this House-may be Mr. Ram Jethmalani's Bill 
(interruptions)-under which the Government 
have decided to refer it to the Supreme Court. 
This is the decision talten by the Government.' 

Again answering Shri A. C. George, Shri Patnaik 
observed:-

' .... 1 merely conveyed what Government have 
decided viz., that we wish to try the cases, as 
follow-up action of the Shah Commission's 
Report by a special court. And the Chief Justice 
of the Supreme Court will be consulted. This is 
a decision of the Government.' 

And finally he observed in response to certain 
criticism of Shri A. C. George: 

'When I say that the Government have taken a 
decision. I am sure the Hon. Members 
understand-they have been Ministers 
themselves-that the Cabinet has taken a 
decision I am sure the hon. Members hand-out 
by the Cabinet nearly 10 days ago. If it has not 
come to h!II notice, I merely wanted to remind 
Mr. Sathe that such a decision has talten place, 
and in continuation of that decision, and in 
pursuance of that decision, the matter will be 
referred to the Chief Justice of the Supreme 
Court for his opinion.' 
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Shri Ptllntlilc repeatedly mentioned two things 
viz., (1) that the Government has decided to set 
up a ,Special Court and (2) they have decided to 
consult the Supreme Court in that regard. If the 
observations of Shri Patnaik are read as a 
whole, as we should, the inference to be' drawn 
is that according to him the Government have 
decided to set up a Special Court if the 
Supreme Court upholds the legality of lueb a 
procedure (Shri Patnaik's reference to the Chief 
Justice of India at some ~  was evidently 
intended as reference to the Supreme Court). 

Despite the fact that Shn Patnaik was mixing up 
things during his obser:vations, it cannot be said 
that he was deliberately trying to mislead the 
House by saying that the Government has 
finally decided to set up a Special Court. His 
repeated reference to the consultation with the 
Supreme Court, or the Chief Justice of India 
would have been wholly irrelevant if the 
Cabinet had taken a final decision to constitute 
a Special Court. All that can be said is that Shri 
Patnaik was repeatedly putting the cart before 
the horse. 

Under these circumstances, I am unable to hold 
that Shri Patnaik has committed any breach of 
privilege of the House. The consent asked for 
under Rule 222 is accordingly refused." 

7. The matter was, thereafter, closed. 
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LOK SABHA 

(1979) 

~  of prlvUeae 

Alkged miskading in/ormation given by II Minister 
in the House during suppkmentllries to II Stllrred 
Questioll. 

lets of the case and rullog by the Speaker 

On 8th March, 1979, the Speaker (Sbri K. S. 
egde) infonned the House as follows:-

"Sbri Eduardo Faleiro gave notice of a privilege 
motion in December. 1978, against the Minister 
of Energy (Sbri P. Ramachandran) for giving 
certain information which according to him are 
untrue. These informations were given during 
the supplementaries to Starred Question No. 
249 on 6th December, 1978, regarding the loss 
incurred by Coal India Ltd. I called for the 
commeats of the Minister of Energy in that 
regard. 

From the fKtual note furnished by the Ministry of 
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Energy with the approval of the 
Minister, I found that the allegation 
that untrue informations' had been 
given to Lok Sabha deliberately and 
wilfully by the Minister was not well 
founded. I did not, therefore, give my 
consent for raising the matter as a 
question of privilege under rule 222. A 
copy of the factual note of the Ministry 
of Energy was under my direction, 
given to Shri Faleiro. 

In his letter dated the 6th March, 1979, Sbri 
Faleiro took objection to the fact that the DOte 
was submitted by Shri R.P. Khoslah Joint 
Secretllry and not by the Minister himself. This 
objec'iun is not tenable. The note in question 
was submitted in accordance with the usual 
practice. I do not think that the Minister has 
committed any error in doing so, much less a 
breach of privilege. 

By the same letter, Shri Faleiro had given notice of 
a privilege motion against Shri R.P. Khosla. He 
contended therein that the factual note supplied 
by Shri R.P. K.!losla with the approval of the 
Minister was not only uncalled for in this 
matter but also contained grossly untrue 
statements to the knowledge of the officer 
concerned. 

In his reply dated 5th March, 1979, Shri Khosla has 
reiterated the facts submitted by him earlier. He 
asserted that the facts stated in the note are 
correct. Shri Faleiro has not placed before me 
any material to sbow that the note contained 
any untrue statement. He has merely asserted 
tIuIt according to his information the facts stated 
are not correct. He has not even disclosed the 
source of his information. It may be noted that 
he was not basial his contention on the basis of 
personal knowledge. No breach of privilege can 
be founded on sueb hearsay information. 

Moreover, the note submitted by Shri Khosla was 
with the approval of the Minister and, 
therefore, the responsibility for the same is that 
of the Minister and not of Shri Khosla. He was 
merely the channel through which the facts 
were submitted to me. Hence, there can be no 
question of any privilege motion against Shri 
ICJIosla. The consent asked for is not accorded." 

1. The matter was, thereafter, closed. 
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'olDt of prhrJlep 

2S4 
LOK SABRA 

(1979) 

Alleged misleading s"'tement 11IQde by a member of 
Rajya SabluJ and a former Minister in the Howe 
during Fifth Lok Sabha regarding 'Voluntary 
DisclosUTes of Income and wealth.' 
Fads of the Cue and naIlnl by the Speaker 

OD 23rd April, 1979, the Speaker (Shri K.S. 
Hegde) informed the House about a DOtice of a 
questiOD of privilege giveD by Shri Jyotirmoy Bosu, a 
member, against Shri Pranab Kumar Mukherjee, a 
member of Rajya Sabha and former Minister of State 
in-charge of the DepartmeDt of ReveDue and 
Banking, for allegedly makiDg a misleadiDg statement 
in the House during the Fifth Lolt Sabha, Shri Bosu 
had stated in his notice that OD 19th January, 1976, 
while speaking in Lok Sabha OD the 'VoluDtary 
Discloures of IDcome and Wealth Bill,' Shri Pranab 
Kumar Mukherjee had stated, inter alia that 'the 
scheme of voluntary disclosure has proved highly 
successful' and that 'according to the latest available 
informatioD, it appears that 2,42,400 persons made 
declarations of iDcome amouDting to Rs. 741.24 

. crores-in the aggregate.' 

2. ID this coDDectioD, the Speaker observed, inter 
alia, as foDows:-

"Shri Bosu, relying UPOD the 123rd Report· of the 
Public Accounts Committee preseDted to 
Lot Sabha OD the 4th April, 1979 has 
observed that 'this statemeDt of Shri Pranab 
Kumar Mukherjee was a wrODg statemeDt' 
and that 'it is a clear case of breach of 
privilege of the House and Deeds to be dealt 
with by the Privileges Committee'. 

The statement complaiDed of by Shri Bosu was 
made OD January 19, 1976, in this House 
while moviDg a Bill to approve the two 
Ordinances issued, Damely Ordinance No. 
lY75 issued OD Sth October, 1975 
aDd OrdinaDce No. 23175 issued OD 29th 
November, 1975 providing for voluDtary 
disclosures of income aDd wealth. At that 
time the House had before it two MotioDs 
disapproving the Ordinance in questioD. 

The Public AccouDts Committee in the 
aforemeDtioDed Report has observed that 
even according to the representative of the 
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Department of Revenue the actual additioD 
to the economy or Det wealth was not 
Rs. 841 crores, but it may be of the order 
of Rs. 200 crores. They have further 
observed that 'the Committee arc unable to 
dispel their suspicion that a deliberate 
attempt was made to magnify the 
achievements of this scheme Dearly by four 
times arid thereby mislead the ParliameDt 
and the people. The Committee 
recommeDded that an independent enquiry 
should be conducted to fix responsibility for 
this wilful distortioD of facts .... 

The questioD is whether the House was deliberately 
misled. If so, who is respoDsible for it? I 
expect the GovernmeDt to direct an eDquiry 
into these questions without delay. This is a 
serious matter. It looks as if this House was 
taken for a ride. I would keep this matter 
pending till the enquiry report is available OD 
the assumptioD that the eDquiry will be held 
urgeDtly." 

3. OD 16 May, 1979 the Speaker observed, inter 
alia, as foDows:-

'I have siDce received a detailed note from the 
Ministry of FinaDce which has beeD seDt with 
the approval of the Deputy Prime Minister and 
MiDister of Finance OD the matter. 

In their Dote, the Ministry of FinaDce after 
describing the manner and circumstaDces in 
which the figure of voluDtary disclosures stated 
by Shri Pranab Kumar Mukherjee iD Lok 
Sabha on the 19th January, 1976, was 
calculated, concluded that 'the figure of Rs. 
S12.11 crores was arrived at by aggregating the 
amount of wealtblvalue of assets disclosed for 
different assessmeDt years in declarations made 
under section 15(1) of the Ordinance'. The 
MiDistry of Finance further stated that 'in para 
2CJ7 of the 123rd Report of Public Accounts 
Committee, the Committee have recommeDded 
aD indepeDdent eDquiry in the matter' and that 
'this recommendatioD will be pursued by the 
GovernmeDt aDd the results reported 
expeditiously to the Public Accounts 
Committee'. In that Report no finding was 
giveD fixing up the responsibility for the 
incorrect information. 

In view of the above positioD stated by the 
Ministry of Finance and in view of the 
fact that Shri Pranab Kumar Mukherjee 
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is a sitting member of the other House 
against whom a question of breach of 
privilege can be dealt with only by the 
other House in accordance with the 
procedure laid down in the Report of the 
joint sitting of the Committees of 
Privileges of Lok Sabha and Rajya Sabha 
which was adopted by both Houses of 
Parliament, I refer the matter to the 
Chairman of the Rajya Sabha.' 

4. On 18th May, 1979, the Speaker, Lolc Sabha, 
addressed a letter to the Chairman, Rajya Sabha, 
enclosing there with the relevant extracts from the 
Lok Sabha Debates dated 23rd April and 16th May, 
1979, for information and necessary action in terms 
of the procedure laid down in the Report of the Joint 
Sitting of the Committee of Privileges of Lolc Sabha 
and Rajya Sabha adopted by both the Houses of 
Parliament. 

S. On 21st May, 1979, the Chairman, Rajya Sabha 
(Shri B.D. Jatti) , informed the House that he had 
received the following -communication dated 18th 
May, 1979, from the Speaker, Lok Sabha:-

"Shri Jyotirmoy Bosu, M.P.,' gave notice of a 
question of privilege regarding an alleged 
misleading statement made in Lok Sabha on 
the 19th January, 1976, by Shri Pranab 
Kumar Mukherjee, M.P. (Rajya Sabha) 
when he was functioning as Minister of State 
of the Department of Revenue and Banking 
on the subject of voluntary disclosure of 
income and wealth. Shri Jyotirmoy Bosu 
based this allegation on the observations and 
recommendations made by Public Accounts 
Committee in their 123rd Report (Sixth Lok 
Sabha). 

The matter came up, in the Lok Sabha on 23rd 
April and 16th May, 1979, and I enclose here 
with the relevant extracts from the 10k Sabha 
Debates 23rd April and 16th May, 1979, for 
information and necessary action in terms of 
the procedure laid down in the Report of the 
Joint Sitting of the Committees of Privileges 
of Lok Sabha and Rajya Sabha adopted by 
both Houses of Parliament." 

6. A communication was then addressed to 
Shri Pranab Kumar Mukherjee enquiring from him as 
to what he had to say in the matter to enable the 
Chairman to consider the complaint forwarded to him 
by the Speaker, Lok Sabha. The Chairman, after 
considering the matter in the light of the comments 
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received from Sbri Mukherjee, referred it to the 
Committee of Privileges for examinatioD, 
investigatioD and report, under Rule 203 of the Rules 
of Procedure and Conduct of Business in Rajya 
Sabha on 27th June, 1979. 

Findings and recommendations of the Committee of 
PrivUeges of RaJya Sabba 

7. The Committee of Privileges, aftef-~  

the matter, in their ~  Report presented to 
the House on 17th March, 1979, reported, inter alia, 
as follows:-

(i) "In the opinion of the Committee...... acta 
which mislead or tend to mislead must be 
done wilfully with the intention to mislead or 
deceive. Thus, the element of deliberateDcu 
is an essential ingredient implicit in the 
alleged offence of deliberately misleading the 
House. The Committee is aware that a 
number of statements which come up before 
the House are sometimes found not whoUy 
true. There may be many statements made 
before the House which may in the end be 
found to be based on wrong information 
given to those who made them. Such 
statements will nO,t, therefore, in the opinion 
of the Committee, constitute a contempt if 
the persons had made them in the belief that 
the information contained in the statement 
was true." 

(ii) "On the basis of the facts and record available 
to the Committee, the Committee addressed 
itself to the limited question whether 
by making the impugned statement 
Shri Mukherjee had deliberately mislead the 
House so as to constitute a breach of privileae 
and  contempt of the House." 

(iii) "Shri Mukherjee in his letter dated June 6, 
1979, .... has, inter alia sttted u foUowa: 

'The figures which I quoted on the floor of the Lot 
Sabha u the then Minister of State In-chllae 
of the Department of Revenue and BankiDa, 
were provided to me by the DepartmeDt. ~ 
a Minister one hu to depend on the 
information provided to him by tbe 
Department and one has no option but to 
accept it and to communicate it to the House 
aa:ordingly. It is not possible for any Minister 
to himself coUect the statistical information of 
such nature from every nook and corner of 
the country.' 
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In the above said letter, Shri Mukherjee, 
while denying that he had committed any 
breach of privilege, has also stated that 
he had no intention of misleading the 
House at any stage by providing wrong 
information, or by exaggerating the same. 
He has further stated that the figures 
which were provided to him by the 
Department were believed by him to be 
true and correct and he accordingly 
reported the same to the House. This 
stand is borne out by the evidence given 
by the representative of the Department 
of Revenue referred to in para '1iJ7 of the 
Report of the Public Accounts 
Committee." 

(iv) "In the light of the categorical statement of 
Shri Mukherjee that he had no intention at 
any staae to mislead the HoUse and that the 
figures supplied to him by. the. Department 
were believed by him to be true and correct, 
the Committee is of the opinion that 
Shri Mukherjee has not made any statement to 
the House with a view to deliberately 
misleading it. The Committee is fortified in 
taking this view not only by the evidence given 
before the Public Accounts Committee by the 
representative of the Department of Revenue, 
but also by the enquiry held by Shri J.P. 
Kacker, formerly Secretary, Department of 
Expenditure (Ministry of Finance) in regard to 
the computation of net wealth disclosed under 
the Scheme of Voluntary Disclosure in 1975 as 
recommended by the Public . Accounts 
Committee. According to the conclusions 
contained in Shri Kacker's Report which have 
since been accepted by Government and a 
copy of which was made available to the 
Committee by the Ministry of Finance, the 
method adopted by the Central Board of 
Direct Taxes for computation of net wealth 
under the said Scheme was in consonance with 
the practice followed by the Comptroller and 
Auditor General and that there was neither 
any evidence in the files to show that there 
was pressure to present inflated figures nor 
was there any ground for suspecting any 
mala fide in the computation of figures for 
presentation to Parliament. These conclusions 
also lend support to the contention of 
Shri Mukherjee that he made the impuped 
statement in the Lok Sabha on the basis at tile 
information provided to him by the 
Department which he believed to be true aod 
correct." 
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(v) "In the circumstances, the Committee feels that 
Shri Mukherjee has not committed any breach 
of privilege either of the House or of the 
members by making the impugned statement. 
The Committee, therefore recommends that no 
further action need be taken by the House on 
Shri Jyotirmoy Bosu's complaint against 
Shri Pranab Mukherjee." 

Ac:tIoa taken by the House 
8. No further action was taken by the Rajya Sabha 

in the matter. A copy of the Report of the 
Committee of Privileges was forwarded to the 
Speaker, Lok Sabha by the Chairman, Rajya Sabha 
on 17 March 1980. No further action was taken in the 
matter by the Speaker, Lok Sabha. 

Points 01 privUece 

255 
LOK SABHA 

(1980) 

(i) Alleged misleading information given to the 
House by Ministers regarding the reported 
arrest of a police offICer; and 

(ii) Alleged derogatory reference to Parlillment 
made by a Chief Minister during his press 
conference when a privilege matter was 
pending before the House. 

Faets 01 the case and I'1Iliq by the Speaker 
On 29th January, 1980, Sbri Jyotirmoy Bosu, a 

member, during the course of suplementaries to 
Short Notice Question No. 1 regarding:: Special 
Courts, enquired from the Minister of Law, Justice 
and Company Affairs (Sbri P. Shiv Shankar) "why 
the D.I.G., CBI; who was looking after the 'Qissa 
Kursi Ka' case bas been arrested this morning and 
taken to Gurgaon Jail?". In reply, the Minister of 
Law stated that ...... this question does not arise". A 
little later, in reply to another supplementary 
question by Shri Atal Bihari Vajpayee, another 
member, the Law Minister stated: "May I say this 
much that on the information of my coUeague, the 
hon. Home Minister, this gentleman has not been 
arrested at all". 

Later, on the same day, Sbri Jyotirmoy Bosu gave 
notice of a question of privilege against both the 
Ministers of Law and Home Affairs for giving alleged 
misleading information to the House regarding the 
reported arrest of Shri N.K. Singh, D.I.G., C.B.I; 
Prof. Madhu Dandavate and Sarvasbri ClJ.andrajit 
Yadav, Bapusabeb Parulekar, Ram Vilas Paswan and 
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, Atal Behari Vajpayee also gave similar notices of 
question of privilege against the Ministers of Law and 
Home Affairs. 

2. On 30th January, 1980, the Speaker (Shri Bal 
Ram Jakbar) informed the House, inter alia, as 
foUows:-

"I have received notices of question of privilege 
from some members against the Minister of 
Law, Justice and Company Affairs for making 
an alleged misleading statement in the House 
on 29 January, 1980, regarding the reported 
arrest of Shri N.I{. Singh, DIG, CBI. 

I have referred these notices to the Minister of 
Law, Justice and Company Affairs to ascertain 
the factual position in the first instance, as per 
established practice in the matter, and then I 
will .... give my ruling before the 2nd February, 
1980." 

3. On 1st February, 1980, the Speaker further 
informed the House inter alia as follows:-

"As I had mentioned in the House on 
30 January, 1980, I had referred the 
notices of question of privilege regarding, 
reported arrest of Shri N.I{. Singh, DIG, 
CBI, to the Minister of Law, Justice and 
Company Affairs. A further notice 
received in the evening on that day from 
Shri Ram Jethmalani on the same subject 
was also referred to the Minister of Home 
Affairs and the Minister of Law. 

I am in touch with the Ministers concerned 
and they have informed me that they are 
obtaining the requisite information from the 
Government of Haryana and expect to 
furnish it during the course of the day. 
Thereafter, I will go urgently into the 
admissibility of the notices and hope to give 
the ruling tomorrow.... I am also referring 
the notice of Prof. Madhu Oandavate 
(against the Chief Minister of Haryana)l to 
the Home Minister for a factual statement I 
. may mention that Shri Bhajan Lal, Chief 
Minister of Haryana is a member of tbe 
Assembly of Haryaoa. not of this House. 
We sbaU consider it." 

4. 00 2nd February, 1980, the Speaker wbile 
disallowin& the question of privilege, ruled, inter alia 
as foUows:-

"As mentioned by me in tbe House earlier, the 
notices of question of privilege given by 
lOme Members against the Minister of Law, 
Justice and Company Affairs and tbe 
Minister of Home Affairs for giving alleged 
misleading information to the House on 
29 January 1980, regarding the reported 
arrest of Shri N.K. Singh, DIG, CBI were 
referred by me to the Ministers concerned 
for furnishing factual notes for my 
consideration. A notice of question of 
privilege given by Prof. Madhu Oandavate 
against the Chief Minister of Haryana on 
the same matter was also referred by me to 
the Minister of Home Affairs." 

I have since received factual notes from the 
Ministry of Law, Justice and Company Affairs and 
the Ministry of Home Affairs. 

The Ministry of Law, Justice and Company Affairs 
in their factual note has stated, inter alia as follows: 

• .... attention is invited to tbe following extract 
from the uncorrected report of the 
proceedings of the House made by tbe 
Minister which alone would appear to be 
relevant insofar as the alleged arrest of 
Shri N.K. Singh is concerned:-

"May I say this much that on the information of 
my colleague, the Hon'ble Home Minister, 
this gentleman has not been arrested at 
all. " 

As is clear from the Statement attributed to the 
Minister, . it was made by him in the House 
on the basis of information supplied at that 
very moment by a Cabinet colleague. 

It is thus clear that all that had been done by thc 
Minister was to pass on information received 
by him from a colleague.' 

The Minister of Home Affairs in his factual note 
bas stated inter alia, as follows:-

'Information communicated by me to the Law 
Minister was based on information which was 
obtained on telephone from the Government 
of Haryaoa. On 29th January I received a 

Ipor llleaedly a.tiDa • deropaory refcreace of ~  duriq his pr-. maferace wbeII • ~  Dl8tter 011 the - Subject .. 

peadiq before the Howe. 
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demi-official letter from the Chief Minister of 
Haryana. who was camping at New Delhi on 
that day .... subsequently. a wireless message 
was received late in the evening of the 
31st January from the Home Secretary of 
Haryana Government.... it would be seen 
that the information furnished by the 
Government of Haryana has consistently 
been that Shri N.K. Singh has not been 
arrested. The information given by me was 
thus based on information furnished by the 
Government of· Haryana.· 

As my distinguished predecessor. Dr. G.S. Dhillon 
ruled in the House in a similar case on 
2nd December. 1974:-

"In order to constitute a breach of privilege or 
contempt of the House. it has to be proved 
that the statement was not only wrong or 
misleading but it was made deliberately to 
mislead the House. In this connection. I 
may refer to a ruling given on 18th April 
1966 by the then Speaker. Sardar Hukam 
Singh. The ruling was as follows: 

'If there is any discrepancy or a statement is not 
correct. there is no question of any privilege 
motion . unless it is proved that a wrong 
statement bas been made deliberately. 
knowing the true position.' 

In view of the factual position stated by the 
Minister of Law. Justice and Company 
Affairs and the Minister of Home Affairs. I 
think that no misleading information was 
deliberately given to the House by the 
Minister of Law. Justice and Company 
Affairs and the Minister of Home Affairs. 

As regards the notice of question of 
privilege by Prof. Madhu Dandavate against 
the Chief Minister of Haryana. I have 
received a letter from the Chief Minister of 
Haryana in which be has stated. inter alia. as 
follows:-

'It is true that I held a Press Conference 
at my residence on the 31st January. 
1980. Nearly a dozen and a half Press-
Correspondents including the 
representative of the Indian Express 
were present. It is true that I was 
asked some questions about the 
matter concerning the N.K. Singh 
incident and several newspapers other 
than the Indian Express and including 
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the Hindustan Times. the Statesman, 
Patriot and the Tribune have reported 
the gist of my replies. I had merely 
stated in answer to a correspondent's 
question that according to me it was 
not necessary for the cOncerned police 
authorities to wait for the Parliament 
to adjourn before any action on the 
complaint against Shri N.K. Singh 
was initiated. There was no explicit or 
implied disrespect to the Parliament 
in my reply ... In the end, I would like 
to assure you and through you the 
Hon'ble Members of the Parliament 
that I have the highest regard for the 
Parliament and hold this supreme law 
maker of our land in the highest 
esteem.' 

I do not, therefore, .give my consent to the matter 
being raised as a question of privilege under Rule 
222." 

The matter was, thereafter. closcd. 
256 

Point of privileae 

LOK SABHA 
(1980) 

Alleged misleading in/ormation given to the House by 
a Minister during supplementariu to a . SIII"ed 
Question. 
Facts of the c;ase and rullDg by the Chair 

On 26th March. 1980. Shri Jyotirmoy Bosu. a 
member, sought to raise a question of privilege 
against the Minister of Energy, Irrigation and Coal 
(Shri A.B.A. Ghani Khan Choudhury) for allegedly 
giving misleading information to the House on 
11 March. 1980. during supplementaries to Starred 
Question No.3. relating to power generated by the 
Damodar Valley Corporation. 

2. While disallowing the question of privilege. the 
Deputy Speaker (Shri G. Lakshmanan). observed 
inter alia. as follows:-

H After going through the factual note furnished 
by the Minister for Energy and Irrigation and 
coal I do not find that the Minister has 
deliberately given any misleading information to 
the House. I have not therefore given my 
consent to Shri Bosu to raise the matter in the 
House as a question of privilege. A copy of the 
Minister's factual note has already been given to 
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Sbri Bosu. If Sbri Bosu still considers that there 
is any discrepancy in the statement of the 
Minister he may give notice under Direction 115 
whicb will be examined on merits .... " 

3. Subsequently on 28 March, 1980 when Shri Bosu 
soupt to raise the matter under Direction 115 the 
Speaker (Sbri Bal Ram Jakbar) observed, inter aliJJ, 
as follows:-

" .... 1 do not find any substantial inaccuracy in 
the answer given by the Minister. I have not 
therefore, given my permission to raise this 
matter under Dircctin 115." 

4. The matter was, thereafter, closed. 
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LOK SABHA 

(1980) 

PolDt of privUep 

Alkged miskading information given to the Howe by 
Q Minister. 

Faets of the case and ruling by the Speaker 

On 18th June, 1980, during discussion in tbe House 
on a calling attention matter regarding the token 
strike by Resident Doctors in the major bospitals in 
Delhi, Shri Ram Vilas Paswan, a member, enquired 
from the Minister of Education and Health and 

Social Welfare (Sbri B. Shankaranand), "whether on 
'& memorandum on behalf of Junior Doctors of Delhi 
was given to you or not". "In reply to this question 
the Minister stated, "I have not received it". 

2. On 19th June, 1980, Shri Ram Vilas Paswan and 
on 20th June, 1980, Sbri Atal Behari Vajpayee and 
Shri Jyotirmoy Bosu, members, gave notices of a 
question of privilege against the Minister of 
Education and Health and Social Welfare for 
allegedly misleading the House on 18th June, 1980, 
while giving a reply in the House regarding the token 
strike of the Resident Doctors in major Delhi 

~  

Sbri Ram Vilas Paswan in his notice of question of 
privilege, stated, inter alia, as follows:-

"In this connection I am enclosing a copy of receipt 
of the memorandum of Junior Doctors 
Federation of Delhi as received by Shri N.K. 
Dubey, P .S. to the Minister of Education and 
Health for your perusal--it II • photostat copy. 
It clearly sbows that the Hoo'ble ~  has 
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deliberately spoken untruth and bas 
misled the House. It is a contempt of the 
House". 

Later on 23rd June, 1980, Sbri K.A. Rajan, 
another member gave similar notice apinst the 
Minister of Education and Health and Social Welfare 
regarding this matter. 

3. On 30th June, 1980, on receipt of the Minister's 
comments, after the Speaker (Sbri Bal Ram Jakhar) 
had withheld his consent to the raising of the 
question of privilege in the House, Sbri Ram Vilas 
Paswan sougbt to raise the matter in the House. The 
Speaker then observed "I bave given my ruling after 
full study .... You can give notice under Direction 
115". 

4. On 7 July, 1980, making a statement under 
Direction 115, Shri Ram Vilas Paswan, stated, inter 
aliJJ, as follows:-

.... .It was revealed that this memorandum wu 
received in the office of the Hon 'ble Minister 
on 5 June, 1980, and its receipt was obtained. 

It is clear, therefore, that the Health Minister has 
made a wrong statement before the House. 
You are therefore, requested to direct tbe 
Hon'ole Minister to ~ a statement in this 
matter and tender apologies to the House". 

The Minister of Education and Helll tb and Social 
Welfare, thereupon made the following statement in 
the House:-

"It may kindly be recalled that the Calling 
Attention Notice was 'to call the attention of 
the Minister of Health to the reported token 
strike by the Resident Doctors in major 
Hospitals in Delhi on 16-6-1980' and I made a 
statement about tbe token strike by the 
Resident Doctors on 18th June, 1980. In the 
course of the questions by the Hon'ble 
Members of Parliament and my replies to 
them, Shri Ram Vilas Paswan M.P., while 
expressing concern about the demands of the 
Resident Doctors asked whether I bad 
received any memorandum of tbe Junior 
D0Ctors Federation of Delhi on 5tb June, 
1980. Since the Calling Attention and my 
statement and the question of all the previoUJ 
members who asked the questions were 
concerned mainly on the token strike of the 
Resident Doctors on 16th June, 1980, I 
believed that the Hon'ble member'. question 
was about some memorandum of the Resident 
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Doctors relating to token strike" and quite 
innocently replied in the negative of the 
receipt of such a memorandum. 

Since the point was raised by members, I had a 
thorough search made and found that a 
memorandum by the Junior Doctors 
Federation had been received in my office. In 
the circumstances I express my sincere regrets 
for the incorrect reply to a supplementary 
which was inadvertently given." 

The matter was thereafter closed. 
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PolDt of prlvUeae 

LOK SABHA 

(1981) 

Alleged misleading information given by a Minister 
regarding his personal bio-data published in "Seventh 
Lok Sabha: Who's Who" 

Facts of the case and rullDg by the Speaker 

On 2nd March, 1981 the Speaker (Shri Bal Ram 
Jakhar) informed the House as follows:-

"I have to inform the House that on 
16th February, 1981 Shri Jyotirmoy Bosu, 
M.P., gave notice of a question of privilege 
against the Minister of Energy (Shri A. B. A. 
Ghani Khan Chaudhuri) for giving misleading 
information regarding his personal bio-data 
published in 'Seventh Lok Sabha: Who's Who' 
discribing himself as 'Bar-at-Law' and 
'unmarried' ". 

In this connection Shri Bosu also enclosed a copy 
of the judgment of the Election Tribunal, West 
Bengal, in the case of Majibar Rahman 
Chaudhury versw Abdul Barkat Alaul Gani, 
delivered on 4th March, 1953, wherein the 
election of Shri A.B.A. Ghani Khan Chaudhuri 
to the State Legislative Assembly of West 
Bengal was called in question. In that case, 
while dismissing the election petitioa, the 
Election Tribunal, West Bengal, had inter alia 
observed as follows:-

'We cannot but strongly condemn the conduct of 
the respondent for such a false propaganda 
announcing that he had higher personal 
qualification. 

• • • • 
In the present case, judging, from all the points of 
view, we cannot hold that the false propaganda 
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of "Bar-at-Law" did, as a matter of fact, 
interfere with the exercise of the electoral right 
of voting. The Tribunal, accordingly, holds that 
the propagation of the mis-statement about the 
personal qub-.&1o:::ation of the respondent, though 
highly objectionable did not in the eyes of law 
constitute a corrupt practice with the meaning 
of "section 123(2) of the Representation of the 
People Act, 1951, and as such no order can be 
made under section 100(1) (a> of the said Act'. 

The matter was referred to the Minister of Energy 
for his comments under my direction. The 
Ministry of Energy in their reply approved by 
the Minister stated inter alia that supply of 
wrong information regarding the personal bio-
data of Shri A.B.A. Gani Khan Chaudhuri for 
publication in 'Seventh Lok Sabha Who's Who' 
was a case of 'genuine oversight' for which 
'regret was also expressed genuinely' by the 
Minister. 

As regards the election petition relating to 1953, the 
Minister of Energy inter alia stated that 'this 
election petition, which was filed against the 
Union Energy Minister and which came right 
upto the Supreme Court was decided in his 
favour.' 

It may be mentioned that the matter. sought to be 
raised by Shri Bosu was also raised earlier by 
Shri Bapusaheb Parulekar on 18th November, 
1980, when the Minister of Energy had explained 
the position and the matter was treated as closed. 

I have examined the matter carefully and find that 
the alleged statement about this bin-data were 
not inade by Shri A.B.A. Ghani Khan Chaudhuri 
in the House. One of the alleged statements was 
the subject matter of an election petition while 
the other statement was published in a book. It is 
thus clear that no misleading information was 
given to the House as such and no question of 

~  arises in the matter. I do not, therefore, 
give my consent to raise the matter in the House 
as a question of privilege under Rule 222." 

The matter was thereafter closed. 
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LOK SABHA 
(1981) 

Point of privUeae 

Alleged mislellding of the House by the Prime 
Minister . 

Facts of the case and ruling by the Speaker 

On 28th August, the Speaker (Dr. Bal ~  

Jakhar) informed the House as follows:-

"Shri R.N. Rakesh has given notice of a 
question of privilege against the Prime 
Minister on tbe ground that she' 
allegedly misled the House on 2nd 
August, 1981 by denying that she had 
made statement that is the people in 
Garhwal would not vote for her party in 
the by election, there would be no 
progress in tbat area. In this connection. 
he has cited a news bulletin broadcast 
by All India Radio and a news report 
published in the newspapers. 

I find that both the news bulletin broadcast by 
AIR as well as the news report 
published in the newspapers are 
different from what Shri Rakesh 
has alleged. Moreover, it is well 
established practice that when a 
Minister or a Member denies 
statement ~  in the 
newspapers etc., the den.ial .... js.· 
accepted and the matter is allowed 
to rest at that. I do not, therefore, 
give my consent to raise the matter 
under Rule 222." 

The matter was, therefore, closed. 
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Point of privUege 

LOK SABHA 

(1981) 

Alleged misleading of the House by a Minister, alleged 
casting of reflections on the Minister by a journalist in 
an anicle published in a newspaper and alleged casting 
of aspersions on the House by a former Member of 
ParliJlment. 

Facts of the case and ruling by the Speaker 

On 2nd September, 1981 while replying to 
clarificatory questions on Calling Attention regarding 
the reported irregularities in the matter of granting 
income-tax exemptions to certain Trusts in 
Maharashtra, the Minister of Finance (Shri R.·' . 
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Venkataraman) stated inter alia, as follows regarding 
alleged naming of a Trust as "Indira Gandhi Pratibha 
Partishthan" :-

...... Ordinarily the Prime Minister does  not allow 
her name to be associated with any such trust 
or anything like that Generally when people 
ask for such permission, she does  not give. In 
this case, because they said that it is all for the 
purpose of doing a great deal of servicc-she 
did not agree to -her name being put in-she 
only agreed to the objects. Thereafter, when 
her name was being used, she said, 'Please 
take it away'. And, in deference to her 
wishes ... 

I am informed on very reliable authority that the 
Prim: Minister did not inaugurate this .... " 

2. On 4th September, 1981, the Speaker (Dr. Bal 
Ram Jakbar) informed the House as follows:-

"Notices of questions of privilege have been given 
by Sarvashri George Fernandes, Atal Bihari 
Vajpayee, Jyotirmoy Bosu, Mani Ram Bagri 
and Prof. Madhu Dandavate, Members of 
Parliament, against the Minister of Finance, 
Shri R. Venkataraman, for allegedly 
misleading the House on September 2nd, 1981, 
while replying to clarificatory questions on the 
Calling Attention regarding the reported 
irregularities in the matter of granting income-
tax exemptions to certain trusts in Maharashtra 
.... .1 will get the facts and let you know ... .1 
will send them all to the Finance Minister 
concerned." 

The members enclosed with their notices xerox copies 
of the LDk Rajya dated 16th October, 1980, a 
Government of Maharashtra publication, and some 
other ilewspapers, which carried a photograph witb 
the captiQn "Prime Minister Shrimati Indira Gandhi, 
giving her consent to name the foundation to be 
established in Maharashtra as 'Indira Gandhi 
Pratibha Pratishthan'." and had alleged that the 
Finance Minister had· by s"rating in the House on 2nd 
September, 1981, that "in this case she (Prime 
Minister) did not agree to her name being put in she 
only agreed to the objects" and that "the Prime 
Minister did not inaugurate this", deliberately misled 
the House. 

3. On 7th September, 1981 the Speaker observed 
inter alia as follows:--. 

"I, had informed the House on 4th September, 
1981, that I hild received notices 01 question of 

G 
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breach of privilege from Sarvashri George 
Fernandes, Atal Bihari Vajpayee, Jyotirmoy 
Bosu, Mani Ram Bagri and Prof. Madhu 
Dandavate against the Minister of Finance, 
Shri R. Venkataraman for allegedly 
misleading the House on September 2nd, 
1981, while replying to c1arificatory questions 
on the Calling Attention regarding the 
reported irregularities in the matter of 
granting income-tax exemptions to certain 
trusts in Maharashtra. 

~ I informed the House on that day, these notices 
were referred to the Minister of Finance for 
furnishing his factual comments. 

Today I have also received notices of question of 
privilege on the same subject from Sarvashri Madhu 
Dandavate K.P. Unnikrishnan, Ram Jethmalani and 
Ram Vilas Paswan. 

Prof. Madhu Dandavate and Sarvashri K. P. 
Unnikrishnan and Ram Vilas Paswan have, 
with their notices enclosed xerox copies of 
the 'Lok Rajya' dated the 16th October, 
1980, which carried the caption Prime 
Minister Shrimati Indira Gandhi, giving her 
consent to name the foundation to be 
established in Maharashtra as Indira 
Gandhi Pratibha Pratishthan'. 

This photograph is the same which had been 
enclosll'i with the earlier notices. 

I have this morning received a detailed 
note from the Minister of Finance 
together with a number of enclosures, 
in which the Minister of Finance has 
inter alia stated that notices rely on 
newspapers' reports which had 
reproduced photograph with the 
caption 'Prime Minister Indira Gandhi 
affIXing her signature of the document 
giving her consent to name the 
Maharashtra Government trust for 
promoting talent in literature and the 
fmc arts as "Indira Gandhi Pratibha 
Pratishthan".' The Finance Minister 
has furnished the original as well as 
xerox copy of the document in 
question and it is seen therefrom that 
the Prime Minister had signed a 
dcoument bearing the caption 
'Pratibha Pratishthan Maharashtra' 
and not 'Indira Gandhi Pratibha 
Pratishthan'. The Finance Minister has 
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also stated that the Trust in question 
was registered on 18th November, 
1980, and therefore there is no 
question of its being inaugurated by 
the Prime Minister on an earlier date, 
namely, 11 October, 1980. 

As I have already mentioned the document which 
had in fact been signed by the Prime 
Minister was 'Pratibha Prat¥hthan 
Maharashtra' and not 'Indira Gandhi 
Pratibha Pratishthan. The fact that some 
newspapers and other publications have 
given a wrong and misleading caption 
cannot alter the basic fact that the 
doc.ument signed by the Prime Minister 
referred only to 'Pratibha Pratishthan 
Maharashtra' . 

According to May's Parliamentary Practice, in the 
British House of Commons, a deliberately 
misleading statement by a Member or 
Minister is a contempt of the House as had· 
happened in the Profumo's case in 1963. It 
has been ruled earlier by my distinguished 
predecessors that in order to constitute a 
breach of privilege or contempt of the 
Housc. It has to be proved. that the 
statement was not only wrong or misleading 
but it was made deliberately to mislead tbe 
Housc. A breach of privilege can arise only 
when a Member or the Minister makes a 
false statement or an incorrect statement 
wilfully, deliberately and knowingly. 

I had also occasion to rule on a similar notice of 
question of privilege against the Minister of 
Law on 2nd February, 1980, that no question 
of privilege is involved unless it is proved 
that the statement was not only wrong or 
misleading but it was made deliberately to 
mislead the Housc. 

Having regard to the facts of the case as mentioned 
above and the rulings and precedents 
bearing on the subject, I am convinced that 
there was no attempt by the Minister of 
Finance to mislead the House much less 
deliberately while replying to the 
c1arificatory questions on the Calling 
Attention on 2nd September, 1981, and the 
therefore I do not give my consent to these 
notices under rule 222." 

After the Speaker gave his ruling, several members 
sought to raise points of order that they should have 
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been ~  in the House by the Speaker before 
giving his ruling and contended that they had some 
additional evidence with them in that regard. The 
Speaker, then observed, inler alia as follows:-

"You convince me and I will see .... My ruling is 
final till is revised ..... I am open to 
correction. I am open to suggestion." 

4. On 8th September, 1981, immediately after the 
House assembled when several members again 
sought to raise the maller in the House the 
Speaker observed", as follows:-

"The specific question that was under consideration 
related to Notices under Rule 222. The duty 
cast on the Speaker is to see whether a prima 
facie has been made out for a maller being 
given priority for being raised as a matter of 
privilege under 222. The Chair has to be 
guided in this respect by the Rules, precedents 
and rulings given earlier on the subject. I had 
most carefully gone into these notices and felt 
that a clarification from the Minister of Fina.!lce 
was called for. After I received the clarification 
it was evident that the Minister of Finance had 
not at all misled the House, far less 
deliberately, and, therefore, consent could not 
be given to the maller being raised as a 
question of privilege under Rule 222 and I had 
informed the House accordingly. 

The Leaders of Groups in Opposition and some other 
hon. Members had seen me yesterday and I 
had . ~  them the original documents as 
singed by the Prime Minister. It is clear from 
the document as well as the clarification 
furnished by the Minister of Finance and the 
supporting enclosures thereto that the 
document which had in fact been signed by 
the Prime Minister was 'Pratibha Pratishthan 
Maharashtra' and not 'Indira Gandhi Pratibha 
Pratishthan' .  . 

As I said in the House yesterday if there. are any 
other documents or evidence the Members are 
free to adduce the same by way of further 
Notice under Rule 222, and I am prepared to 
examine these notices in the light of Rules 
precedents ' and past ruling." 

5. On 8th September, 1981, Shri George Fernandes 
sought to raise in the House a question of privilege 
against Shri Arun Shourie, Executive Editor of the 
Indian Exprt!Ss for publishing an aritcle in the Indian 
Express dated 4th September, 1981, under the 
caption 'Pelly Lillie Lies in Parliament" which 
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referred to the Finance Minister's statement in the 
~  on 2nd September, 1981, alleging' that the 
MlDlSter had lied in Parliament on that day. The 
Speaker observed that he was looking into the 
maller. 

6: On 14th September 1981, several members gave 
notices of a question of privilege against Shri Krishan 
Kant, a former member, for his reported remarks: 
"has the institution of Parliament become so 
impotent that it cannot safeguard its dignity and 
honour and that of its presiding officers? Has 
Parliament been reduced to a prostitute and a 
spinster;" published in the India,. Express, dated 14th 
September, 1981. 

7. On 14th September, 1981, Shri Bapusaheb 
Parulekar and Prof. Madhu Dandavate, members, 
also gave notices that they would like to raise some 
issues and points of order in the House before the 
Speaker gave his ruling on the matter. 

On 16th September, 1981, the Speaker observed as 
follows on the points raised by Shri Bapusaheb 
Parulekar and Prof. Madhu Dandavate, in thei'r 
notices:-

"A question of privilege takes precedence over other 
matters, and, therefore; it has been provided in 
our Rules that such a question may be only 
raised with the consent of the Speaker. The duty 
cast on the Speaker is to see whether a case hu 
been made out for a matter to be given such a 
precedence. 

I had observed in the House on 8th September, that 
if three were any other documents or evidence 
the Members were free to adduce the same by 
way of further notice under Rule 222 and I am 
prepared to examine these notices in the light of 
Rules, precedents and past rulings. 

AI. adequate opportunity had already been given to 
Members to bring to notice any additional matter 
having a bearing on this privilege issue, the 
question of allowing any further submissions to 
be made in the House does not arise. 

In=identally, in the House of Commons, U.K. 
following the report of the Committee of 
Privileges of 1976-TI it has been decided that 
question of privilege would not be raised directly 
in the House, but only after the matter had been 
gone into by the Hon. Speaker there and consent 
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. communicated to the Member concerned. In fact, 
the report of the Privilege Committee goes on to 
state that: 

'If Mr. Speaker decided against giving precedence 
he would inform the Member by letter and it 
would not be in order to raise the matter of 
precedence with him in the Chamber'." 

8. The Speaker also gave his ruling on the notices 
of questions of privilege against the Finance Minister, 
Shri Arun Shourie and Shri Krishna Kant as 
foUows:-

"On 7th September, 1981, while giving my ruling 
on the question of privilege sought to be raised 
against the Minister of Finance, Shri R. 
Venkataraman, for allegedly misleading the 
House on September 2nd. 1981. I had observed 
that on the basis of facts adduced before me, I 
was convinced that there was no attempt by the 
Minister of Finance to mislead the House, much 
less deliberately, while replying to the 
clarificatory questions on the Calling Attention 
on 2nd September, 1981. I had accordingly 
with-held my consent under Rule 222. 

On 8th September, 1981, I had observed that the 
notices were under Rule 222 and the duty 
placed on the Speaker was to see whether prima 
facie case had been made out for the matter 
being given priority to be raised as a question of 
privilege. In this respect the Chair has to be 
guided by rules, precedents, rulings given 
earlier on the subject and it was in the light 
thereof that I had given the ruling on 7th 
September, 1981 but I had stated that if there 
were any other documents or evidence the 
Members were free to adduce the same by way 
of further notices under Rule 222 and I was 
prepared to examine these notices in the light of 
Rules, precedents and past rulings. 

I have received further notices and communications 
from Sarvashri George Fernandes, Harikesh 
Bahadur, K.P. Unnikrishnan, Madhu 
Dandavate, Satyasadhan Chakraborty, Indrajit 
Gupta, Chitta Basu, Atal Bihari Vajpayee, Ram 
Vilas Paswan, Satish Agarwal, Somnath 
Chatterjee, Rashid Masood and Ajit Kumar 
Mehta. 

It may be pertinent to recall that the Finance 
Minister Shri Venkataraman, had said by way 
of clarifications in response to the queries raised 
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during the Calling Attention on 2nd September, 
1981, that: 

' ......... ordinarily the Prime Minister does not 
allow her name to be associated with any such 
trust or anything like that. Generally when 
people ask for such permission, she does not 
give. In this caSe, because they said that it is all 
for the purpose of doing a great deal of 
service--$he did not agree to her name being 
put in-she only agreed to the objects. 
Thereafter, when her name was being used, she 
said. "Please take it away". And in deference to 
her wishes .... ' 

'I am informed on very reliable authority that 
the Prime Minister did not inaugurate 
this ........ ' 

One of the new points made out by a number of 
members is that the photograph as published in 
Lok Rajya a Government of Maharashtra 
publication dated 16th October, 1980 shows two 
documents being signed by the Prime Minister 
and not one as shown in some other 
photographs published in newspapers which had 
been enclosed by members with their earlier 
notices of breach of privilege against the 
Finance Minister. They.also have drawn specific 
attention to the caption of the photograph as 
published in Lok Rajya, a Government of 
Maharashtra publication etc. that the Prime 
Minister was signing a document giving her 
consent to the Trust being named .after her. 
They had also referred to the newspaper reports 
that the Prime Minister had consented to the 
Trust being named after her. The Minister of 
Finance to whom the matter was referred has 
furnished in reply a xerox eopy of the second 
document ~  by the Prime Minister as well 
as its original. The second document is in 
English and states: 

'1 am happy to associate myself with the. Pratibha 
Pratishthan, Maharashtra'. 

Even the second document relied on in support of 
the privilege motion does not contain the words 
'Indira Gandhi Pratibha Pratishthan:. 

Some Members have also asserted that the word 
'Sahabhagi' in the Marathi document signcd by 
the Prime Minister should be translated to mean 
to 'participate' or to be a 'co-partner'. 

The English version of the document as now 
furnished by the Finance Minister clearly· 
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indicates that she was only happy to associate 
herself with the Pratibha Pratishthan, 
Maharashtra and 'sahabaghi' in this context 
could appropriately be interpreted to mean 
'association' rather than being a ·co-partner'. 

It has also been stated by a member that the fact that 
Prime Minister desired at a later stage that her 
name might be dropped from the name of the 
Trust meant that she was aware that the Trust 
was really named after her. In this connection, 
the Minister of Finance has stated: 

'It has never been stated by me that the Trust was 
not being called Indira Gandhi Pratibha 
Pratishthan. What in fact has been stated by me 
is that the Prime Minister did not give her 
consent to the use of her name in the name of 
the Trust. I have also never stated that she did 
not become aware of this fact. In fact I have 
myself stated: 
"thereafter when her name was used she said 
please take it away". 

As far as mention of Indira Gandhi Pratibha 
Pratishthan in the captions published in the 
newspapers or in Maharashtra Government 
publications or even in letters written by some 
officials of the Maharashtra Government or office 
bearers of the Trust or accounts maintained with 
Banks or issue of cheques or submissions made to 
authorities etc. arc concerned, these cannot be taken 
as conclusive evidence of the allegation that the 
Prime Minister agreed to the Trust being called 
Indira Gandhi Pratibha Pratishthan. In the absence of 
any direct evidence of a document signed by the 
Prime Minister and within the knowledge of the 
Finance Minister on 2 September, 1981 when he 
made the observations in the House. the charge that 
the Finance Minister has deliberately misled the 
House. cannot be sustained. 

No positive evidence has also been produced by 
the members in support of their assertion that the 
Prime Minister had inaugurated the Trust. In fact. 
there could be no question of its being inaugurated 
on 11 October. 1980 as the deed concerning the Trust 
was registered only on 18 November. 1980. The Chief 
Minister of Maharashtra has clearly stated in his 
letter of 5 September. 1981 to the Finance Minister 
that 'the Prime Minister did not inaugurate the 
Maharashtra Pratibha Pratishthan.· 

As I said. the question that I am called upon to 
decide as a Presiding Officer. is whether Shri R. 
Venkataraman. Finance Minister had deliberately 
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misled the House while replying to the clarificatory 
questions on 2 September 1981 to this. my reply 
remains the same, namely, that I am convinced that 
he did not mislead the House, far less deliberately. 

I am therefore unable to give my consent to the 
Notices UDder Rule 222 against the Finance Minister, 
Shri Venkataraman. 

I have also received notices of question of privilege 
from Sarvashri Jyotirmoy Bosu, George Fernandes, 
Harikesh Bahadur, Niren Ghosh, Rashid Masood, 
Ram Vilas Paswan and Jaipal Singh Kashyap against 
Shri Arun Shourie, Executive Editor of the Indian 
Express for a report published under his name in the 
Indian Express dated 4 and 12 September, 1981, 
respectively containing reflections on Shri R. 
Venkataraman in respect of certain remarks made by 
him in the House on 2 September, 1981. 

I have considered these notices in the light of 
precedents both in India and in the House of 
Commons. U.K. It would be pertinent to recall the 
observations of the Committee of Privileges in the 
Daily Mail case of 1948 of House of Commons, 
U.K. and the cases of Shri M.O. Mathai and Times 
of India in our own House where the Committee of 
Privilegp.s observed that it is not consistent with the 
dignity of the House to take notice of every case 
which may technically appear to constitute a breach 
of privilege. 

Having regard to these precedents and the facts of 
the case I think that it is hardly a matter which 
should attract the attention of the House. 

I do not therefore. give my consent to this matter 
also being raised under Rule 22.2. 

On Similar grounds I diaallow notices of question 
of privilege given by Shri Harikesh Bahadur. 
Shri Somnath Chatterjee. Shri. K.P. Unnikrishnan 
andShri Ram Vilas Paswan against Shri Krishan 
Kant for allegedly casting aspersions on Parliament in 
a Press statement published in newspapers on 
14 September. 1981.' 

Point of privilege 

261 
LOK SABHA 

(1983) 

Alleged making of wrong and misleading statements in 
fhe House by fwO Minisfers in regard to a Note stated 
fO have been senf by fhe Chief Election Commissioner 
fa Government affer the firsf round of poll in Assam 
for posfponing fhe elections. 
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Facts of the case' and rullo, by the Speaker 

On 24th March. 1983. the Speaker (Dr. Bal Ram 
Jakhar) observed as follows:-

"On 15 and 16 March. 1983. Shri Atal Bihari 
Vajpayee gave notices of breach of privilege 
under rule 222 against the Minister of Home 
Affairs and Minister of Law, Justice and 
Company Affairs and by implication against the 
Chief Election Commissioner. On 16 March, 
1983, Shri Vajpayee also forwarded to me a copy 
of the note which he claimed was sent to the 
Government of India by the Chief Election 
Commissioner after the first round of poll in 
Assam and sought my permission for laying a 
copy of the note on the Table. 

Shri Atal Bihari Vajpayee in his notice date 
15 March. 1983. of breach of Privilege and 
contempt of the House stated1 inter alia: 

~ $ WiF'T if 'ffiq; lNT if 'all ~ ~ lA ~ 
'IT ~ W * ~ if ~ #!I ~ ~ if1l'W 
~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ if 14 ~ $ ~ 
~~ ~~ tfifci ~~ 

~~  #!I1JS' ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ 
~~ ~~ ~ ~ 

~ t? 1JS' ~ ~ ~ ~ ~  ~ ~ I 

~ 14 lWif <it ~ if ~ ~ ~ ~ !f ~ 
t ~~  1J' -q;ft ~ ~ if lfiFf' -q;ft ~ ~ 1(Rf lfiI 
~ ~ fci '5SI ~ ~ ~ ~ t ~ if ~ 
~ ~ m tl o-Wf.t 1I'W ~ ~ ~ ~ '5SI ~ 
~ ~ ~ 'qSI 1IJI<f ~ !3lI1' 

When the Minister of Home Affairs. Shri P.e. 
Sethi was making the statement on Assam at the 

1 English translation-

beginning of the discussion of Assam, Shri Vajpayee 
had intervened and asked2:-

'''' ~~~  ~~ ~~~  
~~ ~ ~~ ~ ~ ~ 

~ lfiI ~ f,u; om t, ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ 
~ ~ 'IT 17 lIriRI ~ ~ 14 ~ ~ ~ 11 TPn 
t. 4I1tc8Q{IlHM 311 .. ~  a:R Tf OR ~ TPn t I a:R 
~~~~ ~~~~ ~ 

~  ~ ~ m ~ ~ ~ ,ft ~ lI'PT ~ tfi fct; 
~~~~~ ~ ~~ ~  

~~~~~~ ~~ 

~~~ ~ ~~~  

• ~ t I ~ 1f;ft ~ ~ t fct; ~ 'qSI m t? 
On 18th March. 1983. Shri Vajpayee sent in 
continuation of his earlier notice under rule 222. a 
communication clarifying his point of view. 

Shri Harikesh Bahadur gave on 16th March. 1983. 
a notice under rule 222 of breach of privilege against 
the Minister of Home Affairs and the  Minister of 
Law. Justice and Company Affairs on the ground 
that they have a wrong statement that they did not 
receive any communication from the Election 
Commission regarding postponement of elections in 
Assam. 

I have tried to carefully sift the material contained 
in the notice under rule 222 given by Shri Atal Bihari 
Vajpayee. the clarification and other information 
furnished by him in relation to those notices. his 
request for permission for the laying of a .particular 
document on the  Table, of the House. the notice 
given by Shri Harikesh Bahadur and the material 
furnished by the Home Minister and the Law 
Minister. 

I have no doubt the members of the House would 
like to know about the existence and identity of the 

"When I was preparing for discussion. to be held in Lok Sabha regarding Assam, I read news item in the newspapers that after the 
elections on 14 February in Assam, the Chief Election Commissioner had advised the Government to postpone the next phase of 
elections. I had contacted, the Chief election Commissioner personally to enquire whether the report published in the newspapers was 
correct. The Chief Election Commissioner had replied in the affirmative, 

During the discussion held in the House on 14 March on Assam situation, first the Home Minister and later the Law Minister denied that 
they had received any suggestion from the Chief Election Commissioner about Assam, They also said that they had not received any 
letter from the Chief Election Commissioner." 

2English translation-
"Shri Atal Bihari Yajpayee: The Hon, Home Minister has made a long statement, but no mention has been made therein of the Chief 

Election Commissioner'S letter in which the Chief Election Commissioner has suggested on the 17th that since polling has been held on 
the 14th, the Constitutional obligation has been met. The election could now be postponed, Elections should be postponed. 
Mr. Chairman, Sir, you will recollect that on that day also we had demanded that this letter should be laid on the Table of the House. 
The Government are shifting their responsibility on the Election Commission and the Election Commission is blaming the 
Government, How would this House decide as to who is right, Does the Hon, Minister know that he has received the ~  
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document which the Home Minister and the Law 
Minister have been alleged to have failed to mention 
in the course of the debate and which has led to the 
various notices by Shri Vajpayee and the notice by 
Shri Harikesh Bahadur. This is a note entitled 'The 
General Elections to the Legislative Assembly of 
Assam-1983'. This note was prepared in the 
Election Commission and it is the same as the one 
for which Shri Vajpayee has sought my permission to 
lay on the Table of the House. 

This note was first furnished by the Election 
Commission to the Ministry of Law, Legislative 
Department on 19 February, 1983, under a coverin& 
letter of the same date. It is clear from the contents 
of the covering letter and information made available 
by the Law Minister that the note was sent to the 
Legislative Department by the Election Commission 
not on its own volition but in compliance with a 
specific request made by that Department on 
27 January, 1983 and a reminder sent by that 
Department on 14 February, 1983, for material for 
preparing a statement for the use of the Law Minister 
for dealing with Calling Attention notices in the 
Rajya Sabha. 

I find from the material furnished by the Home 
Minister that a copy of the same note was sent on 
21 February, 1983, to the Home Ministry by the 
Election Commission as an aid for the use of the 
Home Minister in connection with his proposed 
statement on Assam in Parliament. 

It may be that if the Legislative Department had 
not on its own sought information from the Election 
Commission, and followed it up by a reminder the 
Election Commission might not perhaps have 
compiled this note. A careful perusal of this note 
leads one to the logical conclusion that far from 
containing any suggestion for p<?stponement of the 
poll in Assam after the first round of poll on 
14 February, 1983, it contains passages which indicate 
that the Commission itself considered it improper to 
cancel in toto elections on the basis of the views of 
one of the Parties and without taking into account 
the views of certain Parties which had representation 
in the dissolved ~  Assembly of Assam and 
which were in favour of elections. The note also 
contains a passage indicating that the Commission 
was continuing with the process of election of account 
of the assurances given by the State Government at 
various stages that they were in a position to ~  

out the process of election. The note also contams a 
statement to the effect that Commission would be 
referring some of the important complex 
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constitutional issues to the Attorney General of India 
for his considered advice, which would show that the 
references had not been made on or before 
19 February, 1983. As a matter of fact, from the 
information furnished by the Law Minister, I find 
that the Commission sent the first communication for 
making reference to the Attorney General only on 
21 February, 1983 i.e. after the third round of poD in 
Assam was over on 20 February, 1983. 

Since there has been speculation about the contents 
and implications of this note, I hereby accord 
permission under Direction 117 to Shri Atal Bihari 
Vajpayee to lay this note of the Election Commission 
on the Table of the House. 

Let the time when and the manner in which and 
the purpose for which the note was sent to the 
Government and the contents of the note speak for 
themselves. In any case it is clear that the note does 
not afford any factual basis for the inferences that the 
Election Commission made any suggestion that the 
poll in Assam be postponed after the first round on 
14 February, 1983. 

I am also unable to accept, Shri Vajpayee's 
contention in hiS second letter of 18 March, 1983 that 
the central issue is not that the note sent by the 
Election Commission on 19 February contained any 
suggestion or hint for postponing the next round of 
poll in Assam, for this was the very point which he 
had raised in the House pointedly. 

According to well established parliamentary 
practices and procedures and ~ ~ a breach of 
privilege can arise only when a MiDlster/member 
makes a false statement or an incorrect statement 
wilfully, deliberately and knowingly. 

The facts as briefly recalled by me clearly indicate 
that the statements of the Minister of Home Affairs 
and the Minister of Law taken in the context of the 
specific queries by Shri Vajpayee in the House on 
14 March, 1983, were factually not incorrect and 
there is thus no question of breach of privilege or 
contempt of the House. 

I therefore do not accord consent under rule 222 to 
Shri Vajpayee and Shri Harikesh ~ ~  raise 
this matter as a question of breach of pnvilege or 
contempt of the House. 

I do wish that  greater care had been taken to 
ascertain the facts in their entirety before the issue 
was taken up on the floor of the House. At the same 
time I also wish that  greater restraint was shown by 
the person concerned and the high office of tile 
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Chief Election Commissioner who has his own 
statutory obligations and responsibilities under the 
Constitution is not brought in unnecessarily. 

Truth should prevail." 

Point or privlleae 

262 
LOK SABHA 

(1985) 

Alleged misleading 0/ the Howe by the Prime Minister 
Facts or the case and ruling by the Speaker 

On 23rd July, 1985 immediately after the Question 
Hour several members sought clarification from the 
Prime Minister (Shri Rajiv Gandhi) regarding certain 
remarks made by him about Emergency in a Press 
Conference on 7th July, 1985. Clarifying the position 
the Prime Minister stated inter alia as follows:-

"I was asked a very specific question. One, 
whether I thought the Emergency when it was 
proclaimed in 1975 it was correct? I said 'Yes'. I 
think it is correct and I stand by that 
statement .... The second part of the question I 
was asked was that 'if conditions similar to' 75 
were to repeat themselves ... would I do the same 
thing? My answer was that it was highly unlikely 
that any given set of conditions can repeat 
themselves. But .. .if conditions do occur that 
require emergency to be proclaimed I will not 
hesitate to proclaim emergency." 

2. On 24th July, 1985, Prof. Madhu Dandavate, 
Sarvashri S. Jaipal Reddy and Indrajit Gupta, 
members, gave separate notices of a question of 
privilege against the Prime Minister ·for allegedly 
misleading the House on 23rd July, 1985. The 
members stated in their notices that the transcript of 
the Press interview was not in conformity with the 
statement made in the House by the Prime Minister 
on 23 July, 1985. The members contended that the 
House was deliberately misled by the Prime Minister 
and this amounted to a breach of privilege of the 
House. 

3. On 24th July, 1985, when the members sought 
to raise the matter in the House the Speaker (Dr. Bal 
Ram Jakhar) observed as follows:-

"I have carefully gone through the notices given 
by Prof. Madhu Dandavate, Shri S. Jaipal.Reddy 
and Shri Indrajit Gupta together with the 
transcript of the Prime Minister's Press 
Conference and the clarification given by him in 
the House yesterday. I feel that after the 
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clarifications given by the Prime Minister, there 
is hardly anything substantial which may need 
further comment. The matter may now be 
closed." 

Points or privilege 

263 
LOK SABHA 

(1987) 

Alleged misleading 0/ the Howe by the Prime Minister 

Facts or the case and ruUng by the Speaker 
On 19th March, 1987, the Speaker (Dr. B.R. 

Jakhar) observed as follows: 
"On 13 March, 1987, Prof. Madhu Dandavate, 
Sarvashri Dinesh Goswami and C. Madhav 
Reddy gave notices of question of privilege 
against the Prime Minister for allegedly 
misleading the House on 2 March, 1987 during 
discussion on the motion of thanks on the 
President's Address. Prof. Dandavate also 
enclosed the text of what was allegedly a letter 
from the President to the Prime Minister. It was 
published in the Indian Express dated 13 March, 
1987. I refused my consent to the matter being 
raised in the House as I found that it was not in 
order as per rules in this regard. The same day, 
when, after the Question Hour, the Members 
sought to raise the matter in the House, I ruled 
that the President's name could not be dragged 
in 'any way on the floor of the House for 
influencing any debate. 

Again, on 18 March, I received other notices 
from Sarvashri Saifuddin Chowdhury, Dinesh 
Goswami and C. Madhav Reddy seeking my 
permission to raise the matter in the House. I 
have since further examined the matter very 
carefully in all its aspects and in accordance with 
the constitutional provisions, Rules of Procedure, 
precedents and earlier rulings. All these 
reinforce the correctness of the ruling given by 
me on 13 March, 1987. 

A member can raise a question of privilege on 
the floor of the House 'with the consent of the 
Spt.. .. ker' (Rule 222). The Speaker 'shall call the 
member concerned' only if he has accorded his 
consent and holds that the matter 'proposed to 
be discussed in order' (Rule 225). Thus, unless 
specifically allowed and called by the Speaker, a 
member cannot raise any privilege issue on the 



Privikgu Digul 

floor of the HoUle. Mere livinl of a notice of 
privilege motion docs not entitle a member to 
raise it on the floor of the House Also, Speaker's 
decision refusing consent to the raisin& of the 
matter cannot be questioned on the Door of the 
House. If a member is dissatisfied and wants to 
seek any clarification, he can at best sec the 
Speaker in his chamber. 

Both on 13 March and on 18 March I refused my 
consent to the matter given notice of being raised on 
the Door of the House as a privilege issue or 
otherwise as I found that I was not in order. So far as 
the Rules go, that should have ended the matter but 
since lOme members persisted in prcssin, the subject-
matter of their notices, I gave my observations on the 
merits of the notices and ruled that the name of the 
President could not be allowed to be used in any 
manner to inOuencc discussions on the Door of the 
House. This was strictly in accordance with the Rules 
inasmuch as Rule 352 (vi) expressly prohibited 'usc of 
the President's name for the purpose of inDuencing 
the debate'. Sincc the whole matter centred round a 
letter alleged to have been written by the President, 
any discussion on the matter either by way of a 
privilege issue or otherwise was bound to bring in the 
name of \he President and as such it could not be 
allowed. 

Earlier, on 2 March, 1987, while speaking on the 
motion of thanks on the President's Address, 
Shri Amal Datta had raised the issue of the 
convention of the Prime Minister calling on the 
President and discussing matters of State with him. 
The Chair had at that time also immediately drawn 
attention inler lIlill to Rule 352(vi) and objected to 
President's name being used to inOuence the debate. 

On Shri Datta aDeging that Article 74 of the 
Constitution had been brought to a nullity, the Prime 
Minister had intervened to deny the allegation and 
stated that he and other Ministers had been meeting 
the President. The Prime Minister had further said: 

'We like to keep the President above our politics 
and we will not involve the President in our daily 
politics and I would request the members to 
honour the institutions of this country and not 
drag them down into politics.' 

While  replying to Shri Datta the Chair had 
observed: 

'I have already made it very very clear that you 
cannot, as per the rule, drag the office of the 
President. The Prime Minister bas also made it 
very very clear.' 
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Whea on 9 March, 1987, Shri Madhu Dandavate 
sought to raise the questiOR OR the' basis of the 
proceedings of the Housc on 2 March, I did not allow 
him ~  nothing was allowed to go on record because 
he did not have my permission to raise the issue OR 
the Door of the House. I categoricaUy ruled: 

'Use of the President's name for the purpose of 
inOuencing the debate in any way whatsover is 
not allowed.... even in the first place it was 
wrong and it should not have been done .... I am 
not going to allow any wrong to be repeated ... I 
say that I do not approve of the mention of the 
President's name by anybody in this House .... ' 

Thus the stand taken by the Chair on 2 March, 
9 March, 13 March and 18 March wu substantially' 
the same and very consistent. On another occasion, 
as early as on 8 April, 1985, I had ruled that the 
name of the President could not be dragged in the 
debate. All the observations and the rulings from the 
Chair have been categorical to the effect that the 
President's name could not be uscd on the Door of 
the Housc in order to influence the debate .... 

Various notices received on the subject raise the 
question of the relationship between the President 
and his Ministers and that of the discharge of their 
constihltional functions. Under Article S3 of the 
Constitution, the ~  power of the Union is 
vested in the President and all executive action is 
taken in his name. The executive power has to be 
exercised in accordance with the Constitution which 
inter alia ordains vide Article 74 that President has to 
discharge all his functions in accordance with the 
advice of the Council of Ministers. The Council of 
Ministers, under Article 7S, has been made 
collectively responsible to Lok Sabha. Thus, for the 
exercise of all the executive power in the name of the 
President and for the discharge of all his functions, it 
is the Council of Ministers alone that is responsible to 
Lot Sabha. 

The question whether any, and if 50, what advice 
was tendered by Ministers to the President cannot be 
enquired into in any Court of Law (vide Article 74). 
The relationship between the President and his 
Council of Ministers is a matter entirely between 
them and cannot under any circumstances be a fit 
subject for discussion on the Door of the House. 

It has bee, held by earlier Speaken that members 
cannot read even letters received by them from ·the 
President unless President's specific permission to do 
so has been obtained by them. Also. members are 
not allowed to refer to any private taIkJ which they 
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may have had with the President. So far as any talks 
between the Prime Minister or the Council of 
Ministers and the President or any letters exchanged 
between them  are concerned, they are entirely 
between them and not the concern of the House. 

Also, such official correspondence and discussions 
at the highest leve1-between the President and his 
advisers (the ~ in their very nature, 
confidential, privileged and protected. 

I may also add that Rule 352 (v) provides that 
conduct of persons in high authority cannot be 
discussed except on a substantive motion drawn in 
proper terms. Thus, in the case of Ministers, their 
conduct can be discussed only on a motion of censure 
or No Confidence. It should, however, be stressed 
that even during the discussion on a motion of 
censure or no confidence in the Ministers, the name 
of the President, the relationship between the 
President and the Prime Minister or the Council of 
Ministers including the advice tendered or received or 
correspondence, if any, exchanged between them 
cannot be allowed to be brought in to influence the 
debate. 

In view of the express provisions of the 
Constitution, the rules, the precedents and the earlier 
rulings, I do not consider that any case llas been 
made out requiring me to reconsider the matter. 
Accordingly, I reiterate my ruling and withhold my 
consent to the matter being raised.as a question of 
privilege or otherwise. No member has my consent to 
raise this issue again on the floor of the House in any 
form. 

The high institutions created by the Constitution 
including those of the President and the Council of 
Ministers with the Prime Minister at its head are 
embodiments of our national aspirations. I am 
absolutely clear in my mind that any debate on the 
floor of the House which brings in the name of the 
President into any controversy or which tends to 
discuss the relationship between the President and his 
Council of Ministers, must be avoided at all !»sts in 
the wider interests of the nation. We are still in the 
process of developing sound conventions and 
traditions. Let us not, in the heat of the moment, do 
something which might hamper this proccsa. 

While cOnfirming my earlier rulings, r would, 
therefore, again appeal to all sections of the House to 
desist from making it a political or party ~ to be 
debated or a matter for points to be scored against 
each other. 
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Point of priYile&e 

264 

LOK SABHA 

(1987) 

Alkged misleading of the Howe by Il Minister 

Facts of the case and I'1IllnI by the  Speaker 

On 6th April, 1987, the Speaker (Dr. B.R. Jakhar) 
observed as follows: 

"Hon'ble members, I have received several notices 
of privilege under rule 222 as well as under Direction 
115 in regard to the statements made by the Minister 
of State for Fmance on the question of engaging the 
services of a foreign agency, namely, FAIR-FAX 
GROUP, of the United States. I have also received 
several notices under rules 184 and 193 demanding a 
discussion on the subject orland on the statement 
made by :he Prime Minister in the House on 3 April. 

Earlier, in response to the notices received under 
rule 193 from Prof. Madhu Dandavate and Sarvashri 
J,ipal Reddy and Ram Babadur Singh on 24 March, 
1987, I allowed a discussion on the subject on 
31 ·March, 1987 because I strongly felt that such a 
discussion could not be barred and Parliament was 
entitled to know the full facts in the possession of 
Government. In reply to the discussion, the Minister 
of State for Finance had clarified the position and 
had tried to answer the various points raised by 
members. 

Subsequently, the newspapers published reports of 
an interview purported to have been given by the 
President of the Fairfax Group. On 3 April, 1987, 
Sarvashri Jaipal Reddy and E. Ayyapu Reddy gave 
notices under Direction 115 pointing out what, 
according to them, were the discrcpaacies in the 
Minister's statement read in conjunction with the 
aforesaid interview. I also received notices of 
privilege from Prof. Madhu Damiavate and 
Shri Madhav Reddy on the same subject. I referred 
all these notices to the Minister of State for Finance 
for comments. The Minister in his. reply dated 3 
April, 1987 pointed out that the only basis for the 
allegation was a news item published in. a daily paper 
purporting to be a statement of a foreign national. 
The Minister has stated that whatever he had said in 
reply to the debate in the House was. based on the 
information and on the records available with the 
Government and there was no attemp&; or intention 
on his part to conceal the facts or to. mislead the 
House. 
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Every Minister is a member of Parliament, is part 
of Parliament and responsible to this House. Once he 
makes a statement on the floor of the House it is 
presumed and that it is made with' full sense of 
responsibility and it is to be acc:epted as such Unless 
incontrovertible evidence to the contrary is brought 
before the House. I find that in the present case the 
Minister's statement is sought to be controverted only 
on the basis of certain statements by certain 
individuals as published in the newspapers. In the 
absence of any authentic evidence, I have to rely· on 
the Minister'S statement on the floor of the House. 
There is nothing to prove that the Minister made an 
~  statement or one deliberately to mislead the 
House. As such, I rule out. all notices of breach of 
privilege on the subject. 

So far as notices under Direction llS received from 
Sarvashri Jaipal Reddy and E. Ayyapu Reddy, are 
concerned, the Minister of State for Finance has 
reiterated in his letter of 6th April, 1987 that 
whatever he had said in the House on 31st March, 
1987, was based on the information available with the 
Government in the Finance Ministry. 

As members are aware, the Prime Minister made a 
statement in the House on 3rd April, 1987, 
announcing the appointment of a sitting Judge of the 
Supreme Court to go into the entire affair with a 
view to set aU controversies at rest. After the Prime 
Minister's statement, several members stood up and 
wanted some clarifications. I pointed out that in the 
light of the specific provisions of rule 372, I could not 
allow any question to be raised. However, several 
members from both sides of the House continued to 
speak without my permission. I strongly deprecate 
the tendency on the part of the members to stand up 
in groups and impede the orderly conduct of 
business. This is most deplorable. In such a situation, 
the observations of the members cannot be recorded. 
While there is no question of expunction on my part 
of any portion of the members' speeches, except what 
is unparliamentary, I would only reiterate that in 
sueb situations, nothing that is spoken without my 
permission can form part of the record of the House. 
I take this opportunity once again to clarify this 
position and would seek members' cooperation in the 
matter. 

After the Prime Minister's statement, I have 
received a notice of privilege under rule 222 from. 
Shri Bhattam Sriramamurthy. I have also received 
notices under rule 184 from Sbri Somnath Chattet.Jee 
and 2S other members seeking to discuss the issue. 

465 

Notices under rule 193 have also been ~  from 
Sbri Amal Datta, Sbri Madbav Reddy, Prof. Madhu 
Dandavate and nine other members. 

The points raised by the members in these notices 
are: 

(a) By appointing a judae to inquire into the 
matter, a discussion on the subject in the 
House is intended to be barred; and 

(b) Instead of instituting an enquiry --by a sittina 
Judge of the Supreme Court, a Parliamentary 
Committee be asked to go into the entire 
affair. 

AI I have already said and I reiterate, this House 
is fuBy entitled to discuss all matters of public 
importance involving ministerial responsibility to this 
House. I, therefore, find that notices under rules 184 
and 193 for discussion on the Prime Minister's 
statement are both admissible. I leave it to the House 
to have a full discussion on the Prime Minister's 
statement either under rule 184 or under rule 193. As 
far as I am concerned, the discussion can be held 
rigbtway, if the House so desires. But before the 
discussion starts, if the Government desires to further 
clarify the st!l.tement made on Friday, they may do 
so." 

26S 

LOIC SABRA 

(1987) 

Point of prfvUep 

Alkged misleading 0/ the House by II Minister 
Facts of the case and rullq by the Speaker 

On 21st April, 1987, tbe Speaker (Dr. B.It,. 
Jakhar) obsCrved as follows: 

"On 9th April, 1987, Prof. Madbu Dandavate pve 
notice of a question of privileae qainst Sbri Brahm 
Dutt, Minister of State for Fmance, for aUe,edIy 
deliberately misleadin, the House while replyin, to 
dae discussion on the question of enpainl the Fairfax 
Group of the United States by the Ministry of 
Fmance on 31st March, 1987. Prof. Dandavate had 
objected to the following statement made by the 
Minister of State for Fmance: 

• An allegation has been made that some cues 
had been withdrawn. In the history of this 
country, one case wu withdrawn in 1979 .... A 
person calling himself a DCWlpaper proprietor 
who is also havin, lOme other business, had 
floated a bops firm and the Income Tax 
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Officers had prosecuted that bogus firm. CBI 
had also filed a case of forgery against the firm. 
But what happened? He filed a petition before 
the Income Tax Settlement Commission and he 
was granted immunity by the Commission but 
the CBI said that the immunity could be 
granted in relation to tax evasion but not in 
relation to forgery. But it is our misfortune that 
you had appointed such a person as the 
Solicitor General-I am referring to 
1979 .... During that period he gave this opinion 
that the immunity was in relation to Income 
Tax evasion as well as in relation to the criminal 
case of forgery .... .'. 

Prof. Dandavate enclosed a copy each of two 
statements purported to have been issued by two 
former Solicitors General, namely Sarvashri Soli J. 
Sorabjee on 6th April, 1987 and S. N. Kacker on 
7th April, 1987. Both are marked 'To whomsoever it 
may concern' and have been duly authenticated by 
Prof. Madhu Dandavate. Shri Sorabjee has 
categoricany stated: 'I did not give any advice 
whatsoever of any kind in the above matter' . 
Shri Kacker too has stated: 'It is not correct at aU 
that I ever gave any opinion recommending any 
immunity from the charge of forgery in connection 
with income tax settlement or any other matter'. 

On the strength of the above affirmations, 
Prof. Dandavate has contended that 'Shri Brahm 
Dutt, the Minister of State for Finance made baseless 
allegations against the Solicitors General during the 
tenure of Governments headed by Shri Morarji Desai 
and Choudhllry Charan Singh'. 

I called for the comments of the Minister of State 
for Finance in the matter. He has stated inter alia as 
fonows: 

'Shri Dandavate has tried to prove that I was 
wrong with the facts. He has based his 
arguments on the copies of two letters from 
Shri S. Sorabjee and from Shri .S.N. Kaelter 
who were holding the post of Solicitor General 
in 1979.' 

It is apparent from my reply that I had referred to 
one person as Solicitor General ..... . 

On 7.4.1975, I.T.O. Bombay made a complaint 
against Shri R.N. Goenka, some of his firms and 
some other individuals. On the basis of this 
complaint, C.B.!. registered a case on 21st April, 
1975 uls ~  rIw 420, 466, 468, 471, 477-A, I.P.C. 
and 420 rlw section 5(11) I.P.C. and 420, 468,  466, 
471, 477-A IPC and Section 5(2) rlw section 5(1) (D) 
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of the P.C. Act. It was alleged that Shri Goenka and 
his firm entered into a criminal conspiracy around 
April, 1971 and Doated a firm under the name and 
style of 'Express Traders', by antedating partnership 
deed and committing forgery in the records of 
Income-Tax Departments and the Stamps Office of 
Maharashtra to indicate that the firm came into 
existence on 1.10.1970. The motive was that this firm 
suffered a loss of about Rs. 85,62,665 I-and the loss 
was sought to be set-off against the benefit made by 
other firms of Shri R.N. Goenka. 

Before filing the complaint by the C.B.I., I.T.O. of 
Sector 22 (Central Range-2 Bombay) had filed a 
complaint in the court of Additional Chief Metro-
politan Magistrate-XIX Bombay against Shri R.N. 
Goenka and others uls 277, 278 Income Tax Act 
(case No. 1401S of 1974). 

• • • • 

One of the accused, a firm Mis Express Traders, 
filed a petition before the Settlement Commission for 
the settlement of the Income Tax cases. In this they 
requested immunities from the Settlement 
Commission uls 245-H of the LT. Act, 1961. While 
the case was posted for appearance of the accused, 
the Settlement Commission issued orders dated 
3.12.1977 staying the proceedings going on in the 
court of Additional Chief Metropolitan Magistrate, 
Bombay in both the C.B.!. charge-sheet and the 
complaint flied by the I.T.O. Settlement Commission 
on 27.2.1978 accepted the offer of settlement and 
granted immunity to Shri Goenka and some others 
uls.24S-H of LT. Act. 

The order of Settlement Commission was examined 
in consultation with the legal advisers of C.B.!. They 
were of the opinion that the Commission was not 
competent to grant immunity in the C.B.!. case. 

On 9.5.1978, opinion of the Ministry of Law was 
sought which was sent to the then Solicitor General 
of India, Shri S.N. Kacker, on 8.9.1978. 

Shri Kacker gave his opinion in two letters, 
first dated 6th October, 1978 and second dated 
12th December, 1978. Shri Kacker held that the 
Commission was competent to grant the 
immunity in respect of Income-Tax1lS well as all 
other Central Acts including I.P.C. and no 
further action can be taken in respect of those 
matters in any court of law. 

On the opinion of the Solicitor General, the 
Ministry of Law advised D.P. & T. to concede 
the defence and not to agitate into the matter. 
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C.B.I. bad to concede and the Adc:btional 
C.M.M. discharged the accused on 7th March, 
1979'. 

The Minister of State for Finance has enclosed 
authenticated copies of Shri Kacker's opinion dated 
6th October and 12th December, 1978. I would like 
to quote from the opinions given by Shri S.N. 
Kacker. In his opinion dated 6th October, 1978, 
Shri Kacker had stated inter alia as foUows: 

'I do not agree with the objections taken by 
the CBI that no immunity under Section 24S-H 
can be granted in respect of prosecutions 
which have been initiated before pz:oceedings 
under Chapter XIXA had been ~  I 
'am also of the view that paragraph 9.9, when 
properly construed, purported to grant a 
complete immunity in respect of aU 
prosecutions whether under Income Tax Act 
or under Indian Penal Code or under any 
other Central law for the time being in 
force .. .'. 

In his opinion dated 12th December, 1978, 
Shri Kacker further stated as under: 

'The direction or order granting immunity 
made by the Setiiement Commission will apply 
to the C.B.I. cases also.' 

On a perusal of the records produced by the. 
Minister, particularly the detailed and categorical 
answers given by Shri S.N. Kacker on 6th October, 
1978 and 12th December, 1978, I find that the 
statement purported to have been issued by 
Shri Kacker on 7th April, 1987, and relied upon by 
Prof. Madhu Dandavate appears to contradict the 
opinion given by Shri Kacker in October and 
December, 1978 on a reference made to him in this 
regard. Reference to the statement purported to 
have been issued by Shri Sorabjce on. 6th April, 
1987 , is not relevant as his opimon was never 
sought by the Government in the matter. 

In ~ of the above, I find that the notice of 
question of privilege lacks factual basis. In this 
connection, I may add that certain other aUegations 
made by Prof. Madhu Dandavate during his speech 
in the House had been categorically refuted by the 
Minister in his reply. In the circumstances,  I 
consider that the member should have checked up 
the facts carefully· by writing to the Miliister, if 
necessary, rather than seeking to raise the issue as 
one of privilege OD the basis of Dewspaper reperts. 

While ruling out the question of privilege, I 
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would urge upon the members to refrain from 
raising privilege issues uuless they are sure of the 
facts." 

2. Immediately after the ruling, several members 
sought to discuss the Speaker's ruling in the "House. 
The Speaker thereupon observed as follows: 

"The Speaker's rulings, as already stated, 
cannot be questioned except on a substantive 
motion. A member who protests against the 
ruling of the Spe811.:-r commits contempt of the 
House and the S!'Caker. The Speaker's 
decision is equaDy binding, whether given in 
the House or on a departmental file. He is 
not bound to give reasons for his decisions. 
Members connot criticise directly or indirectly, 
inside or outside the House, any ruling given, 
opinion expressed or statement made by the 
Speaker." 

Point of prlvUep 

266 

LOK SABHA 

(1987) 

Alleged mhleading 0/ the HOUle by a member 
Facts or the ease ud I'IIIIDa bl the Speaker 
On 27th April, 1987, the Speaker (Dr. B. R. 
Jakbar) observed as follows: 

"On 15th April, 1987 Shri H.N. Nanje 
Gowda, Smt. B. Basavarajcswri and Dr. G.S. 
Rajhans gave a joint notice of question of 
privilege against "1»rof. Madhu Dudavate for 
allegedly wilfully misleading the House on 
17th November, 1983, whUe participating in 
the discussion on 'the need for Electoral 
Reforms with. special reference to Defections' 
under Rule 193. 

In their notice, the members have stated 
inter alia that 'Prof. Dandavate during thC 
course of his talk told the House when he 
referred to the sq called "Moily tape" 
episode, that money was sent from Delhi and 
also that the Klmataka cuef Minister wu in 
poueaion of the. fiDJer prints on the bundlea 
of money'. 

Referring to the above statement, the 
members have further stated : 'Now the Desai 
Commission which went into the inquiry has 
held that what was told in the Lok Sabha by 
Prof. Dudavate is aot correct'. The members 
have aHeged that 'Prof. Dandavate just to 
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create an impression in the public, wilfully and 
purposely misled the House on 17.11.83'. 

I have gone through the Report submitted by t!te 
Desai Commission. In para 8 of the Report, it has 
been stated inter alia as follows : 

' ... It was stated on the floor of Parliament by 
Prof. Madhu Dandavate that finger impression 
on the bundles of Rs. 2 lakhs currency notes 
has been taken and they were in possession of 
the Chief Minister of Kamataka .... Hon'ble 
Chief Minister did not have the finger prints 
alleged to have been taken from the currency 
notes as is clear from the letter received from 
the Chief Minister's Secretariat. Mr. Byre 
Gowda also has admitted that the currency 
notes were handled by many persons and it was 
impossible to get finger prints and no finger 
prints have been taken ... .'. 

As regards the amount having been drawn from 
the Sadar Bazar Branch of the State Bank of India, 
Delhi, the fmding of the Commission has been given 
on page 43 of the Report, which reads as follows: 

'According to Mr. C. Byre Gowda, as one of. 
the bundles of currency notes contained account 
slip of the State Bank of India, Sadar Bazar, 
Delhi, he thought that the amount had come 
from Delhi. But the Manager of the State Bank 
of India, Sadar Bazar, Delhi, has in his letter 
dated 15.4.1986 stated that he is unable to state 
that the said bundle was issued from their Bank 
to any of the account holders on 14.9.1983 or 
subsequently. He has also written to say that 
the Congo (I) Party and the Janata Party have 
no accounts in that Bank. Therefore, it is not 
possible to trace the source from which the 
amount (M.O.!.) came to Bangalore'. 

I called for the comments of Prof. Madbu 
Dandavate in the matter. He has inter ali. stated as 
follows: 

'In my observations in the Lok Sabha on 17th 
November, 1983 I had relied on the information 
given to me by my colleagues in Karnataka. 
However, Desai Commission appointed by the 
Kamataka Government has clearly stated that 
there was no evidence of the Chief Minister 
processing these fmger impressions'. 

While offering his regrets, Prof. Dandavate has 
stated that 'under these circumstances in the highest 
Parliamentary tradition I unhesitatingly offer my 
regrets .... .for my observations in the House on 17th 

November, 1983 and assure you that I had DO 
intention to mislead the House'. 
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I accept the regrets exprescd by Prof. Dandavate 
and in view thereof, I withhold my consent to the 
raising of the matter in the House as a question of 
privilege." 

Point of priYlle&e 

'1iJ7 
LOK SABHA 

(1987) 

Alleged misleading statement nuJde by a member in 
the House. 
Facts of the ease and action lakeD by the House 

On 19th August, 1987, Shri Shantaram Naik, a 
member gave notice of a question of privilege against 
Shri Amal Datta, another member, for allegedly 
making a misleading statement in the House on 19th 
August, 1987. Shri Naile had stated in his notice inter 
aliIJ as follows: 

''Today, Mr. Amal Datta, a member of this House 
showed a booklet to the Speaker in the House, 
during Question hour and said that it is 
Mr. Poojari's publication. Shri Janardbana 
Poojari, Minister of State for Finance who was 
replying to the question of Mr. Amal Datta, on 
credit camps, denied that what has been shown 
by Mr. Datta is his publication. Subsequently 
Mr. Dandavate clarified the position to say that 
the booklet was published by the JaQata Party". 

Shri Naik contended that Shri Datta had thus 
"made a false statement in the House thereby 
committing a breach of privilege of the House". 

2. On 20th August, 1987, when Shri Shantaram 
Naik sought to raise the matter in the House, the 
Speaker (Dr. B.R. Jakhar) observed as follows: 

"Mr. Naik, I have your privilege motion with me. I 
have gone through it. I wamed Mr. Amal Datta 
yesterday that if he has said it, then he will 
have to apologise to the House. I have found 
out that it is on record. When he comes here, 
he will have to apologise. He agreed with me." 

3. On 21st August, 1987, Shri Amal Datta stated as 
follows: 

"An observation was made by me on 19.8.1987 
regarding a publication being Mr. Poojari's 
own. On checking I found that it is not so. I 
express my regret for the same." 

The matter was, thereafter, treated as closed. 
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Point of prlYilep 
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LOIC SABRA 

(1987) 

Alkged mi.sktuling of the Howe by a member of 
RJljya Stlblul and a former Minister 

Facts of the cue and rulInl by the Speaker 

On 17th August, 1987, the Speaker (Dr. B.R. 
Jakbar) observed as follows: 

"On 11th May, 1987, Shri Somnath Chatterjee, 
member of Parliament , gave notice of a question of 
privilege against Shri. Arun Singh, the then 
Minister of State in the Department of Defence 
Research and Development in the Ministry of 
Defence for allegedly deliberately and 
knowingly misleading the House, while making 
a statement in Lok Sabha on 15th April, 1987, 
on the 'inquiry ordered by the former Minister 
of Defence into payment of commission by the 
supplier to an Indian Agent in a defence deal'. 
The Minister had inter alilJ stated as follows:...:. 

'On assuming office, the Prime Minister reiterated 
the existing instructions that the Department of 
Defence' should not deal with any non-
governmental agent of a foreign supplier in 
respect of any commercial negotiations. The 
Prime Minister also directed that foreign 
governments and suppliers should be told 
unequivocally about the decision. This policy 
directive has been enforced regorously by the 
Department of Defence with satisfactory 
results'. 

Referria& to a news report which appeared in the 
Statesman of 9th May, 1987, under the caption 'Arms 
and the _ iii the middle', Shri Chatterjee stated 
that it appeared from the said Report that 'in the 
matter of several defence deals, non-governmental 
agent(s) had important or active role to play in 
respect of commercial negotiations. In this 
connection, the role of Messers Eureka Sales 
Corporation, New Delhi, has been specifically 
mentionc:ll together with particulars of the 
correspondence exchanged between the Defence 
Deplll'tmelll" or Defence officers and the said Eureka 
Sales Corperation. The report also quotes extensively 
from ad correspondence which clearly establishes 
beyond doubt that the said non-governmelllal 
concerned had, in fact, acted as an agent or a 
midcllema": 
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Shri Chatterjee had enclosed a copy of the laid 
report and contended that 'the statement made by 
Shri Arun Singh in Lok Sabha was neither candid nor 
~ ~  correct an.d his assertion that ~  policy 
directive allegedly gIven by the Prime Minister "had 
been enforced regorously by the Department of 
Defence", was contrary to the real state of affairs. In 

~ ~  there is strong prima facie 
eVIdence, if not proof, that with a view to mislead the 
Hon. House and the members, the Minister 
concerned had knowingly taken recourse to 
prevarication and untruth and is thus gUilty of 
deliberate breach of privilege of the Hon. House and 
the members .... •. 

I referred the matter to Shri Arun Singh for his 
comments. In his reply dated 2nd June, 1987 
Shri Arun Singh stated inter alia that the seven letters 
quoted in the news report, 'are (implicity) alleged to 
depict a situation contrary to what had been stated by 
me in the Lok Sabha on 15th April, 1987 .. .It will be 
clear that what I had stated was (a) that the 
Department of Defence should not deal with such 
agents and (b) the prohibition was in respect of 
commercial negotiations .... none of the seven letters 
referred to in the Press Report originated from the 
Department of Defence. Further, none of them 
related to any commercial negotiations'. A copy of 
Shri Arun Singh's, reply was handed over to 
Shri Somnath Chatterjee. 

Commenting on Shri Arun Singh's reply, 
Shri Chatterjee has, in his letter dated 12th August, 
1987, addressed to me, stated as follows:-

'In his letter, Shri Singh has himself referred to 
said seven different letters-tommunicatioDS and 
has not challenged their authenticity and has 
given his reply accepting the genuineness of the 
same .. .It is clear that Shri Singh is trying to 
make a distinction between Department of 
Defence simpliciter and defence establishmenW 
organisations and apparently between 
commercial negotiations and Commercial 
transactions. There can not be any difference 
between . commercial negotiations and 
~  transactions ... Further, it is amazing. 
dIat the letters anCi correspondence from high 
defence officials' of the Air Head Quarters and 
other important Defence Establishments are 
treMed to be totally divorced from the 
Department of Defence. Is it the contention of 
Mr. Arun singh that important Defence 
Establishments and organisations were having 
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deals with middlemen, and that there was an 
embargo only on Department of Defence as has 
been emphasised by Shri Singh in his 
letter ... Are not important military 
establishmentslorganisations under the control 
of the Department of Defence? They cannot be 
independent authorities under the control of the 
Defence Department'. 

Shri Chatterjee has contended that 'it is abundantly 
clear that there was a deliberate attempt to mislead 
the House and the Hon. members and it seems to me 
that the breach of privilege on the part of Shri Arun 
Singh is almost self-confessed'. 

I have gone into the matter carefully. In an earlier 
case of this nature in 1979, the then Speaker, 
Lot Sabha, while giving his ruling on a question of 
privilege regarding an alleged misleading statement 
made by a former Minister of State in the 
Department of Revenue and Banking and a member 
of Rajya Sabha, regarding voluntary disclosures of 
incOme and wealth in the context of 
recommendations made by Public Accounts 
Committee in their 123rd Report (Sixth Lot Sabha), 
referred the matter to the Chairman of Rajya Sabha 
in. accordance with the procedure laid down in the 
Report of the Joint Sitting of Committees of 
Privileges of Lot Sabha and Rajya Sabha. 

As Hon. members are aware, Shri Arun Singh is a 
member of Rajya Sabha. The question of privilege 
can, therefore, be dealt with only by that House in 
accordance with the procedure laid down in the 
above Report which was adopted by the Lot Sabha 
and Rajya Sabha on 2nd and 6th December, 1954 
respectively. I, therefore, propose to refer the matter 
to the Deputy Chairman, Rajya Sabha, for such 
action as she may consider necessary and proper. 

2. On'the same day, the Speater addressed a letter 
to the Deputy Chairman, Rajya Sabha, enclosing 
therewith copies of notices of question of privilege by 
Shri Chatterjee, comments of the Minister and the 
announcement made by Speater in Lot Sabha on 
17th August, 1987, for disposal of the matter in 
accordance with the procedure laid down in the 
Report of the Joint Sittin'g of tbe Committees of 
Privileges of Lot Sabha and Rajya Sabha. 

3. On 24th August, 1987, the Deputy Chairman, 
Rajya Sabha (Shrimati Pratibha Patil) informed the 
House as follows:-
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"I have to inform members that I have received 
the following Communication dated the 
17th August, 1987 , from the Speaker, Lot 
Sabha:-

'On 11th May, 1987, Shri Somnath 
Chatterjee, MP, gave notice of a question of 
privilege against Shri Arun Singh, former 
Minister of State in the Department of 
. Defence Research and Development in the 
Ministry of Defence for allegedly deliberately 
and knowingly misleading the House while 
making a statement in Lot Sabha on 15th 
April, 1987, on the "inquiry ordered by the 
former Minister of Defence into payment of 
Commission by the supplier to an Indian 
agent in a defence deal". A copy of the said 
statement is enclosed'. 

. The matter was referred to Shri Arun 
Singh for his comments. A copy of his reply 
dated 2nd June, 1987, was handed over to 
Shri Somnath Chatterjee. Commenting upon 
Shri Arun Singh's reply, the Member has, in 
his letter dated 12th August, 1987, addressed 
to me, raised certain issues which need to be 
clarified by the former. As Shri Arun Singh 
is a member of your House, I am enclosing a 
copy of the said notice for disposal in 
accorda!1ce with the procedure laid down in 
the Report of the Joint Sitting of the 
Committees of Privileges of Lot Sabha and 
Rajya Sabha, adopted by them on 2nd and 
6th December, 1954, respectively. I also 
enclose a copy of the announcement made by 
me in the Lot Sabha on 17th August, 1987 in 
this regard. 

According to the procedure Jaid down in 
the Report of the Joint Sitting of Committees 
of Privileges of the Lot Sabha and the 
Rajya Sabha by our House on 6th December, 
1954, when a question of breach of privilege 
is raised in any House in which a Member of 
the other House is involved, the Presiding 
Officer shall refer the case to the Presiding 
Officer of the other House. Upon the case 
being so referred, the Presiding Officer of the 
other House shall deal with the matter in the 
same way as it it were a case of breach of 
privilege of that House or of a Member 
thereof. 
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Accordingly, I wiD examine the matter 
contained in the Speaker's communication." 

4. On 25th March, 1988, the Chairman 
Rajya Sabha. (Dr. Shanker Dayal Sharma) whil; 
disallowing the question of privilege ruled inter alUl as 
foDows:-

"Hon'ble members may recall that on August 
24, 1987, the Deputy Chairman had informed 
the House about a communication received 
from the Speaker, Lot Sabha, referring a 
question of breach of privilege given notice of 
by Shri Somnath Chatterjee, member, 
Lot Sabha against Shri Arun Singh, former 
Minister of State in the Department of Defence 
Research and Development in the Ministry of 
Defence and now a member of Rajya Sabha for 
allegedly deliberately and knowingly misleading 
the House while making a statement in Lok 
Sabha on 15th April, 1987 on the 'inquiry 
ordered by the former Minister of Defence into 
payment of commission by the supplier to an 
Indian agent in a defence deal'. She had then 
said that the matter would be examined in 
accordance with the established procedure 
which is that when a question of breach of 
privilege is raised in any House in which a 
member of the other House is involved, then on 
the case being referred, the Presiding Officer of 
the other House shall deal with the matter in 
the same way as if it were a breach of privilege 
of that House. 

The circumstances which gave rise to this 
reference to us may be summed up briefly: 

On 15th April, 1987, Shri Arun Singh, the 
then Minister of State in the Department of 
Defence Research and Development made a 
statement in the Lok Sabha regarding inquiry 
into payment of Commission by the supplier to 
an Indian agent in a defence deal, in his 
statement, he inter alia stated:-

'On assuming office, the Prime Minister 
reiterated the existing instructions that the 
Department of Defence should not deal with 
any non-Governmelltal agent of a foreign 
supplier in respect of any commercial 
negotiations. The Prime Minister also directed 
that foreign Governments and suppliers he told 
unequivocally about the decision. This policy 
directive has been enforced rigorously by the 
Department of Defence with satisfactory 
results.' 

471 

On the basis of a news report appearing in The 
Statesman of 9th May, 1987, wherein were mentioned 
certain . deals involving middlemen, Shri Somnath 
Chatterjee, member, Lok Sabha questioned the 
Minister's statements and charged him with 
~  ~  the House by supplying 
mcorreet mformatlon. 

In his comments to the Speaker, Lok Sabha the 
Minister denied the member's charge by arguing that 
the letters cited in the newspaper report did not 
originate from the Department of Defence and 
prohibition on dealing with non-Governmental agents 
was only in respect of commercial negotiations. 

Shri Somnath Chatterjee, in his reaction to the 
comments of tl\(; Minister, impugned the Minister's 
version and oontended that the Minister'S attempt to 
draw a distinction between Defence Department and 
Defence establishments and commercial negotiations 
IIlld transactions was untenable. 

By the time the Speaker could decide the case, 
Shri Arun Singh ceased to be a Minister and 
remained only a member of the Rajya Sabha. 
Accordingly the Speaker referred Shri Somnath 
Chatterjee's complaint and other relevant papers to 
us. Thereafter, the matter was again referred to 
Shri Arun Singh for comments on Shri Somnath 
Chatterjee's second letter. 

Shri Arun Singh, in his ~  has reiterated 
his initial stand by drawing a distinction between 
commercial negotiations and  commercial transactions 
on the one hand and defence department and defence 
establishments on the other. The defence 
establishments, during the technical evaluation stage, 
deal with representatives of the principal companies, 
whereas it is the defence department or ministry 
which comes into the picture and ensures exclusion of 
agents at the negotiation stage. Shri Arun Singh also 
stated that he made this position clear not only in the 
Lok Sabha on April 16, 1987, but also in the 
Rajya Sabha on April 20,1987 wherein he had stated: 

'The Government will not transact business with 
the supplier. The supplier may be a company and the 
supplier may be a Government .... Simiiarly in the 
Defence business you have buyers, sellers and 
pushers except ~  the agents are called 
pushers ... Thercfore, if anybody says or lays a claim 
to the theory that a Government or a Minister can 
categorically remove from the surface of this earth all 
such people, then I am, afraid that  that claim has no 
relationship to fact. Therefore, what must be done is 
to find a method of how to control it.' 

~  
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I have carefully gone through all the papers 
including the relevant statements of Shri Arun Singh 
in the Lok Sabha and the Rajya Sabha connected 
with the issue. It appears to me that Shri Arun Singh 
had consistently treated commercial negotiations and 
commercial transactions as distinct propositions an,d 
defence establishments and  defence ministry as 
distinct entities. 

Considering Shri Arun Singh's explanation in the 
context of the debates and his statements in both 
Houses of Parliament, I am of the opinion that 
Shri Arun Singh has not made any statement which 
could be construed as deliberately misleading the 
Lok Sabha and committing a breach of privilege of 
that House. I, therefore, feel that the matter need 
not be pursued further. I am informing the Hon 'ble 
Speaker, Lok Sabha, accordingly and am also 
forwarding to him the subsequent comments received 
by me from Shri Arun Singh." 

5, A copy of the said ruling was forwarded to the 
Speaker, Lok Sabha by Chairman, Rajya Sabha ~ 
28th March, 1988. No further action in. the matter 
was taken by the Speaker, Lok Sabha.' 

Point or privUeae 
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LOK SABHA 

(1988) 

Alleged misleading 0/ the House by a member 
Facts or the Case and rullnl by the Speaker 

On 1st March, 1988, the Speaker (Dr. B.R. 
Jakhar) observed as follows:-

"On 15th December, 1987, Shri P.R. 
Kumaramangalam gave notice of a question of 
privilege against Shri K.P. Unnikrishnan for 
making allegations on the floor of the House 
agail!St Shri Priya Ranjan Das Munsi, Minister 
of State in the Ministry of Commerce by 
making an untrue statement deliberately to 
mislead the House during the discussion on 'No 
Confidence Motion' on 10th December, 1987. 

Shri Kumaraman&alam referred to the 
proceedings of the House dated 10th December, 
1987, when Shri K.P. Unnikrishnan made 
certain allegations against Shri Priya Ranjan 
Das Munsi which were refutedly by him. While 
making the allegations, Shri Unnikrishnan had 
referred to the Kandla Free Trade Zone and 
stated that between November, 1984 when our 
distinguished Prime Minister came into office 
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and June, 1987, the Bachchan brothers in 
Kandla Free Trade Zone alone have cornered 
licences worth Rs. 23.5 crores, and exported 
value-added for Rs. 33 crores .... I am not 
talking now about the other licences they have 
cornered through certain corrupt elements in 
the Ministry of Commerce". Shri Unnikrishnan 
wanted the Prime Minister to have an enquiry 
made about the activities of the Bachchan 
brothers, not merely regarding FERA 
violations, but also what he called 'import 
licence scandals'. 

Refuting the allegation, Shri Das Munsi said: 

• ... What he is stating is absolutely wrong, and 
he is trying to overwhelm us by using certain 
words. We have answered this question, he has 
himself put the question .... l:Ie can quote the 
answer himself. This is not a fact ... All these 
norms of value-added or FERA have been 
maintained i.e. according to the ,norms of the 
licences. We have replied. No fault was there.' 

Shri Kumaramangalam contended that since the 
allegations made by Shri K.P. Unnikrishnan had been 
refuted on the floor of the House by Shri Das Munsi, 
Shri Unnikrishnan made an untrue statement 
deliberately to mislead the House and thereby 
committed contempt of the House. 

As per established practice, I referred the notice to 
Shri K.P, Unnikrishnan for his comments. In his 
reply, Shri Unnikrishnan has stated as follows:-

'1 have not been able to understand what' 
exactly is the breach of privilege .... except that 
Shri Kumaramangalam accepting the Minister's 
version that what I said was wrong. Even if, for 
argument sake, it is admitted that what I said 
was wrong.",.it does not constitute a question 
of privilege. A wrong statement cannot be 
construed to be a deliberately untrue statement 
knowingly and wilfully made to mislead the 
~  condition precedent for a question of 

privilege. ' 

Shri Unnikrishnan has also referred to the 
provisions contained in Article 105 of the 
Constitution and stated that 'when the Coastitution 
of India protects the right of members, such right of 
free speech as exercised by the member 
uninterrupted or unrestrained by the Speaker or the 
Deputy Speaker cannot be made subject matter of 
question of privilege.' 
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Shri Unnikrishnan has not furnished any 
documentary or other conclusive evidence to prove 
the allegation made by him in the House. It is well 
established that the statement made by the Minister 
is considered final and accepted as the correct 
statement of the position in matter unless proved 
otherwise. 

It is also well established that an untrue or 
incorrect statement or an unfounded allegations made 
by a member on the floor of the House does not 
constitute a breach of privilege. The remedy and the 
procedure for pointing out mistake or inaccuracy in a 
statement by a Minister or a member is laid down in 
Direction 115. In order to constitute a breach of 
privilege or contempt of the House, it has to be 
proved that the statement was not only wrong or 
misleading but it was made wilfully, deliberately, 
knowing it to be false and with the intention of 
misleading the House. Shri Unnikrishnan made a 
sweeping allegation which was immediately refuted 
by Shri Das Munsi and the position stood corrected. 
This was, of course followed by a free exchange of 
challenges and counter challenges between opposition 
and ruling party members and offer, demand and 
agreement for reference of the matter to the 
Privileges Committee in which members of both sides 
of the House joined. 

Matters of privilege are governed by Rules 222 to 
228 which inter alia require as the first pre-requisite a 
notice in writing for a question of privilege being 
raised on the floor of the House. After such a notice 
is received, the matter can be raised on the floor of 
the House with the consent of the Speaker or 
referred by the Speaker to the Committee of 
Privileges. In the instant case, when 
Shri Unnikrishnan made certain allegations which 
were categorically refuted by the Minister, the 
question of privilege was not at all before the House; 
no notice had been received and no consent to raise 
the matter as a matter of privilege ~  been given. 

In view of this position, so far as the demand, offer 
and agreements in regard to the matter being 
referred to the Privireges Committee made on the 
floor of the House on that day are concerned, they 
would not be relevant for determining the matter of 
privilege. 

The question whether a matter complained of is 
actually a breach of privilege or contempt of the 
House is entirely for the House to decide but ~  

~  before giving his consent to the matter ~  

raised on the floor of the House or before makmg 
reference to the Committee has to be satisfied that 
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the matter is fit for further enquiry or requires the 
intervention of the House. Successive speakers have 
held that the Speaker, before he gives his consent, 
must be satisfied that a prima facie case of breach of 
privilege has been made out. 

Even when the Speaker is satisfied of there being a 
prima facie case of breach of privilege, the normal 
thing is for him to allow the matter to be raised on 
the floor of the House and for the House to take a 
decision itself or refer the matter to the Committee. 
The Speaker's power under rule 227 is an exceptional 
provision to be used by the Speaker in his discretion 
only sparingly and in very clear cases of breach of 
privilege on which there may appear to be unanimity 
in the House. 

After careful consideration of the facts in the 
present case. rules, precedents and well-established 
parliamentary conventions. I am satisfied that no 
prima facie cllse of breach of privilege has been made 
out. 

I, therefore. withhold my consent to the raising of 
the matter in the House as question of privilege. 
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LOK SABHA 

(1989) 

Point of Privilege 

Alleged misleading of the House by a Minister 

Facts of the ease and rulina by the Speaker 

On 29th March, 1989, the Speaker (Dr. B.R. 
Jakhar) observed inter alia as follows:-

"On 6th March, 1989, Prof. Madhu Dandavate 
gave notice of a question of privilege against 
Shri S.i3. Chavan, Minister of Finance, for 
allegedly deliberately misleading the House on 
28th February, 1989, during his Budget speech. 
In his ~  Prof. Dandavate stated inter alia 
as follows: 

'In the Budget he has projected an overall deficit 
of Rs. 7337 crores. He has stated in his Budget 
speech that the deficit has been kept at a low 
level. 

However, this has been done by tampering with 
the normal budgetary process. 

In the document "receipts budget 1989-90" on page 
13 the "Net other Non-Tax Revenue" has been 
shown as Rs.4218 crores. On page 17 of the 
same document, it is stated that "Budget 
Estimates 1989-90 include a contribution of 
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~ 2300 crores from the pool account of Oil 
Coordination Committee lodged in Public Account." 
If this contribution were not to be included in the 
receipts, the net other Non-Tax revenues would have 
been reduced from Rs. 4218 crores to Rs. 1918 crores 
and consequently the overall deficit for 1989-90 
would have arisen to Rs. 9637 crores. 

The Oil Pool Fund lodged in Public Account has 
been created to even out the fluctuations 
between the domestic and international oil 
prices. The fund is thus to be used when the 
international prices of oil rise exorbitantly. 

By showing the oil fund contribution of Rs. 2300 
crore in the public account as receipts in the 
revenue budget, the Finance Minister has 
deliberately distorted the normal budgetary 
process only to give an impression that the 
deficit in the Budget for 1989-90 is low. 

By deliberately misleading the House the Finance 
Minister has shown disregard for the Lok Sabha 
and has committed a 'breach of privilege of the 
House.' 

1. Referred the matter to the Minister of Finance, 
Shri S.B. Chavan, for his comments. In his 
reply dated 8th March 1989, ~ S.B. Chavan 
stated inter alia as follows:-

"The pool account of Oil Coordination Committee 
represents the surplus accruing to the Oil 
Companies arising from the difference between 
the selling prices of petroleum products and the 
retention prices allowed to the companies. The 
OCC keeps in deposit with Government their 
funds which are surplus to their normal 
requirements. Considering these facts, it was 
decided that Rs. 2300 crores should be 
transferred from the deposit account as 
contribution to Government. This is a transfer 
transaction from Public Account (Capital 
Budget) to Consolidated Fund (Revenue 
Budget). While Consolidated Fund has taken a 
credit of Rs. 2300 crores (which has been 
referred to by Prof. Dandavate) Public Account 
has taken a debit of Rs. 2300 crores (vide pages 
19 and 29 of the document Receipts ~  
which show the effect of this transaction on 
Public Account). 

2. The overall deficit of Government is computed 
taking into account the transactions of 
Consolidated Fund as well as Public Account. 
As the addition to Consolidated Fund has been 
neutralised by the reduction in the Public 
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Account, this transfer transaction does not 
effect the overall deficit of Central 
Government. In other words, even if this 
transaction had not been put through, the 
overall deficit in the Budget would have 
remained at Rs. 7337 crores. 

3. The Budget documents have reflected the 
correct position. The question of misleading the 
House does not arise as this transaction has no 
bearing on the overall deficit." 

A copy of Finance Minister's reply was handed 
over to Prof. Madhu Dandavate.' 

Commenting upon Finance Miriister's reply 
Prof. Madhu Dandavate, in his letter dated 13th 
March, 1989 addressed to me, stated inter alia 
as follows:-

'My objections are as follows:-

(1) The practice of  transferring Rs. 2300 ~ 

from the capital account to the revenue account is 
itself objectionable. It would be as irregular as 
Government encroaching upon the Railway Pension 
Fund and using it for the payment of salaries of the 
Secretariat employees. 

(2) The capital account and its surpluses are to bt" 
utilised to build the capital assets and not for 
transferring to the revenue account to reduce 
the revenue deficit. 

(3) More than the overall deficit, it is the revenue 
deficit that is the correct indicator of the state 
of the economy and it is undoubtedly a fact 
that the Finance Minister has transferred 
Rs. 2300 crores from the capital account to the 
revenue account only to create an optical 
illusion of reduced  revenue deficit. 

(4) My fundamental objection is to Government's 
action in appropriating for its current 
spendings, moneys belonging to a specific fund 
set up for a specific purpose of meeting out the 
fluctuations between the domestic and 
international prices of oil. The money simply 
does not belong to it. (If a private company 
were to resort to such a practice, it would have 
been alleged of criminal misappropriation). 

(5) Against this background I still feel that the 
Finance Minister has misled' the House and has 
distorted the normal budgetary process and has 
thereby committed a breach of privilege of the 
House.' 

I referred the above points to the Minister of 
Finance for his comments. In his reply 
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dated 14th March, 1989, the Minister stated inter 
alia as follows:-

'Points 1 and 4: Under the present arrangements 
surpluses of the Oil companies over and above 
the retention prices are pooled with Oil 
Coordination Committee to be drawn upon if 
necessary to secure the retention prices. This 
account has over the years accumulated and 
every year the surpluses are being added into 
the account. Its present level is Rs. 8900 
crores. The surplus on account of the sale of 
petroleum products arises mainly from the 
policy of the Government in regard to 
a?ministered prices. This is not substantively 
different from the surpluses arising from 
procurement and sale of other commodities 
like edible oils. The profit on sale of imponed 
edible oils is taken in the Budget as a revenue 
receipt. That the revenue Budget of the 
Government should have the benefit of such 
surplus is funher justified by the fact that any 
losses arising from administered/controlled 
prices relating to cenain other commodities 
like food and fertilizers are borne by the 
revenue budget of Government. The 
comparison of this pool account with Railway 
Pension Fund is, therefore, not appropriate. 

Point 2: The surplus in the capital account., i.e., 
difference between the capital receipts and 
capital expenditure including capital investment 
has, whenever available, been in effect applied 
to meet revenue expenditure as the, revenue 
receipts of Government are not adequate to 
meet revenue expenditure. In 1989-90 Budget, 
there would have been such a capital surplus if 
this transfer was not made and that surplus 
would also have been utilised to meet revenue 
expenditure. Hence the transfer entry does not 
create any real difference in the application of 
the capital surplus. As for the rationale of the 
mechanism of transfer, the' justification is given 
in the foregoing paragraph. As I have already 
explained, the surplus on account of 
administered prices appropriately belongs to the 
revenue side of the account. 

Points 3 and 5: The point whether the revenue 
deficit or the overall deficit is the correct 
indicator of the state of the economy is one on 
which n,o opinion has been expressed in any of 
the Budget documents for 1989-90. Both tile 
deficits have been correctly presented and no 
facts have been suppressed. There is, therefore, 
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no question of either an optical illusion being 
created or the House being misled or budgetary 
process being distorted. In any case, what has 
been presented to the Parliament are the 
estimates of the Government which have been 
correctly reflected in the Budget documents. 
The final decision on the Budget will, as usual, 
be taken by the Parliament. During the 
discussion,' the Hon'ble Members have ample 
opportunity to express their opinion on the 
substantive features of the estimates.' 

I have gone into the matter carefully and find that 
the contention of Prof. Madhu Dandavate that. 
the finance Minister deliberately misled the 
House, is not borne 'out by the facts of the 
case. A perusal. of the budget documents shows 
that In the matter of transferring an amount of 
Rs. 2300 crores from the pool account of the 
Oil Coordination Committee, from capital 
account to revenue account, the Finance 
Minister has clearly put all the facts on record 
and concealed nothing. The question of 
delibei!tely misleading the House and thereby 
committing a breach of its privilege dQes not, 
therefore, arise. 

It is nevertheless apparent,that a more favourable 
picture of revenue deficit has been projected by 
transfetring Rs. 2300 crores from capital account 
to revenue account. While it is true that this 
transfer does not affect the overall deficit which 
is computed taking intll account the transactions 
both of the Consolidated Fund and the Public 
Account, I am of the view that it would have 
been more' appropriate if the surplus in the 
account had not been utilised even partially, to 
offset the revenue deficit. 

As hon. members are aware, it is entirely for the 
Government to decide the manner in which the 
budget proposals are to be prepared, but this 
House, has the final authority to approve, 
modify or reject them. 

I, therefore, .withhold my consent to the raising of 
the matter in the House as a question of 
privilege." 
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Point of privOeae 

271 
LOK SABHA 

(1989) 

Alleged misleading of the House by a Minister 
Facts of the cue and adion taken by the HoUle 

On 3rd April, 1989, the Speaker (Dr. B. R. 
Jakbar) informed the House as follows:-

" ..... On 28th March, 1989, Prof. Madhu 
Dandavate and Shri Thampan Thomas gave 
notices of question of privilege against Shri Buta 
Singh, Minister of Home Affairs, for allegedly 
misleading the House by concealing two volumes 
of the Report of Justice Thakkar Commission of 
Inquiry on the assassination of the late Prime 
Minister, Smt. Indira Gandhi while laying it on 
the Table of the House on 27th March, 1989. 
Next day, Shri C. Madhav Reddy also gave Ii 
notice of question of privilege on the same 
subject. I had reserved all these notices for my 
consideration. . 

I give my consent under Rule 222 to Prof. Madhu 
Dandavate to raise the question of privilege for 
consideration of the House." 

2. Prof. Madhu Dandavate then sought leave of 
the House to raise the question of privilege. As no 
objection was taken, the leave was granted and Prof. 
Madhu Dandavate raised the question of privilege. 

3. While raising the question of privilege Prof. 
Madhu Dandavate stated inter alia as follows:-

"On 27th March, 1989, Shri Buta Singh laid on the 
Table of the House: (i) the Thakkar 
Commission's interim report on assassination 
of Smt. Indira Gandhi (ii) the final report 'Of 
the Commission (iii) the memorandum of 
action taken on the report and (iv) the 
statement explaining why simultaneous Hindi 
and English versions of the report could not 
be published. Sir, on scrutinising the two 
volumes of the report presented in the House 
on 27th March, 1989, I find the following 
reference on page 7 para 1.8.3 of the interim 
report and I quote: 

'The Commission's report is in four volumes. 
Volume-I comprises five chapters as 
mentioned above. Volumes-II and III 
contain the papers pertaining to Show Cause 
Notices issued to individuals, their responses 
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and the proceedings of the Commission in 
relation thereto. Each volume comprises 
nearly 2000 pages. Volume-IV contains 
interrogatories issued to various persons 
individually, and their respective responses, 
as also inquiries by way of references made 
from a number of individuals and their 
responses. All the volumes carry their own 
index. Papers pertaining to matters covered 
by the two terms of reference which are not 
dealt with in this report will be included in a 
separate volume along with the report on the 
remaining matters'. 

It is thus clear that the Thakkar Commission 
submitted to the Government four volumes of 
the report whereas all those volumes have not 
been placed before the House by the hon. . 
Home Minister. The Union Minister has thus 
concealed some volumes from the Parliament 
and thereby misled the House. This amounts 
to showing disregard for the House and. 
therefore, a breach of privilege of Lok Sabha. 
In addition, I would like to refer to the 
amended Commissions of Inquiry Act, 1952, 
after it was amended in 1986 to which we had 
opposed at the introduction stage and at the 
consideration stage .... There is a mention that 
additional sub-section (5) of section 3 of the 
Commissions of Inquiry Act was added as an 
amendment to make a provision that if the 
Government feels that in the interest of the 
security, the interest of friendly relations with 
the neighbours and in the public interest those 
should be withheld from the Parliament, a 
notification is to be issued. That notification 
had come for approval before this House. 
When that is done, they can withhold those 
reports from the Parliament. This was the 
provision. But, Sir, below Sub-section (5) of 
Section 3, there is an explanatory note. There 
can be a difference of opinion on that. I still 
hold and this is my opinion. In sub-section, 
(5) it is stated; for the purpose of this section, 
Commission's Report includes, Interim Report 
and all proceedings-'all' is not my word, that 
is included in the explanation. Your 
contention seems to be that, that explanation 
is applicable to sub-section (5) of section 3 
and not to sub-section (4) of section 3 under 
which the Reports are to be placed. It is a 
very strange interpretation. Number of jurists 
have come forward with that explanation and 
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they have held today that, that explanation is 
~ applicable to sub-section (5). I will give a 
SImple analogy. After all, a report is a report 
whether you refer to a report in an earlier 
section or a different section. For instance, if 
a fruit Mango is to be defined, whether it is 
kept in a refrigerator or whether it is thrown 
out, in both the cases, Mango continues to be 
a Mango, and, therefore, ~  you lay a 
report on the Table of the House or whether 
you withhold from the House, in either case ... 
Therefore, it is very clear that as far as the 
Report is concerned, every part of the entire 
law report has to be a Report, that means, 
Interim Report plus aU the proceedings. And 
that being my contention, naturaUy, I am 
disturbed that when the Commission itself, 
really speaking, do not take it as an affront, 
why do you need an opinion of the Attorney 
General at all? Because I think, the person 
who writes the Report, the author of the 
Report is the best authority to tell the House, 
what is a Report. Now the Commission he 
says, has formulated a Report. They say in. 
Interim Report, page 7.1.83 that these are the 
Report. We must accept what the authors 
have said. Therefore, if the authors of the 
Report have themselves defined the Report in 
a particular manner, I would, earnestly 
request -you rather than referring it to the 
Attorney General or any other jurist or even 
to Madhu Dandavate, better refer it to the 
authors of the Report. And they thelDlClves 
say that these are the Reports. We expect tltat 
what the authors of the report, tbat is, the 
Commission has said, those Reports must 
come before the House. And unless tbey 
come before the House, it will be difficuit for 
us to understand the mina of the Commission 
to arrive at a conciusion regarding the 
recommendations of the Commission. We 
must know what is the modus operandi tbat 
the framers of the Report have formed and 
therefore, all these aspects of the Report are 
very necessary .... Therefore, I earnestly 
request you to accept this privilege motion. If 
you are not able to make up4'our mind on tbe 
spot, I would like to refer the matter to tbe 
Privileges Committee. In your own way you 
can do it. In a cool and calculated manner let 
them arrive at a decision because in times 00 
come whatever ruling is given that will set the 
precedent. " 

4. The Speaker permitted some members to speak 
on the motioD. 

5. Replying to tbe points raised by Prof. Madhu 
Dandavate and others, tbe MiDister of Home Affairs 
(Shri Buta Singh) stated inter alia as follows:-

...... This is a letter written to tbe then Home 
Secretary by the Secretary of the Commission: 

'The hon. Commission has already submitted its 
Interim Report and Final Report personally to 
the hon. Minister for Home Affain on 
19-11-1985 and 27-2-1986 respectively. 

2. As directed by. the Hon. Chairman, I now 
submit the secret records relating to the 
Reports. They are in 12 volumes as described 
below: . 

4 volumes - II-A to II-D 
4 volumes - III-A to III-D 
2 volumes - IV-Sections 1 and 2 

The above ten volumes pertain to the Interim 
Report presented on 19-11-1985. 

3. I also submit two volumes, Part I-A (Section 1) 
and Part I-A (Section 2). Tbese volumes relate 
to the Final Report presented on 27.2.1986.' 

The records of the Commission were submitted to 
the Home Secretary after 22 days. Therefore, 
Sir, tbe Report as submitted to the 
Hon. Home Minister on the 27tb of February 
is complete and final. There is notbing more 
to it. I have not done anything by wbich it can 
be construed that I have committed a breach 
of privilege of this House. Therefore, I refute 
all the innuendoes and all the charges that 
bave been leveHed against me ..... Now, Sir, in 
the end I would like to submit most 
respectfully and bumbly to tbis august House 
that I have been in this House for the last 2S 
years. I have been  trying to discharge my 
duties to this House with the utmost sincerity 
aad it is too much on tbe part of Prof. 
Dandavate to say that I have deliberately 
misled this House. Far from truth, I repudiate 
aU the charges made by the Opposition, 
including Prof. Dandavate and I request that 
this House may throw these charges out that 
are lewelled against me." . 

6. After discussion, Prof. Madhu Dandavate moved 
the foUowing motion:-
"That tllis House is of the opinion that the Home 

MiniSter Sbri Buta Singh bas committed a 
breuh of privilege of tbe House in 
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deliberately misleading the House by not 
laying on the Table of the House the 
complete Report of. the Thakkar 
, Commission regarding the assassination of 
Shrimati Indira Gandhi." 

The motion was negatived. 

Point of prlvUeae 

272 

LOK SABHA 

(1989} 
" 

Alleged misleadiV o/the Howe by a Minister 

Facts of the case and ruUnE by the Speaker 

On 15th May, 1989 the Speaker (Dr. B.R. 
Jakhar) observed as follows:-

"On 10th May, 1989, Shri V. Kishore Chandra 
S. Deo gave notice of a question of 
privilege against the Minister of Home 
Affairs, Shri' Buta Singh, for aUegedly 
misleading the 'House on 8th May, 1989, 
while replying to the discussion regarding 
communal situation in various parts of the 
country. In this notice, Shri ~  stated inter' 
alia that Shri Buta Singh misled the House 
wilfully and deliberately by Stating that a 
three-judge Division Bench of the Allahabad 
High Court would ' decide the Babri 
Masjid-Ram Janambhoomi dispute by 
taking up the Case on July 10, 1989 which is 
false information as reported in the India,. 
Express dated 10th May, 1989. 

The lndian Express of 10th May, 1989, 
carried a news report captioned 
'Buta misleads Parliament which read 
inter alia as follows: 

'The facts are not in keeping with what the 
Home Minster told the Lok Sabha. Neither 
has any bench been constituted, nor is the 
case being taken up by any bench of the 
Allahabad High Court on July 10. 

A two judge division bench of the Allahabad 
High Court· at Lucknow is seized of an 
application made' by tbe State Government 
for transferring four cases relating to the 
Ayodbya shrine pending in Faizabad' courts 
to the High Court for their disposal. The 
arguments before the bench on the petition 
moved in February remained inconclusive 
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on May ~ and the next date, fIXed by the 
Court for the hearing is July. 10. 

The division bench is yet to decide whether the 
petition of the '30vernment fqr withdrawal 
of cases i.;)m faizabad civil courts to the 
Lucknow Bench, their consolidation and 
disposal here should be admitted or not'. 

The Minister of Home Affairs while replying to 
the discussion regarding communal situation 
in various parts of the country on 
8th May, 1989, had stated as follows:-

'After discussing the matter with the Uttar 
Pradesh Government,. we said that the 
disputc-:-the whole consolidated 
case-should be placed before the High 
Court of Uttar Pradesh and a Division 
Bench comprising of three judges should 
be constituted for the purpose. They will 
look into the matter and their decision 
should be accepted by all.. .. Now that the 
State Government has perhaps moved, or 
is going to move the High Court-it has 
been posted for the 10th of July and all 
parties are appearing., before the High 
Court-definitely I am sure these matters 
can be taken before the High Court'. 

It is, therefore, clear that the Minister of Home 
Affairs did not say that a Division Bench had 
been constituted and that the Babri Masjid-
Ram Janambhoomi dispute was fixed for 
hearing before the Bench on 10th July, 
1989. All that the Minister of Home 
Affairs is on record as having said is that 
the Central Government had  had talks with 
the Government of Uttar Pradesh 'regarding 
the dispute and it was suggested that a 
Division Bench of the, Allahabad High 
Court comprising of three judges should 
hear the case. 

Instead of the Minister of Home Affairs 
misleading . the House, much less 
deliberately it appear to me to be a case 
of misreporting of the proceedings of the 
House by the newspaper concerned and 
placing of total reliance thereon by Shri V. 
KisitOlc Chandra S. Deo without referring 
to the relevant proceedings of the House. 

I have emphasised from. time to time that 
members should not repose implicit faith in 
news reports and should verify their 
correctness or otherwise for themselves 
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before making anegations. 

No question of privilege is involved in the matter. 

• 

I, therfore, do not give my consent to the 
raising to the matter as a question of 
privilege on the floor of the House under 
rule 222." 

273 
LOK SABHA 

(1990) 

Point of PrivUege 

Alleged misleading of the House by a Minister 

Facts of the case and ruUnl by the Speaker 

On 2nd May, 1990, the Speaker (Shri Rabi Ray) 
obser/ed as follows: 

"Shri Banwarilal Purohit gave  notice of a question 
of privilege on 12th April, 1990, against the then 
Minister of Health and Family Welfare (Shri 
Nilamani Routray). Shri Purohit contended that 
while replying to Unstarred Question No. 3305 
regarding 'compulsory iodisation of salt' on 4th 
April, 1990, the then Minister of Health and 
Family Welfare gave 'factually incorrect and 
deliberately false and misleading' reply with a view 
to 'intentionally spreading disinformation about 
the subject of iodised salt'. 

Unstarred Question No. 3305 which sought to 
elicit information on the question whether several 
representations had been received by Government 
to remove the restriction of compulsory iodisation 
of salt, was replied to by the then Minister of 
Health and Family Welfare inter alia as follows:-

"The sUJ'\'eys carried out l?y the Directorate 
General·.f Health Services, I.C.M.R. and the 
States ..... e revealed that no region in the 
country an be considered completely free from 
goitre _ other Iodiae Deficiency Disorders. 
Iodisation of salt is the cheapest and proven 
method·"f prevention of goitre and other Iodine 
Deficiency Disorders. No scientific report 

~ adverse effects of iodised salt has 
come ·to "knowledge of this Ministry'. 

Shri Purohit has sought to establish with reference 
to a numher of survey and study reports and 
published maaaial on the subject that the reply given 
by the Minister was false and misleading. 

I had fOPMllded the notice of question of privilege 
given by Shri"Purohit to the then Minister of Health 
and Family Welfare for furnishing his comments 
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thereon. I have since received the comments of the 
Minister, after going through the comments of the 
then Minister carefully, I am convinced that the then 
Minister of Health and Family Welfare did not 
mislead the House, much  less deliberately. 

It is well established that in order to constitute a 
breach of privilege or contempt of the House. it has 
to be proved that the statement was not only wrong 
or misleading but it was made deliberately to mislead 
the House. A breach of privilege can arise only when 
the member or the Minister makes a false statement 
or an incorrect statement wilfully, deliberately and 
knowingly and with a view to mislead the House. 

The then Minister of Health and FaMily Welfare 
has also assured that if the member has got in his 
possession any scientific data or any scientific rcport 
substantiating his contentions regarding adverse 
effects of iodised salt, he would be happy to get them 
examined. 

I, therefore, refuse my consent to the raising of the 
matter on the floor of the House as a question of 
privilege." 

Point of Privilege 

274 

LOK SABHA 

(1990) 

Alleged mis/ellding of the House by II Minister 

Facts of tbe ease and ruHnl by the Speaker 

On 7th September. 1990, the Speaker (Shri Rabi 
Ray) observed as follows:-

"Sarvashri P. R. Kumaramangalam. Harish Rawat 
and Dinesh Singh, MPs gave separate notices of 
question of privilege on 20th August, 1990 against 
the Minister of Information and Broadcasting (St.ri 
P. Upendra) alleging that the Minister misled the 
House on 17th August, 1990 and thereby 
committed a  breach of privilege and contempt of 
the House.  The members alleged the inspite of an 
assurance given in the House on 17th August, 1990 
by the Minister of Information and Broadcasting 
that 'the Doordarshan programme 'Khula Manch' 
scheduled for telecast on 19th August, 1990 
featuring the Mi.,ister of Railways (Shri George 
Fel'llUldes) will not be censored, the programme 
telecast by Doordarshan on 19th August, 1990 was 
~  The members contended that the 

Minister's assurance in the House on 17th August, 
1990, therefore, ~  to a breach of privilege 
as the Minister had misled the House. Shri Dinesh 
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Singh also sought to raise the matter in the House 
on 20th August, 1990 and stated that the 
programme was censored inasmuch as certain 
questions asked by a journalist-participant of the 
programme were deleted and kept out of the 
programme. 

The Minister of Information and Broadcasting 
(Shri P. Upendra), while clarifying the position had 
stated inter alia as follows:-

'I did assure him that there would not be any 
censoring. I stand by that statement. But there 
is a difference between censoring and editing. 
Sir, when this programme was started, certain 
parameters were discussed and it was decided 
that this will be a programme in which the 
Ministers will discuss about the functioning of 
their Ministries, answer to the queries of the 
selected audience ... Generally they are supposed 
to put questions which they have forwarded. 
But certain times it happens that questions 
which do not relate to that particular Ministry 
arc also put. Though this programme is meant 
for half an hour, it is recorded, may be, for fifty 
minutes or one hour. After that, all the portions 
relating to that particular Ministry are retained 
and other irrelevant things not concerned with 
that Ministry are edited out. Therefore, in this 
case also every word relating to Railways was 
retained, not a single word was removed, 
including all provocative statements. Even 
insulting remarks have been kept. I stand by 
that statement. No censoring has been done. 
The viewers and the questioners were reminded 
again that the questions should relate to that 
particular Ministry and all other things would be 
edited. That is the policy and that will continue 
to be followed.' 

Shri P. Chidambaram, M.P. in his notice of 
question of privilege given to me on 21st August, 
1990, referred to a news-report published in the 
Times of India dated 21st August, 1990, wherein it 
was reported that two questions were removed from 
the recorded version of the programme prior to its 
telecast. As these questions reportedly related to 
Railways, Shri Chidambaram alleged that the 
Minister had misled the House on 20th August, 1990 
that only questions not relevant to the subject of 
Railways were edited out and questions relevant to 
Railways were not left out. 

~  22nd August, 1990, Shri M.l. Akbar gave 
notice of question of privilege alleging that the 
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opening and closing remarks of one of the two 
presenters of the programme were censored out and 
the voice of an announcer was used with a different 
script. Shri Akbar also sought to raise the matter in 
the House on that day. 

On 23rd August, 1990, Sarvashri lanardhana 
Poojary and Dinesh Singh gave notices of question of 
privilege against Shri P. Upendra with reference to a 
news-report appearing in the Indian Express of that 
day wherein the Minister of Railways (Shri George 
Fernandes) was reported to have stated in an 
interview that he had told the Minister of 
Information and Broadcasting that the programme 
should be shown without cuts and the people could 
come to their own conclusions about it. The Minister 
of Railways was also reported to have said th3t 
'editing of the programme was not necessary' and 
that he did not make any distinction between 'editing' 
and 'censoring'. Sarvashri Dinesh Singh, lanardhana 
Poojary and some other members also sought to raise 
the matter in the House. 

Copies of all the notices of question of privilege 
were forwarded under my direction to the Minister of 
Information and Broadcasting for furnishing his 
comments. Shri Dinesh Singh gave another notice in 
the meantime on 29th August, 1990 alleging that the 
stand taken by the Minister that the questions not 
relevant to the portfolio of the Minister of Railways 
were edited out of the programme, has been belied 
by a letter (a copy of which Shri Dinesh Singh 
enclosed with his notice) written by one of the 
partic.ipants-a journalist to the Minister. According 
to thIS letter the producer of the programme in a 
meeting with the presenters of the programme and 
some of the participants decided that the format of 
the programme should include questions other than 
!hose ~  to Railways to make the programme 
mterestmg. 

I have since received the comments of the Minister 
of Information and Broadcasting. He has admitted 
that the Minister of Railways had spoken to him and 
requested that the programme should be telecast in 
its entirety. The Minister of information and 
Broadcasting, however, maintains that 'Khula Manch' 
is a programme produced by Doordarshan and it is 
for Doordarshan to decide what portions of a 
programme ought to be edited on grounds of 
relevance as well as on other grounds. The final 
version in which a programme is telecast depends, 
according to the Minister, not on the person who 
figures in the programme but on programme 
requirements. Irrespective of the view of the 
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participating Minister regarding the retention of 
pOrtions not relating to his portfolio, Doordarshan is 
entirely within its right in editing such portions on 
grounds of lack of relevance. 

As regards the allegations that several 
questions-some of them pertaining to 
Railways-had been 'censored', the Minister has 
stated as follows:-
"Some journalists, who were present in the audience, 
not only raised questions on matters not relating to 
the portfolio of the Railway Minister but continued 
to persist in putting supplementary questions on those 
subjects. This had the affect of diverting attention 
from the problems relating to the railways which 
should have been the field for questions. The two 
presenters also did -not seem to make any attempt to 
bring the discussion back to railways. If this 
programme had been tele",ast without its being 
edited, the entire focus would have been lost and the 
viewing public would have been deprived of an 
appropriately presented programme on the Indian 
Railways. In order to ensure that the programme did 
not lose focus, Doordarshan edited those portions not 
relating to the railways .... Shri Chidambaram. in his 
notice seeking permission to move a motion of 
privilege, has placed on record a report in the Times 
of India dated 21st August, 1990. The report states 
that I had told in both the Houses of Parliament that 
everything pertaining to the railways had been kept 
in the programme. However, according to the report 
relied on by Shri Chidambaram, two questions 
relating to the railways had been removed. The first 
question is whether Shri Fernandes would allow Pepsi 
to be served in the railways. The report states that 
Mr. Fernandes had stated that if it was upto him, he 
would not have allowed Pepsi to be served on the 
railways. It is a fact that such a question was asked 
and was also answered by Shri Fernandes. This 
question, however, was among a series of questions 
relating to the entry of Pepsi Cola into the Indian 
market .... This question, which had more to do with 
the sale of Pepsi than with the Indian Railways, could 
not been retained in the edited version since it would 
have made no sense in isolation, the absence of the 
other questions soley relating to Pepsi. It would have 
been extremely disjointed if this question in isolation 
had remained at the beginning of the programme 
since the entire portion relating to Pepsi was at the 
beginning of the discussion which was meant to be on 
the Indian Railways." 

The allegation that the voice of an announcer was 
used in place of the voice of one of the presenters 
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has been denied by the Minister and it has been 
stated that since a large number of irrelevant 
questions were put during the 'Khula Manch' 
featuring the Minister of Railways, it was decided to 
make it abundantly clear to the viewers that for 
future programmes questions relating to the portfolio 
of the concerned Minister only will be entertained. 
This announcement was made at the end of the 
programme by an announcer and it could not have 
been made by the presenter as the programme was 
recorded a few days prior to the telecast. 

The limited point for decision before me is whether 
the Minister of Information and Broadcasting misled 
the House and committed a breach of privilege by 
stating that programme 'Khula Manch' telecast on 
19th August, 1990 was 'edited' and not 'censored'. 

A lot of confusion has been created by the use of 
the words 'edited' and 'Censored'. The Chambers 
20th Century Dictionary defines these two words as 
foUows:-

.. 'Censor' means an official who examines 
books, papers, telegrams, letters, films, etc., 
with powers to delete material or to forbid 
publication. delivery or showing. 

'edit' means to prepare for publication, 
broadcasting etc. to revise, to censor, to make 
up the final version .. · .... 

It would thus be seen that editing includes 
censoring. However. the word 'censor' has come to 
acquire odium because the job of a censor is, more 
often than not, to shut out expression of an opinion 
which is considered distasteful by the authorities that 
be. Editing too requires expurgating or censoring of 
material not germane to the subject. The present case 
has. therefore, to be viewed in this context. 

As Members are aware, Doordarshan is a 
Government owned medium. I cannot, therefore, but 
agree with the Minister of Information and 
Boradcastine that it is for the Government to lay 
down policies and guidelines regarding quality and 
contents of the programmes telecast on Doordarshan 
and to edit the programmes in pursuance of those 
policies or guidelines. 

In the instant case, the Minister has categorically 
stated that nothing relating to Railways was edited 
out. For anyone to expect, much less insist, that 
matters other than railways on which questions were 
asked and replied to by the Minister of Railway, 
should have been telecast, would have, in my view, 
'derailed' the programme itself. The Minister', 
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contention that Doordarshan were well within their 
rights to exclude such questions and answers from the 
programme, cannot, therefore, be faulted. 

It is well-establised that if any. statement is made 
on the floor of the House by a Member or a Minister 
which another Member believes to be untrue, 
incomplete or incorrect, it does not constitute a 
breach of privilege. In order to constitute a breach of 
privilege or contempt of the House, it has to be 
proved that the statement was not only wrong or 
misleading but it was made deliberately to misled the 
House. A breach of privilege can arise only when the 
Member or the Minister makes a false statement or 
an incorrect statement wilfully, deliberately and 
knowingly. 

Keeping in view the fact stated above, I am of the 
view that the Minister cannot be said to have misled 
the House, much less deliberately about ,the editing! 
censoring of the programme 'Khula Manch' telecast 
on 19th August, 1990. Accordingly, I disallow' the 
notices of question of privilege given by Sarwashri P. 
R. Kumaramangalam, Harish Rawat, M. l. Akbar, 
lanardhana Poojary and Dinesh Singh and do not 
given my consent to the raising of the matter in the 
House as a question of privilege. 

I had also received another notice of question of 
privilege from Shri M. l. Akbar against the Minister 
of Information and Broadcasting alleging that the 
Minister misled the House on 10th August, 1990 by 
stating that a participant of the 'Khula Manch' 
telecast on 5th August, 1990 was not - as alleged by 
Shri Akbar - an actor  but was a farmer and that to 
give credibility to the programme, Doordarshan had 
associated on independent producer, the Hindustan 
Times TV, and all the names selected for the said 
independent producer. Shri Akbar contended that 
inquiries made by him revealed that the participants 
of the programme were 'handpicked by the 
Doordarshan authorities' and all the questions had 
been cleared by Doordarshan. 

fhe Minister, in his comments furnished to me, has 
stated as follows: 

'In the initial stages, when the idea of this 
programme was conceived, it was decided to 
entrust the production to an outside agency. 
~  it was decided that Doordarshan, in 
view of the facilities being readily available with it, 
would produce the programme and would involve 
the Hindustan Times TV to assist them in some 
aspects relating to the production of the 
programme, as consultants. When this matter was 
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discussed with the representatives of' Doordarshan 
and Hindustan Times TV, instructions were givcn 
to the effect that the selection of participants for 
the programme may be finalised by Hindustan 
Times TV. Thereafter, the programme details had 
been worked out by Doordarshan and HTV and, 
in the process, it appears that Doordarshan 
finalised the list of participants. However, this 
matter did not come to my notice and, therefore, 
on the basis of my understanding of the 
responsibilities assigned to the Hindustan Times 
TV and Doordarshan, I had mentioned in the 
House that the selection of participants was made 
by Hindustan Times TV. There was no attempt, 
much less a deliberate attempt, on my part to 
misled the House.' 

The Minister has also stated that he has verified 
the position regarding the allegation that an actor 
was attempted to be presented as a farmer on the 
programme and it was found that the person 
selected is a farmer who is also a part-time actor. 

In view of the foregoing, the Minister cannot be 
said on have misled the House. No question of 
privilege is, therefore, involved in the matter. I do 
not give my consent to Shri M. l. Akbar to raise 
the matter on the floor of the House as a question 
of privilege. 

Point or privUege 

275 
LOK SABHA 
(1993) 

Alleged misleading of the Howe by a member 

Facts or the case and ruling by the Speaker 

On 21 August, 1993, Shri A. Charles, a 
member, gave notice of a question of privilage 
against Shri Ram Vilas Paswan, another member, 
for allegedly wilfully misleading the House on 
13 ~ ~  1993 while ~  a matter of urgent 
pubbc Importance regardmg reservation for SCIST 
employees in promotion in the Syndicate Bank. In 
his notice of question of privilage, Shri Charles 
stated that Shri Paswan had  made misleading 
statement that SCIST employees in the Syndicate 
Bank were denied reservation and that nearly 1600 
vacancies had been kept vacant on the basis of the 
orders of the Government of India consequent to 
the judgement of the Supreme Court on Mandai 
case. 

2. On 27 August, 1993, Shri Charles with the 
permission of the Speaker raised the' ~  in the 
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House. While ralslDg the matter Shri Charles 
stated that on 13 August. 1993 during Zero Hour. 
some members had raised the question of 
implementation of the Mandai Commission 
Report. During the discussion. according to 
Shri Charles. "Shri Ram Vilas Paswan made a wild 
allegation against Shri Kesriji, (Minister of 
Welfare) that the reservation to the Scheduled 
Caste and Scheduled Tribe employees of the 
Syndicatc Bank was denied becausc of the non-
implementation of the orders of the Supreme 
Court in the Mandai case. Since that was factually 
incorrect, Shri Kesriji made a statement on 
19 August, 1993 clarifying the whole position ... 
The statement made by Shri Kesriji reveals that 
there was absolutely no connection between the 
Mandai Commission judgement.:and the Syndicate 
Bank employees issue. ,. Concluding his speech. 
Shri Charles stated, inter alia, as follows: 

"The following facts have thus been clearly 
proved: 

1. That reservation to the SCIST employees was 
denied to them on the basis of the clarificatory 
orders of the Government dated 1.11.90; 

2. That the above orders were issued by Shri V.P. 
Singh's Government; 

3. That Shri Ram Vilas Paswan was a Cabinet 
Minister in that Government in charge of the 
Ministry of Welfare which is directly responsible 
for the welfare of SCslSTs; 

4. That as Cabinet Minister of the V.P. Singh 
Government, Shri Ram Vilas Paswan was not 
only aware of the above orders but, he was also 
responsible for the above unjust orders; 

5. That on 13.8.93 while participating in the 
discussion he not only deliberately suppressed 
the above facts, but knowingly made false 
allegations and misled the House; 

6. That he deliberately accused Shri Kesriji of 
false charges knowing fully well that Kesriji was 
not responsible for denying promotion to SCI 
ST employees of the Syndicate Bank. 

The above acts of Shri Ram Vilas Puwan thus 
constitute a serious case of breach of privilege 
of the House." 
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3. The same day, while replying to the points 
raised by Shri Charles, Shri Ram Vilas PaSwan state 
as follows: 

...... I only want to put the facts before you. 1 am 
happy that the Members of both the sides, i.e., the 
Government as well as of our side were present 
before you. You know very well about the 
judgement you gave. We need not go into the 
details. I only want to put before you this fact that 
a circular was issued (/,: 1 November, 1990, as 
stated by my colleague, ~ on 1 April, 1991, the 
Full Bench of the Supreme Court stated thst there 
should be reservation in promotions. Afterwards, 
on 23 December, 1992, when this matter was 
raised in Parliament, I enquired about it. In his 
notice of question of privilege he said that whereas 
1 had mentioned 22 December. it was raised on 
23 December. Since Shri Sitaram Kesriji in his 
statement quoted 22 December. I was also 
mentioning the date as 22 December. I am now 
correcting it as 23 December. When the matter 
was raised on 23 December, Shri Sitaram Kesriji 
told that the circular had already been issued and 
that reservation in promotions would not be 
discontinued. The House 'is aware of it. The 
judgement was given on 1 April, 1991 and on 
23 December, 1992, Shri Sitaram Kesriji told that 
the circular had already been issued and that 
reservation in promotion would not be 
discontinued. 

I had raised the matter regarding  Syndicate Sank. 
The Syndicate Bank issued a circular on 28 April, 
1993. According to that circular, the Syndicate 
Bank appointed 1600 employees and reservation in' 
promotions was not allowed in those 
appointments. so I raised such a question. Even 
today. I want to say that Government had not 
issued a circular and the Government misled the 
House by stating that a circular was issued. But 
Government did not issue a circular and on 23 
December. it was stated that the circular was 
issued. The circular has been issued three days 
before. I thank the Government for issuing the 
circular three days before which hu been telecast 
and broadcast on TV and radio. 

You know that whenever the question regarding 
SCIST or weaker sections arises, we feci aaitated 
and we are  committed for this .... We are happy 
that the Government have issued a circular today 
but had this circular been issued earlier, the 
interest of Syndicate Bank employees would not 
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have been affected adversely for the last two 
years." 

4. The same day, the Speaker (Shri Shivraj V. 
Patil) ruled as follows: 

"My ruling is-and I am giving ruling for the first 
time on a breach of privilege of the House-that 
certain facts were brought to the notice of the 
House by the Members on both the sides. 1 think 
there was great desire and enthusiasm to make the 
points and in that great desire and enthusiasm to 
make the points, certain limits might have been 
crossed here and there. But I think that the 
Members wanted to clinch the issue and do justice. 
I do not find any intention to mislead the House 
and so this does not constitute a breach of 
privilege. " 

Point of privUeae 

276 

RAJYA SABHA 
(1965) 

Alleged making of a wrong statement in the Howe by 
a Minister. 

Facts of the case and rulina by the Chairman 

On the 4th March, 1965, Shri Bhupesh Gupta,a 
member, complained that when a question was raised 
on the 26th February, 1965 regarding C.B.!. report 
and Cabinet Sub-Committee's report based on that 
investigation, the Minister of Home Affairs 
(Shri Gulzari La) Nanda) had denied that it was an 
investigation but from the C.B.!. report which was 
laid on the Table of Lok Sabha, it was clear that it 
was in the nature of an enquiry. Shri Gupta 
contended that the Minister of Home Affairs has 
misled the House and thus had committed a breach 
of privilege of the House. 

2. Shri Gulzari Lal Nanda then explained that in 
his reply he had said, "No formal investigation took 
place" and he did not say that no inquiry was made. 
Shri Nanda maintained that an inquiry was not the 
same as a "legal investigation" and in that sense no 
formal investigation was made. 

3. The Chairman (Dr. Zakir Hussain) then 
observed as follows:-

.. After hearing the Home Minister. I think no 
question of privilege arises." 
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Point of privlleae 

277 
RAJYA SABHA 

(1966) 

Alleged incorrect statement made by a Minister in the 
Howe 

Facts of the case and ruling by the Chairman 
on the 26th August, 1966, Sarvashri Bhupesh 

Gupta and Raj Narain members, sought to raise a 
question of privilege against Shri laisukhlal Hathi, 
Minister of State in the Ministry of Home Affairs, in 
relation to a statement made by him in the House on 
the 11th August, 1966, concerning a news report 
which appeared in the Statesman of New Delhi, 
dated the 10th August, 1966, under the caption 
'Sabotage plans by C.P'!. claimed'. In his statement, 
Shri Hathi had denied that the information as was 
mentioned in the newsreport had been given by the 
Ministry of Home Affairs. The members drew 
attention to a subsequent editorial appearing in the 
same paper of August, 26, 1966 under the heading 
'Home Truth' which, according to the members, 
virtually repudiated the statement made on behalf of 
the Ministry of Home Affairs on the 11th August by 
Shri Hathi. The members sought that the issue should 
be referred to the Committee of Privileges to find out 
the truth of Shri Hathi's statement in the House. 

2. Shri Hathi in his statement, reiterating the stand 
he had taken earlier stated inter alia as follows:-
"So far as I am concerned. Sir, I may say that at the 
time I made that statement I had made it according 
to my knowledge, that the Home Ministry or none 
from the Home Ministry had given this information 
outside. That is what I know. As regards the 
subsequent letter and other things. I am not 
concerned at this time. When the statement was 
made I knew what I said and I said what I knew." 

3. The Chairman (Dr. Zakir Hussain) reserved his 
ruling. 

4. On the 27th August, 1966, the Chairman 
observed inter alia as follows:-

"On the submissions made before me, I am unable to 
hold that a case has been made out to prove that Shri 
Hathi made any statement in this House which he 
believed to be untrue on August 11, 1966, and he 
attempted to mislead the House. I accordingly 
withhold my consent for &aising the question of 
breach of privilege." 
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Point of privDege 

278 
RAJYA SABHA 

(1966) 

Alleged misleading statement made by a Minister in 
the House. 

Facts of the case and ruUog by the Chairman 

On the 7th September, 1966, Shri Bhupesh Gupta, 
a Member sought to raise a question of privilege in 
the House against Shri B.R. Bhagat, Minister of 
State in the Ministry of Finance on the ground that 
Shri Bhagat, in the course of replies to certain 
suppleDlentaries put on Starred Question No. 735 in 
the House on the 31st August, 1966 regarding the 
disposal of complaint filed by the Director of 
Enforcement, Foreign Exchange Regulation against 
the Laxmi Rattan Cotton Mills and its six Directors 
in the Court of City Magistrate, Kanpur, had given 
incorrect answers and thereby misled the House. In 
reply to a supplementary by Shri Niren Ghosh, 
another member, the Minister had replied:-

"The Company was proceeded against. No individual 
directors were involved in it. The company was 
penalised and a fine of Rs. 15,000 was imposed on 
MIs. Laxmi Rattan Cotton Mills Ltd." 

2. Shri Gupta alleged that the complaint was filed 
against the company including also the six directors 
and the Minister had misled the House by saying that 
the company was proceeded against and no individual 
director was involved. 

3. Shri B.R. Bhagat then stated inter alia:-

"The original question relates to the complaint 
made by the former Director in the court against the 
company and its six Directors. There is no question 
of my misleading the House because the question 
itself says the company and its six Directors. In the 
main reply I have not said that the Directors are not 
involved and in the supplementary I have said that 
the question was taken up in departmental 
adjudication. And my reply-this is very 
important-is to a specific question by Mr. Niren 
Ghosh as to why no action was taken by the 
Government against the Directors. And what I said 
was that the company was fined Rs. 15,0001-and as 
the Directors were not involved no fine was imposed 
on them. 

4. The Chairman (Dr. Zakir Hussain) reserved his 
ruling. 
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5. On the 9th September, 1966, the Chairman 
observed as follows:-

"I have carefully gone through the relevant 
proceedings and I am satisfied that Shri Bhagat  did 
not mislead the House. Shri Gupta's apprehension 
seems to arise put of a possible mis-understanding of 
the position in relation to the original prosecution in 
a court of law and the subsequent adjudication 
proceedings. I accordingly hold that no breach of 
privilege is involved." 

Point 01 privilege 

279 

RAJYA SABHA 
(1966) 

Alleged incorrect information  furnished to the House 
about the arrest of two members by a magistrate and 
alleged wrong statement made in the Howe by a 
Minister about their arrest. For details of the case 
please see summary No. 40 at pp. 83-84 ante. 

Point of privilqe 
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RAJYA SABHA 
(1980) 

Alleged mi.rleading of the Howe by Ministers 
regarding reported arrest of a police officer 

Facts of the case and rulinl by the Chairman 

On 29th January, 1980, during Special Mentions, 
Sarvashri Rabi Ray, Lal K. Advani and some other 
members stated that Shri N.K. Singh, D.I.G., C.B.I., 
who had been incharge of the 'Kissa Kursi Ka' case, 
had been apprehended from his house for being 
taken to Gurgaon. Denying the arrest, the  Minister 
of State in the Ministry of Home Affairs 
(Shri Yogendra Makwana) stated, inter alia, as 
follows:-

........ What has been stated by Mr. Rabi Ray, 
Mr. Advani and others, is far from the facts. 
Mr. N.K. Singh is not arrested as they have stated 
in this House...... This concerns the State of 
Haryana. Nowhere are we involved. But when we 
came to know that Mr. N.K. Singh has been 
arrested, we immediately contacted the Chief 
Minister of Haryana and ascertained that he is not 
arrested. So, whatever is stated by Mr. Rabi Ray 
and Mr. Advani is not correct .... " 

2. The Minister of Home Affairs (Giani Zail Singh) 
stated, inter alia, as follows:-

.. ..... This matter dot:s not concem the Central 
Government. Even then, when we came to know that 
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some police officer is being arrested, we contacted 
the State Government and were told that they have 
not arrested him. He has been called for getting some 
information. This is absolutely wrong that he  has 
been arrested. He has not been arrested ....... 

3. On 30th January, 1980, Shri Lal K. Advani 
sought to raise a question of privilege against the 
Minister of Home Affairs (Giani Zail Singh) and 
Minister of State in the Ministry of Home Affairs 
(Shri Yogendra Makwana) for deliberately misleading 
the House in respect of the reported arrest of Shri 
N.K. Singh. 

Shri Rabi Ray and some other members also 
sought to raise the matter in the House. The Deputy 
Chairman then observed, inter alia, as follows:-

" .... all the Motions are under the consideration of 
the Chairman and due action will be taken on 
them ...... 

4. On 2nd February, 1980, the Chairman, while 
disallowing the question of privilege, ruled, inter alia, 
as follows:-

"I am concerned only with the question whether the 
Home Minister andlor the Minister of State in the 
Home Ministry can be said to be guilty of a breach 
of privilege and to see whether a prima facie case 
exists to grant leave under Rule 190 to refer the 
matter to the Committee of Privileges on the 
motion of the members. 

The law appears to be well settled that the making of 
a deliberately misleading statement may be treated 
as a contempt of the House ... The question arises 
before me if I can say that there was a deliberate 
misleading of this august House by the two 
Ministers when they made their statements ..... 

'Mislead' in this connection must mean only that 
the Ministers drew the House into error by 
falsely stating that Shri N.K. Singh was not 
arrested and this was contrary to fact. The test 
to apply is not a general one but in relation to 
the conduct of the maker of the statement. A 
person may know, believe or suspect that what 
he is saying is false. The responsibility increases 
in proportion JO t4e increase of knowledge and 
belief. The tes'1O apply is: Does the maker of 
the statement ~ Jhat the statement he is 
muing is false or again that the maker is 
muing the statement which he does not believe 
to be true. In either case, there would be 
deliberate misleading. A third or borderline 
case also exists when the maker is utterly 
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indifferent whether what he is saying is true or 
false. Here any person, without ascertaining for 
himself the truth of the matter asserts 
something as true and he must take the 
consequences if it turns out that it was false. No 
person is expected to make a statement about a 
fact as to which he made no inquiry to ascertain 
its truth of falsehood. If he is so foolhardy as to 
maintain that what he is saying is true without 
any evidence in his possession, he must pay the 
price for his negligence and indiscretion, should 
it later turn out that what he asserted was false 
and thus misled others. This last proposition 
does not apply if the person after making due 
inquiry in proper quarters where he must make 
inquiries and approaching those who are 'likely 
to know the facts makes a statement belicving it 
to be true, he is then saved even if he was 
himself misled by others from whom he 
inquired. The gravamen of the charge is a 
deliberate misrepresentation of a fact knowing it 
to be false or not believing it to be true or 
being so indifferent to truth as not to care what 
is said is false or true. 

Judged from this standard it is clear that the 
Ministers cannot be said to have acted without due 
care and attention. They had the statement 
repeated twice in their hands and even 
confirmed after the event in radio version. They 
had no reason to think that what they were 
being told was perhaps not true. 

Coming as it did from the highest authority the 
State-on a matter which is essentially a State 
subject they did not go beyond the bounds of 
truth or propriety when they relayed the 
information to this august House. As situated 
on the morning of the 29th of this month the 
Ministers were assured of the truth of what they 
relayed to the House. In these circumstances no 
question of privilege arises and I refuse my 
consent to raise it". 

5. The matter was, thereafter, closed. 
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RAJYA SABHA 
(1980) 

Point of privilege 

Alleged misleading statement made by a Minister in 
the Howe 

Facts of the case and ruHog by the C ...... an 

On 8th July, 1980, the  Minister of Home Affairs 
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(Giani Zail Singh), while making a statement in the 
House regarding the alleged rape of a woman at 
Baghpat, referred to the report of medical 
examination of the woman and stated, inter alia, as 
follows:-

"Unless it is proved that the lady has been raped 
or not how can we punish anybody? This is the 
medical report. In this report the doctor has not 
held that any rape was committed on her." 

2. On 6th August, 1980, the Chairman (Shri M. 
Hidayatullah), while disallowing a notice of question 
of privilege by Shri Satya Pal Malik, a member, 
against the Minister of Home Affairs for allegedly 
making a misleading statement in the House, 
observed, inter alia, as follows:-

"The notice of a privilege motion given by hon. 
Shri Satya Pal Malik on 23·7·1980 refers to a 
statement made by the hon. Home Minister in the 
House on the 8th July, 1980 ... The privileg<: 
motion avers that the statement made by the hon. 
Minister was false and deliberately misleading. 

As the motion relates to the statement of the 8th 
July, 1980 .... it is sustainable only on one of the 
three grounds, namely: 

(1) that the Minister made a statement which he 
knew was false; or 

(2) That he made a statement which he did not 
himself believe to be true; or 

(3) That he made the statement without due care 
and attention and negligently asserting 
something as true which turned out to be false. 

The matter has been judged in this light as on 8th 
July, 1980. Mr. Malik's later inquiries and researches 
and their results donot enter into this question. As 
the hon. Minister was not an eyewitness to the 
alleged rape or to the examination by the doctor, he 
could have only spoken on the statement of facts in 
his possession as on the 8th July, 1980 or before. 

We must judge the bona fides of his conducts only on 
this footing and the privilege motion itself is based 
on his conduct and bona fides as on a particular 
date. 

In accordance with the established practice, the 
motion.was drawn to the attention of the hon. 
Minister ·for his comments before I took any 
decision. In reply to my query, the Home Minister 
only gave the contents of the report as he had with 
him and ~  perfectly bona fide, that he 
would 'make further inquiry' .. 

The maUerthus boils down to this: what were the 
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contents of that medical report on which the 
statement was based? And in reply to my query, 
the Hon'ble the Home Minister said: 

'The medical report dated 18th June, 1980 referred to 
by Shri Satya Pal Malik is not with us. We have 
another medical report of 18th June, 1980, a copy 
of which is enclosed. We have asked Government 
of Uttar Pradesh to verify the authenticity of the 
report sent by Shri Malik.. .... 

Therefore, as late as 26th July, 1980 there was but 
one report before the Hon'ble the Home Minister 
and that did not make a reference to rape or evcn 
a probable rape ... This report was furnished by 
Dr. N. Pant, Medical Officer, Women's Hospital, 
Meen·t; \)il examination at 7·15 p.m. on 
18.h June, 1980. 

0" 26th July, 1980 Dr. N. Pant, in reply to a query 
by the District Magistrate through the Senior 
Medical Superintendent, Women's Hospital, 
stated: 'I have to say that I conducted'-which is 
a mistake; it should be 'I gave'-'no other report 
dated 18.6.1980 on Shrimati Sudesh, other than 
the report, a copy of which has already  been 
submitted by mt: today at 11 a.m .... ' 

These facts were communicated to me on 28th July, 
1980 by the Hon'ble the Home Minister. He again 
asked me 'to request the Hon. member about the 
source and authenticity of the report produced by 
him.' 

It appears that the lady was later sent to P.L. Sharma 
Hospital and from there to the  Dufferin Hospital 
and the Dufferin Hospital referred her again to 
Dr. N. Pant. She examined her again on 
19·6·1980, that is, the next day, at 9 a.m. The 
5ea)nd report thus came into existence on 
19-6·1980 at 9 a.m. In this second report Dr. N. 
Pant said: 

'Vaginal injury noted by me yesterday, in my 
opinion, is probably a rape injury.' 

Therefore, there were two reports, one dated 
18·6·!980 and the second dated the next day, that 
is, 1')·6-80. 

Leaving out of account the word 'probably' which 
makes the subject of rape an open issue still, the 
second report was not brought to the notice of the 
Hoo'ble the Minister on or before 8th July, 1980. 

We are not concerned with the knowledge acquired 
by tbe Hon'ble Malik, on his private inquiries. In 
fact, I was first shown a copy of the report in which 
the word 'probably' figured and about which 1 made 
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a comment that this is Dot a definite opinion .... 
However, the next day I was given a copy of the 
report in which the opinion of the doctor was made 
to read: 'In my opinion it is a case of rape.' 

I do not agree with Mr. Malik that these changes 
were not of any consequence ... When on the 23rd it 
was already said that the opinion· was that 'This is 
probably a case of rape' written in the notice itself. 
On the 24th the word 'probably' could only have 
been dropped to make rape more of a certainty. 

The statement of the Hon'ble the Minister as of 
8th July 1980 was, therefore, made bona fide based 
on the information then in his possession." 

• • • • • 
"I am not deciding whether there was rape or not. 
have only to decide whether the hon. the Home 

Minister's statement was false and misleading in all 
the circumstances of this case. 

Whatever may be the later developments after 8th 
July 1980, the question for me to consider is whether 
the Home Minister wilfully misled the House on that 
date. It is clear from the records that what the 
Minister stated in the House was based on the 
information in his possession which had been 
supplied to him by the Government of V.P. and 
which did not mention about rape and he had no 
reason to doubt it. Thus he has not misled the House 
wilfully or otherwise. I have fully explained the 
reasons for the decision because of the tension this 
unfortunate incident has evoked in the House and 
outside. I am not concerned with the facts as they 
later emerged or may further emerge. I am only 
concerned with the statement of the Home Minister 
on 8th July, 1980. 

Basing myself on this fact I withhold consent to 
Shri Malik to raise the matter as a matter of privilege 
Or contempt of the House as in my opinion not even 
a prima facie case bas been established." 

The matter was, .thereafter closed. 
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(RAJY A SABHA) 

(1981) 

Polot or prlvUeae 

Alleged misleading of the Howe by a Minister and 
alleged casting of reflections on the Minister by a 
journalist 
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Facts of tbe case and ruling by the Chairman 
On 11th September, 1981, the Deputy Chairman 

(Sbri Shyam Lal Yadav) informed the House inter 
alia as follows:-
'Hon. Members I have just received a ruling from the 

Hon. Chairman on the privilege issues ..... I am 
reading the ruling delivered by the Hon. Chairman 
on his behalf. 
On September 2, 1981 the Finance Minister Shri R. 

Venkataraman, while replying to a Calling Attention, 
regarding reported irregularities in the matter of 
graDt of Income tax exemptions to certain trusts in 
Maharashtra, made clarificatory statements. Notices 
of Breach of Privilege were received from the hon . 
Shri L.K. Advani, Shri Shiva Chandra Jha, 
Shri Ramakrishna Hegde, Shri Satyapal Malik and 
Shri Nageshwar Prasad Shahi in respect of the said 
statements stating that the Minister had deliberately 
misled the House. The matter related to the 
establishment of a trust called the Pratibha 
Pratishthan which was later described as the Indira 
Gandhi Pratibha Pratishthan. The question. in 
addition to the way the trust was operated, led to a 
question whether the Prime Minister had consented 
to the use of her name in the name of the Trust and 
had herself inaugurated it. 

In his clarificatory statement Shri Venkataraman 
stated as follows:-

'Now what happened in this case was that the 
Chief Minister said that he wanted to establish a 
Pratibha Pratishthan, which would do all sorts 
of services, being an EI Dorado into the world 
to help the poor people, serve the poor people, 
help everybody and so on. What she agreed to 
was that pratishthan should be established, and 
not that her name should be associated with it 
and when she came to know about it, she asked 
them to withdraw her name. Therefore, there is 
no question of her having called them to 
associate her name with these things.' 

He also said, as he put it later in his reply to me, 'I 
had also stated that the Prime Minister did not 
inaugurate the Trust.' 

These two facts were stated to be misleading. 
On September 4, 1981, the 'Indian Express' 

reproduced a photograph obtained from the 
Directorate of Information, Government of 
Maharashtra, which was printed alongside a signed 
item from Shri Arun Shourie, Executive Editor, 
which carried the heading 'Petty little lies in 
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Parliament'. Shri Shourie charged Shri Venkataraman 
with having told lies and challenged him to bring a 
privilege motion against him, i.e. Shri Shourie. The 
first set of Privilege Motions referred to these items, 
some enclosed cuttings and some said that evidence 
was in their possession. 

A second set of notices of breach of privilege was 
received from the hon. Sbri P. Ramamurti, Shri A.G. 
Kulkarni, Sbri Dinesh Goswami and Shri N.P. Shahi 
between 4 and 7 September, this time against Shri 
Shourie. 

According to the practice of the House both the 
sets were sent respectively to Sbri Venkataraman and 
Shri Shourie for their comments. Both these were 
replied. Shri Shourie in his detailed comments 
running into 23 pages referred to a number of 
annexures from 'Sakal', 'Lok Satta', 'Lok Rajya' and 
'Sunday Standard', These he contended nailed the 
lies of the Finance Minister. I shall deal with the two 
sets of notices separately but I shall refer to the 
whole of the material produced before me including 
one more exhibit from the 'Indian Standard' which 
came before me on 9th September, in the following 
way. 

Shri L.K. Advani Bent two letters of even date (9th 
September, 1981) in continuation of his notice 
originally given and pointed to some additional 
matters including another cutting from the 'Indian 
Express' of 7th September, 1981. 

The charge that the Minister misled the House is 
based on: 

(a) A photograph showing the Prime Minister 
signing a document with the Chief Minister, 
Maharashtra, looking on with a caption under 
the photograph. 

(b) The contents of that document. 
(c) A photograph showing the Prime Minister 

addressing a gathering of members of the 
Maharashtra Assembly with its caption in the 
'Indian Express' of 7th September, 1981. 

(d) The accounts published in the newspapers of 
the happenings of the 11th October, 1980, the 
date to which the photographs relate. 

Before I decide whether to give consent or not I 
wish to clear some points of procedure. In every case 
m which the Chairman does not reject the notice at 
the very threshold, the comments of the person 
charged with the breach or contempt, as the case may 
be, are obtained 'to see whether consent should be 
given or withheld. This is decided by linking at the 
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allegations and the comments together. The first 
stage is the prima facie stage. The expression is 
misunderstood as relating to the second stage. The 
person moving for consent must prima facie (at first 
appearance) make a c:8se sufficient to call for an 
answer. When the first stage is passed, what has to 
be looked for is prima facie evidence which must be 
sufficient to establish a fact. But if the explanation 
destroys the prima facie case or the evidence is 
completely insufficient or inconclusive, consent may 
be withheld. It must, however, be a clear case of a 
self evident situation. 

Next I must remind the bon'ble members of what I 
said on 6th August, 1980, that a charge of this kind is 
only sustained on one of three grounds, namely: 

(1) That the Minister made a statement which he 
knew was false; or 

(2) That he made a statement which he did not 
himself believe to be true; or 

(3) That he made the statement without due care 
or attention and negligently asserting 
something as true which turned out to be false. 

I have adverted to these matters of procedure etc. 
because from the discussion in the House as I have 
seen in t1lis case it appeared that the contenders 
thought that I was merely to send the notices and the 
comments without seeing for myself whether consent 
can be properly and truly given in this particular 
case. 

CoJJling now to the comments of the Finance 
Minister, I shall deal with the two allegations against 
him separately. 

I. Re: the consent to the name of the Prime 
Minister 

There is no document, letter or other in which this 
consent was given or asked for, except the document 
the Prime Minister is signing as shown in the 
photograph. The document mentioned the name of 
the Trust as 'Pratibha Pratishthan, Mabarashtra'. 
There was no mention of the new name or that the 
old name would be changed. Ordinarily there is a 
letter of request to associate the name of the 
President or Prime Minister and there is a specific or 
categorical reply. There is none in this case. Looking 
at the photograph and the document (now produced) 
one finds no mention of a consent to a change of 
name. The heading aIsb does nol change the name. 
There is tbe signature and the place Bombay and 



Privileges Digest 

date and no other writing in hand. The heading 
reads: 

Pratibha Pratishthan, Maharashtra brobar Sahabhagi 
houvas male atiyashe anand ahe' 

(Sd. Indira Gandhi» 

Now the crux of the matter is what was the special 
fact that the document conveyed? It was a document 
which anyone could have signed, be he a Minister, a 
banker, a businessman, an MP and even an  edit6r 
without his name going into the title of the Trust. 
More than one such document could be signed by 
different persons and surely all the names could not 
be incorporated in the tille. One needs a little more 
than this to reach an absolute conclusion. 

Looking to its meaning all the force lies in the 
word 'sahabhagi'. What did it mean? Shri Advani in 
his letter to the Secretary General (9th September, 
1981) gave the ~  from Prof. Oeshpande's 
Marathi-English Dictionary as 'co-partner'. That 
meaning hardly fits. Shri Advani himself gave the 
meaning in his second letter as 'associate'. The word 
as used only means 'I am with you and I am very 
happy'. It does not mean 'I agree to my name being 
used.' 

The effect of the photographic representation is 
brought out by a caption and the future dealings with 
the trust, such as changing the name, the name in the 
bank accounts and what not. We have to assume that 
the Prime Minister knew all this. There is only one 
letter from the Prime Minister's office, dated June 
23, 1981 ill reply to the letter of the Chief Minister, 
dated 7th May, 1981. That was long before this 
matter in Parliament. In that letter the Special 
Assistant to the Prime Minister said: 

•......... The Prime Minister does not approve of her 
name being used by the Pratishthan. She desires 
that the name may be changed even at this 
stage.' 

Now the caption below the photographs showing 
here affIXing her signature was most probably done 
by the Maharashtra Government. 

It could not be the Prime Minister's doing. 
Otherwise, the letter would not be written in that 
way. It is asked by Shri Shourie what the Prime 
Minister was doing from 11th October, 1980 to 23m 
June, 1981, when she asked that her name be 
dropped? If Government machinery moved the speed 
of an express train, it would be possible. but we 
know that it does not. The criticism against the Trust 

had not built up till lately. It appean that between 
the P.M. and the C.M. there was a communication 
gap and one thought that the cousent was given and 
the other was clear that it was not. 

II. Whether the Prime Minister inaugurated the Trust? 

The reply of the Finance Minister was categorical 
that she had not. I begin with the last document, 
namely the photo from the Indian Standard 
reproduced in the Indian Express of 7th September, 
1981. It was brought to my notice by Shri L.K. 
Advani. Here again, it is a question of captions. Now 
the photo in the Indian Express of the 7th September 
has two captions. In the reproduction of the block 
there is.a ,cllption which reads:-

(1) 'Premier Indira Gandhi addressing 
Maharashtra Legislators and M.Ps. at Raj 
Bhavan on Saturday'. 

In the photo this is easily read. Below this is 
another caption which reads: 

(2) 'The meeting of the Congress (I) Legislators 
on October 11, 1980. at Raj Bbavan, at 
which Mr. Antulay thanked Mrs. Gandhi for 
permitting him to name the Pratishthan after 
her. Express file photograph.' 
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Shri Shourie in his reply had annexed a photostat 
of the same photo and it bore the caption· No. (1) 
above. Beneath this photo in the Sunday Standard of 
October 12th, 1980, there is an account of the 
meeting which the Prime Minister addressed. There is 
no mention of the Indira  Gandhi Pratibba 
Pratishthan, much less its inauguration. In fact, no 
trust is mentioned at all. Therefore, the caption 
No. (2) above is a new thing. The photo is the same 
but the description of the things dODe at the meeting 
is different. 

Now, there are news items in the remaining 
newspapers of which a list is given by me elsewhere. 
In the Sunday Standard (said by Shri Shourie to be of 
12th October, 1980) the photo of the signing of the 
document appears and the caption is: . 

'Prime Minister Indira Gandhi affixing her 
signature on the document giving her cousent to 
name the Maharashtra Government's trust for 
promoting talents in literature and fine arts as 
"Indira Gandhi Pratibba Pratishthan" at Raj 
Bhavan on Saturday. Watching keenly is Chief 
Minister, A.R. Antulay.' 

I have referred to this caption -common to all 
newspapers where this photo appeared either in 
English or its translation in Marathi. There is a news 
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~ which is reported separately when it could be 
reported with the news item about the meeting held 
at Raj Bhavan. In this news item it is stated what the 
trust was to do and this was based on an 
announcement by the Chief Minister on Tuesday (9th 
October, 1980). That must have been done at some 
other function and not the function on the 12th 
October, 1980. 

In the. Sunday Express of the 12th October, 1980 
immediately below the report of the meeting which 
the Prime Minister addressed is another news item 
headed: 

'Antulay assures P.M. of policy implementation.' 

After reporting other matters the news item goes 
on to say that the Chief Minister announced that tbe 
Prime Minister 'had given her consent for naming the 
proposed trust after her. The "Indira Gandhi 
Pratibha Pratishthan" would grow very fast. Mr. 
Antulay said 'I have read both the English and 
Marathi versions an.d I feel that Shri Antulay 
probably spoke in Marathi. If that were so the Prime 
Minister would not be fixed with knowledge with that 
move. Even if this was spoken in English, the 
purport could be missed. 

Added to these are the following incontrovertible 
facts which the Finance Minister has mentioned. 
They may be taken from his reply. 

'(i) The trust was registered on 18th November 
and there could be no inauguration before 
that date; 

(ii) The news item of September 4th, 1981.. does 
not state that there was inauguration of the 
Trust on 11th October,. 1980; 

(iii) The official programme issued by the State 
Government in connection with the visit of 
the Prime Minister to Bombay, 10-12th 
October, 1980 docs not mention the 
inauguration of the Pratibha Pratishthan. 

(iv) When the document was signed by the Prime 
Minister there was nobody else apart from 
Shri Aotulay and the photographers present as 
stated by Shri Aotulay in the letter. 

(v) Shri Aotulay was trying to have the 
inauguration on the 19th November, 1980 
(pM.s' birthday) but this could not be held 
(vide Indian Express Bombay Edition dated 
17th December, 1980).' 
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To this may be added the last paragraph of 
Shri Dhawan's letter dated 23rd June, 1981 to which 
I have referred already. It reads: 

'As desired by you, the Prime Minister would be 
pleased to meet the Trustees of the Pratishthan 
during her next visit to Bombay.' 

All these facts speak for themselves. 

I have not expressed any personal opinion, but 
have gone from facts to facts only. These facts clearly 
prove that if anybody told a lie it was not the Finance 
Minister. It is perhaps to be inferred that the 
Maharuhtra Government went too far with so little 
from the Prime Minister. I accordingly withhold my 
consent to raise a question of Privilege against the 
Finance Minister. 

III. Shri Shourie's Case 

As regards Shri Arun Shourie, I do not think this 
is a proper case for action Newspapers always look 
into things closely and critically. They must, however, 
ascertain their facts better. Although the item is 
phrased in language which is not high-toned or polite, 
I am going to ignore it. Arun Shourie was doing a 
journalistic duty according to his lights. I have said 
before that the newspapers are the eyes and ears of 
the public and if every citizen has a right to criticize 
the actions of others, so also the newspapers whose 
profession is to turn the light of publicity on the 
irregularities of public actions. Perhaps the 
Maharashtra Government itself presented a wrong 
picture of the events and it is enough to show that 
Shri Shourie was wrong in his inferences. I must 
however say that Shri Shourie could have said the 
same thing in inoffensive language. He went too far 
because' he ~  as true which was false and 
described as lies which were the real facts. I propose, 
therefore, to let this matter rest in his case. I 
withhold consent in his case also. I 

Point of privUep 
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RAffA SABHA 

(1983) 

AUeged misleading of the House by a Minister 

Facts of the case and raUna by the CbaJrmaD 
On 8th December, 1983, the Chairman (Shri M. 
Hidayatullah) observed as follows:-

"On November 17th, 1982 Shri Satya Pal Malik gave 
notice of breach of privilege against the 
Minister of Finance, Shri Pranab Mukherjee, 
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for having deliberately misled the House in his 
reply to Unstarred Question No. 110 answered 
in Rajya Sabha on November 15th, 1983 
regarding investments by non-resident Indians 
in the Reliance Textile Industries Limited. 

This notice was presumably based on certain press 
reports to the effect tliat some of the companies 
mentioned by the Minister in his replies to 
questions in the House in July-August did not 
exist in U.K. on the date when permission was 
given to them by the RBI to invest in the 
Reliance Textile Industries Limited. I had 
referred the matter to the Minister for his 
comments. The Minister admitted that there 
was inaccuracy in . describing the place of 
incorporation of those companies. The 
companies were incorporated in the 'Isle of 
Man' and not in U.K. This unfortunately caused 
some confusion and resulted in Shri Satya Pal 
Malik raising a breach of privilege issue. The 
Minister also corrected this in his replies to 
earlier questions on the subject by laying a 
correcting statement on the Table of the House 
on November llnd, 1983. I, therefore, did not 
cOnsider that there was any intention on the 
part of the Minister to mislead the House and 
withheld my consent to the raising of the 
question a$ a breach of Privilege." 
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RAJYA SABHA 

(1987) 

PolDt of ~  

Alleged misleGding of the Howe by the Prime 
Minister 

Facts of the case and ruUn, by the ChainnaD 

On 20th March, 1987, the Chairman (Shri R. 
Venkataraman) observed as follows: 

"Honourable members, on the morning of March 
13, 1987, a certain Delhi-based newspaper published 
what purported to be the text of a letter written by 
the President of India to the Prime Minister of 
India. 

Shri Jaswant Singh obtained the permission of the 
Chair to read in tbe House a communication 
addressed by him to the Chairman which inter aliG 
sought a clarification on issues which according to 
him arose as follows: 

(a> The veracity of this purported letter; 
(b> The manner in which the newspaper gained 
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access to such correspondence between high 
officers of state; 

(c) Vital questions relating to the security of 
information and confidentiality of governance; 

(d) The question arising from the Prime Minister 
haYing made a statement in Parliament, which the 
text of the purported letter appeared to refute. 

Describing the· issue as 'not merely a privilege 
issue' but one that had constitutional aspects to it, 
Shri Jaswant Singh appropriately concluded his 
remarks with the statement the Parliament should 
do nothing that might bring it in conflict with the 
office of the Head of State, Sanashri Gopalsamy 
and Nirmal Chatterjee were permitted to associate 
themselves with the observations of Shri Jaswant 
Singh. 

Shri Gopalsamy had earlier sought to raise this 
matter as an issue of privilege. On being apprised 
of the relevant rules in this regard, he however, 
withdrew his notice reserving his right, if any, to 
raise it again. 

I also received, later, notice of breach of privilege 
against the Prime Minister from Sarvashri Jaswant 
Singh, Upendra and Lakshmanna. Shri Jaswant 
Singh supplied me his view point in regard to 
interpretation of Article 74 and 78. Shri Upendra 
again raised the matter on March 17, urging upon 
me to expedite my ruling. 

After hearing their explanations, I informed them 
that I would go into the matter in depth. I also 
received on March 19, 1987, a letter signed by Shri 
Samar Mukherjee and eight other leaders of the 
Opposition seeking to discuss various issues 
relating to the matter. 

The issues is one in which two of the highest 
offices under the Constitution are involved. What 
is more, it concerns a nexus which is at the very 
heart of governance under the Cabinet system 
which we have given to ourselves. I have, 
therefore, felt it essential that such consideration 
be given in my study to the issues involved as this 
constitutionally pivotal matter calls for. Having 
done so, I now proceed to give my ruling. 

The first and essential question that arises for 
consideration is whether any matter communicated 
or purported to be communicated by the Head of 
State to the Head of Government and vice verSG 
may be raised in the Houses of Parliament. The 
answer to this question rests on the nature of the 
relationship that governs the President and the 
Prime Minister under our Constitution. I shall 
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attempt such an answer by means of (i) reference 
to the discussions on the subject in the Constituent 
assembly; (ii) reference to the relevant conventions 
in Britain; and (iii) a discussion on the scope of 
Articles 74 and 78 of our Constitution. 

While introducing the Draft Constitution as settled 
by the drafting Committee in accordance with the 
decisions of the Constituent Assembly and on the 
basis of reports of various Committees appointed 
by it the Chairman of the drafting Committee, 
who is rightly regarded as the architect of our 
Constitution, Dr. B.R. Ambedkar made certain 
important observations on the role of the future 
Head of the Indian Republic. Dr. Ambedkar said, 
and I quote: 

'Under the Draft Constitution, the President 
occupies the same position as the King under 
the English Constitution. He is the head of the 
state but not of the executive. He represents lhe 
nation but does not rule the nation. He is the 
symbol of the nation. His place in the 
administration is that of a ceremonial device on 
a seal by which the nation's decisions are made 
known.' 

It was clear that the office of the President of India 
was to enjoy a unique and special relationship 
with the Council of Ministers headed by the 
Prime Minister, a relationship based on 
inviolable trust. Other eminent jurists like Sir 
Alladi Krishnaswami Aiyar, who were in the 
Constituent Assembly, also opined that under 
the Constitution, the President of India has to 
go by the advice of the Cabinet. 

The decision embodied in the Constitution 
provided for a .cabinet form of Government of 
the Westminster type with a President as Head 
of the State and the Prime Minister as Head of 
the Government, based on conventions as well 
as the provisions of the Constitution. Herein lay 
the pith and substance of parliamenatry 
democracy. The people's will is embodied in 
Parliament, the Parliament, expresses itself 
through the Cabinet and the Cabinet transacts 
its business in the name of the Head, namely, 
the President. O"ne preserves and protects the 
other, Articles 53 and 74 of our Constitution 
enshrine this living principle of democratic 
articulation. Article 53 of our ConstitutiGn 
states that the executive power of the Union is 
vested in the President, all executive action 
being taken in his name. The scope of this 
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executive power has been defined in Article 74 
which states that the President has to discharge 
all his functions in accordance with the advice 
of the Council of Ministers, which is responsible 
to the Lot Sabha. 

The fact that the Cabinet system of Government 
has been introduced into the Indian 
Constitution is universally acknowledged. 
Another distinguished member of the Drolfting 
Committee of the Constituent Assembly, 
Dr. K.M. Munshi, said in that Assembly: 

'We must not forget a very important fact that during 
the last one hundred years Indian public life has 
largely drawn upon the traditions of the British 
constitutional law. Most of us, and during the 
last several generations before us, public men, 
in India, have looked up to the British model as 
the best. For the last thirty or forty years, some 
kind of responsibility has been introduced in the 
governance of this country. Our constitutional 
traditions have become Parliamentary ... '  . 

The Supreme Court of India in its Judgement in 
Ram JaMlaya versw the State of Punjab upheld 
the principle of the President-Cabinet 
relationship and Justice Mukherjee clarified 
therein as follows: 

'The President has thus been made a formal or 
constitutional head of the ~ and the real 
executive powers are vested in the Ministers of the 
Cabinet.' 

In this context, I turned to the practice in the 
House of commons to see if the conventions of that 
Parliament made room for a discussion on issues such 
as the one at hand. A set of relevant queries was 
posed to Sir Kenneth Bradshaw. Clerk of the House 
of Commons, on the subject. The answers are 
revealing. To a question as to whether 
correspondence between the Oueen and the Prime 
Minister is confidential and whether it is ever debated 
in the House, the Oerk of the House of Commons 
has replied that the correspondence 'is confidential 
and never debated.' The position as obtains in the 
House of Commons showed that the only occ:uion in 
this century when discussions between the Monareb 
and the Prime Minister were shared with the British 
Parliament was during the course of a substantive 
debate of a legislative nature, namely, on the 
Abdication Bill. 1936. 

Again, in the recent matter of the reported 
'Leaking' of the Oueen'. private opiniona on the 
subject of sanctions .. ainat the pretoria relime. The 
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Oerk of the House _ of Commons was asked if any 
discussion took place in the House of Commons. He 
has replied that 'no debate took place in the House 
of Commons and no questions were tabled.' The 
British Prime Minister, Mrs. Margaret Thatcher, 
refused to answer supplementary questions relating 
directly or indirectly to the Monarchy. 

It has been feebly suggested that under Article 
74(2) only questions relating to the advice tendered 
by the Council of Ministers to the President shall 
not be enquired into by any court and that since the 
Parliament is not a court of law, Parliament is 
entitled to enquire into it. Such a contention will 
lead to illogical conclusions as follows: Firstly, the 
confidentiality between the President and the Prime 
Minister cannot be looked into by courts but can be 
looked into by Parliament and other institutions. 
This conclusion would negate the very principles of 
confidentiality of communication between the 
President and the Prime Minister. Secondly a literal 
construction of this kind would mean that only 
advice tendered by the Council of Ministers to the 
President shall not be enquired into but that the 
reverse process, namely, advice tendered by the 
President can be made public by the Council of 
Ministers. Under the conventions of our 
Constitution, the President is in the same position as 
the Monarch of England and has the same right to 
encourage, to warn and offer counsel to the 
Ministers, even though he is bound to accept the 
advice of the Council of Ministers. It would be 
absured to suggest that the Council of Ministers can 
disclose such advice. Occasions may arise when the 
President's wise counsel may be against some 
popular emotions of the time and if the President's 
advice is publicised the office of the President will 
get discredited. 

It is, therefore, of the utmost importance that the 
confidentiality of communications between the 
President and the Prime Minister is maintained in 
the larger interest of democracy and the nation. 

It was suggested that under Article lOS of the 
Constitution the freedom of speech in Parliament 
entitled hon. members to discuss any matter 
regardless of confidentiality. But the Article itself 
states 'subject to the provisions of this Constitution 
and to the rules and standing orders regulating the 
procedure of Parliament, there shall be freedom of 
speech in Parliament.' 

Rule 238 of the Rules of Conduct of Business of 
the Rajya Sabha prohibits the use of President's 
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name for the purpose of influencing the debate. 
There are several precedents in our Parliament 
where reference to the President's personal opinion 
or even letters +Tom the President to the members 
have been barred· from discussion in the House. 

This House is also aware of the well known 
difference of opinion between the fll'St President of 
India, Dr. Rajendra Prasad, and the first Prime 
Minister of India, Shri lawaharlal Nehru, on the 
subject of the Hindu Code Bill. It may be of interest 
to hon. members to know that a certain 'leak' of 
correspondence occurred then also. Dr. Prasad 
noted in his diary which has since been published: 

'I received two letters from the Prime Minister 
in reply to my letter and the note on the Bill. 
In one he had expressed pain and surprise over 
the fact that even though he received the letter 
at 3 p.m.' he had heard that newspapers had 
been talking abou'- it at 1 p.m. to the members 
of Parliament, saying that the President had 
written a strong letter to the P.M. on the 
question of the Hindu Code BiD'. 

'My letter was marked Top Secret and the 
information might have probably leaked out 
from my Secretariat. In the second letter he 
referred to the fact that I had indicated my 
views on the Bill and also that I intended to 
send a message to Parliament that even after it 
passed the Bill I would have to see whether it 
would be proper for me to give m¥ assent to 
it. This was an important Constitutional matter 
on which the President, on the one hand, and 
the Government and the Parliament, on the 
other, may become involved in a serious 
controversy. The Prime Minister was of the 
view that the President does not have the 
power to send such a message to the 
Parliament, nor does he have the right to 
reconsider the Principles of a Bill submitted to 
him for assent. He also wrote that the 
Government had decided that aBly that part of 
the Bill be passed which concerns marriage and 
divorce. He has given his views also on the 
other clause of the Bill. I was surprised at the 
fiisi !etter and I have started making enquiries 
about it ... .' 

I have quoted this record in some length only to 
show the degree of importance that the very first 
incumbents of these two high offK:es in our country 
attached to the inviolability of their mUtual 
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communications. The pain and surprise of the then 
Prime Minister was matched by the anguish of the 
then President at the violation of the inviolable 
communications. 

In view of the express provisions, background, 
philosophy and provisions of the Constitution, the 
corroborative position in the House of Commons, 
and the evolution of conventions in this regard, I do 
not consider that any case has been made out 
requiring me to permit the charge of breach of 
privilege being laid against the Prime Minister or 
permitting any discussion on the issue on the floor of 
the House. Moreover, I am conscious of the fact that 
our decisions today will shape the future of 
constitutional governments in India. This Chair will 
only be fulfilling its sacred trust if, in disregarding the 
heat of the passing moment, it adheres to the path 
charted for it by the framers of our Constitution. I, 
therefore, disallow the requests for any discussion in 
any matter on the subject." 

Point of privilege 

285 
RAJYA SABHA 

(1987) 

Alleged misleading of the House by the Prime Minister 
Facts of the case and ru6na by the Chairman 
On 12th May, 1987, the Chairman (Shri R. 
Venkataraman) observed as follows:-

"On April 30, 1987, I had announced in the 
House that I had received a notice of breach of 
privilege signed by Shri L. K. Advani and others 
(Shri K. Mohanan, Shri Nirmal Chatterjee, 
Shri Satya Frakash Malaviya, Shri Chitta Basu, 
Shri P. Upondra, Shri J.P. Goyal, Shri Gurudas 
Das Gupta, Shri Nager. Saikia and Shri Jagjit 
Singh Aumra) against the Prime Minister in 
respect of 1lis statements made in the Rajya 
Sabha QII 28th April, 1987, to the effect that 
while flQll1Wng the deal relating to the Swedish 
Howitzer guns, Government had secured a 
confirmation from the Bofors Arms Company 
as well .IS .from the Swedish Government that 
there would be no middlemen in the deal. 

These llaIements are sought to be objected to 
by the .... bers as misleading on the basis of 
remarks purported to have been made by the 
Minister of Foreign Trade, Swedish 
Government, at her press conference on April 
29, 1987. De Minister is reported to have said 
that the lIIIe Prime Minister Mr. Olof Palme 
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had only conveyed the assurances from Bofors 
to the Indian Prime Minister Shri Rajiv Gandhi, 
and that there were no assurallces on behalf of 
the Government. 

I had referred the notice to the Prime 
Minister for his comments. The factual position 
relevant to the issue under consideration was 
conveyed to me as under:-
On 18th April, 1987 (10 days before the Prime 
Minister's intervention in Rajya Sabha), the 
Ambassador of Sweden to India sent a signed 
Aide Memoire reproducing the following 
statement of 17th April, 1987, by the Under 
Secretary of State for Economic Affairs in the 
Ministry of Foreign Affairs of the Royal 
Swedish Government: 

"The Prime Minister of India, Mr. Rajiv 
Gandhi, demanded himself in talks with 
Mr. Olof Palme in the autumn of 1985 that 
one of several conditions for Bofors in order 
to get the Howitzer contract would be that 
the Company eliminated all possible 
middlemen. The contract was to be made up 
directly between Bofors and the Indian 
Defence Ministry. 
The Company declared in the autumn of 
1985 to Representatives of the Swedish 
Government that no middlemen existed and 
that the Company was negotiating directly 
with the Indian Defence Ministry. This was 
transmitted by Mr. Olof Palme to Mr. Rajiv 
Gandhi in a personal talk in January of 
1986,." 

A preas statement issued by the Royal Swedish 
Govemment on 29th April, 1987, as transmitted 
by the Swedish Embassy in India on that day, 
stated as follows: 
• An important question during the negotiations 
for a contract between the Bofors and the 
Indian Defence Ministry was the request of the 
Indian Government that the Howitzer deal 
should be concluded directly between the 
parties, without middlemen. This question was 
also raised in talks between the Prime Minister 
Mr. Jlajiv Gandhi and Prime Minister Olof 
Pallne. In January of 1986, Prime Minister Olof 
Palmc informed Prime Minister Rajiv Gandhi 
that 'Bofors have declared, it wished to conclude 
the business directly with the Indian Defence 
Ministry, thus without any middlemen. Bofors 
also wrote directly to the Defence Ministry in 
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March, 1986, stating that no middlemen would 
occur in the transaction. 

There was no official reconfirmation' of the 
Swedish position in the previous week 
(Monday, 20th to Sunday, 26th April, 1987).' 

In his statement before Parliament on 28.4.1987, 
tbe Prime Minister stated, 'I talked to Mr. Olof 
Palme - I think it was in December, 1985, if I 
remember rightly, though I do not remember the 
date precisely but it will be on the records of the 
House -and he confirmed back from Bofors. Bofors 
told the Swedish Government that there are no 
middlemen.' If the Swedish Minister for Foreign 
Trade referred to this in her purported statement that 
'Olof Palme merely conveyed the assurance from 
Bofors' there is no contradiction. 

The Prime Minister of India had a second meeting 
with Mr. Ok>f Palme in New Delhi in January, 1986. 
The Prime Minister in his statement before the 
House said and I quote. "Then in January, 1986 
Prime Minister Olof Palme told me that there are no 
middlemen.' Obviously the Swedish Minister for 
Foreign Trade has no personal knowledge of the 
conversation that took place in January, 1986 at New 
Delhi between the Prime Ministers of India and 
Sweden and therefore the purported statement, 
namely 'late Olof Palme merely conveyed the 
assurance from Bofors' cannot be accepted as a 
contradiction of what the Prime Minister said about 
the meeting in January, 1986. 

It has therefore not been established that the Prime 
Minister made in incorrect statement in this regard 
on 28.4.1987. 

The statement dated 28.4.1987 before Rajya Sabha 
is consistent with the Aide Memoire presented by the 
Swedish Ambassador on behalf of his Government on 
18.4.1987. 

The second contradiction cited by Shri Advani and 
others relates to the Prime Minister's statement 'the 
Swedish Government has told as recently about a 

week or ten days ago before the debate in the House 
that there are no middleme.n as confirmed by Olof 
Palme to me and that Bofors have reconfirmed this 
to them. 'Shri Advani and others rely on the 
purported statement from the Swedish Minister for 
Foreign Trade, namely. 'we have not reconfirmed it 
last week' in order to contradict the Prime Minister's 
version. 

The statement of the Prime Minister refers to the 
Aide Memoire dated 18th April, 1987, and this is 
borne out by the reference to the 'week or ten days'. 
It should be noted that the Aide Memoire was on 
18th April, and the Prime Minister's statement in the 
Rajya Sabha was on the 28th April, exactly ten days 
before the statement in Rajya Sabha. The Prime 
Minister's statement does not say that there was 
reconfirmation from the Swedish Government 
between 20th to 26th April, 1987, which is the period 
referred to by the Swedish Minister for Foreign 
Trade. 

According to Kaul and Shakdher, Thfrd Edition, 
page 234, 'in order to constitute a breach of privilege 
or contempt of the House, it has to be proved that 
the statment was not only wrong or misleading but it 
was made deliberately to' mislead the House. A 
breach of privilege can arise only when the member 
or the Minister makes a false statement or an 
incorrect statement wilfully, deliberately and 
knowingly'. In view of the fact that the first part of 
the Prime Minister's statement is based on the Aide 
Memoire, and official document from the Swedish 
Embassay and the second part that ~ Minister 
Olof Palme told me that there are no middlemen' has 
not been contradicted by anyone with personal 
knowledge of these talks, the Prime Minister's 
statement is neither incorrect nor deliberately made 
to mislead the House. 

I therefore, hold that the charge of breach of 
privilege against the Prime Minister is not 
sustainable. I withhold by consent to raising the 
question as a breach of privilege." 
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Point or privilege 

286 
LOK SABHA 
(1956) 

Misrepresentlllion of the speech of a Member in the 
House by a Newspaper 

Facts of the case and ruling by the Speaker 

On the 28th August, 1956 Shri Frank Anthony, a 
member, raised a question of privilege regarding 
misrepresentation of his speech delivered in 
Lok Sabha on the 25th August, 1956, in a news item 
appearing on the front page of the 'Hindustan Times 
dated the 26th August, 1956 under the heading 
"Indian Railway Amendment Bill Passed". 

2. Shri Anthony read the relevant passage from the 
paper as follows: 

"Let it be understood that what stood in the way of 
the Minister and his Deputy were their 
"Physiques" in that both Mr. Lal Bahadur Shastri 
and Mr. Alagesan are rather short-statured." 

3. Shri Anthony argued that he had not used the 
word 'physique' anywhere in his speech in the House 
and the placing of this word in inverted commas in 
the report suggested that it was the actual word that 
had been used by him, which was totally wrong. He 
admitted that he had called the Railway Minister 'a 
good man and a weak man' and also 'a dear good 
little chap' which he said was an expression of esteem 
and affection, but he had never suggested that he was 
not fit to be a Minister because of his stature. 

He added that the P.T.1. report of his speech did 
not contain any personal reference to 'physique' of 
the Minister and alleged that the whole passage in 
the Hindustan Timu was not only false but also 
mischievous. 

4. The Speaker made the following observations:-

"I will consider this matter. Even that day I felt, 
referring to an hon. Minister here, who is much 
in advance of age than the hon. member who 
spoke, as 'little chap' was only to refer to his 
physique. 

There is no doubt that this 'little' means physical 
appearance. Of course, the very word 
'physique' was not used, I agree, as has been 
said in the report. It need not bave been put 
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there, thougb it was understood in that way. 
Any how, I shall certainly look into the matter, 
because the hon. member takes exception to it. 
I shall see what ought to be done and what can 
be done." 

5. A letter was ~  to the Editor of the 
Hindustan Times on 6th September, 1956, uking him 
if be bad any thing to say in the above regard. 
The Joint Editor of the Hindustan Times, in the 
letter dated the 11th September, 1956, replied that 
there was no mischievous motive in the news item in 
question. He, bowever regretted for any annoyance 
or embarrassment caused to Shri Frank Anthony 
because of the use of the inverted commas, which 
was a slip on the part of the Editorial staff. 

6. In view of the regret expressed by the Joint 
Editor, the matter was closed and the member 
concerned was infonned accordingly. 

Point or privUeae 

287 
LOK SABHA 
(1963) 

Misreporting of proceedings of the House by a 
newspaper 
Facts of the cue and ac:tlon taken by tbe House 
On the 18th September, 1963, the Speaker (Sardar 
Hukam Singh) informed the House that Shri Ram 
Sewak Yadav, a member, had written to him that 
Dr. Ram Manohar Lohia, another member, bad said 
on the 9th September 1963, on the floor of the House 
that the Prime Minister should not speak in the 
House in English but the Indian Express reported 
Dr. Lohia as bavin, said that 1he Prime Minister had 
no right to speak in any language other than Hindi. 
The Speaker added tbat be bad written to the Editor 
of the newspaper who bad expressed relTet for tbe 
mistake. This wu coDlidered adequate and the 
matter was closed. 

Point of privilege 

288 
LOK SABHA 
(1965) 

Alleged misreporting of the Prime Minister's speech 
in the House by a newspaper 
Facts or tbe qse and ruUna by tbe Speaker 
On tbe Stb March, 1965, Shri Mani Ram BagO, a 
member, sought to raise a question of privilege that 
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on 2 March, 1965, in reply to a question from 
Dr. Ram Manohar Lohia, another member, the 
Prime Minister stated, "At present I am speaking in 
English and will continue to speak in English. But in 
future I will speak in Hindi" ,but those remarks had 
been misreported in the Statesman, dated, the 3rd 
March, 1965.. which stated "Mr. Shastri said he would 
continue in English but would in future speak in 
Hindi too". Shri Bagri contended that the addition of 
the word "too" in the newsreport had changed the 
meaning of the Prime Minister's remarks. 

2. The Prime Minister (Shri Lal Bahadur Shastri) 
explained that it was never his intention that he 
would not speak in English in future. 

3. The Speaker ~  Hukam Singh) then 
observed inter alia as fohows:-

"If the newspaper has <ldded the word 'too' it is not 
of such an importance that the privilege of the 
House has be ~  violated and the House should 
not take nv.ice of such a trivial matter ... 
Regarding the question of misreporting by the 
newspaper, if the word 'too' is written there, it 
does not mean that it has been done mala fide 
and we cannot conclude from this that it was 
done with malice to project something else. 
Shri Shashtri has also explained. Apart from 
Shri Shastri's explanation", I fccl that if they 
have written this, there was no mala fide or 
prejudice on their part and the House should 
not take notice of this. I do not give my consent 
to raise the matter." 

PolDt of prlvUese 

289 
LOK SABHA 
(1965) 

Misreporting 0/ the proceedings 0/ the Howe b, a 
newspaper 

Facts of the case and action taken by the House 

On the 7th May, 1965, Shri Kishen Pattnayak. a 
member, sought to raise a question of privilege 
arising out of a newsreport appearing in the Times 0/ 
India, dated the 5th May, 1965. Shri PattRayak 
complained that during the discussion on the Finance 
Bill, 1965. Dr. Ram Manohar Lohia and Shri Bishen 
Chander Seth, members, had made certain 
allegations against the Minister of Finance, Shri T.T. 
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Krishnamac:hari, and the latter, in his reply on the 
4th May. 1965. while obviously referring to Shri Seth 
said 'He seems to be an innocuous person -I think a 
very tame and innocuous person. Somebody must 
have put him to do it. The Times of India had 
misreported it as, 'the fact that neither Dr. Lohia nor 
Mr. Bishen Chander Seth, both .of whom had made 
personal references to the Finance Minister, was 
present in the House to hear his "reply c.ould mean 
that somebody mllst have put them to do it.' 

2. The Speaker (Sardar Hukam Singh) then 
informed the House that the Editor, Times of India 
who was asked to explain, had stated:-

"The Finance Minister did not refer to anybody by 
name, but the two persons who had made 
personal references to him were Dr. Lohia and 
Mr. Bishen Chander Seth. Our Parliamentary 
Correspondent wrote his impressions of the 
proceedings in the bona fide belief that he was 
being .objective. In any case we have no 
hesitation in offering our sincere regret which 
may kindly be accepted." 

The Speaker added that in view of the regret 
expressed by the newspaper, the matter might be 
treated as closed. 

PolDlof prlvlleae 

290 

LOK SABHA 

(1966) 

Alleged incorrect reporting of a member's speech 
by a newspaper. 

~ of the case and ruUng by the Speaker 

On the 6th May. 1966, the Speaker (S. Hukam 
Singh) inf.ormed the House that" on the 
3rd May, 1966, Sardar Kapur Singh, a member 
had given notice of a question of privilege 
regarding publication of an alleged factually 
incorrect report and comment on his speech 
made in the House on the 27th April, 1966 by 
the Statesman, in its issue dated the 28th April, 
1966 and ~  matter was referred, under his 
directions, to the Editor of the Statesman, New 
Delhi, for stating what he had to say in the 
matter. 

2. The Speaker then read out the foll.owing reply 
received from the Editor of the StateslQlJ:-

"Mr Kapur Singh's letter correcting our story 
appeared in the Caluctta edition of the Statesman on 
May 3 and in the Delhi edition on May 4. 
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We hope that Mr. Kapur Singh will be satisfied 
withthefactthat hisletterwaspublishedwithout any 
avoidable delay, considering that he posted it 
on 28th and it had to be sent to Calcutta also. 
But it remains for me to assure the hon. 
Speaker that no disrespect was intended either 
towards the House or Mr. Kapur Singh. 

What our news story attempted to bring out was 
that members' interest in the Home Minister's 
statement was less pronounced during the 
debate than while Mr. Nanda was speaking. 

Mr. Kapur Singh confmns in his letter that he used 
only one sentence at the start of his speech, with 
reference to Mr. Nanda's statement. The use of 
the word "altogether" by us was factually 
incorrect an is regretted. But it will be seen that 
the sense of Mr. Kapur Singh's speech or any 
other member's has not been misrepresented in 
any way." 

3. The House agreed to the suggestion made by the 
Speaker that in view of the explanation received from 
the Editor. the matter be treated as closed. 

Point of privilege 
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LOK SABHA 

(1966) 

Alleged misreporting about the actIVItIes of 
Minister of Planning in Washington by P. T.I. 

Fads of the case and ruUna by the Speaker 

On the 13th May, 1966, Shri H.V. Kamath, a 
mertiber, sought to raise a question of privilege 
against P. T.1. for circulating allegedly incorrect 
news report about the Minister of Planning that 
he had sought an agreement of the President of 
the World Bank about his statement to be made 
in Parliament. Shri Kamath cited the cases of 
the Indian Nation and the Statesman where 
publication of certain reports therein had been 
taken notice of by the House. 

2. The Speaker (S. Hukam Singh) observed that he 
would ask the P.T.I. in the first instance to 
state what they had to say in the matter. 

3. On the 26th July, 1966, the Speaker informed 
the House that he had received a reply dated 
the 18th May, 1966. from the General Manager 
of the P.T.I., which inter alia was as follows:-

"Mr. Kamath's motion appareatly arose from 
certain portions of two despatches sent to us from 
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Washington by our correspondent covering 
Mr. Mehta's VISit to the U.S.-A. and 
Canada. .. . .. .. . . .. . The relevant portions are 
reproduced below:-

(1) In a despatch dated May S, our correspondent 
said: 

'Before Mr. Mehta leaves for India he and 
Mr. Woods are scheduled to meet again tomorrow 
when they are expected to decide upon what 
exactly could be said by both by the Bank and 
by Mr. Mehta when he returns to India and 
reports to Parliament. In order to avoid further 
misunderstandings perhaps this will also have to 
be cleared with President Johnson who is now 
in Texas and will return to Washington only on 
Tuesday next.' 

(2) In h\s second despatch dated May 6, our 
~  said: 

'Before he left for New York today Mr. Mehta 
again met Mr. Woods when the two agreed upon 
the formulation of their understanding and what 
exactly Mr. Mehta could say when he makes his 
statement in Parliament about the Bank's 
position regarding its assiStance to India. 

Before Mr. Mehta makes his statement in 
Parliament next week he should have clearance 
from the White House about what he cOllld say 
on the American position'. 

wish to draw you particular attention to the 
phrases 'about the Bank's position' and the 
'American position' in quotation No.2 above. 

You may recall that when the question of privilege 
was titst raised in the House on May 12, Mr. Mehta 
in a c1arificatory statement had explained the 
position in regard to his last-minute 
consultations in Washington in the following 
words:-

'As the members are aware the purpose of my visit 
was to hold discussions with Mr. Woods, the 
President of the World Bank, and the President 
and senior officials of the United States 
Government. The object of my discussions was 
to ascertain the nature of support that could be 
expected for the fourth Five-Year Plan from the 
countries of the Aid India Consortium. Owing 
to the important nature of these discussions it 
was incambent on me to share with them that 
part of the record of our discussions which 
represented the views and the statements made 
by the World Bank President and the U.S. 
Authorities. 
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It is necessary to do so in order that there could be 
no misunderstanding later as to the precise 
indications given to me by the World Bank 
President and the U.S. authorities. These will 
naturally from part of the statement that I 
propose to make tomorrow in the House. All 
that I sought to 40 before leaving Washington, 
wu to ensure that in my statement to the 
House I faithfully report, both in letter and 
spirit the nature of indications given to me by 
the World Bank President and the U.S. 
authorities. ' 

The P.T.I. only reported briefly what Mr. Mehta 
himself said five or six days afterwards. I hope, 
therefore, that the finding in our case will be 
that there has been no breach of privilege o. 
our part in circulating the two despatches. 

Disallowing the question of privilege, the Speaker 
observed iItter ali. as follows:-

"A breach of privilege or contempt of the House 
arises if there is a misreporting or misrepresen-
tation of the proceedings of the House or of the 
speech of a member in the House. Thus, in 
order to be a breach of privilege or contempt of 
the House the alleged misreporting or 
misrepresentation of a member must relate to 
his speech or conduct in the House. 

The cases of publication of certain reports in the 
St.tesman and the Indian Nations, referre4. to by 
Sbri Kamath while raising the matter in the 
House, are not applicable in the present case as 
these cases related to alleged misreporting of 
the proceedings of the House and attributing a 
statement to the Minister of Home Affairs 
containing adverse comments on the Report of 
a Parliamentary Committee, namely, the Report 
of the Public Accounts CommiUce on the 
Bharat Sewak Samaj, respectively. 

I, therefore, feel that no question of breach of 
privilege or contempt of the House arises against 
the P.T.I. in the present case. 

The matter may, therefore, be treated as closed. 

Point of prlvDeae 

292 

LOK SABHA 

(1966) 

Ignoring the name of a member while reporting the 
proceedings of the House by a newspaper. 

Facts or the case and action taken by the House 

On the 17th May, 1966, Sardar Kapur Singh, a 
member complained that while reporting the 
debate on Orissa famine held in the House on the 
11th May, 1966, the Indian Express had mentioned 
the names of all the members who participated in 
that debate but it had completely excluded the name 

• of Shri H.N. Mukerjee, another member, in its 
newsreport. The member contended that the 
newspaper had deliberately created false impression 
about the proceedings held in Parliament and it 
amounted to breach of privilege of the House. 
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2. The Speaker (S. flukant singh) then informed 
the House that the Editor of the Indian Express, who 
was asked to state what he had to say in the matter, 
had stated in his letter, dated the 14th May, 1966, as 
follows:-

"On going through the news report in the Indian 
Express referred tuby Sardar Kapur Singh, I really 
would not describe it either as a false report or 
a report which creates a deliberately false 
impression about the p,oceedings· in the 
Lok Sabha on May 11. However, it is true that 
the report was incomplete because of the 
omission of a reference to what Mr. Hiren 
Mukerjee had said. 

This is what actually happened: Our Parliamentary 
Correspondent did refer in his report "to what 
Mr. Mukerjee had said. Unfortunately the Sub-
editor who processed the copy at the news desk 
cut out that portion and several other portions 
to reduce the length of the story for reasons of 
space. It was perhaps an error of judgment on 
his part but I assure you that it was done in 
good faith. On behalf of the Indian Express, I 
would like to express my sincere regret for this. 
Kindly convey our regrets to the Speakcr and to 
the others concerned." 

3. In view of the explanation and the cxpression of 
regret made by the Editor, the matter was closed. 
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Point of privilqe 
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LOK SABHA 

(1967) 

Alleged misrepresentation of a members's speech 
and thereby casting reflections on another member 
by a newspaper 

Facts of the case and action taken by the House 

On 27th March, 1967, the Speaker informed the 
House that l1e had received notice of a question of 
privilege from Sarvashri Madhu Limaye and George 
Fernandes, members, against the Hindustan Times 
on the ground that the following report published in 
its issue dated the 24th March. 1967. was a 
misrepresentation of the proceedings of the House 
of the previous day and thereby cast reflections on 
Shri George Fernandes: 

"Mrs. Sinba alleged that the SSP leader, George 
Fernandes had benefited from CIA sources 
when he was connected with the Hind 
Mazdoor Sabha. She conceded. however that 
he was no longer connected with the HMS." 

2. The Speaker (Dr. N. Sanjiva Reddy) observed 
that as per the practice. he would ask the Editor of 
the Hindustan Times to state what he had to say in 
the matter before taking up the matter further. The 
House agreed. 

3. On 29th March, 1967, the Speaker informed 
the House that he had received the following reply. 
dated the 28th March. 1967, from the Editor of the 
Hindustan Times:-

"We regret the inadvertent lapse in the 
publication of our report on the Lok Sabba 
proceedings of March 23, 1967 in respect of 
Mrs. Tarkeshwari Sinha's reference to the 
utilisation of CIA funds. 

I have inquired into the matter and find that the 
proceedings do not entirely justify the statement 
attributed by our Special Correspondent to 
Mrs. Sinha. In our report she is credited with 
having alleged the S.S.P. leader George 
Fernandes had benefited from C.I.A. sources 
when he was connected with the Hind 
Mazdoor Sabha. The correspondent, wbo 
covered the proceedings, did not reproduce the 
exact statement made by Mrs. Sinha. His 
explanation is that he misheared her. 

I apologize for any misunderstanding that the 

503 

news item my have caused and assure you that the 
publication was a genuine error." 

4. The House accepted the apology tendered by 
the Editor of the Hindustan Times and directed that 
the letter of apology together with the actual 
statement made by Shrimati Sinha in the House on 
the 23rd March. 1967, should be published on the 
front page of the newspaper in its next issue. This 
was done by the newspaper in its issue dated the 
30th March. 1967. 

Point or privilege 
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LOK SABHA 

(1967) 

~  of a member's speech in the House 
by a newspaper 

Facts of the case and action taken by the House 

On 6th July. 1967. Shri C.K. Bhattacharyya. a 
members, raised a question of breach of privilege 
against UNI a news agency and the Indian Express 
on the ground that a newsreport published in the 
newspaper's ~  dated the  5th July. 1967, was a 
misreporting of his speech in the House on the 
4th July. 1967. 

Shri Bhattacharyya contended that the newsreport 
indicated his support to gherao whereas he had not 
referred to it at all. This, he felt, constitute a  breach 
of privilege and requested tbat the matter be 
referred to the Committee of Privilege for 
investigation. 

2. The Speaker (Dr. N. Sanjiva Reddy) observed. 
and the House agreed, that as per practice, he 
would ask the editors concerned to state what they 
had to say in tbe matter. 

3. On the 10th Juiy, .1967. the Speaker informed 
the House that he had received replies from both 
the parties and observed: 

"The General Manager and Editor of the UNI in 
his letter dated the 7th July, 1967, has stated that 
'there was no error in reporting nor any 
reference to gherao attributed to 
Mr. Bhattacharyya' in the news agency report 
circulated by UNI. 

The Editor of the Indian Express. in his letter 
dated the 7th July. 1967, has stated as follows: 

'I have gone through the orinigal copy of the UNI 
Parliamentary report and of the report published by 
us in our issue of July 5, 1967. Let me say at 
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once that the mistake is ours. I find that one our 
Sub-Editors, while trying to compress the copy for 
reasons or space, cut out a paragrapb and in doing so 
created the erroneous impression that what Mr. 
Dange said bad been said by Mr. Bhattacharyya. We 
arc genuinely sorry about this mistake. The Sub-
Editor concerned has been taken to task. Moreover, 
we made it a point to publish in our issue of July 7 
the PTI report of Mr. Bhattacharyya's complaint 
which makes it clear that he had not said what had 
been attributed to him mistakenly in the Indian 
Express. 

I convey my apologies both to the Speaker and to 
the honourable member coRcemed'. 

If the House agrees, the Editor. of the newspaper 
may be asked to publish the correction and his 
regret in the next issue of· the paper 1 and the 
matter be treated as closecJ thereafter. 

295 
LOK SABHA 

(1967) 
Polnt of prMlep 

Misreporting of • member's speech in the House 
by • newspaper. 

Fads of the ease IIDd refermee to the Committee of 
PrIv1leps 

On 13th July, 1967, Shri P.K. Deo, a member, 
complained that the Kalinga an Oriya Daily of 
Cuttact, had maliciously misreported, in its issue 
dated the Sth July, 1967, his speecb2 in Lok Sabha on 
the 3rd July. 1967. The English translation of the 
portions of the newsreport. complained of. as 
furnished by Shri P.K. Deo. was as follows: 

"Demand before the Government to appoint a 
Commission of Inquiry to inquire into the 
allegations against members of the Coalition 
Government. 

'Strong demand by Swatantra Leader Raja of 
Kalahandi, Shri Pratap Keshari Deo in the Lok 
Sabha ........ strong support ........ to the 
memorudum of Congress representatives .... .' 

'Our correspondent reports that the top leader of 
the Swatantra Party and member of 
Lok Sabha, Shri Pratap Keshari Deo. supported 
the memorandum submitted by the Congress 
MPs and MLAs and made a demand for the 
appointment of a Commission of Inquiry" 

This , he felt constituted a breach of privilege. 

2. The Deputy Speaker. was in the Chair, 
permitted Shri P. K. Deo to ask for leave of the 
House, which he did. As no member dissented, the 
leave was granted. 

3. Shri P. K. Deo then moved, and the House 
adopted, the following motion: 

"That this matter He referred to the Committee of 
Privileges. " 

Flndlnp and recommendations of the Committee 

4. The Committee of Privileges, in their This 
Report presented to the House on the 
15th November, 1967, reported inter alill as follows: 

(i) "From the extracts from the speech of 
Shri P. K. Deo in Lok Sabha, it is seen that he 
wanted the memorandum submitted by the 
Congress MPs and MLAs, against the 
Ministers of the Gantantra Parishad-Congress 
Coalition Government for the period 
1959-1961 to be gone through by the 
Lok Pal to ·prove the frivolousness of the 
charges'. The newsreport published in the 
Kalinga, dated the 5th luly, 1967, however, 
stated that Shri P. K. Deo supported the 
memorandum submitted by the Congress MPs 
and MLAs and made a demand for the 
appointment of a Commission of Inquiry" 

(ii) "The position in this regard has been stated as 
follows by May : 

• Analogous to the publication of libels upon either 
House is the publication of false or perverted, 

I. TIle corrtctioa and the rearet _re published by the IndiIIII Elrpna in ill issue dated 12 July, 1967. 
2nae re\n8nt portionl of Shri P.K. Ceo'l speecb in Lot Sablul on the 3rd July. 1967 read as foUows:-

"I lugat tlult the Lok pal lhould be appoiated very 1000 and tbe first task tlult should be eotrulted to bim should be to looe.ialO the 
lalell memormdum submitted by the Con.... MLAI and MI'I .pinlt tbe Ministen of tbe Gantantra ParUbicl-Conarell· Coalitioo 
GovernmeDt for the period 1959 to 1961. . . . . 

1 sincerely want that the memorandum should be lORe thrnugb and they should look at the pros and cons of it. I am qua- SIII'e the 
fiodinp will not only prove the frivoioUlRell of the cbarps aod will explode the mytb of the memorandum. but will drive anotbenlail on 
the coffin of the Conarell ia my State." 
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• 

or of partial and injurious reports of debates or 
proceedings of either House or Committees of 
either House or misrepresentations of the 
speeches of particular Members. 

• • 
So long as the debates are correctly and 
faithfully reported the orders which prohibit 
their publication are not enforced; but when 
they are reported malll fide, the publishers of 
newspapers are liable to punishment. 

The following are instances of misconduct in 
connnection with the publication of debates 
which has been treated as a breach of 
privilege. 

• • • 
Publishing gross or wilful misrepresentations 
of particular Members' speeches. 

(May's Parliamentary Practice, 17th Ed., pp. 118-
119.)" 

(iii) "The Committee considered the explanation 
submitted by the Editor of the Kaling.l, 
wherein he had stated inter aUa : 

(vii) "The Committee recommend that no further 
action be taken by the House in the matter." 

Action takeD by the House 

6. No further action was taken by the House in 
the matter.· 

Point of privUeae 

296 

LOK SABHA 

(1968) 

Misreporting 0/ II member's speech in the House by II 
newspaper. 

Faell of the case and actloa taken by the HoUle 

On the 26th August, 1968, Shri Yogendra Sharma, 
a member, sought to raise a question of privilege 
against the Aryllvllrtll, a Hindi daily of Patna, for 
allegedly misreporting his speech delivered in the 
House on the 22nd August, 1968, on the 
Czechoslovakia crisis. 

2. The speaker said that" he would look into the 
matter. 

3. On the 15th November, 1968, the Speaker 
(Dr. N. Sanjiva Reddy) informed the House as 

• Any misunderstanding caused on that score is 
sincerely regretted and the undersigned would not 
hesitate; to Pllblish the c:larifi,c&!ion. of Sb.ri P -" 
K. Deo made in the Lok Sabha on 13th July, 
1967, explaining the purport of his speech, jf it 
is so directed by the Privileges Committee'." 

.' .. ~  ;;.. .s.. ~~  ...... ~~ ...... ~ '. ~ ~ .. ;;,.; ..... ~  .. ". 

(iv) "The Committee were not satisfied with the 
explanation of the Editor of the KIlUngll and 
decided that he be asked to publish 
prominently in his newspaper the correct 
version of the speech of Shri P. K. Deo in 
Lok Sabha on the 3rd July, 1967, as pointed 
out by Sbri P. K. Deo while raising the 
question of privilege in the House on the 13th 
July, 1967, unequal fied together with his 
unqualified regret for the wrong impression 
created by the impugned newsreport 
published in his newspaper on the 5th July, 
1967." 

(v) "The necessary correction and his regret 
were. accordinalY. published by the Editor ia 
the Kalingll. in its issue dated the 9th 
September. 1967." 

(vi) "The Committee feel that the correcthn and 
the apression of ~  publisbed by the 
Editor of the Kalingll are sufficient in the 
circumstanc:ea of the case and that DO further 
action is can led for in the matter. 
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''The Editor and the Printer and Publisher of tbe 
newspaper, who were asked to explain, stated, 
in tbeir identical letters dated tbe 
4tb September. 1968. as follows:-

'That we published ...... the speech made by 
Shri Yogendra Sharma. M.P. in the Lok Sabha 
on the 220d August, 1968. as per news report 
received from the Hindustan Silmachilr-a 
News Agency-to which we are 
subscribing ...... . 

That on comparison of the said New Agency 
report witb tbe relevant news as publisbeeJ in 
the AryllvtITllI it will appear tbat the paper 
.published the news without any change or 
alteration in the original. 

That in publishing the Dews item there was no 
intention on our part to publish the wrolll 
version and thereby to burt aDd harm the 
honourable member of the Lok Sabha in any 
way but unfortunately tbe wroDI version was 
sent to UI by the news agency concerned. 

That I sincerely regret the publication of the 
wrong versioD 01 the bonourable member'. 
speech in ArytIVlIl'IlI.' 
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I then asked the Hindwtan ~  the 
concerned news agency, what they  had to say in the 
matter. The Chief Editor of the Hindwthan 
SamacMr in his letter dated the 19th September, 
1968, stated, inter alio, as follows:-

....... We wish to make it clear at the very outset 
that there was no intention.on our part to malign 
anybody ...... 

On going through the report, published in 
Aryavarta, dated 23rd August, 1968, you will 
find that it is a sort of summary of speeches or 
a sort of round-up of speeches delivered by 
honourable members. 

We therefore, sincerely request you to take into 
consideration the time factor-rush and 
hurry-involved in condensing or summarising 
these speeches of honourable members. 
Moreover, we have to keep an eye on the time 
schedule followed by language papers 
subscribers, who are in a position to  publish 
only summary or condensed service. In this rush 
and hurry slight discrepancy creeps in at times 
without any 'mala fide' involved in it. 

We sincerely regret for any misunderstanding 
caused on account of some sort of discrepancy 
which unknowingly (unwittingly) has crept in 
the said report published in Aryavarta, dated 
August 23rd, 1968. 

On hearing from you, as per your direction, we 
wouid be willing to release necessary 
clarification which will enable removal of 
misunderstanding caused by the publication of 
earlier said "summary" report.' 

Subsequently, as directed by me, the news 
agency issued the necessary clarification to all 
its subscribers on the 28th September, 1968, and 
the Aryavarta, Patna. published the correct 
version of Shri Yogenqra Sharma's relevant 
speech, together with its regret for the earlier 
mistake, in its issue of the 6th October, 1968. 

I then had all these papers shown to tht 
Committee of Privileges who have 
recommended that in view of the clarification 
issued by the concerned news agency and the 
correction and regret published by the 
Aryavarta, Patna, the matter may be treated as 
closed. 

I take it that the House agrees." 

4. The House agreed and the matter was closed. 
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Point of privilege 

297 

LOK SABHA 

(1969) 

Misrepresentalion of a member's speech and casting 
reflections on the Chair by Q newspaper. 

Facts of the case and action taken by the Hl'U5e 

On the 28th July, 1969, Shri T. Viswanatham, a 
member, raised a question of privilege against the 
Hindwtan Times, New Delhi, in respect of an article 
entitled "The Week in Parliament", published in its 
issue, dated the 27th July, 1969, which allegedly 
misrepresented the speech of a member (Shri M. R. 
Masani) in the House on the 25th July, 1969 and cast 
reflections on the Deputy Speaker. The impugned 
passage in the article was as follows: 

"Opposing the (Bank) Nationalisation Bill, 
Mr. Masani said that the Deputy Speaker had 
allowed himself to be used by the Prime 
Minister in presenting the Supreme Court with 
the accomplished fact of a Bill." 

Shri Viswanatham stated that in Shri Masani's 
speech there was not the slightest suggestion 
involving the Chair. 

2. The Deputy Speaker (Shri R. K. Khadilkar) 
observed that he would, in the first instance, ask the 
editor of the newspaper to state what he might have 
to state in the matter. 

3. On the 1st August, 1969 the Deputy-Speaker 
informed the House that he had received a letter, 
dated the 13th July, 1969 from the Editor-in Chief. 
Hindwtan Times, New Delhi, in which he had stated: 

"Shri Sen (the concerned correspondent) relied on 
a summary of the speech made by ShriM. R. Masani 
on the Banking Companies Nationalisation Bill 
on July 25 and issued to the press for favour of 
publication that same evening by the Swatantra 
Party Parliamentary Office under the signature 
of Shri A.P. Jain .... .It is the summary that the 
particular reference appears to which objection 
has been taken. As soon as the matter was 
raised in the Lok Sabha, we ourselves went 
through the official record and we have 
subsequently received a copy of the same with 
your letter. The official record does not contain 
the words and phrases that Mr. Sen drew upon 
from the unofficial summary and on which he 
relied in good faith. It was not Mr. Sen's' 
intention in writing his Review I nor ours, in 
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pubpshing it, to distort the proceedings of the House 
or to impute any motives to the Honourable Deputy 
Speaker in any manner whatsoever. 

In the circumstances we deeply regret that we 
should have unwittingly published something that is 
at variance with the official record and which casts 
any reflection on the Chair. 

I would request you kindly to convey this 
explantion to the Honourable Deputy Speaker 
together with an unconditional apology for tbe 
commission of a completely unintended offence.'" 

4. In view of the explanation and the 
unconditional apology tendered by the Ectltor-in-
Chief of the newspaper, the House agreed with the 
suggestion of the Deputy-Speaker that the Editor be 
asked to publish! his explanation and the apology on 
the front page of the next issue of the newspaper 
and that thereafter the matter be treated as closed. 

PolDt 01 prh11ece 

298 

LOK SABHA 
(1969) 

Misnpnsenlation of a member's speech in the Howe 
by a newspaper. 

Facts of the case and action. taken by the Hoose 

On the 7th Agugust 1969, Shri Shashi Bhushan, a 
member raised a question of privilege against the 
Indian Express, in respect of a news-item entitled 
"Women M.Ps. Pin Down Young Turk", published 
in its issue dated the 30th July, 1969, which 
misrepresented his remarks, about another member 
(Shrimati Sharda Mukherjee) made in the House on 
the 29th July, 1969. The Chair observed that in 
accordance with the past practice, the Editor of the 
Indian Express would be asked, in the first 
instance, to state what he might have to state in the 
matter. 

2. On the 11th August, 1969, the Speaker 
informed tile House that he had received a letter, 
dated the 8th August, 1969, from the Editor, Indian 
Express, which inter alia read as follows:-

''Let me admit at once tIlat our correspondent's 
report was incorrect in saying tIlat Mr. Shashi 
Bhushan called Mrs. Sharda Mukherjee a CIA 
agent. Mr. Shashi Bhusban spoke immediately 
after Mrs. Sharda Mukherjee, as you will find 
in your official record. This sequence of events 
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combined with interruptions, led our 
correspondent into error. 

I say this in explanation of what happened and 
not in justification of it. I would be grateful if 
you could convey to the Deputy Speaker our 
sincere regret for the error." 

3. The Speaker observed tIlat in view of tile regret 
expressed by the Editor, the matter might be treated 
as closed. 

The House agreed and tile matter was closed. 

Point of privilege 

299 
LOK SABHA 

(1969) 

Misrepresentation of the proceedings of Lok Sabha 
by All India Radio. 

Facts of the case and ruUng by the Speaker 

On the 3rd December, 1969, Shri R.K. Birla, a 
member, made a personal explanation in the House 
regarding certain observations alleged to have been 
made by Shri Madhu Limaye another member in 
respect of the Wool Purchase Mission headed by 
Shri R. K. Birla. In the course of his personal 
explanation, Shri R.K. Birla, quoting from tile 87th 
Report of the Estimates Committee of Lolc Sabha, 
which had examined the matter, had concluded tIlat 
he and his colleagues had been fully exonerated 
from the allegations made by Shri Madhu Limaye 
and had in fact been complimented by the Estimates 
Committee. Shri Madhu Limaye, however, contested 
the conclusion drawn by Shri Birla from the relevant 
report of the Estimates Committee and stated tIlat 
Shri Birla had quoted out of context from tile 
Report of the Estimates Committee and that tile 
Estimates Committee had not exonerated Shri Birla 
from the allegations made by Shri Madhu Limaye. 

2. On 22nd December, 1969, Shri Madhu Umaye, 
raised a question of privilege regarding alleged 
misrepresentation of proceedings of Lolc Sabha by 
All India Radio on 3 December, 1969, relating to 
the personal explanation of Shri R. K. Birla. He 
alleged that Hindi news buUetin broadcast at 22.35 
hours on the 3rd December, 1969, which carried the 
news item about Shri Birla', personal explanation 
made in the House that day, did not contain a 
reference to his. (Shri Madhu Umaye's) observations 
in regard to Shri Birla's personal explanation. 
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Shri· Madhu Umaye also raised a question of 
privilege against Shri R. K. Birla on the ground that 
he had deliberately made a wrong statement in the 
House that he had been exonerated and 
complimented by the Estimates Committee. 

3. the Minister of Information and Broadcasting 
thereupon, stated inter alill as follows:-

"I admit that what should have been reported on 
the 3rd had been omitted. This is a mistake 
which I admit. Such a mistake will not re-occur 
in future." 

4. The Speaker, thereupon, observed as follows:-
"The Minister, without any argument, has admitted 

in an unqualified manner that it was a mistake. 
He has also expressed his regret. I accept it. 
The mater may now be closed." 

As regards the question of privilege against Shri R. 
K. Birla, the Speaker observed that it was a purely 
procedural matter concerning the distortion or 
misrepresentation of the contents of the Estimates 
Committee Report and might be brought 
before the House in some otber form. 

The matter was thereafter closed. 
300 

Point 01 prlYileae 

LOK SABHA 
(1970) 

Circulation 0/ an inCO"ect report 0/ proceedings 0/ the 
Howe by a news agency 

Facts or tbe cue and actioa takeD by the House 
On the 10th March, 1970, the Speaker (Dr. G.S. 

Dhillon) informed the House that he had received 
notice of a question of privilege on the 9th March, 
1970, from Sbri Shashi Bhushan against the StunIlchur 
Bharati, a news agency, for circulating a news report, 
as publisbed in tbe Nav Bharat Times and the 
Hindustan, dated the 6th March, 1970, wrongly 
stating that a sitting of the House bad been fixed on 
the 7thl8th Much, 1970. 

2. The Speaker added that he had subsequently 
received a letter of apology dated the 9th March, 
1970, from the Chief Editor, Stutulchar Bharati, 
which read as foDows: 

"I write this to express my deep regret for tbe 
release of a wrong news item by our News Agency 
about the sitting of the Lot Sabha last week. 

Our Correspondent reported that the House would 
observe holiday on Friday, the 6th March, 
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1970, on account of Shivratri festival, but 
wrongly said that the House would meet on 
Saturday to dispose of the business originally 
fIXed for Friday. There was no intention to 
misreport the proceedings, it was a mistake in 
heuing the announcement. 

It may kindly be noted that some time after the 
release of the earlier item, the mistake was 
detected by our Correspondent and action was 
immediately taken to kill the story , 
Unfortunately, the newspaper which used the 
original item did not notice the later message 
sent out to kill the story. In fact the newspaper 
concerned made another mistake and said that 
the House would meet on Sunday whereas our 
story did not say any such thing. 

In any case, I express my unqualified apology to the 
members of the Lok Sabha for the mistake 
committed by us. Our Correspondents covering 
Parliament have been asked to be more vigilant 
so that such a thing does not happen again." 

3. The Speaker then observed that in view of the 
unqualified apology tendered by the Chief Editor of 
the Samacllllr Bharari, if the House agreed, the 
matter might be closed. 

Tbe House agreed and the matter was closed. 
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Point 01 privllege 

LOK SABHA 
(1970) 

Alleged misreporling of proceedings of the Howe by a 
newspaper. 

Facts 01 the case and rullng by the Speaker 
On the 28th April. 1970, Shri Jyotirmoy Bosu, a 

member, raised a question of privilege against the 
Editor of the Northern India Patrilca, Allahabad, for 
aDegedly misreportiog bis speech in the House on the 
30th March, 1970, during the discussion on the West 
Bengal Budget, in its issue dated the 
1st April, 1970. The impugned news report read as 
follows: 

"Marxist member Jyotirmoy Bosu was heard 
making repeated comments as Mrs. KripaIani 
was nurBting the Marxist atrocities in the West 
Bengal." 
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The member's complaint was that his own speech 

was not properly reported by the newspaper but it 
had, on the contrary, depicted him as merely 
interrupting the speech of another member. 

2. The Speaker (Dr. G.S. Dhillon) observed as 
follows: 

"As is the practice of this House, I may inform you 
that we have written to the Editor. When his reply 
comes we will take it up then." 

3. On the 13th May, 1970, the Speaker informed 
the House that he had received a letter dated 
29th April, 1970, from the Resident Editor of 

the Northern India Patrika, Allahabad, which 
read inter-alia as follows: 

"We beg to assure the Hon'ble member of the 
Parliament that we had absolutely no intention 
or desire to mislead our readers and/or dama:ge 
the image of the party to which the Hon'ble 
member belongs or in any way to cast 
aspersions, whatsoever, on the Hon'ble 
member. 

In the usual course of publication of the newspaper 
we get reports from the agencies, namely, 

P.T.1. and U.N.1. Our attempt is to give 
publicity to the report of the proceedings of the 

Parliament as far as possible. However, we have 
our limitations in regard to the space available 

to us on a particular day. The news item in 
question printed in the paper. was received 

through the news agency and we had also sent 
to the press a summary of the speech delivered 

by Shri Jyotirmoy Bosu. 

However, before the final make up of the page it was 
found necessary to shorten the matter as the 
space available· was not sufficient to 

accommodate the report sent to the press. 

Consequently, in the final make up of the page 
some portions had to be hurriedly taken out 
which induded the portion of the peech of 
Shri Jyotinnoy Bosu. This was done 
unintentionally and without any motive and we 
sincerely regret if this had given offence to the 
Hon'ble Member. 

• •  • 
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4. The Speaker observed that in view of the 
. explanation and regret expressed by the Resident 
Editor of the Northern [ndill Patrika. Allahabad, if 
the House agreed, the matter might be closed. 

The House agreed and the matter was closed. 

302 

LOK SABHA 

(1970) 

Point of privUeae 

AUeged distortion of a member's speech in the House 
by a 1Iewspaper. 

Facts of the case and action taken by the House 

On the 1st September, 1970. the Speaker (Dr. G.S. 

Dhillon) informed the ~ that he had reccived 

notice of a question of privilege from Shri Shiva 
Chandra JIIa, a member, against the Indian Nation, 
Patna, for allegedly publishing a distorted version of 
his speech in tbe House on tbe 12tb August, 1970, in 

its issue, dated the 13th August, 1970. 

The ~ news report read inter-alill u 
follows: 

"Two members of tbe Jan SanJh .... and another of 
the S.S.P. Mr. Shiva Chandra Ju, voiced their 
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strona resentment in the Lok Sabha today 
against India's action to issue a certificate of 
identification to former Nepal Prime Minister 
B.P. Koirala enabling him to go abroad after he 
had failed to obtain a passport from his own 
country. 

2. Shri Shiva Chandra Jba had, in his notice 
complained that the Indian Nation had distorted his 
speech as what he had atually said was as follows: 

"It is a matter of regret that even the members of 
Parliament of India consider Nepal as a foreign 
country and regard a Nepalese as a foreigner. 
There is a long story of the sacrifices made by 
Shri B.P. Koirala. It is a matter of regret that 
he is also viewed differently." 

3. The Speaker observed that in reply to a letter 
which he bad addressed to the Editor, Indian Nation, 
Patna, asking him to state what he had to say in the 
matter, he had received a letter dated the 21st 
August, 1970, form the Editor which read inter-alia 
as follows: 

"The distortion in the report is obvious and we 
regret it. But it will be released that the report 
was sent by a responsible news agency namely, 
the U.N.1. and so at the time of editing; the 
sub-editor incharge could not doubt its 
accuracy. We have no hesitation in admitting 
that such distortions cause a great deal of 
misunderstanding and should not take place. 
We shall be glad to publish such contradiction 
or clarification as is desired." 

4. The Speaker added that the Editor of the 
newspaper had been asked to publish his regret and 
clarification in his newspaperl and that the matter 
was being treated as closed. 
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LOK SABHA 

(1970) 

Point of privUege 

Misreporting of a member's speech in the Howe 
by a newspaper 

Facts of the case and action taken by the House 

On the 9th December, 1970, Shri P.G. Sen, a 
member, sought to raise a question of privilege in 
respect of the following news-item published in the 
National Herald, in its issue dated the 27th 
November, 1970:-
"Mr. Randhir Singh (Congress) pointed out that of 

the five members who had voted twice on the 
Bill, four belonged to Congress (0) and only, 
one to the Congress." . 

2. While raising the question of privilege, Shri P.G. 
Sen stated that on the 26th November, 1970, during 
the discussion on the question of double voting on 
the Constitution (24th Amendment) Bill, 1970, in the 
House, Chaudhuri Randhir Singh, another member, 
had stated as follows:-
"Why has no mention been made in that (minutes of 

Rules Committee) of five members and why has 
only one member been mentioned; is it because 
one belongs to the Ruling Party and the others 
to the other side." 

Shri P.G. Sen alleged that the National Hertlld had 
deliberately misreported Chaudhuri Randhir Singh's 
remarks in order to malign and injure his party 
(Congress-O). He urged that the matter might be 
referred to the Committee of Privileges. 

3. After some discussion, the Speaker (Dr. G. S. 
Dhillon) observed inter-alia as follows:-
"The paper has expressed regret ........ I assure you 

that there is no question of privilege involved 
here. That is very clear .... .! think it is very nice 
on the part of the paper to have expressed 
regret. I request honourable member just to 
agree to my request to accept it and not to 
prolong this matter." 

4. The matter was, thereafter, treated as closed. 
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LOK SABHA 
(1972) 

Point of privUe. 
Alleged misreporting of proceedings of the Howe by tl 
newspaper 

Facts of the case and action taken by the House 
On the 10th April, 1972, Shri Atal Bihari 

Vajpayee, a member, raised a question of privilege 

l1be RJRt and darification wu published by the l"d;"" N.tio" in ill iuued dt. September, 1970. 
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regarding a news report circulated by the UNI and 
published in the Times of India, Bombay, dated the 
5th April, 1972, which purported to report certain 
remarks stated to have been made by the Prime 
Minister in the House on the 4th April, 1972, but 
which were not contained in the Lok Sabha Debates 
of that date. 

2. The Speaker observed as follows:-

"I will see the proceedings, but in the meanwhile I 
will send it to the paper for verification and 
comments, according to the practice that we 
have been following in the House." 

3. On the 21st April, 1972, the Speaker informed 
the House as follows:-

"The Editor of the Times of India, Bombay, has 
informed me that 'the story in question was a 
UNI news item and we used the item along 
with many other papers in good faith.' I have 
also received a letter from the General 
Manager of the UNI, which reads inter-alia as 
follows:-

'It appears that the correspondent misheard the 
speech in the laughter and applause 
interpersing her spech. I regret that this error 
had crept in. May I assure you that there had 
been no deliberate attempt to damage the 
cause or reputation of any individual or party. 
I hope that this inadvertent lapse would be 
condoned.' 

In view of the above explanation and regret, the 
matter may be dropped. I take it that the 
House agrees." 

4. The House agreed and the matter was closed. 

Point of paUIlqe 
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LOK SABHA 

(1972) 

Misrepresentation of a member's party affiliation by a 
newspaper 

Facts of the case and action takea by the House 

On the 17th April, 1972, Shri Ishwar Chaudhry, a 
member (Jan Sangh party), raised a question of 
privilege alleging that the Patriot, New Delhi, in its 
issue, dated the 14th April, 1972, had published a 
report of the proceedings of Lok Sabha, labelling 
him. as a nwnber of the Communist Party of India 
and had, tbns, mis-reprcsented his party affiliation. 
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2. The Speaker observed that the Editor of the 
Patriot who was asked to state what he had to S3Y in 
the matter, had in his reply stated that the report in 
question was a news agency report which they had 
published in good faith and without any intention to 
misrepresent Shri Ishwar Chaudhry's political 
affiliation. The Editor had also expressed his 
willingness to publish the necessary correction in his 
news-paper. 

The Speaker added that he would ask the Editor 
of the newspaper to publish the necessary correction 
in his newspaper. 

3. The Editor of the Patriot was, accordingly, 
asked to puhlish prominently the necessary 
correctiun ill the matter in the next issue of the 
nt''¥s!,:lper, which he did in the Patriot, dated the 
18th April, 1972. 

Thereafter, the matter was treated as closed. 
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LOK SABHA 

(1973) 

Point of ~ 

Alleged misreporting of the proceedings of the House 

Facts of the case and action taken by the House 

On the 3rd May, 1973, Shri K.P. Unnikrishnan, a 
member, sought to raise a question of privilege 
against Shri Madhu Limaye, another member, the 
Editor-in-Chief of the Indian Express Newspapers 
Ltd., Editor Indian Express, Bombay, and the 
Printer and Publisher of the said newspaper, in 
respect of the following news report published in the 
Indian Express (Bombay Edition) dated the 30th 
April, 1973:-

"Mr. Limaye said (in a public meeting at Bombay) 
that the Prime Minister had a ring of goondas 
among the M.Ps., who shouted down the 
Opposition members whenever they rose to 
speak. This happened even when the Prime 
Minister herself remained present in the 
House, he added." 

2. Shri K.P. Unnikrishnan slated that by calling 
the members, goondas, Shri Limaye had 
brought the House into ridicule and had tried 
to intimidate members which constituted a 
grave contempt of the House. 

3. Sbri Madhu I..,imaye, thereupon, stated that he 
had made a speech in Hindi and Maratbi and 
not in English and that in his speech. he did 
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not use the word 'goonda'. He added that he 
had used the word 'goondai' which had a 
different conotation. 

4. The Speaker then observed:-
"So far as goonda is concerned, the facts are denied. 

He denies it. I am not allowing this privilege 
motion ... so far as that word is cq'itcerned, when 
he denies it .... As far as 'goonda'i' is concerned, 
I shall see what the meaning is just for my 
information .... We will enquire from the paper.". 

5. On the 16th May, 1973, the Speaker observed 
inter alia, as follows:-

" .. On the 3rd May, 1973. I had said that the 
concerned newspaper would be asked to state 
what it had to say in the matter. 

The Editor of the Indian Express, in his letter dated 
the 7th May, 1973, has stated as follows:-

'At the outset I take the full legal and moral 
responsibility for what has appeared in the 
Bombay Edition of the Indwn Express dated 30-
4-1973 regarding the speech of Shri Madhu 
Umaye at Bombay. 

Our Staff reporter maintains that the report which he 
has given is a correct translation of what he 
heard Mr. Madhu Limaye say at the meeting in 
question. 

It is just possible that our reporter misheard what 
Mr. Madhu Limaye said. Such misreporting 
does sometimes occur having regard to the 
conditions under which reporters work. 

I may assure you that there was no intention on the 
part of either the reporter or the sub-editor who 
handled the report to commit any breach of 
privilege of the members of the House. I may 
also mention that in view of Mr. Limaye's 
attitude to the ruling party and the strong 
language he had used against the Government 
and the Prime Minister in some of his other 
statements, no one in the editorial department 
had any reason to feel that Mr. Madhu Limaye 
was unlikely to make such a statement. 

In view of this explanation, I request that the lapse, 
if any, on the part of the IndilUJ &press, 
Bombay, in publishing the passage to which 
objection, has been taken, may be condoned by 
the Speaker.' 

The Editor-in-Chief of the Indian Express, in his 
letter dated the 10th May, 1973, has stated as 
follows:-

'I acknowledge responsibility for the error 
complained of in reporting Mr. Madhu Limaye's 
speech at Bombay and offer my regret for the 
lapse. 

May I say in explanation that the reporter responsible 
for the coverage maintains that what he wrote 
represents a faithful translation of Mr. Limaye's 
speech on this particular point. I am however 
mindful of the possibility that there was 
misreporting having regard to the difficult 
conditions in which reporters work and the 
difficulty of conveying in English the flavour of 
what is said in another language. 

I trust the Speaker will accept my assurance that 
there was no intention on the part of those who 
handled Mr. Limaye's speech on the Indian 
Express to breach the privilege of members of 
Parliament. ' 

The Printer & Publisher and the concerned staff 
." Reporter of the Indian Express, in their letters 

dated the 10th May, 1973, have stated that they 
have nothing more to add to the explanation 
given by their Editor in the matter. 

In view of the above explanation and regret offered 
by the Editor, Editor-in-Chief, Printer and 
Publisher and the Staff Reporter of the Indian 
Express, if the House agrees, the matter may be 
treated as closed. 
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I hope, the House agrees." 
6. The House agreed and the matter was closed. 

307 

Point or privilege 

LOK SABHA 
(1974) 

Alleged misrepresentation of Report of a 
Parliamentary Committee by a news agency and 
certain newspapers 

Facts of the case and action taken by the House 
On the 28th March, 1974, Shri Amrit Nahata, a 

member sought to raise a question of privilege 
against the United News of India, a News 
Agency, for circulating to the press a distorted 
version of the 47th Report of the Committee on 
Public Undertakings (5th Lok Sabha) on 
Modem Bakeries (India) Ltd., Shri Nahata 
alleged that the following (i) news report 
published in the IndilUJ Express, New Delhi, 
dated 26 March, 1974, and (ii) the editorial 
comments under the column 'Current Topics' in 
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the Times of India, New Delhi, dated the 28th 
March, 1974, were deliberate misrepresentations 
of the said Report of the Committee: 

(i) The Indian Express-
"Modern Bakeries 'selling stalc mouldy' Bread. 
The CommiJtee on Public Undertakings of 

Parliament is concerned at the high percentage 
of defective, stale and mouldy bread put on the 
market by Modem Bakerics (India) Ltd., a 
Central public undertaking." 

(ii) The Times of India 
··The worst fault of Modern Bakeries, however, has 

been that they have unashamedly unloaded on 
the market 'a high percentage ·of defective and 
stale bread'. Technically, this may not be an 
offence under the Food Adulteration Act, but 
morally it is inexcusable. The Union 
Government would be failing in its duty if it 
does not punish those responsible for selling 
stale and mouldy brcad." 

2. The Deputy Speaker (Shri G.G. Swell), who 
was then in the Chair, observed inter alia-as 
follows:-
...... .In these matters, the first step to be taken is, to 

write to the Press Agency and the papers 
concerned and ask them what they have got to 
say on this. ... Before the House takes a 
decision, let us hear from them .... We shall 
come back to the House to know what happens 
after that." 

3. On the 3rd May, 1974, the Speaker (Dr. G.S. 
Dhillon) informed the House inter alia as follows:-
"(i) The Editor and General Manager of the UNI in 

his reply dated, the 2nd April, 1974, quoted 
certain passages from the 47th Report of 
Committee on Public Undertakings and stated, 
inter alia as follows:-

'We submit that the headlines are given by individual 
newspapers to all the agency reports as is 
evident from the fact that headlines vary from 
newspaper to newspaper. The UNI is not, 
therefore, responsible for the headlines 
appearing in the newspapers .... 

A comparison of the UNI report with the PUC 
report would show that the opening para of the 
agency's report is a legitimate inference drawn 
from the Committee's observation, explicit in 
the concluding part of the passage quoted above 
inasmucb as the Comminee deemed it necessary 
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to recommend stricter measures to ensure that 
'stale and mouldy bread' is not put' on the 
marker. 

There are passages on pages 70, 71 and 72, of the 
Report containing unambiguous admission by a 
representative of Modern Bakeries examined by 
the Committee that defective bread was not 
only being put on the market but were also 
being sold. 

We feel that these passages in the report fUlly justify 
the UNI report.' 

(ii) The Resident Editor of the Indian Express in his 
reply dated the 30th March, 1974, stated as 
follows: 

• .... the news story ... was circulated by the United 
News of India, one of the two national news 
agencies. We published the news story in good 
faith in the normal course. 

It is obviously not possible for a newspaper to check 
the accuracy of every news report supplied by a 
news agency.' 

(iii) The Editor of the Hindustan Times in his reply 
dated the 30th March, 1974, stated as follows: 

'We publisbed the item "Modem Bread under Fire" 
in our issue dated March 26 in the belief that it 
was an accurate summary of certain of the 
findings of the Committee on Public 
Undertakinp tbat bad been filed by the UNI to 
which we subscribe. 

The item was published in good faith. However, if 
there were any inaccuracies in the report, we 
were not aware of these and deeply re&ret it 
and I would request you to kindly inform tbe 
Speaker accordingly and to assure him that any 
infringement of privilege in this case was wholly 
inadvertent. ' 

The Hindustan Times has been very clear in its 
regret. 

(iv) The Editor of the Times of India in his reply 
dated the Sth April, 1974, stated inier-aJia as 
foUows:-

'The comment to which you refer was bued on a 
UNI report. We are satisfaed that the report in 
question was in no way mala fide. It faithfully 
summarised the PUC's report. The PUC report 
specifically referred to 'stale and mouldy bread' 
in para 3.43 on page 72 .... 

It is clear from what I have said above that the 
comment was entirely fair and that there was no 
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intention in any way to misrepresent or distort 
the contents of the PUC's report.' 

This is the position taken by them. 

(v) I then referred the matter to the Committee on 
Public Undertakings for their comments on the 
stand taken by UNI. 

The Chairman of the Committee on Public 
Undertakings, in her note dated 30 April, 1974, 
has conveyed to me the following opinion of the 
Committee on Public Undertakings:-

'The Committee in their 47th Report on Modem 
Bakeries (India) Ltd. observed that on 
examining the question of stale and mouldy 
bread, they found that in the case of Bangalore, 
Bombay and Kanpur units, the percentage of 
return of stale and mouldy bread was more than 
one per cent during 1972-73 as compared to the 
norm of 0.5 per cent fixed by the Management 
with effect from 2nd December, 1972. The 
Committee viewed with concern the high 
percentage of return of such bread in these 
units. The Committee recommended that 
effective measures should be taken by the 
Undertakings to tighten up its inspection 
machinery so that stale and mouldy bread was 
not put in the market. The Committee had· not 
said in their Report that stalc and mouldy bread 
was actually being sold in the market. In the 
circumstances, the Committee felt that the UNI 
report and heading carried by certain 
newspapers had not done justice to the letter 
and spirit of the recommendations of the 
Committee.' 

This is a very light comment by them. They have not 
denied what was mentioned in the report ...... . 
but they say that the headlines had not done 
justice to the spirit of the recommendations of 
the Committee." 

4. The Speaker added that in view of the 
explanations given by the General Manager of the 
UNI and the Editors of the concerned newspapers 
and also in view of the opiftlon of the Committee on 
Public Undertakings the matter might be dropped. 

The HO\lse agreed and the matter was closed. 
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308 
LOK SABHA 

(1974) 

Point of privilege 

Misreporting of lhe proceedings of the House by All 
India Radio. 

Facts of the case and ruUng by the Speaker 

On the 19th December, 1974, Shri R.N. Goenka, a 
member, sought to raise a question of privilege 
against the All India Radio for broadcasting in its 
news bulletin and in the broadcast entitled "Today in 
Parliamenf' on the 4th December, 1974, certain 
matters as proceedings of the House which in fact 
were not in the official record of the proceedings of 
the House of that day. 

2. Thereupon, the Minister of Information and 
Broadcasting (Shri I.K. .::Jujral) made a statement 
explaining the position. 

3. The Speaker (Dr. G.S. Dhillon) reserved his 
ruling. 

4. On the 20th December, 1974, the Speaker, while 
advising the House to waive its privilege in thIS case, 
observed as follows:-

"Yesterday, Shri R.N. Goenka sought to raise a 
question of privilege against the All India Radio 
for ~  in its news bulletin and in the 
broadcast entitled 'Today in Parliament' on the 
4th December, 1974, certain matters as 
proceedings of the House which in fact were not 
. in the official record of the ~  of the 
House of that day. Shri Goenka, while seeking 
to raise the question of privilege, inter alia 
stated-

'In the official record of the proceedings no doubt all 
these were omitted, yet various newspapers had 
published what happened in the House, some 
briefly, others at great length for their own 
reasons. I did not invite you to take formal 
notice of them, as I felt that there may have 
been a genuine misunderstanding in that the 
Press Gallery may not have heard your ruling 
and wanted them to have the benefit of doubt. 
But the Ali India Radio, which is an official 
organ, a Department of Government, cannot 
have the same excuse. In their coverage of the 
news regarding what happened in Parliament, 
they said: 

'Immediately after question hour, pandemonium 
prevailed in the House as Mr. Priya Ranjan Das 
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Munsi (Congress) sought to ascertain from the 
Chair whether a newspaper report about 
Mr. R.N. Goenka had anything to do with the 
Member of the same name in the House ..... 

The All India Radio, not only broadcast the 
expunged matter, but in the commentary 
'Today in Parliament' on 4th December 
night.. ... talks of 'cheating and forgery' under 
'quote'.' . 

Thereupon, the Minister of Information and 
Broadcasting, Shri I.K. Gujaral, explained the 
position and inter-alia stated:-
'On the 4th December 1974 some references were 

made in this House, immediately after the 
Question Hour on the newspaper report about 
Shri R.N. Goenka by Shri Priya Ranjan Das 
Munsi, MP. The proceedings arising from his 
reference were reported by the All India Radio 
in its bulletin at2 p.m. and another 
bulletin ..... AIR was not alone in reporting this 
incident. All the news agencies, including the 
PTI and UNI and several newspaper 
correspondents reported the incident ..... the 
AIR news bulletin made no reference to 
allegations about cheating and forgery against 
Shri Goenka which were reported by the news 
agencies as well as oewspaper 
correspondents ..... 

Shri Goenka has special objection to the commeutary 
'Today in Parliament' in which the words 
'cheating' and 'forgery' were used. Sir, as tbe 
House is aware, this commentary is written by 
experienced newspaper and newsagency 
correspondents..... The Commentator on that 
day was Shri N. Gopinath Nair, a senior 
Correspondent of UNI.. ... 

He referred to the issue raised by Shri P.R. Das 
Munsi about the press report involving Shri 
R.N. Goenka. In that context, he mentioned 
the words 'cheating' and 'forgery' only occurring 
in the press report and as quoted by Shri P.R. 
Das Munsi ... .' 

The position is that the representatives of the Press 
including the Government news media, are 
admitted to the Press Gallery on the clear 
condition that they will faithfully report the 
proceedings of the House in an objective 
manner and more importantly, observe the 
decisions of the Chair and carry them out in 
letter and spirit. There can be no excuse that 
what is ordered not to be recorded in the 
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proceedings can be reported in the. press or 
broadcast. 

I have looked into the official record of the relevant 
proceedings of the House of that day and I find 
that the observations attributed to Shri Priya 
Ranjan Das Munsi in the news broadcast of All 
India Radio at 2 p.m. on that day are not 
recorded therein. Nor do I find the references 
to 'forgery' and 'cheating' in those proceedings. 
In fact, this is what I had said in the House on 
that day: 

'I never called Mr.Das Munsi. He is not considered 
as speaking .... 

I have not allowed it; I had not called any member. 
If anything has been said, without my 
permission. this is not on record. I told it very 
clearly. 

am not allowing anything without notice. No 
member has got the right to get up without the 
permission of the Chair. Anything said by any 
member without being called or without my 
permission will not go on record.' 

I am, therefore, of the view that the All India Radio 
should not have broadcast the observations of 
members as proceedings of the House which did 
not form part of the official record of the 
proceedings and the news agencies and tbe 
Press should not have similarly carried the 
alleied report of the speeches in the Housc. It 
is, however, admitted that there was terrible 
noise in the House at that time and in the din 
and uproar it is possible that the Press 
Correspondents and other represcntatives did 
not clearly hear my orders. and as Sbn Goenka 
has also said that tbere may have been a 
genuine misunderstanding in tbe Press Gallery 
and he wanted the Press Correspondents to 
have the benefit of doubt, I tbink, tbat the 
same benefit of doubt may also be extended to 
the Correspondent and Commentator of the AU 
India Radio since they are also placed in the 
same position in the Press Gallery as other 
Press Correspondents and the House may be 
well advised to waive its privilege in this case 
and leave the matter where it is. 

I should, however, make it quite clear that in future 
serious notice would be taken of such lapses 
and in order to prevent their repetitions, I 
would advise the Press Correspondents in the 
Press Gallery to make sure from the official 
reporters about the correct position 10 that the 
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proceedings are reported or broadcast 
faithfully. " 

Point or privilege 

309 

LOK SABHA 

(1974) 

Misleading news-item concerning Speaker published 
by a newspaper 

Facts of the Case and ruling by the Speaker 

On the 4th September, 1974, the Speaker (Dr. G. 
S. Dhillon) drew the attention of the House to the 
following news report published in the Hindustan 
Times dated the 4th September, 1974:-

"According to a competent source, the CBI 
proceeded in the matterl only after securing the 
Lok Sabha Speaker's permission." 

2. The Speaker also observed:-

"It would have been . a different matter if the 
proceedings were wrongly reported. But they 
have written something about me, that 
somebody came and I gave permission. This is 
very unfair .. They are writing like this and 
putting me in such an embarrassing position. 
What is the sense in doing this? Even if this is· a 
feeler, they could easily have contacted me· or 
the Secretary-General to find out as to what is 
the truth. But this is very unfair." 

3. On the 9th September, 1974, the Speaker 
informed the House that he had received a letter 
dated the 5th September, 1974, from the Editor of 
Hindustam Times which read as follows:-

"I am extremely sorry that your name was mentioned 
in the report carried by the Hindustan Times 
yesterday in connection with the CBI inquiries 
into the Import Licence case without reference 
to you. 

As you stated in the House, this could have been 
checked with you. The failure to do so was 
quite inadvertent but I would nevertheless wish 
to tender an apology that this should have 
happened. I can assure you that there was 
absolutely no intention on our part to cause any 
embarassment or cast any reflection on your 
august office." 

The matter was, thereafter, closed. 

llnvestigation into Pondicherry Import Licence case. 
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LOK SABHA 
(1974) 

Point of privilege 

Alleged suppression of. the name of a member by a 
newspaper while reporting the proceedings of the 

House 

Facts of the case and ruling by the Speaker 

On the 20th December, 1974, the Speaker 
(Dr. G.S. Dhillon) informed the House as follows:-

"Shri Jyotirmoy Bosu gave notices of questions of 
privilege on the 1st August, and 18th 
November, 1974, against the Jugantar Calcutta, 
complaining that while reporting certain 
proceedings of the House of the 29th July and 
of the 15th November, 1974, in its issues dated 
the 30th July and 16th November, 1974, 
respectively, the newspaper deliberately 
suppressed the name of Shri Jyotirmoy Bosu. 
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The matter was taken up with the Editor of the 
Jugantar. The Editor has, in his letter dated the 
12th December, 1974, stated inter alia as 
follows:-

"It is not possible for a newspaper to publish the full 
proceedings in regard to any matter and the 
editor is obliged to reduce the report and 
publish a summary thereof. In the summaries of 
the proceedings of the 15th November, 1974 
and 29th July, 1974 liS published, it appears the 
name of Shri Jyotirmoy Bosu, M.P. was omitted 
among the members who had spoken on the 
motion. It is not correct to say that the name of 
Shri Bosu was deliberately omitted or that the 
Jugantar is in the habit of suppressing the name 
of Shri Bosu. 

From the proceedings it appears that there were also 
other speakers who spoke on the question 
whose names could not be included in the 
report. 

'We want to make it clear that there was no 
intentional or deliberated omission of the nante 
of Shri Bosu. We respectfully submit that ~ 
has been no breach of privilege. We, however, 
express our deep regret and tender our sincerest 
apology for the omission which may have 
caused some pain to the Hon. Member and 
which we had no intention to cause'. 
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In view of the above, the matter is treated as closed." 
311 

LOK SABHA 
(1977) 

Point of privUege 
Alleged misreporting of proceedings of the HOIlH by 

All India Radio 
Facts of the case and ruling by the Speaker 

On the 8th August, 1977, the Speaker (Sbri K. S. 
Hegde) informed the House that on 5th August, 
1977, Shri K. P. Unnikrisbnan, a member, gave 
notice of a question of privilege against (1) tbe 
Minister of Information and Broadcasting (Shri 
L. K. Advani) and (2) the Chief Editor, News 
Services (Englisb), All India Radio, on the 
ground that in the English News Bulletin 
broadcast by the All India Radio at 9.00 P.M. 
on the 4th August, 1977, it was said that some 
of his remarks made in the House on that day 
were expunged by the Speaker whereas none of 
his remarks were expunged. 

2. The Speaker, while disallowing the question of 
privilege, ruled as follows:-

"I referred the matter to the Minister of Information 
and Broadcasting for his comments and also 
called for a copy of the transcript of the said 
news Bulletin broadcast by the All India Radio. 

The Ministry of Information and Broadcasting has, 
witb the approval of tbe Minister, informed me 
as foI1ows:-

'In tbe 9 P.M. English buUetin broadcast on August 
4, 1977, the foUowing passage occurs at the end 
of the news item pertaining to the discussion in 
the Lok Sabha on the Congress motion seeking 
to disapprove the conduct of tbe Home 
Minister.' . 

'During the acrimonious debate fresb charges were 
flung by Congress members. Reacting sharply to 
one of these, Mr. Charan Singh challenged the 
relevance of the charge and offered to resign if 
it is proved correct. The Speaker agreed witb 
him and expunged the Congress Members' 
remarks. The Prime Minister will speak on the 
motion tomorrow.' 

There is no doubt tbat All India Radio bad erred in 
reporting this particular item. From the 
uncorrected copy of the day's poceedings of 
Lok Sabha it appears that the Hon. Speaker has 
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used the words, 'I may expunge it' 
unfortunately, the AIR Correspondent 
understood this to be 'I expunge it'. It was 
incumbent on the AIR Correspondent to have 
checked with the official Reporters before 
mentioning any 'expunging' of remarks, but in 
his anxiety to beat the deadline of the main 8.45 
P.M. Hindi and 9 P.M. English News Bulletins, 
the AIR Correspondent overlooked this 
important precaution. 

The mistake was, however, unintentional and is 
regretted. Suitable instructions are being issued 
to AIR Correspondents to be more careful with 
a view to ensuring avoidance of recurrence of 
such mistakes. 

There was, however, no question of any wilful 
misrepresentation by AIR. Under these 
circumstances, it is requested the Privilege 
Motion may kindly be dropped. 

In view of the explanation and the regret expressed, I 
decline to give my consent under Rule 222 of 
the Rules of Procedure and Conduct of 
BusineliS in Lot Sabha. The matter is treated as 
closed. 

hope the accredited Correspondents in the Press 
Gallery, particularly the Correspondents of an 
official agency like the All India Radio, will be 
more careful in future. Whenever in doubt, they 
should check up with the official record of the 
proceedings of the House." 

3. The matter was tbereafter closed. 
312 

Point of privilege 

LOK SABHA 
(1978) 

Alkged misreporting of prllceedings of the House by 
All IndiA Radio 

Facts 01 the case and ruUDI by the Speaker 
On the 24th February, 1978, the Speaker 

(Sbri K.S. Hegde) informed the House as follows:-
"HOD. Members will recaU that on the 21st February, 

1978, when the Railway Minister Commenced 
his Budget speech, a few members inCluding 
Sbri, Mani Ram Bagri made submissions tbat 
the Minister might speak in Hindi. Members 
from the other side made counter-submissions 
whereupon I pointed out that both the 
Ianpages. Hindi and English, were permitted. 
At that stage the Prime Minister intervened and 
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requested the members of the ruling party to 
resume their seats and 'not to create such 
things in this House' . He also requested the 
members of the Opposition not to disturb 
the proceedings of the House. 

On the 22nd February, 1978, Shri Mani Ram 
Bagri drew my attention to the news 
broadcast in Hindi at 8.45 p.m. on the 21st 
February, 1978 wherein it was said that the 
Prime Minister had pulled up tbe members 
(in Hindi the expression used was 'danta') 
who made the demand that the Railway 
Minister should speak in Hindi. The Member 
requested that the Minister of Information 
and Broadcasting should explain the position 
on behalf of the All India Radio and should 
correct and clarify it if necessary. The 
Minister was informed about the same. 

The Minister of Information and Broadcasting in 
his reply dated 23rd February, 1978 has 
observed inter alia as follows:-

"The Director of News Services of AIR has 
written to me (i.e. the Minister) to say that 
the AIR Parliamentary correspondent could 
have been more careful in the choice of 
words signifying the Prime Minister's 
intervention, but the ~ that the Samachar 
also used the same words would show that 
he was only trying to give a fair picture of 
what happened in the House. Since there 
was no intention on his part or on the part 
of the Editor to show disrespect to any 
member, it is hoped that the hon. Member 
will appreciate that this was a bona fide 
action on the part of the Correspondent. 
AIR has the highest regard for every 
member of the HO\,lse. including the hon. 
Member, Sbri Marii Ram Bagri. No offence 
was meant to him or to any other member 
but if his feeling has been hurt, I convey 
my regrets. 

Director of News Services has again advised all 
AIR Parliamentary correspondents to be 
more careful in reporting proceedings of this 
nature.' 

In view of the regret expressed, I think that the 
matter may be treated as closed. At the 
same time, I woUld like to impress that 
greater care should be taken by aU 
concerned in reporting the proceedings of 
l..ok Sabha." 
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2. The matter was thereafter closed. 
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Point of Privilege 

:'OK SABHA 
(1978) 

A Ueged misrepresentation of members' party 
affiliation by a newspaper 

Facts of the case and ruling by the Speaker 

On the 22nd March, 1978, Shri Vayalar Ravi, a 
member drew the attention of the Speaker (Shri 
K. S. Hegde) in the House to a news report 
published in the Hindustan Times of that date 
under the caption "Congress-I MP.'s words 
'undignified' ", in which his name and that of 
Shri Saugata Roy, another member, had been 
clubbed in the group of Congress-I. While raising 
the matter, Shri Vayalar Ravi stated inter alia as 
under:-

...... Sir. it has been mentioned that certain 
remarks made were undignified. I have not 
made any undignified remark on the floor of 
the House and putting my name and the 
name of Mr. Saugata Roy gives an 
impression that we have also made certain 
remarks on the floor of the House which 
were undignified. No other paper has given 
this. Sir. this kind of false and misleading 
reports should not appear and this affects 
the prestige and honour of the members of 
this House ........ " 

2. The Speaker tht::n observed as follows:-

"I have already directed that the list of members 
belonging to each group or party must be 
made available to the press. I am calling for 
an explanation from the correspondent of the 
Hindustan Times." 

3. The malter was taken up with the Editor of 
the Hindustan Times, New Delhi, and he was 
asked to state what he had to say in the matter. 
In his letter dated the 24th March, 1978, the 
Editor of the newspaper stated as follows:-

"On inC!!:!ry, I find that the party affiliation of 
Mr. Vayalar Ravi and Mr. Saugata Roy 
were wrongly printed. The error is deeply 
regretted. 

I assure you that there was not the slightest 
intention to cause offence or show disrespect to 
the honourable members. 



Privikgu Digut 

I, have instructed the Editorial Department to 
exercise ubpost care while printing news 
relating to parliamentary proceedings. Please 
reassure the Honourable Speaker on this 
point." 

4. A copy of the above letter was given to 
Sbri Vayalar Rai and the matter was, thereafter, dosed. 
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LOK SABHA 
1978 

Point of prlvDeae 

Alleged misreporting of the proceedings of the Howe 
by a newspaper 

Facts of the case and reference to the Committee of 
PrlvUeps 

On the 19th July, 1978, after the Question Hour 
was over, Sarvashri Jyotirmoy Bosu and Vasant Sathe 
members, raised a number of ~  of order 
regarding admissibility of their respective notices of 
Adjournment Motions, Calling Attention matters and 
matters under Rule 377. There were many 
interruptions in between and several times the 
Speaker had to order not to record anything said by 
the members without his permission. 

At one stage, while Shri Jyotirmoy Bosu was 
speaking, the  Speaker (Shri K. S. Hegde) observed 
as follows:-

"I cannot be dictated by anybody. In the case of an 
adjournment motion, it is upto the Speaker to 
reject it. I am in possession of full facts. It is for 
me to place it before the house or not. I have 
not placed it before the House. You cannot 
place it before the House ..... You cannot dictate 
to the Speaker. There should be an orderly 
House. 1 am on the ground that investigation is 
still goiD& on." 

Later, whila Shri Vasant Sathe and others were 
seeking to raie their points of order, the Speaker 
observed, ;",. alia, as follows:-

"Let me make it plain to the Hon. Members that no 
threat wiD deter me. I have said that I will 
certainly .. according to the rules, according to 
my interpretation, subject to any resolution in 
the HoUle. Therefore, there is no use making a 
threat. [lID selecting Calling Attention Notices 
accordioJ to what I consider to be important. I 
am to da:lide about it." 

2. On the..2t.l July, 1978, Shri Vasant Sathe, made 
a complaint ill the House against the Special 
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Correspondent of the Tunes of Indi4, New Delhi, for 
publisbini the foUowing news report in its issue 
of the 20th July, 1978, under the caption 
'Uproar in House over PM-Charan letters':-

"At one stage, the Speaker, Mr. K.S. Heide, had to 
remind Mr. Sathe that he should refrain from 
making threats in the House." 

Shri Vasant Sathe, while objecting to the above 
news report, stated, inter alia, as follows:-

....... the other day, on the 19th, you remember there 
were certain points of order, interruptions and 
aU that. And, I was requesting you that you 
should give a ruling on the Point of Order .... 

Normally, I do not take any exception to what 
appears in the newspapers. They are free to 
write what they like, whether it is favourable or 
otherwise, it is perfectly all right. But, Sir, it 
was really very unkind on the part of the 
Correspondent of the Times of India to say like 
this ... You had never said like this (a> I had not 
given any threat (b) You had no occasion to 
remind me .... 

Therefore, this is really incorrect. I do not want to 
briDJ • privilege motion on this though it is a 
case of clear breach of. privilege, misrcporting 
and making an aspersion apinst a member. 
You were also wrongly reported. 

I hope you will make an observation that the Times 
of India should correct itself and the Special 
Correspondent. I will be satisfied". 

3. Thereupon the Speaker observed as follows:-

"Mr. Sathe, you are right. I think the reporting was 
wrona and the paper should correct itself. II 

4. Oa. die 1st August, 1978. Shri Vasant Sathe 
raised a cpestion of privilege in the House against the 
Special Carrespondent, Times of India, New Delhi, 
regarding aUepd misreporting of certain proccedinp 
of Lot Sabha dated the 19th July, 1978, in the Tima 
of India, dated the 20th July, 1978, and stated, inter 
a:ia, as fonows:-

"I had hoped that after this the paper would 
correct itself. Unfortunately, although it was 
pointed out to the correspondent and to the 
IlCWIp8per editor they had not corrected it. 
Thcrcfore, I sought your permission to raise 
it .... I would request you to consider that to 
rcpart the proceedings of the House 
iJIaIJBectly-which had never happened, which 
bad' never taken plac:e, which tends to malign a 
mcmber-
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is per se a breach of priwcp .... 1 feel it is for 
the House to decide whether a breach of 
privilep has been committed or DOt and I leave 
it to the House." 

s. Shri Vasant Sathe then moved the foUowing 
motion:-

"That this matter be referred to the Committee of 
Privileges" . 

6. Thereupon, Shri Jyotirmoy Bosu moved the 
foUowing motion:-
''That the House may consider the question and 

come to a decision with regard to this question 
of privilege." 

7. The discussion on the above motioDJ was not 
concluded on that day and the Speaker observed that 
the matter would be taken up on lOme other day. 

8. On the 16th August, 1978, during the course of 
discussion in the House on the above motioDJ, the 
Speaker made mter alia, foUowing observatioDJ:-
"Whenever an Editor or a Correspondent either 

accepts his mistake or apologizes, I invariably 
persuade the Members to drop the matter. If 
only the Correspondent had apologized or even 
said he was regretting what he said, probably 
things would have been different. He did not 
either apologize or express regret." 

9. Thereafter, the foUowing motion was adopted by 
the House:-
''That this matter be referred to the Committee of 

Privileges with iDltructioDJ to report before the 
end of the next session." 

Flndln. and recommendation of the Committee 
10. The Committee of Privileges, after examining 

on oath Shri Vasant Sathe, a member and Shri Girilal 
Jain, Edior, Times of India, Bombay, in their Fourth 
Report, presented to the House on the 22nd March, 
1979, stated, infer alia, as follows:-
(i) ...... the Editor of the Times of India failed to 

publish the necessary correction as directed by 
the Speaker. The Editor, limes of India also 
failed to take note of the Speaker's 
.... 0bservatioDJ, in his letter of explanation 
dated the 26th July, 1978 in response to the 
notice of question of privilege dated the 24th 
July, 1978, given by Shri Vasant Sathe, M.P." 

(ii) ''The Committee are of the view that it was 
obligatory on the part of the Editor of the 
limes of India to have paid due attention to the 

Speaker'. observatioDJ made on the 21st July, 
1978, in the House and publish the necessary 
correction u directed by the Speaker." 

(iii) "In view, however, of the explanation given and 
regret expressed by the Editor, Times of India, 
before the Comittee, the Committee consider 
that no further action need be taken in the 
matter." 

(iv) ''The Committee are conscious that the freedom 
of the Press is an integral part of the 
fundamental right of the freedom of speech and 
expression guaranteed to all citizcDJ under 
Article 19(1) (a) of tbe Constitution. The 
Committee consider it important that in a 
Parliamentary system, the Press should enjoy 
complete freedom to report tbe proceedings of 
Parliament fairly and faithfully. If, however, 
freedom of the Press is exercised mala fide, it is 
the duty of Parliament to intervene in sucb 
cases. At tbe same time, tbe Committee are of 
the view tbat Parliamentary privilege should in 
no way fetter or discourage tbe free expression 
of opinion or fair comment." 

(v) "The Committee recommend tbat no further 
action be taken by tbe House in the matter and 
it may be dropped." 

Actloa taken br the House 
11. No further action was taken by the House in 

the matter. 
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LOK SABHA 
(1978) 

Point of privileae 
Alleged mis.representation and casting aspersions on 

members regarding the proceedings of the House 
by a newspaper. 

Facts of the ease and nUnc br the Speaker 
On 29th August, 1978, the Deputy Speaker 

(Shri Godey Murahari) informed the House as 
follows:-

"Shri K.P. Unnikrishnan had given a notice of 
question of privilege on 14 August, 1978 against 
the Editor, The National Herald, New Delhi, 
for alleged gross dis(ortion and wilful 
'misrepresentation of certain proceedings of Lok 
Sabha of 12 August, 1978, and casting 
'aspersions' on their 'conduct' as members in 
the House' in a news report published in its 
issue dated 13 August, 1978, under the caption 
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'Major Tactical Reverse'." 

The Editor, The National Herald, who was asked to 
state what he might have to say in the matter, 
in his reply dated 19 August, 1978 has stated 
inter alia, as follows:-

'Our reporter has explained that in his attempt to 
give tbe gist of the tumultuous proceedings of 
the day in an abbreviated form, unintentional 
errors had crept into the report. He bas further 
stated that it was fartbest from his mind while 
reporting tbe proceedings to misquote any 
member or misrepresent any party's view point. 
We express regret and offer our unqualified 
apology for the erroneous reporting and request 
that the notice of breach of privilege against 
National Herald is not pressed.' 

In view of tbe regret  and unqualified apology 
tendered by the Edior, The National Herald, if 
the House agrees, the ".latter need not be 
pursued. The Editor of The National Herald 
may, however, be asked to publish the 
necessary correction and bis apology 
prominently in the next issue of tbe 
newspaper." 

2. Accordingly, the Editor of The National Herald, 
published the. necessary correction in The National 
Herald, dated 30th August, 1978 and the following 
apology in its issue dated 14th September, 1978:-

REGRET 

Some unintentional errors had crept into our 
reporting of the proceedings of the Lot Sabha 
on August 12, 1978. A question of privilege had 
been raised by Mr. K.P. Unniltrishnan, M.P. 
for alleged misrepresentation and casting 
aspersions on members in that report. The 
correct version was published on the front page 
in the issue of National Herald, dated August 
30, 1978. 

We apologise to aU those aggrieved by the incorrect 
report. 

-Ed. N.H.' 

3. The matter was, thereafter, closed. 
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LOK SABHA 
(1979) 

Point 01 prlYl1ep 

AUeged misreporting of the proceedings of the Howe 
by a newspaper. 

Facts of the cue and ruJina by the Speaker 

On 4tb  May, 1979, tbe Speaker (Sbri K.S. Hegde) 
informed the House as follows:-
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"Shri MaUiltarjun in a notice of question of,privileae, 

dated the 17th April, 1979, had alleged that tbe 
Hindustan Times in its issue dated the 17tb 
April, 1979, had misreported the proceedings of 
Lot Sabha, dated the 16th April, 1979, relating 
to the Calling Attention on the question of 
lock-out in the National Herald concems. 
Sbri MaUiltarjun bad stated that in a news item 
under the caption 'Herald will be taken over, if 
needed', the Hindustan Times had reported that 
Union Labour Minister Ravindra Verma 

assured the Lot Sabba today that the 
Government would consider various steps 
including takeover of the management of the 
National Herald, group of newspapers if it wu 
fouad necessary during or after the present 
comprebensive enquiry into its affairs'. 
Sbri MaUiltarjun bad contended that a reading 
of the relevant proceedings of Lot Sabba 
showed that 'the Labour Minister made no sueb 
statement and gave no sueb impression'. 

The Editor and tbe Publisher of tbe Hindustan 
Times, who were asked under my direction to 

state what tbey might bave to say in the matter, 
in their replies ~  deeply repted the 
inaccuracy in the issue of the Hindustan Times 
dated the 17th April, 1979. 

The rept expressed by the Editor and Publisher of 
the Hindustan Tunes may be accepted and the 
matter may be tzeated a dOled." 

2. The matter wa, thereafter, clOled. 
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LOK SABHA 
(1980) 

Point of prlvDep 

Misreporting of a member's speech by II newspGper. 

Pacts of the cue and ruJInt by the SpaUr 

On 30th June, 1980, Sbri Mani Ram Baari, a 
member compl&ined in the House that the Hind 
Ssmaebar, an Urdu daily of JuUundur, in ill issue 
dated 29th June, 1980, while reporting about the 
Bagbpat incident had misreported him. 

2. The news items which appeared in the Hind 
Sam.ebar under the caption "Complaint of Mani 
Ram Bagri against Newspapers" read inter alia, a 
follows:-
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"Sbri Mani Ram Bapi (Janta-S) today complained 
in the Lot Sabha that papers had underplayed 
references made in the House yesterday to the 
incident in Baghpat in which a woman was 
stripped and paraded. 

Newspapers, he said, had highlighted references to 
the incident in the Rajya Sabha. 

Shri Bagn also complained that he was wrongly 
described as a member of Lolc Sabba". 

3. The Speaker (Shri Bal Ram Jakhar) then 
observed inter alia as follows:-
...... P.T.!. has correctly reported but other papers 

have misrcported. We will call explanation, 
why it has been misreported." 

4. On 8 July, 1980, the Speaker info-rmed the 
House inter alia, as follows:-
"I have received a reply from the Editor of the 

Hind Samacbar in which he has expressed 
regret for the mistake. 

The regret expressed by the Editor of the Hind 
Samacbar may be accepted and the matter 
may be treated as closed." 

The matter was, thereafter, closed. 
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LOK SABHA 
(1980) 

Alleged suppressing of proceedings of the Howe 
by AU India Radio. 
Facts or the cue and rullnl by the Speaker 

On 23rd July, 1980, the Speaker (Shri Bal Ram 
Jakhar) informed the House as follows:-
"On 21st July, 1980 Shri Mani Ram Bagri gave 

notice of a question of privilege against the 
All India Radio for not broadcasting the 
announcement made by the Speaker in the 
House on 17 July, 1980 while disallowing 
notices of adjournment motion on the subject 
of reported rape of a woman by certain 
policemen of Dabwali Police Station, Sirsa 
District in Haryana and her subsequent 
demise. While disallowing the notices of the 
adjournment motion on the subject given by 
Sarvashri Mani Ram Bagri, K.K. Goyal, 
Satisb . Agarwal, Jaipal Singh Kashyap, 
Chandra Pal Shailani and Ram Vilas Paswan, 
I had made certain observations regarding tho 
concern of the House about such incidents. 

The Ministry of Information and Broadcasting in 
their comments have stated that the news 
regarding disallowance of the adjournment 
motion had been briefly mentioned by All 
India Radio in their English news bulletin 
broadcast at 4 P.M. and also in 'Parliament 
Today' and 'Sansad Samiksha'. 
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I have no doubt that All India Radio and other 
official media would take due note of the 
observations made from the Chair, particularly 
those which show concern of the House." 

The matter was, thereafter, closed . 
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Point of privlleae 

LOK SABHA 
(1980) 

Misrepomng of proceedings of the House by a 
newspaper. 
Facts of the case and rulln, by the Speaker 

On 30 July, 1980, the Speaker (Shri Bal Ram 
Jakhar) informed the House as follows:-
"On 25th July, 1980, Shri Mani Ram Bagn gave 

notice of question of privilege that Patriot, an 
English daily of New Delhi, in its issue dated 
25 July, 1980, while reporting about the 
proceedings of the House regarding notice of 
adjournment motion on the deterioration of 
law and order situation in the Capital had 
misreported the party affiliation of Shri Jaipal 
Singh Kashyap. Shri Jaipal Singh Kashyap, 
who is the leader of the Janata (S) (Raj 
Narain) Group in Lot Sabha was shown as 
belonging to Lok Dal. 

I had taken up the matter with the Editor of 
Patriot. In his reply, the Editor has expressed 
his sincere regrets for the mistake. He has 
also published a correction in the Patriot of 
30 July, 1980. . 

The regret expressed by the Editor of Patriot may 
be accepted anq the matter may be treated as 
closed." 

The matter was, therefore, closed. 
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Point or privUeae 

LOK SABHA 
(1981) 

Alleged misrepresenting of proceedings of the 
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House and casting reflections on a member by a 
newspaper. 

Facts of the case and reference to the Committee of 
PrivUeges 

On 9th December, 1981, Shri Satish Agarwal, a 
member, gave notice of a question of privilege 
against Shri R.K. Karanjia. Editor-in-Chief of Blitz 
and Shri Rajpal Singh Chowdhury, Editor of Delhi 
Recorder for allegedly misrepresenting the 
proceedings of the House and casting reflections on 
him in a news report published on the front page 
under the caption "Did Agarwal lie to Parliament?", 
and in an article written by Shri Rajpal Singh 
Chowdhury under the caption "Change of hospital 
site irked Agarwal. .. Planned tarring of Antulay", 
published in Blitz dated 21st November, 1981. 

2. In the impugned news report, Shri R.K. 
Karanjia had inter alill stated as folIows:-

"One of these votaries of truth Satish Agarwal 
himself concealed the truth when he focussed 
attention on Antulay's links with London millionaire 
Nirmal Sethia in Parliament early September this 
year conveniently forgetting his very own Sethia 
connection" . 

"As Minister of State of Finance in the Janata 
Government, Agarwal himself pulled Sethia's 
chestnuts out of. the Customs fire on the 
intervention of the late Bishwanath 
Jhunjhunwala then Janata M.P.". 

3. Shri Rajpal Singh Chowdhury, in his article 
published in the Blitz had inter alia stated as 
follows:-

"The question, it seemed to me, underlying the 
whole sordid affair was why would Agarwal 
launch an attack in Parliament against Sethia 
and ask for the files on the London-based 
business magnate to be reopened while, at the 
same time taking very great care to conceal 
from his fellow MPs the crucial fact of his own 
relationship and assistance to Sethia in the 
past." 

"The question that cries out for an answer is, why 
did Agarwal mislead the public by hiding the 
fact in Parliament that he was well acquainted 
and had indeed, helped the very person against 
whom his accusations were levelled? Could it be 
only a matter of pique because Sethia  had 
changed his mind about financing a hospital in 
Rajasthan and decided to respond to Antulay's 
appeal to build the hospital in the Konkan. 

-. 
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instead? Or was Agarwal exploiting the sheer 
good fortune of being able to combine the 
attack on Sethia with the more ambitious goal 
of mounting a campaign against the 
Maharashtra Chief Minister?" 

4. Shri Agarwal had stated in his notice inter alia as 
follows: 

"I never spoke in Parliament at any time either in 
September or at any other time referring to any 
alleged links of Ar .. :J)ay with London 
millionaire Nirmal SethI<' There was no 
occasion of any kind when I suppressed any 
truth whatsoever ... Articles such as these based 
as they are basically upon a wilful 
misrepresentation of the proceedings of the 
House constitute a gross breach of privilege by 
themselves ... 

5. On 17th. March, 1982 Shri Satish Agarwal raised 
the question of privilege in the House and moved the 
following motion which was adopted by the House:-

"That the question of privilege against Shri R.K. 
Karanjia. Editor-in-Chief of the Blitz and 
Shri Rajpal Singh Chowdhury, Editor of Delhi 
Recorder for allegedly misrepresenting the 
proceedings of the House and casting reflections 
on Shri Satish Agarwal. a member of this 
House, in a news report and an article 
published in Blitz dated 21 November. 1981. be 
referred to the Committee of Privileges for 
examination and report." 

. Findings and recommendations of the Committee 

6. The Committee of Privileges, after examining 
Shri Satish Agarwal, Shri R.K. Karanjia and 
Shri Rajpal Singh Chowdhury in their Fifth Report. 
presented to the House on 25th August. 1983, 
reported inter alia as foHows:-

(i) "Shri Satish Agarwal, M.P. during the course of 
his evidence before the Committee stated, inter 
alia as follows:-

, ... .1 have not known Nirmal Sethia at any time. 
Neither I asked, nor he agreed to construct any 
hospital in Rajasthan at my instance. Nor did I 
know that he had changed his plans at 
Antulay's instance. There was no question of 
my entertaining any animus against him (Sethia) 
and I have not in any manner displayed that 
animus against him ... the insinuation that I got 
him out of trouble or "pulled his chestnuts out 
of Customs ~  is a clumsy and irresponsible 
insinuation. It is solely intended to tarnish my 
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image as a Parliamentarian and is meant to deter me 
from raising issues of public importance in the 
House'. 

"Shri Satish Agarwal added that ' ... this is 
absolutely false that 1 raised any question in the 
Lok Sabha either in 1980 or in 1981 or even in 
1982 or even till this date. Not a single sentence 
1 have uttered in Parliament against Mr. Sethia 
regarding Enforcement Directorate or 
enforcement cases pending against him or any 
other issue." 

(ii) "Shri R.K. Karanjia, during his evidence before 
the Committee stated inter alia 'Unfortunately 1 
took whatever was published by the Delhi 
Recorder as true'. He conceded that it was an 
error on his part to have published it. 

Shri Karanjia added: 'I am sorry for it. 1 said so. 
Not only that, it was certainly not motivated by 
wilful misrepresentation as has been said. 1 
think 1 am as much a victim of a plant as was 
Mr. Satish Agarwal. 1 took whatever had 
appeared as true.' 

Shri R.K. Karanjia readily agreed to  publish 
his apology in the Blitz." 

(iii) "The Committee note the regrets published by 
Shri R.K. Karanjia in the Blitz in its issue dated 
10 July, 1982, under the caption 'Agarwal did 
not lie to Parliament' in the following terms:-

'In the heat of the Antulay controversy, Blitz of 
November 21, 1981 published a story titled 
"DID  AGARWAL LIE TO PARLIAMENT?" 
submitted to us by Rajpal Singh Chowdhury, 
Editor of the Delhi Recorder, and based on his 
reportedly well researched findings. 

The report stated inter alia, that "Satish Agarwal 
(BJP-MP) concealed the truth when he focussed 
attention on Antulay's links with London 
millionaire Nirmal Sethi a in Parliament early 
September this year ... conveniently forgetting 
his very own connection". and that "the truth 
surfaced with the discovery of tell-tale letters 
which damn crusader Agarwal as the CUlprit 
who knowingly and deliberately got Sethia out 
of trouble". 

At that time, BLITZ had no reason to doubt the 
veracity of these statements as several 
photocopies were furnished, by Editor 
Chowdhury in support of his contentions. 
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Mr. Salish Agarwal, however, 
subsequentlyrepudiated it as "false and malicious 
accusation", with the unequivocal dertial that "] 
never spoke in Parliament at any time, either in 
September 1981 or any other time, referring to 
any aUeged links of AntuUlY with London 
millionaire, Nirmal Sethia. There was no 
occasion of any kind when I in any manner 
whatsoever concealed any truth from the House 
or even remotely misled the House." 

BLITZ's own enqumes since reveal that 
Mr. Agarwal's contentions are correct. He 
never spoke in Parliament on the alleged links 
of Antulay with Nirmal Sethia nor could we 
find any evidence that he concealed any truth 
from Parliament or in any way misled the 
House. 

BLITZ, therefore, considers it its duty to 
withdraw, voluntarily and of its own accord, all 
charges against Mr. Agarwal in the story and 
regrets the embarrassment caused to him by the 
publication. 

(iv) "Shri Rajpal Singh Chowdhury submitted to 
the Committee a letter dated 2 July, 1982, 
containin.g his unconditional and unqualified 
apology in the following terms:-

This morning when I gave evidence, I made my 
position clear by rendering unconditional and 
unqualified apology for the matter of breach of 
privilege which is under inquiry by the 
" Committee of. Privileges. Even ~ 1 had no 
reservation on my part, yet 1 left with a feeling 
that 1 gave an impression to the Hon'ble 
members of the Committee that the apology 
offered by me was not unreserved. 1 am 
extremely grateful to the Committee for having 
thrown the suggestion that 1 should tender a 
written apology for the kind consideration of 
the Committee. 1 sincerely regret if 1 have given 
an impression that 1 was acting in a reserved 
manner in offering the apology. 1 am only sorry 
that my way of expression which is the usual 
way of conversation seems to have given this 
impression, but I assure the Hon'ble members 
of the Committee that in no manner whatsoever 
1 had any reservation in offering my apology 
and that further 1 had no intention whatsoever 
of giving an otherwise impression than the 
unqualified applogy that 1 tendered. 1 reiterate 
that my statement in the Delhi Recorder was 
based on wrong facts that Shri Satish Agarwal, 
M.P., had launched an attack in the Parliament 
against Shri Nirmal Sethia, and that he' had 
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misled the public and feDow M.Ps. by hiding 
. the fact in the Parliament. 

I regret for the inconvenience, caused to 
Shri Agarwal and also to Hon'ble members of 
Parliament and the Committee members. I seck 
the permission of the Committee to publish the 
apology in my magazine, namely, 
Delhi Recorder. I assure the Committee of my 
fuDest cooperation and request that my 
unqualified and unconditional apology may 
please be accepted'. 

(v) "The Committee note that in his apology, 
published in November, 1982 issue of Delhi 
Recorder, Shri Rajpal Singh Chowdhury, stated, 
inter alia, as foDows:-

'In retrospect and upon further investigation it was 
found that the story published in "Blitz" dated 
21 November, 1981, was inaccurate as the (ex) 
minister never spoke in Parliament on the 
concerned subjcct and had on no occasion 
concealed any truth from the House or even 
remotely misled it ... 

The Editor accepted that the story as it was carried 
did misrepresent proceedings of the Lok Sabha 
and caused distress to Mr. Agarwal. The 
reputation of the House and of the ex-Minister 
are the foremost concern of Editor, personally 
and professionally. The Editor tenders his deep 
regrets and apology for this serious mistake' ... 

(vi) "It is weD established that misrepresenting the 
proceedings of the House and casting reflections 
on a member in regard to his conduct in 
Parliament constitutes a gross breach of 
privilege and contempt of the House." 

(vii) "In the present case, it is obvious from the 
evidence and documents before the Committee 
that the impugned news report and the article 
published in the Blitz in its issue dated 21 
November, 1981, grossly misrepresented the 
proceedings of the House and cast serious 
reflections on Shri Satish Agarwal, M.P., which 
constitute a breach of privilege and contempt of 
the House." 

(viii) "The Committee are therefore of the opinion 
that both Shri Rajpal Singh Chowdhury as well 
as Shri R.K. Karanjia are guilty of committing a 
breach of privilege and contempt of the 
House." 

(ix) "The Committee are however, of the view that 
the unconditional and unqualified apologies 
tendered by Shri Rajpal Singh Chowdhury and 
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Shri R.K. Karanjia to the Committee and 
publication thereof by them in the Delhi 
Recorder and the Blitz, respectively, may be 
considered as adequate and that no further 
action be taken by the House in the matter." 

(x) "The Committee recommend that no further 
action be taken by the House in the matter and 
it may be dropped." 

Actloa takea b1 the House 
7. No further action was taken by the House in the 

matter. 

Point or prlYllep 

321 
RAJYA SABHA 

(1959) 

Un/air and mendllciow reporting 0/ proceedings 0/ the 
Howe and CllSting reflections on a member. 

Facts 01 the case .and reference to the Committee 01 
PrIvileges 

On the 8th September, 1958, Shri Bhupesh Gupta, 
a member, gave notice of a question involving a 
breach of prh·ilege of the House arising out of certain 
observations contained in a feature article entitled 'in 
Parliament' appearing in the weekly journal Thought 
dated the 6th September, 1958, published from New 
Delhi. The relevant passage in the article was as 
follows: 

"When a Congress member Mr. H.P. Sakscna 
(U.P.) did a bit of skinpeeling that exposed the 
spots on the Communist friends of the Nagas, 
Mr. Gupta did the obvious: he flew into a rage. 
'Thi& was' he shrieked (Mr. Gupta's voice is too 
shrill to pennit a tbunder), 'fatuous, fantastic, 
untrue'." 

2. The Chairman (Dr. S. Radhakrishnan) 
referred the matter to the Committee of 
Privileges for examination, investigation and 
report. 
F1ndlnp aDd recommeudaUoDI 01 the Committee 

3. The Committee of Privileges, after 
examining Shri Bhupesh Gupta, and Shri Ram 
Singh, the Editor of Thought, in their Third 
Report, pJ'ClOnted to the House on 6th March, 
1959 reported, inter alia, as follows:-

(0 "In the course of his statement, Shri Ram 
Singh said that at the time the offending article 
was written in th'e issue .of 'Thought', he or his 
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columnist had not taken into consideration the 
latter portion of the proceedings of the 
Rajya Sabha of the 27th August, 1958, wherein 
Shri H.P. Saksena had stated that he did not 
suggest that Shri Bhupesh Gupta or the 
Communists were misleading the Nagas. Shri 
Ram Singh further said that if this had been 
taken into consideration, the report of the 
columnist and his conclusions might have been 
different. He expressed regret for this 
inadvertent inaccuracy. He also expressed regret 
for his references to Shri Bhupesh Gupta which 
were of a personal character." 

(ii) "The Committee is of the opinion that, in view 
of the explanation offered and the regrets 
expressed before the Committee by Shri Ram 
Singh, the Editor of 'Thought' no further time 
should be occupied by the House in 
consideration of this matter." 

(iii) "The Committee, therefore, recommends that 
no further action be taken by the House in the 
matter." 

Action taken by the House 
4. On 9th March, 1959, the House adopted the 

following motion moved by Shri S.V. 
Krishnamoorthy (Chairman of the Committee of 
Privileges) : 

"That the Third Report of the Committee of 
Privileges, laid on the table of the House on 6th 
March, 1959, be taken into consideration and 
having considered the same the House agrees 
with the recommendation contained in the 
Report." 

Point of PrivUege 

322 
RAJYA SABHA 

(1964) 

Misreporting of the proceedings of the Howe by a 
newspaper 
Facts of the case 

On the 9th September, 1964, Shri Arjun Arora, a 
member drew the attention of the House to a report 
appearing in the Indian Express of that lDQIJling 
carrying a heading "Tariq apologises for remark 
against J.P." and that the news report had said that 
the member had apologised for his remark against 
Mr. J.P. Narayan. 

Shri Arora said that the fact was that Shri Tariq, a 
member, had never apologised for any remarJlis that 
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he made against Shri Jaya Prakash Narayan in the 
House on the previous day. All that Shri Tariq had 
said was: "I will withdraw it on one condition" and 
before he could state the condition his sentence was 
not allowed to finish because of some interruptions. 
Shri Arora contended that by misreporting, the news-
paper had committed contempt of the House. 

2. The Chairman (Dr. Zakir Hussain) asked the 
member to furnish details in writing and added that 
he would look into the matter. 

3. On the 11th September, 1964, the Chairman 
informed the House:-

" ... Before, however I received Shri Arjun Arora's 
letter, I received a letter for the special 
correspondent of the Indian Express, who was 
responsible for the report referred to by Shri 
Arjun Arora, explaining that his report was 
based on the impression he formed of the 
proceedings of the House, sitting in a back row 
of the Press Gallery where the proceedings were 
not fully audible. He has expressed his regret 
that he should have caused pain to the member 
concerned by his report and has assured that 
there was no question of mala fides on his part. 
He has also requested that the lapse may be 
condoned. In view of this, I have decided that 
the matter may be closed. I would however, 
like to impress upon the press that they should 
be extremely careful in ensuring accuracy in 
reporting Parliamentary proceedings." 

Point of privilege 

323 
RAJYA SABHA 

(1966) 

AUeged misreporting of the proceedings of the Howe 
by a newspaper 

Facts of the case and ruling by the eha_an 

On the 12th August, 1966 Shri Bhupesh Gupta a 
member complained in the House about the reporting 
of the previous day's proceedings in the House by the 
Times of India of Delhi, in its issue of that date, 
under the heading "Sabotage by Reds in Durgapur 
confirmed". Shri Gupta stated that the headline given 
by the newspaper was malicious because 
neither the Minister nor anybody else in the House 
had confirmed the allegations of sabotage by 
Communists. He contended that the news-paper was 
guilty of deliberately misleading, with malicious 
intention, the readers against his party and that the 
matter be referred to the Committee of Privileges. 
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2. After a brief discussion, the Chairman (Dr. 
Zakir Hussain) observed inter aliiJ as foUows:-

"Now my view about this matter is that the 
headline of the Times of JndUJ does not conform to 
the report that the Times of JndiD has given and 
there was no confirmation of anything that was 
said from iaside. Therefore that headline in my 
opinion, is not justified. Of course, I do not 
want to take a serious view of it but I only want 
to point out to the press that they owe a great 
responsibility to this House and in giving 
headlines they should not do anything which 
can be taken as partisanship or any such thing." 

3. After the Chairman's ruling, Shri Gupta 
withdrew his notice. 

Point of privUege 
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RAJYA SABHA 
(1972) 

Alleged misreporting of the proceedings of the House. 

Facts of the case and rullog I:»y the Chair 
On the 1st lune, 1m Sbri Bhupesh Gupta, a 
JIlCmber southt 10 'raiSe a question of privill;ge 
against the Editor, Printer and PUblisher of the 
StatesmDn, New Delhi, for publishingqm its issue 
dated the 31St May, 1972, a distorted version of 
hiscSpeech made in the House. He contended that 
tbi) impugned news report published under the 
heading 'Congress and C.P.I. exploiting Orissa 
Drought' imputed that he (Sbri Bhupesh Gupta) 
had suggested ~ to the Government that Orissa 
Government be toppled, which was not correct. 
He requested the Chair to warn the press to be 
more careful while reporting the proceedings of 
the House. 

2. The Deputy Chairman(Sbri Gaude 
Murabari), who was then in Chair, then observed 
as follows:-

"I have gone through the report of the StlllUmDn 
and I think newspaper reporting should be 
more careful, not to put anything in the 
mouth of members. To make fair comments 
about members' speeches is, of course, within 
the jurisdiction of the press. They can 
comment in any manner they like but to 
make quotation and to say that a particular 
member has said this when he has not said it, 
is wrong. I think the paper should be more 
careful in this ~  
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The matter was then dosed. 

325 

RAJYA SABHA 
(1973) 

Point of priYllege 

Alleged misrepresellllllioll of II member's speech in the 
Howe by II newspaper. 

hctl of the ale aDd ruIIaa by the ChaIrmaa 

On the 27th March, 1973, Shri Gunanand 
Thakur, a member, sought to raise a question of 
privilege against the Editor of the Motherkmd, 
New Delhi, and English daily, or attributing to 
him certain remarks as having been made by him 
in the House, in its issue dated the 24th March, 
1973, which Shri Thakur had not made. 
Shri Thakur stated that by publishing a false report 
of his speech in the House, the Editor had 
committed a breach of privilege and contempt of 
the House. 

2. The Deputy-Chairman (Shri G. Murahari) 
who was then in the Chair, observed that the 
matter had already been taken up with the Editor 
of the newspaper. 

3. On the 31st March, 1973, the Chairman (Shri 
G.S. P .. thak) informed the House as foUows:-

"I have to inform the members that on the 26th 
March, 1973, Shri Gunanand Thakur, gave a 
notice of breach of privilege against the 
Editor of Mothul4nd and its parliamentary 
correspondent in Rajya ~  for remarks 
attributed to Shri Thakur and published in 
the city edition of that paper of the 24th 
March, 1973 under the caption 'Safdarjung 
Bridge and Maruti Limited'. Shri Thakur 
contended that the above report was false 
and totally contrary to what he had stated on 
the subject in the House on the 23rd March, 
and thereby it had lowered his dignity and 
that of the House. Sbri Thakur also referred 
to the matter in the House on 27 March, and 
at that time the Deputy Chairman informed 
the House that under my direction, the 
matter had been taken up with the Editor of 
'Mothukmd' who was asked to let us know 
what he would like to say in the matter. The 
Editor of 'Motherl4nd' in his letter has 
informed me that he has on enquiry found 
that some other member's remarks were by 
mistake attributed to Shri Thakur. He has 
expressed regret for the mix-up and has also 



publisbcd in this morning edition his regrets 
for the mistake. In view of this, I would treat 
the matter as closed." 

326 
llAJY A SABRA 

(1973) 

PoInt or pmBeae 
Alleged mincporting 0/ 1M proceedin" 0/ 1M Howe 
by ,. IWWsptqMr 

Facti or ........... IICdoa ..... It)' .... Boule 
On the lit AUlUlt, 1973, Shri S.S. MarilwIlD)" a 
member lOupt to nile • question of prl¥ilep 
apinlt 1be Editor, AlitJ OstU. a Tamil daily, for 
alleaedly misreportina tbe proceedinp of the 
House. Shri MariswlIDY stated that the said 
newspaper in its i!sue dated the 26th July, 1973, 
under the beading 'Charges leveUed against 
Tamil Nadu Government official in Parliament', 
had wrongly published a news-item to the effect 
that Shri A.G. Kulkarni, another member, 
while putting a supplementary to a Starred 
Question in the House on the 24th July, 1973, 
had charled that in the House on the 24th July, 
1973, had charged that in the matter of import 
of stainless steel by a Company in Tamil Nadu, 
a Deputy Secretary of the Tamil Nadu 
Government had helped the firm. According to 
Shri Mariswamy, what Shri Kulkarni had 
actually stated in the House was that the 
Deputy Secretary concerned had written to the 
Government of India in the matter. Therefore, 
the newspaper by publishing a wrong report of 
the proceedings of the House had wilfully and 
intentionally committed a breach of privilege 
and contempt of the House. 

2. The Deputy Chairman (Shri G. Murahari), who 
was in the Chair, observed that the Editor of 
the concerned newspaper had been asked to 
state what he had to say in the matter ud that 
iurther action would be taken on hearing from 
him. 

3. On the 23rd August, 1973, the Chairman 
(Shri G.S. J»athak) informed the House inter 
alia as follows:-

"The Editor of Alai Dsai who was asked to let us . 
know what he had to say in the matter, had first 
stated that the news-item mentioned ~ was 
based on the P.T.I. reports. By a subsequent 
letter, the Editor stated that the news-item 
CODC:Crned was published on the basis of the 
public:ation made in The Hindu 8Ild Trw Hindu 
published the same on the basis of the P.T.I. 
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report. He also expressed regret for the 
publication' of the incorrect veRion in his 
newspaper based on the P. T.I. report. 

On the basis of tbe information furniIbed by the 
Editor, Alai Dsai, the matter was taken up with the 
Editor-in-Cbief, m. The latter intimated that 
they bad carried an erroneous report on the 
subject due to misrcporting by its reporter and 
expreaed rep'Ct for the SlIDe. P.T.!. also issued 
a c:orrec:tion to their earlier report on the 
subject. 

TIle correct venion of the report as now issued by 
the P • T .1. bas since been published in Alili Dsai, of 
Aupst 13, 1973, along with an expression of 
l'Cp'Ct for publishing an incorrect version of the 
report earlier. 

In the circumstances, I am treating the matter as 
closed." 

4. The matter was accordingly closed. 
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Point or prtYUeae 

RAJYA SABRA 
(1978) 

Alleged misreporting 0/ proceedings O/Ihe Howe by a 
newspaper 

Faets of the case and ruUna b)' the Chair 

On the 10th May, 1978, the Chairman (Shri B. D. 
JatH) informed the House as foUows:-

"I have to inform the House that on the 3rd May, 
1978, Shri Surendra Mohan, a Member of this 
House, gave a notice of breach of privilege 
against the Editor of Nalio1lll1 Herald for 
publishing in the issue of the paper dated the 
28th April, 1978 a misleading report of the 
proceedings of the Rajya Sabha relating to the 
speech of the Minister of Industry made by him 
while replying to the discussion on the working 
of the Ministry of Industry on 27th April, 1978. 
Shri Surendra Mohan in his .atice had 
particularly objected to the misreporting of the 
Minister's observations on 'Coca-1lfta', 'I.B.M.' 
and Shri K.K. Birla under the caption 'Elders 
critical of industrial policy. ' The Teport had 
stated that according to the Minister of 
Industry, the Coca-Cola and the i.B.M. were 
closed because the Chairman ofta Coca-Cola 
had contested the Lok Sabha elections in 1977 
and the I.B.M. was located in die !building of 
National Herald; and that his IIiIiItry would 



give consideration to Shri K.K. Bida's suppon 
to Smt. Indira Gandhi wbile dealing with the 
Bida House from time to time. On verification 
from the record of relevant proceedinp of the 
House, it was found that the Minister of 
Illdustry had not given any such reasons about 
the closure of the Coca-Cola and I.B.M. as 
attributed to him in the newspaper repon; nor 
did he hold out any such threat wbile speakinJ 
on the Birlas. 

The matter was referred, under my direction, to 
• the Editor of the NalioNli Herald; New Delhi 
inquiring from him if he had anything to say in 
this regard. The Editor in his letter, dated 
6th May, 1978, has submitted that the repon of 
the proceedings of the Rajya Sabha of April 27, 
1978 published in the National Herald of April 
28, 1978, did give a Illisleading impression and 
had explained the circumstances in which the 
impugned news-item had been published in the 
paper. He has funher stated that the distonion 
in the reporting of the Industry Minister's 
speech was not deliberate and he deeply 
regretted the inconvenience and embarrassment 
caused by wrong impression created by the 
repon. 

The Editor has since published a correction in tbe 
Nationallkrald of May 9, 1978 to the effect that 
Shri Fernandes did not give the reasons about 
Coca·Cola and I.B.M. and also did not make 
the threat against Birlas as reponed in the 
paper, and has regretted the mistake. 

In view of the expression of regret and correction 
of the proceedinp of the House by the Editor, 
NatitHllll Herald, if the House agrees, the 
matter may be treated as closed. However, I do 
hope that the press would exercise great care in 
reponing ac:c:urately the proceedings of the 
House so that such misreponing and distortion 
do not occur in future." 

2. The matter was thereafter closed. 

PoIDt fII prI .... 

328 
RAJYA SABHA 

(1979) 

AlJeged makinB all_ stlllemelllS. tmd impulin, 0/ 
motivutoanwmberbya1lews-paperin.Tegtl1'dtolau 
."eeda in 1M Howe 
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Facti or tile ale .... releraace to tile COlllllliu. of 
PrI .... 

00 17th May, 1979, Shri P. Ramamurti, a member 
raised a question of privilege against the Editor. 
Printer and Publisher of the Economic Times for 
makina false statements and attributing motives to 
him in re,ani to his speech in the House on 
20th March, 1979, reluding BHEL-SIEMENS 
Aareement in an editorial published in its issue dated 
14th April, 1979, under the caption "Inexcusable 
Dithering" . 

The impugned editorial read, inter alia , as 
foDows:-

"INEXCUSABLE DITIiERING 
The Union Cabinet's decision to refer the 

controversial BHEL:SIEMENS tie-up to a sub-
committee of its own members, is an 
blcomprehensible piece of procrastination ..... .. 
• • • • 

"The most obvious feature of all these arpments is 
that all of them are technical. They consist of 
assertions about the technical quality of existing 
collaborations, and the technical skills of 
BHEL's design engineers .. The paradox of the 
attacks of the BHEL-SIEMENS deal is that 
these technical arguments are bein, put forward 
almost exclusively by non-technical people. 
Mr. P. Ramamurti whose pamphlet launched 
the attack on the deal is a trade unionist, and 
every pap of the pamphlet, as weD as of a lon, 
letter published in the Tima o/IIIIliII, reveal his 
unfamiliarity with technical issues of the kind 
involved in the deal. Dr. Subramaniam Swamy 
who has recently added his wei",t to the attack 
on BHEL is an economist who specialised in 
some theoretical aspects of national income 
calculations and is best known for his estimates 
of the growth rate Bltained by China in the 
fifties and sixties. To the best of our knowled,ej 
none of the Janata members who supported a 
review of the collaboration agreemcnt are any 
better qualified in technical matters. In that 
cue the question arises how are these people 
sbelterin, behind technoloaical arn.Dcnts? The 
answer unfortunately is not far to seek. To most 
of them the tedulical arpuneats are a cloak for 
allegations tbat key members of the Ministry of 
Industry starlin, from Mr. Geor,e Fcmandes, 
bave been bribed by the Germans to sen out 
their country's interests. In the same vein, 
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Mr. Ramamurti has used the prot.ection 
afforded to him by the halls of the Rajya Sabha 
to accuse a journalist who had the temerity to 
support the BHEL-SIEMENS deal of having 
taken bribes from the former. Such character 
assassination is the surest sign that those 
indulging in it themselves are moved by motives 
which will not stand the light of day." 

While raising the question of privilege, the 
member, (Shri P. Ramamurthi), inter alia, stated as 
foDows:-

"They (the Editor, the Publisher and the Printer) 
have commented in an editorial on the speech that I 
had  made on the floor of this 
House ..... regarding BHEL-SIEMENS Agree-
ment .... They attach a motivation which I have 
never stated... I am not saying that 
Mr. Prem Shankar lha has been bribed. That is 
the man who wrote those two articles. I have 
specifically stated that 'I am not saying that'. 
Saying something which I have not stated and 
on that basis coming to the conclusion that I 
have been motivated by any desire to say that 
Mr. George Fernandes and other key members 
of the Ministry of Industry have been bribed by 
the SIEMENS is a totally unwarranted 
statement .... this is prima facie, a case of breach 
of privilege attributing motives to members, 
who spoke on this, on unfounded facts." 

2. The following motion was, thereafter, moved by 
Shri P. Ramamurti and adopted by the House:-

"That this House refer the complaint of breach of 
privilege against the Editor, Printer and Publisher 
of the Economic Times, to the Committee of 
Privileges. " 

F1Ddlnp and recommendations of the Committee 

3. The Committee of Privileges, after hearing 
Shri P. Ramamurti and Shri Prem Shankar lha, 
Deputy Editor of the Economic Times, in their 
Eighteenth Report, presented to the House on 17th 
March, 1980, reported inter alia, as follows:-

(i) "It is well-established that speeches and writings 
reflecting upon members of Parliament concerning 
their character or conduct as such members 
constitute breach of privilege and contempt of 
the House. One of the examples of such 

~~ and writings are 'reflections on the 
motives of a member or a group of members' 
(May. 19th Edition, pp. 152-53). There have 
been many instances of both the Houses of 

530 

Parliament where writings imputing motives to 
members for their speeches in the House have 
been held to constitute breach of previlege and 
contempt of the House. At the same time the 
right of a citizen to criticise the views -on 
matters of Parliament has been recognised; but 
such criticism should be fair and couched in 
proper language without attributing motives to 
members. When, however, the citizen exceeds 
the limit of fair comment or criticism and 
indulges in imputation of improper motives to a 
member of Parliament, he brings himself within 
the penal jurisdiction of the House." 

(ii) "On a persual of the editorial, the Committee 
is of the view that the impugned observation in the 
editorial, namely, 'such character assassination 
is the surest sign that those indulging in it 
themselves are moved by motives which will not 
stand the light of day', and its juxtaposition with 
the preceding one, namely, in the same vein, 
Mr. Ramamurti has used the protection 
afforded to him by the halls of the Rajya Sabha 
to accuse a journalist who had the temerity to 
support BHEL-SIEMENS deal of having taken 
bribes from the former refers to the speech of 
Shri Ramamurti made in the House on March 
20th, 1979, and does attribute ulterior motives 
to him. In the Committee's view the impugned 
observation, therefore, constitutes a contempt 
of the Hosue not only by casting reflection on it 
but by tending to undermine freedom of speech 
in Parliament. 

(iii) "However, taking note of the expression of 
regret by Shri lha in his oral submission before 
the Committee as well as the subsequent 
publication of an apology by the Editor in the 
issue of Economic Times dated March 1, 1980, 
as directed by the Committee, the Committee 
recommends that DO further action be taken by 
the House in the matter". 

Action taken by the House 

4. No. further action was taken by the House in 
the matter. 

Point of prlvUeae 

329 
RAlYA SABHA 

(1980) 

Misreporting of a Member's speech by II news-paper 
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Facts of the case and ruling by the Cbalrman 

On 24th July, 1980, the Chairman (Shri M. 
Hidayatullah) informed the House as follows:-

"I have to inform the House that on the 
26th June, 1980, one of our hon. members, 
Shri. Bipinpal Das, had sought to raise a 
question of privilege against the Editor of "The 
Assam Tribune", Gauhati for misreporting his 
speech in the Rajya Sabha on the 9th June, 
1980, while speaking on the Statutory 
Resolution seeking approval of the House to the 
continuance in force of the President's Rule in 
Assam for a further period of six months. On 
my direction, the matter was referred to the 
Editor of the news-paper, enquiring from him if 
he had anything to say in this regard. 

The Editor in his letter dated June 27, 1980 
informed me that he had published the 
summary of Shri Bipinpal Das's speech as 
delivered by him in the House in the column, 
'Letter to the Editor', under the caption 'Not 
Accurately Reported' in the issue of the paper 
dated 26th June, 1980 at the instance of 
Shri Bipinpal Das himself who had taken up the 
matter with the newspaper. 

In his letter to the Secretary-General, the 
Editor had not only regretted the discrepancies 
in the reporting of Shri Bipinpal Das's speech 
but also assured that there had been no 
deliberate attempt on his part to malign an hon. 
member of the Rajya Sabha or to tarnish his 
political image. 

I however, felt that a mere publication of a 
summary of the member's speech was not 
making proper amends in this case. The Editor 
of the newspaper was, therefore asked to 
publish his unqualified apology in an issue of 
the 'Assam Tribune' at a prominent place 
before the matter could be considered further. 

The EditOl' has since published his apology and 
expression of regret in the issue of the 'Assam 
Tribune' dated 13th July, 1980. In view of the 
publication of the expression of regret and 
apology by the Editor, if the House agrees, the 
matter may be treated as closed. 

In this connection, I would like to observe that 
the Press should be circumspect in reporting the 
proceedings of the House ..... If there is editing 
with a view to Suppressio veri or Suggestio falsi, 
then in my sole judgement I shall take 
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appropriate action. I bope tbat misreporting and 
such other things will not occur in future." 

The matter WIIS, tbereafter, closed. 

Point of prlvDeae 

330 
RAJYA SABHA 

(1980) 

Describing of Filumce (N('. 2) Bill, 1980 as /i1lllnce 
(No.2) Act, 1980. in a book by a publisher before 
the said Bill had been passed by Parlillment. 

Facts or the case and reference to the Committee of 
PrlvDeles ' 

On 4tb August, 1980, wben the Finance (No.2) 
Bill, 1980, as passed by the Lok Sabha, was about 
to be taken up for consideration in the Rajya Sabba 
to be taken up for consideration in the Rajya Sabha 
Shri Ladli Mohan Nigam, a member, raised a point 
of order and iI!vited the attention of the House and 
the Government to tbe publication of a book by 
Messrs Law and Management House of Ghaziabad 
"fully incorporating all the  amendments to the 
Finance (No.2) Bill, 1980, as passed by the 
Lok Sabba." According to Shri ~ this 
amounted to lowering the dignity of Parliament and 
committing a  breach of privilege of the House. 

On the same day, ~  Narasingha Prasad 
Nanda, Era Sezhiyan, Ajit Kumar Sharma, N.K.P.-
Salve, Sadashiv Bagaitkar, Ramanand Yadav, 
Dinesh Goswami, Murlidhar Chandrakant Bhandare 
and Shrimati Margaret Alva, members gave notice 
of a question of privilege against the co-authors-
Sarvashri Dinesh Chandra Garg, Anil Kumar Garg 
and Vishnu Kumar Garg and Messrs Law and 
Management House, Ghaziabad, publishers of the 
Book entitled "Garg's Income-Tax Ready Reckoner, . 
1980-81 and 1981-82", on the ground that the book 
iAcorporated the provisions of the Finance (No.2) 
Bill, 1980, describing them as provisions of the 
Finance (No.2) Act, 1980 even before the said Bill 
was passed by Parliament and became an Act. 

2. .on 25th August, 1980 the Chairman (Shri M. 
Hidayatullah) after· considering the maUer in the 
light of the comments received from Shri Dinesh 
Chandra Garg, referred the matter . to the 
Committee of Privileges for examination, 
investigation and report. 
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Findinp and recommendat1oDS of the Committee of 
Privileps 

3. The Committee. after CODSidering the oral 
evidence of Sarvasbri Dinesh Chandra Garg. Anil 
Kumar Garg and Vishnu Kumar Garg. in their 
Nineteenth Report. presented to the House on 
3rd December. 1980. reported. inter alia; as 
foUows:-

(i) "The Committee understands that the 
Government of India in the Ministry of 
Finance (Department of Revenue) had issued 
a Press Note dated June 20. 1980 in which it 
was. inter alia. made clear to publishers that to 
describe. publish and sell the Fmance Bill. 
1980. as Act before it receive the assent of the 
President infringed the provisions of the Copy-
right Act and the sale of any such publication 
would also amount to an offence of cheating 
under the provisions of the Indian Penal code. 
The Press Note also stated that this 
undesirable practice was brought to the notice 
of the publishers concerned and they had 
'given an undertaking to refrain from doing so 
in future· ... 

(ii) "In his oral evidence before the Committee 
Shri Dinesh Chandra Garg. owning full 
respoDSibility for publication of the book. 
stated that he wrote the preface to the book 
on July 30. 1980. under the impression ~  the 
Finance (No.2) Bill. 1980. had been passed by 
the Lok Sabha on ~  1980 or would be 
passed on July 30th. 1980. He also pointed out 
that in the title of the book. a reference \vas 
. made to the Bill and it was designated as Act 
only while explaining amendments proposed to 
be made by the Act. The Committee. 
however. noticed that Shri Garg had been 
publishing the Garg's Income-tax Ready 
Reckoner since 1964 and as far as the 
Committee could ascertain. all the editions of 
the book from year to year had been brought 
out before the Rajya Sabha had coDSidered 
and returned the Finance Bills to the 
Lok Sabha and the· President had assented to 
them. When Sbri Garg was confronted with 
the fact he again admitted it and stated that it 
was his error to have published the book and 
regretted and apologised for the same." . 

(iii) "During the oral evidence the Committee drew 
Shri Dinesh Chandra Garg's pointed attention 
~ the Press Note issued by the Ministry of 
Fmance and ascertained from him whether he 
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was aware of the issue and contents of the 
tress Note and whether he was also one of the 
publishers who had given an undertaking to 
Government not to indulge in the undesirable 
practice of prematurely and unauthorisedly 
publishing the Fmance Act. To both these 
queries. Shri Garg replied in the affirmative. 
In other words the Press Note was within the 
knowledge of Shri Garg and he as a publisher 
had given an undertaking to the Government 
not to publish the Bill as an Act in Future." 

(iv) "After careful consideration of the facts of the 
case and the evidence before the Committee. 
the Committee is of the opinion that the 
publication of the provisions of the Finance 
(No.2) Bill. 1980. in the book entitled "Garg's 
Income-Tax Ready Reckoner. 1980-81 and 
1981-82" (1980. Edition). jointly written by 
Shri Dinesh Chandra Garg. Shri Anil Kumar 
Garg and Shri Vishnu Kumar Garg and 
published by Messrs Law and Management 
House of Ghaziabad (U.P.) when the said Bill 
was yet to be considered by the Rajya Sabha. 
sought to create a misleading impression on 
the public mind that the aforesaid publication 
was the Finance (No.2) Act. 1980. as finally 
passed by Parliament and assented to by the 
President when in fact it was Dot so. The 
Committee do not give credence to the plea of 
Shri Dinesh Chandra Garg that the publication 
. took place ~  because at the crucial 
time of its publication he was in jail. in view of 
the fact that he had been habitually publishing 
such Reckoner in similar circumstances since 
1964. He had also admitted that he was aware 
of the Press Note of the Finance Ministry 
referred to above and had in fact given an 
undertaking that he would desist from 
publishing the Bill as an Act of Parliament. In 
view of these facts the Commitee has no 
hesitation in holding that the publication of the 
book -amounts to deliberate and wilful effort 
on the part of its authors and publishers to 
misrepresent the proceedings and action of the 
House and. therefore. constitutes a breach of 
privilege and contempt of the House. 

(v) "Having come to the definite conclusion that 
Shri Dinesh Chandra Garg and his co-authors 
and publishers had committed a breach of 
privilege and contempt of the House. the 
Committee gave very anxious thought to the 
nature and extent of the punishment which 



should be awUdcd to the CODtcmncn. In this 
CODtext the Committee considered the various 
altcmatPcs or options or modes of 
punishmcot that· could be awarded for the 
cofon:cmeDt of its privileJC, Damely 
imprisonmeDt, fiDe, reprimand or 
admonitioD. " 

(vi) "The Committee WIS of the vicw that 
looking at the circumstances of the cue, 
mere reprimand or admonitioD espec:ialIy to 
Sbri Dincsh Chandra GUJ appeared to be 
too inadequate. As regards the impolitioD of 
fiDe, the Committee felt thai the type of 
CODtempt which had beeD committed by the 
c:o-authon who arc also the publisbcn bad 
also the characteristic of an ecoDOmic: offcoc:e 
inasmuch as tbcsc penons by their 
unautborised publicatioD bad made pcc:uoiary 
gaiDS out of the same and most appropriate 
peDalty that could be imposed UpoD them. 
However, after ~  the law and 
prcc:cdeDts OD the subject wbether the House 
bad the power to impose the peoaity of a 
fiDe for the breach of its privile,e and after 
taking competeDt OpinioD in the matter, the 
Committee doubted wbether the House 
possessed any power to impose the penalty 
of fiDe." 

(vii) "It is quite evideDt from the facts of the case 
that Sbri Dinesb Chandra Gug bas sioc:c 
IoDg beeD babitullly and regu1arly publishing 
a book based on the provisions· of an aDDuai 
Fmance Bill before it became the Fmance 
Act, thereby misreprCICDtiog proc:ccdiop and 
actioD of PariiameDt and deliberately 
m' 'csdiDg the public: into believing that 
PllItiameDt bas giveD its final seal of approval 
to • fiDaoc:ial proposals. As a penoD 
qUllliiied in the professions of law and 
accountancy, Sbri DiDesb Chandra Garg 
c:aooot be considered to be ignorant of the 
CO .. titutioDal provisions and parliameDtary 
procedures and proc:csscs through which .a 
Bill passes before it becomes aD Act of 
PadiameDt. There is DO doubt, therefore, 
that ae only motive in such a publicatioD is 
mllkilll quiclt moncy by being first in the 
mattet without c:ariog for thc privileges of 
Patiamcot and other laws of the land or 
pcMI <CODSeqUCDCCS of iofriogcmcDt thereof. 
'IbiI offence of Sbri Garg has beeD 
agawated by his Ooutio, the undertakin, 
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giveD to, and almost ignoring the cautiOD 
sounded by the Ministry of FlDance through 
the Press Note to which a refereDce has 
Ilrcady beeD made." 

(viii) "'Ibc Committee is, therefore, of the opioion 
that a ICrious view is required to be takCD of 
the brcac:b of privilege committed by 
Sbri Dioesb Clandra Gar, in his capacity as 
thc principal author and publisher of thc 
book. The Committee feels that .thc 
CODtemDcr should Dot be aUowed to ClCape 
mccIy witb a formal or customary aprcuion 
of reJrel or apoIoJy OD his part or by a 
mere reprimand or admonitiOD CVCD thou", 
in stcrD Iaopap administered to him in tbe 
House. The Committee is convinced that Shri 
Garg has committed contcmpt of sufficient 
gravity so as to deserve the penalty of 
imprisonment. The Committee, therefore, 
recommeDds that Shri Dincsb Chandra Gar, 
be committcd to jail till thc prorogation of 
thc House without prejudice to any actioD to 
which hc may be liable for violation of any 
other law of thc land. ID tbc opinioD of tbe 
Committee such a penalty will not only be 
justified in thc prescnt cue but also operate 
as a deterreDt against crring penons and 
publishers in future. It will also, tbc 
Committee hopes, bclp put an cnd to an 
undesirable commcrcial practice wbich is 
bein, indulged in for long by Shri Gar, and 
othcrs in this linc of business." 

(ix) "M stated abovc, Shri Dincsb Chandra Gar, 
bas owned fuUy thc responsibility for tbc 
publication of the book. The two c:o-authors, 
Damcly, Shri AnU Kumar Garg and 
Sbri Vishnu Kumar Garg wcre also beard by 
thc Committee along with Shri Dinesb 
Chandra Gar,. From tbc cvidcDCC, it appears 
that tbc two c:o-autbors bad a vcry limited 
role to play in tbe making of thc book. 
Sbri Anil Kumar Garg stated in his evidcnce 
beforc thc Committee that be bad revised a 
few chapters and Tables in the book and 
i1IIIi Vishnu Kumar Gug stated that hc had 
~ 6O--6S Tables of tax c:alc:ulation. 
Both of them. howcver. ltated that they 
worked under the guidance of Shri Dincsb 
Chandra Gar,. In view of tbe limited 
contribution of thc two co-autbon to tbe 
preparation. of the book, the Committee 
"1'eCOIDDlcods that thoup tec:boic:aUy _ 
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Shri Anil Kumar Garg and Sbri Vishnu Kumar 
Garg are also equally liable as Sbri Dinesh 
Chandra Garg, a lenient "view should be taken 
in their case and they be summoned to the Bar 
of the House and reprimanded." 

(x) "In ~  the present case and 
rec:ommending the punishment to the 
contemners, the Committee has kept itself 
confmed to the examination of the issue from 
the point of breach of privilege and c:ontempt 
of the House. The other issue, namely, 
whether the sale of the publicati()n in the 
circumstances attracts the provisions of the 
Copyright Act and the Indian Penal Code, as 
warned that they do, by the Ministry of 
Finance in the Press Note referred to above, 
does not fall within the purview of" the 
Committee. At the same time, the Committee 
is not oblivious of the fact tbat there are other 
publishers who indulge in such an undesirable 
and illegal practice. The Committee therefore, 
recommends that Government should examine 
the matter with a view to initiating legal 
proceedings not only against the authors and 
publishers of Garg's Inc:ome-Tax Ready 
Reckoner but also similar other publishers for 
offences undCr the Copyright Act and the 
Indian Penal Code." 

Action taken by the Bouse-Reference back to the 
Committee of PrlvDeaes 

4. On l1th December, 1980, Sbri Pranab 
Mukherjee, Leader of the House moved the 
following motion in the House:-

"That the Nineteenth Report of the Committee 
of Privileges presented to the Rajya Sabha on 
the 3rd December, 1980, be taken into 
consideration. " 

The following amendment to the above motion was 
moved by Sbri M. Kalyanasundaram, a member-

"That at the end Gf the motion, the foUowing be 
added, namely:-

'and having ~ the same, this House 
recommits to the ~ of Privileges for 
reconsidering its recommendations regarding 
imposition of punishment on the contemners'." 

The motion, as amended was adopted by the 
House and the Report of the Committee of Privileges 
was rec:ommitted to the Committee for reconsidering 
their rec:ommendations. " 

Recommendatlon" of the Committee of PrlYlleaes 

S. The Committee of Privileges, in their Twentieth 
Report, presented to the House on 19th December, 
1980, reported inter alia, as follows:-
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(i) "When the Nineteenth Report of the 
Committee came up before the Rajya Sabha at 
its sitting held on December l1, 1980, the 
House adopted the following motion:-

'That the Nineteenth Report of the 
Committee of Privileges presented 
to the Rajya Sabha on the 3rd 
December, 1980, be taken into 
consideration and having c:onsidered 
the same, tbis House rec:ommits to 
the Committee of Privileges for 
reconsidering its recommendations 
regarding imposition of punishment 
on the ~  

(ii) "Acc:ordingly, the Committee at its sitting held 
on December 17, 1980, reconsidered the 
matter and adopted >this report." 

(iii) "In view of the adoption of the aforesaid 
motion by the House, the Committee, on 
reconsideration recommends that in the 
totality of circumstances it would suffice if 
Sbri Dinesh Chandra Garg is also summoned 
to the Bar of the House and reprimanded 
along with the other two co-authors Shri Anil 
Kumar Garg and Shri Vishnu Kumar Garg. 
The Committee has no doubt tlrat the 
authority of the House would be vindicated 
and safeguarded by reprimanding the 
offenders for the breach of privilege and 
contempt of the House committed by them." 

(iv) "While suggesting the-above modification in 
the punishment to be imposed on the principal 
c:ontemner, the Committee reiterates its earlier 
recommendation contained in paragraph 21 of 
its Nineteenth Report that Government should 
examine the matter with a view to initiating 
legal proceedings not only against the authors 
and publishers of Garg's Inc:ome Tax Ready 
Reckoner but also similar other publishers for 
offences under the Copyright Act and the 
Indian Penal Code." 

Action taken by "the Bouse 

6. On 22nd December, 1980, Sbri Pranab 
Mukherjee moved the following motion which was 
adopted by the House:-

"That the Twentieth Report of the Committee of 
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Privileges presentend to the Rajya Sabha on 
the 19th December, 1980, be taken into 
consideration. " 

7. Shri Pranab Mukherjee then moved the 
following motion which was also adopted by the 
House:-

"That this House agrees with the findings 
contained in the Nineteenth Report of the 
Committee of Privileges presented to the 
RajyaSabha on the 3rd December, 1980, 
and the recommendations contained in the 
Twentieth Report of the Committee 
presented on the 19th December, 1980, 
and resolves that Shri Dinesh Chandra 
Garg, Shri Anil Kumar Garg and 
Shri Vishnu Kumar Garg, authors of the 
book entitled Garg's Income-Tax Ready 
Reckoner 1980-81 and 1981-82', published 
by Messrs, Law and Management House, 
126, Nai Basti, Ghaziabad (U.P.) be 
summoned to the Bar of the House and 
reprimanded during the current Session of 
the Rajya Sabha on a day and time to be 
fixed by the Chairman." 

8. In pUJ'9Uance of the above decision of the House 
the following Summons was issued by the Secretary-
General, Rajya Sabha, on 22nd December, 1980, 
separately to Sarvasbri Dinesh Chandra Garg, Anil 
Kumar Garg and Vishnu Kumar Garg to appear in 
person at the Bar of the Rajya Sabha on 
24th December, 1980, to receive the reprimand:-

To 

RAJYA SABHA 

SUMMONS TO RECEIVE REPRIMAND 

Shri Dinesh Chandra Garg/Shri Anil Kumar 
Garg/Shri Vishnu Kumar Garg, 126, Nai Basti, 
Ghaziabad (U.P.) 

WHEREAS the Committee of Privileges of the 
. Rajya Sabha in its Nineteenth Report 

reported presented to the Rajya Sabha on 
December 3, 1980, in the matter of 
pUblication of the provisions of the 
Fmance (No.2) Bill, 1980, as the Fmance 
(No.2) Act, 1980 in the book entitled 
'Garg's Income Tax Ready Reckoner 
1980-81 and 1981-82', before the said Bill 
was passed by Parliament and assented to 
by the President, was of the opinion that 
the authors of the said book were guilty 
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of committing a breach of privilege and 
CODtempt of the House; 

AND WHEREAS the Committee in ita Twentieth 
Report recommended that Shri DineIh 
Chandra Gua, Shri Anil Kumar Garg and 
Shri Vishnu Kumar Gua be summoned to 
the Bar of the House and reprimanded; 

AND WHEREAS the Rajya Sabha has on 
December 22nd 1980, adopted the 
following motion:- --

"That this House agrees with tbe findings 
contained in the Nineteenth Report of the 
Committee of Privileges presented to the 
Rajya Sabha on the 3rd December, 1980 
and the recommendations contained in tbe 
Twentieth Report of the Committee 
presented on the 19th December, 1980, 
and resolves that Shri Dinesh Chandra 
Garl, Shri Anil Kumar Garl and Shri 
Vishnu Kumar Garg authors of the book 
entitled 'Garg's Income Tax Ready 
Reckoner, 1980-81 and 1981-82' published 
by Messrs, Law and Management House, 
126, Nai Basti, Ghaziabad (U.P.), be 
summoned to the Bar of the House and 
reprimanded during ·the current Session of 
the Rajya Sabha on a day and time to be 
fixed by the Chairman". 

NOW, THEREFORE, in pursuance of the 
decision of the House, you are bereby 
summoned to present yourself in person 
at 10.30 A.M. on Wednesday, the 24th 
December, 1980 in the Parliament House, 
New Delhi to receive the reprimand at the 
Bar of the Rajya Sabha at 11.00 hours on 
tbat day. 

Herein fail not. 

Dated this Twenty-second day of December, 1980. 

Sd.I. 

(S.S. BHALERAO) 

SECRETARY-GENERAL 
Rajya Sabha. 

By order and in the name of Rajya Sabba" 

9. On 24tb December, 1980, ~  Dinesh 
Chandra Garg, Anil Kumar Garg and VIShnu Kumar 
Garg were brought to tbe Bar of the House by the 
Watch and Ward Officer and were reprimanded by 
the Chairman. In this connec!ion, the following 
proceedings took place in the House:-
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"MR. CHAIRMAN: We shall now taken up the item 
of business regarding the reprimand to Shri 
Dinesh Chandra Garg, Shri Anil Kumar Garg 
and Shri Vishnu Kumar Garg. 

I urge upon all the Members to observe silence 
while the contemners are being reprimanded so 
tbat the authority of the House and the 
sipificance of the occasion are realised. 

Watch and Ward Officer. 
WATCH AND WARD OFFICER: Yes, Sir. 
MR. CHAIRMAN: Are Shri Dinesh Chandra 
Gug Shri Ani} Kumar Garg and Shri Vishnu 
Kumar Garg in attendance? 
WATCH AND WARD OFFICER: Yes, Sir. 
MR. CHAIRMAN: Bring them in. 

(Shri Dinesh Chandra Garg, Shri Anil 
Kumar Garg and Shri Vishnu Kumar Garg 
were then brought in. They bowed to the 
Chair and stood at the Bar of the House). 

MR. CHAIRMAN: Dinesh Chandra Garg, Anil 
Kumar Garg and Vishnu Kumar Garg, the 
House has adjudged you guilty of committing 
a breach of privilege and contempt of the 
House for publishing the provisions of the 
Finance (No.2) Bill, 1980 as if it was an Act 
of Parliament before the said Bill was passed 
by Parliament and assented to by the 
President, in the book entitled "Garg's 
Income-Tax Ready Reckoner 1980-81 and 
1981-82", of which you are the joint authors. 
The publication of the provision of the 
Finance (No.2) Bill, 1980, in the book when 
the said Bill was yet to be considered by the 
Rajya Sabha, sought to create a misleading 
impression on the public mind that the 
aforesaid publication was the Finance (No.2) 
Act, 1980, as finally passed by the 
Parliament and assented to by the President 
when in fact it was not so. This was a 
deliberate and wilful effort on your part as' 
the authors to misrepresent the proceedings 
and actions of the House and, therefore, 
constituted a Lreach of privilege and 
contempt of the House. 

In the name of the House, I accordingly reprimand 
you for committing breach of privilege and 
contempt of the House." 
(pause) 

"I now direct you to withdraw." 

(Shri Dinesh Chandra Garg, Shri Anil Kumar Garg 
and Shri Vishnu Kumar Garg then bowed to 
the Chair and withdrew). 
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RAlYA SABHA 
(1981) 

Point or PrivUeae 

Alleged misreporting of the proceedings of the Howe 
by a newspaper. 

Facts of the case and ruling by the Deputy Chairman 

On 18th March, 1981, the Deputy Chiarman (Shri 
Shyam Lal Yadav) informed the House as follows:-

S36 

"On February 24, 1981, Dr. Bhai Mahavir had 
given notice of breach of privilege against the 
Editor of the National Herald for 
misrepresenting his speech in the Rajya 
Sabha on February 23, 1981 while initiating 
the calling attention on that day, Wider the 
caption 'Opposition Blocks Proceedings' 
published on the front page of the paper. As 
per usual practice, on the Chairman's 
direction the matter was referred to the 
Editor of the newspaper enquiring from him 
if he had to say anything in this regard. The 
Editor in his letter dated March 4, 1981 has 
stated that the item was published in good 
faith and that his intention was neither to 
misreport nor to present Dr. Bhai Mahavir in 
any unfavourable light. The Editor has 
expressed regrets for it. As is customary in 
such cases the Editor was asked to publish a 
suitable correction in his paper. Accordingly 
this has been done on the front page in the 
issue of the National Herald of March 13, 
1981. In view of the correction and 
expression of regret for the error, if the 
House agrees, the matter may be treated as 
closed. 

I would, however, once again like to observe that 
the press should be more careful in reporting the 
proceedings of the House. I would also like to 
impress upon the press that they should promptly 
offer their comments on privilege matter referred 
to them. In the instant case, I feel that some 
delay has taken place." 
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Point of Privilege 

332 
RAJYA SABHA 

(1981) 

Misreporting of a member's speech by a newspaper 

Facts of the case and ruling by the Vice Chairman 

On 29th April, 1981, the Vice Chairman, 
(Shri Arvind Ganesh Kulkarni) informed the House 
as follows:-

~  March 17, 1981, Shri B.D. Khobragade had 
referred in the House  to a statment made by 
Shri A.R. Antulay regarding the creation of 
Vishal Gomantak State. The Hindwtan 
Samachar circulated a report about 
Shri Khobragade's statement to the effect 
that Shri Khobragade had stated that 
Shri Antulay's statements could create 
tension and a ban should be imposed by 
Government on making such statements. 

Shri B.D. Khobragade gave a notice of breach of 
privilege against the Hindwtan SamJlChar and 
Lolcsatta, a Marathi Daily of Bombay which 
had carried the news report as circulated by 
the Hindwtan Samachar for distorting and 
misreporting the speech of Shri Khobragade. 
On perusal of Shri Khobragade's statement, 
it was found that he had not made any 
statement attributed to him by the news 
agency. An explanation of the news agency 
Hindwtan Samachar was accordingly sought 
in the matter. 

The Hindwtan Samachar has by a news item as 
published in the Lolcsatta on 22nd April, 
1981, expressed regret for the misreporting 
which as per its explanation occurred owing 
to inadvertence. In view of the publication of 
the regret and the ~  of any attention 
on its part to o{ cause embarrassment to 
Shri B.D. ~  if the House agrees, 
the mattei may be ~  as closed. I do 
hope lIildtrust that Hindwtan Samachar 
would be more careful in reporting Members' 
speeches so that such situations are avoided. 

I hope the House agrees." 

The matter was thereafter, closed. 
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RAJYA SABHA 

(1981) 

Misreporting of proceedings of the Howe by " 
newspaper 

Facts of the case and ruling by the Deputy Cbalnua 

On 18th August, 1981, the Deputy Chakman, 
(Shri Shyam La! Yadav) observed u follows:-

"I have to inform the House that OD May 13th, 
1981, Shri Yogendra Makwana, Minister of 
State in the Ministry of Home Affairs bad 
given a notice of breach of privilege against the 
Editor of the Assam Tribune, Gauhati, for 
publishing a distorted version of the 
proceedings of the House of March 12, 1981, 
in the issue of the paper of March 13th, 1981, 
in relation to the supplementaries to Starred 
Question No. 321 regarding issue of identity 
cards to voters in the North-Eastern region. In 
the report cf the proceedings of the House the 
paper had attributed a statement that 'Such 
identity cards should be issued to all voters 
irrespective of whether he is a foreigner or not' 
to Shri Makwana which he never made. 
Another statement regarding border pillars 
between Bangladesh and Meghalaya was made 
by another member but was attributed by the 
newspaper to Shri Makwana. 

As per usual practice, the Chairman directed that 
the matter be referred to the Editor of the 
newspaper enquiring from him if he had to say 
anything in this regard. The Editor hu 
published a detailed correction under tbe 
caption 'Photograph-cum-identity Cards for 
Voters: A clarification' in the issue of the 
newspaper dated  June 20, 1981 and bu 
regreted the impugned news report which 
contained inaccuracies. The paper bu 
published the correct version of tbe replies of 
Shri Makwana to remove any 
misunderstanding. In bis letter dated June 20, 
1981, tbe Editor has also stated tbat he bad 
no intention to distort what Shri Makwana had 
stated in tbe House. 

In view of the correction and expression of regret 
for the error, if the House agrees, the matter 
may be treated u closed. Docs the House 
agree?" 
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The House aareed and the matter was, thereafter 
closed. 
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RAJYA SABHA 
(1981) 

Point of PrlYilep 

~  misrepresentation tlIId distortion by a 
newspaper 0/ a ruling given by the Chaimum 

~ of the cue and refereaee to the Committee of 
Prl .... 

On 23rd April, 1981 Shri Murlidhar ~  

Bhandare and 43 other members pve notice of a 
question of privilege against the Editor of Blitz a 
weekly published from Bombay and Shri A. 
Raghavan Chief of its Delhi Bureau for 
misrepresenting and distorting the ruling of the 
Chairman delivered in the House on 26th March, 
1981, regarding notices of a question of privilege 
against Shri C.P.N. Singh, the then Minister of State 
in the Ministry of Defence, in an article published in 
the Weekly in its issue dated 11th April, 1981, under 
the caption "Alva blameless ........... says 
Hidayatul1ah ........ Minister exposed in Centurion 
deal." 

2. On 29th June, 1981, the Chairman (Shri M. 
Hidayatullab), after considering the reply received 
from the Editor of the Blitz who had been asked to 
Itate what he had to lay in the matter, referred the 
matter to the Committee of Privileges for 
examination, investigation and report. 

i1ndIDp and neGmmenelations of the Committee 

3. The Committee of Privileges, in their Twenty 
Second Report, presented to the House on 
12th March, 1982, reported inter mill as foUows:-

(i} "The genesis of the complaint is that on 
August 6th and 18th, 1990, Shrimati Alva, a 
member of the House had made a statement 
in the Rajya Sabha making certain a1leglltions 
against Shri C. P.N. Singh the then Minister of 
State in the Ministry of Defence by a personal 
explanation on November 17th, 1980, 
Shri Singh refuted the allegations and made 
certain counter allegations against 
Shrimati Alva, for which he said he had 
evidence in his possession. Shrimati Alva 
disowned the Minister's  charge on a personal 
explanation made in the House on November 
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20, 1980. Thereafter, Shri Era Sezhiyan and 
Shrimati Alva gave notices of breach of 
privilege against the Minister on the ground 
that the Minister had deliberately made a 

misleading statement about Shrimati Alva. 

The Chairman remitted the matter to the 

Committee for opinion as to whether the 
statement made by the Minister in the House 

was supported by the evidence. or not or 

whether it was a misleading statement. On tbe 

basis of the findings of the Committee, the 
Chairman gave a ruling in the House on 
March 26th, 1981. The gist of tbe ruling of the 
Chairman was that Sbri Singh had made -the 
impugned statement in tbe House on 
November 17th, 1980 on tbe strengtb of a 
document in his possession and so he did not 

deliberately make a statement in the House 

which be knew or bad reason to believe was 

misleading. The Chairman also observed: 

It is pity that wben I allowed the personal 
explanation of the Minister I took it on trust; 
otherwise I would not have allowed him to 
stray into a counter-allegation against the 
Hon'ble member ............. If anybody is to be 
blamed, it is Michele and I tbink tbe Minister 
should not have placed implicit trust -in what 

he said. I am also of opinion on an 
examination of dates, etc. tbat Shrimati Alva's 

statement is absolutely truthful and tbere is no 
stain on ber integrity.... I also agree tbat the 
Minister himself was misled by Mr. Micbele 
and should not have made this counter charge 

on such doubtful evidence''-

(ii) "Immediately after the Chairman's ruling on 

March 26th, 1981, some members made certain 
observations in the House tbereon. The House 
adjourned sine die on the same date. On March 
27th, 1981, a clarification appeared in some 

news papers regarding the ruling of the 
Chairman. The Chairman was reported to have 
clarified that he had no intention to pass any 
stricture against Sbri C.P.N. Singh; that it was 
not part of his duty to do so. The Chairman was 
reported to have stated: 

'I have read the proceedings after I left the 

Rajya Sabha and the speeches which were made. I 



regret to say that my observatioos have been 

unduly played up. The issue was whether when 
the Minister had said that he had evidence, had 
he misled the House? 

Both the privileges Committee and I have found that 
he (Mr. Singh) had the evidence. His statement 
was true that he had the evidence. Whether the 
evidence was acceptable or DOt is for the 
particular penon who. receives it to decide. I 
found no malafides or I would have said 10. In 
fact, I have said that the Miniater wu. himself 
misled. I only thought that ae -Minister collld 
have ignored that evideocc. But that is a matter 
of one's own opinion and impression'. 

(BmdustBD Times dated 27-3-1981)" 

(iii) "Subsequently the " Blia!' published the 
impugned article under the caption • Alva 
blameless, says Hidayatullah..... Minister 

exposed in Centurion deal', the latter part in 
bold letters. The impugned pusages in the 
write up to which the members giving notice of 
breach of privilege qaiDat the " BliU!' have 
particularly taken objection and the reaIOns 
therefor are as foUows:-

Impuped p ..... 

(i) 'Chairman Hidayatullah has blasted Minister 

C.P.N. Singh for his unfounded statements'. 

Reasons for objection 

'A fair reading of the Chairman's ruling docs not give 

any impression that he had blasted the Minister 
or that the Minilter made any unfounded 
statements' . 

Impuped paaaae 

(ii) 'The Privileges Committee has completely 
vindicated MD. Alva and found DO proof of 
the Minister', aDeption in the House that it 
was the lady member who had rung up 

W.R.M. MICHELE and not the other way 
round which amounted to a dart hint that she, 
not he, was in coUusion with that international 
gun-runner. 

ReuoIII for objedloa 

'Tbe findinp of the Privilcpa Committee have been 
distorted iDasmudl as the qacstion before the 
Committee was DOt whether the aUeption 
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agaiDat Shrimati Alva was proved. The worst 
part of the report is that, it suggests, by 
inference, that it had been established that 
Shri Singh was in coUusion with the 
international gun-runner'. 

Impuped ..... 

(iii) 'FoUowing the strictures, the Puliament 
lobbies are reverberating with a "Sack Singh 
Demand'." 

...... for objeetloD 

'It -is not only an unfair reading of the Chairman's 
ruling but is a deliberate distortioD to sua-
that the ruling contained any strictures against 
Shri Singh'. 

Impuped paaqe 

(iv) 'Chairman Hidayatullah through his ruling of 
March 26, virtually coDvicted him'. 

Reasoas for obJectioD 

'It is a deliberate distortion and false 
misrepresentation of the Chairman', ruling to 
,uuos' that the ruling amounts to convictioD of 
Shri Singh, by implication, for his aUeged hand 
in the alleged corruption in the Centurion deal'. 

Impaped pusap 

(v) 'And then came the coup de ~  "I (also) 
agree that the Minister himself was misled by 
(Mr.) Michele". The grey eminence of the 
Indian judicial world could not have choscn a 
harsher word. But was C.P.N. Singh only 
misled? No, be was one of the ring leaders.' 

Reasons for obJectioD 

'It is • clear distortion and palpable misrepl'CICDtation 
of the Chairman's ruling to suaest that it (the 
ruling) amounted to any coup do lTace'.' 

(tv) "The Editor of the 'Blim' in his reply has 
justified the impugned report on grounds of 
national and international  importance of the 
Centurion tanks deal. 

His reply is in four parts:-

(i) 'In the first part, the "Blitz" has stRUcd the 
importBDco-DationaI and international of the 
centurion taab cbl. This has been Jiven to 
ICrve as a bactpound of the impupecl "Blitz-
report of April 11.' 

(ii) 'In the ICCODd ~  the "Blitz" has Jusdfled 
ach impuped pIIIIp by the remarks ad tile 



reactions of some members to the Hon'ble 
Chairman's ruling in the House the same day 
as-rerortcd by newspapers. 

(iii) !.fa ~  third part, of the reply, the "Blitz" has 
reiterated its stand that the "Blitz" report was 
an expose of the entire gamut of the centuriOD 
tanks deal and prayed that the relevant files of 
the deal be requisitioned from the Ministry of 
Defence before pronouncing on the "Blitz" 
report. 

(iv) 'In the end, the Editor has justified the 
impuped reported on the around of national 
importance and stated that while publishing 
the same he did not intend to offend the 
sensibilities of any member of the Rajya Sabha 
nor was it in his mind that it would amount to 
breach of privilege of the House and further 
that if the publication had unwittingly caused 
any offence to any.member, the "Blitz" could 
only regret it." 

(v) "The Committee has gone through the 
impugned write"UP in the "Blitz" carefully and 
considered the complaint of breach of privilege 
against it in all its aspect. The Committee feels 
that the Chief of Delhi Bureau of the "Blitz" 
has distorted the ruling of the Chairman and 
used intemperate language in relation to the 
ruling of the Chairman disposing of the 
complaint of breach of privilege against Shri 
C.P.N. Singh. The "Blitz" appears to have 
unduly played up the Chairman's observes, 
blown them out of proportion and given them 
the slant which was not intended. The article 
read as a whole produces an impression and 
effect which is contrary to what has been 
stated and intended by the Chairman and to 
that extent amounts to misrepresentation of 
the proceedings of the House." 

(vi) "Nevertheless, the Committee feels that it is 
not necessary to attach undue significance to 
the write-up especially in the context of the 
following expressions of regret contained in 
the concluding part of the Editor's 
explanation: 

'We did not intend to offend the sensibilities of any 
member of the Rajya Sabha nor was it in our 
mind that it would amount to a breach of 
privilege of the House. If the publication has 
unwittingly caused any offence to any member, 
we can only regret it." 

(vii) "In the view taken by the Committee and in 
the circumstances of the case, the Committee 
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recommends that the matter need not be 
pursued further." 

Action taken by the House 

4. No ~  action was taken by the House in the 
matter. 

PolDt or prlYilep 

335 

RAJYA SABHA 
(1982) 

Misnporting 0/ prouedings 0/ 1M House by II 
newspaper 

Facts of the case and ruIIa& by the Chairman 

On 19th February, 1982, the Chairman (Shri M. 
Hidayatullah) observed in the House as follows:-

"On December 7, 1981 when some members raised a 
matter in the House about the fire tragedy at 
the Himalayan Exhibiiion in Ahmedabad and 
demanded a statement from the Home Minister, 
I had directed that the Home Minister should 
make a statement" in the House on the tragedy 
cutting across all red-tape or rules and 
everything else. The Gujarat Samachar of 
December 8, 1981 published a report to the 
effect that I had criticised Shri Yogcndra 
Makwana, the then Minister of State for Home 
Affairs, in severe terms. Prof. N.M. Kamble, 
Shri Golandaz M. Husain, Shri Ibrahim 
Kalaniya and Shri Kishore Mehta gave notice of 
breach of privilege against the Editor, Printer 
and Publisher of Gujarat Samachar for 
distorting the proceedings of the House. Under 
my direction, an explanation of the Editor of 
the newspaper was sought in the matter. 

The Editor of the newspaper by his letter of January 
4, 1982, has expressed reJ1"et for the distOrtion 
which took place on account of some 
misunderstanding on his part. He has also 
published the regret in the issue of the paper of 
January 28, 1982 in the same column where the 
impugned news item had appeared. 

In view of the publication of regret and the 
disclaimer of any intention on the part of the 
newspaper to attribute any motive to the 
Minister, if the House agrees, the matter may 
be treated as closed. I reiterate that newspapers 
should report the proceedings accurately so th.t 
misunderstandings are avoided." 

The matter was thereafter closed. 
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RA.Jy A SABHA 

(1985) 

Distortion 0/ the proceedings 0/ the House by the 
A.l.R. and Doord4nlum 

Facts of the cue and ruIIna by the CbaIrman 
On 12th August, 1985, the Chairman (Shri R. 

Venkataraman) observed as foUows:-

"Honourable member, on July 29, 1985, Shri Satya 
Prakash Malaviya gave notice of breach of 
privilege against the Minister of State in the 
Ministry of Information and Broadcasting and 
Directors of A.I.R. apd Doordarshan for 
allegedly distorting the proc:eedings of the 
House of July 25, 1985 wherein the Prime 
Minister had referred to the support given by 
Shri Charan Singh to the Emergency. Shri Satya 
Prakash Malaviya averred that even though the 
Prime Minister did not refer to any letter 
having been written by Shri Charan Singh 
in support of the Emergency, the A.I.R. 
and the Doordarshan in their transmissions 
at 9 and 10 P.M. respectively stated that 
Shri Charan Singh had also sent a letter 
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supporting the Emergency. This, according to 
Shri Maiaviya, was done with the intention of 
deliberately misleading the public regarding 
Shri Charan Singh. 

After verification of the facts, the matter was takcn 
up with the Minister of State in the Ministry of 
Information and Broadcasting, Shri Vitbal N. 
Gadgil. Shri Gadgil in his comments admitted 
that the A.I.R. and the Doordarshan 
misconstrued the Prime Minister's observations 
on July 25, 1985 and that Shri Charan Singh's 
name was inadvertently included amongst those 
who had written letters to the former Prime 
Minister supporting the Emergency. Shri Gadgil 
has, however, disclaimed any intention to lower 
the prestige of Shri Charan Singh, Shri Gadgil 
also drew attention to the fact that in the very 
same English and Hindi news bulletins the 
media broadcast Shri Charan Singh's denial. In 
view of this, I think that no further action is 
necessary. I am sure the House will agree with 
me that the whole matter should now be closed 
with the observation that media men should be 
careful in reporting the proceedings of the 
House." 
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LOIC SABRA 
(1995) 

Point f1l prldep 

(i) Alkged IIOn-implemenllllion 0/ msnbn's 
proposals under lite Member 0/ Ptulillmenl 
~~ AnG ~ 

Iop"..nI ScM".. by 1M SllIIe 
GOVerntnenl offll%rS. 

S45 

(a) AIIepd IfIiIbeluwio", willi • ......-by • 
GovmurtMI olftcer. 

(iii) Allqal tleI4y ill fumishint nquisw 
iII/ormIIIion 10 1M SpetIker, Lolc s.bIatI, ~  1M 

colll¥17lal MiIUstry 0/ Govmtmelll 0/ 
JntliIIIoJli«r 0/ 1M GovmurtMI 0/ BiIuIT. 

For lHIIIib 0/ tJw t:IIU p/Mft ,. IWDJD&ry No. 59 
at ~ 111-116 IDle 



MOTIVES-IMPUTATION OF 
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LOK SABHA 

(1959) 
Point of prlvUep 

Alleged IIttribution o/the motive 0/ slllnder to certllin 
members 0/ Lok Sabha by the Chief Minister 0/11 
Stille. 

Fads of the cae and reference to the Committee or 
PrivUeaes 

On the 22nd September, 1958 Shri M.R. Masani, a 
member sought to raise a question of allcSed 
breach of privilege arising out of a telegram 
reportedly scnt by the Chief Minister of Kerala to 
the Union Minister of Home Affairs in the course 
of which the Chief Minister of Kerala, according to 
him, had attributed the motive of slander to certain 
memben of the House. The Speaker observed that 
he would bring it before the House the next day if 
he was satisfied that there was II prima /Ilcie case of 
privilege. 

. 2. On the 23rd September, 1958, Shri M.R. 
Masani while seeking to raise the question, 
referred to a news report issued by the Press Trwt 
of India from Trivandrum on the 20th Sept.ember, 
1958 and published in the nmu of India, Delhi 
and the Amritll BtuIlr PtIIriJc4, Calcutta on the 21st 
September, 1958 which inter IIIiIl stated: 

"The Kerala Chief Minister, Mr. E.M.S. 

• 

Namboodiripad, has scnt a telegram to the 
UniOD . Home Minister, Pandit 
Pant ..... .8CCOrding to official sources here 

• • 
The telear-, the sources said .. contended that a 

State subject could not be discussed in 
ParlilUDellt without the concerned State 
getting an opportunity to explain its position, 
especially when some memben of Parliament 
who""'" the question 'tried to Ilander the 
State &ovemment in the IUUIlC of 

Shri M.R. t.t.ai CODteDded that:-
" ... ID the ~ of that telegram the Chief Minister 
is reported toillrie attributed the motive of 'slander' 
to certain maBen, 1IDIWIlCd, of this House. 
'Slander' is a ..,. serious c:barJc to make apiDst 

/ 

hon. members engaged in the punuit of 
their duties to the country. If members can 
be attacked like this and their bona fide 
questioned, freedom of speech in this 
House is in danger. 'Slander' involves two 
things; it involves a lie or mendacity and ill 
addition, according to the law and the 
dictionary, it also involves malice. In other 
words, the charge is that certain members 
of this House are mall1 fide misusing their 
position here to slander against party." 

• • • 
.... .I request your permission to raise this 
matter, so that the House may be able to 
take a decision either to summon Mr . 
Namboodiripad to the bar of this House to 
account for his conduct, or to refer this 
matter to the Committee of Privileges 
where this matter can be investigated and a 
report presented to this House .... " 

3. Shri H.N. Mukerjee, a member, said that the 
forum of the House should not be utilised for 
making "observations in regard to the conduct of 
the Chief Minister of a State of the Indian Union, 
without having gone, in the Privileges Committee 
or ellcwhere in your Chamber, into the 
authenticity of the report and so many other 
things." 

4. Dr. K.B. Menon, a member contended that the 
reference in the reported telegram was to himsclf 
and Shri Asoka Mehta, another member, who had 
earlier sought to move an adjournment motiOD in 
reprd to the situation in Kerala. He appealed to 
the Speaker to protect members' right of freedom 
of speech in the House. 

S. The Miaiater of Home Affairs (Pandit G.B.Pant) 
said tbat:-

"I receive&l· a telegram from the Chief Minister of 
1CeraIa,I thiak OD the 21st .. omiDg or 
therea--. ID that tcleeram, be had referred to 
two mattea. ODe of them wu Sbri Asoka 
MelIta'. _journmeat motioa. I had requeated. 
him to .. t me his own reactio... to wbat bu 
been aid here and let me have hia views u 
direc:tod bJ you OD· the incic:leD1i that had been 
quoted .... 
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The other matter was Dr. K.B. Menon's motion. 
There he referred to the report that, I think, 
had appeared in the meantime in the papers 
that he was presumably to make a statement. 
He asked me to request the Speaker not to 
accede to that request at this stage and to let 
the State Government have the opportunity of 
stating what they had to say in this 
connection, 10 that the whole position may be 
before the House. I showed tbat telegram to 
the Speaker ... 

I have received another telegram from the Chief 
Minister today about the telegram that he had 
scnt me previously. I have brought that telegram 
too to the notice of the Speaker, as desired by 
him. He has stated therein that there was never 
any intention of'c:utin& aspersions on anybody 
and 10 on." 

6. As members wanted to know the contents of 
both the telegrams, the Speaker asked the Home 
Minister whether he was willin& to place them on the 
Table. 

7. Pandit G.B. Pant replied that he had already 
ICnt a copy of the second telegram to the Speaker. 
As regards the first telegram, he said that the Chief 
Minister of Kerala in his second telegram bad stated 
that his first telegram was confidential. 

8. The Speaker then read out the second telegram 
to the House which was in the following terms:-

"Trivandrum 23 Ste.exp 220 Union Home Minister 
New Delhi. 

Refer my telegram dated twentieth and the motion 
in Parliament for breach of privilege as 
reported in Press. I wish to mention that the 
telegram read as a whole brings out the main 
point pressed before you namely that you 
should persuade Honourable Speaker not to 
permit discussion or explanation by member 
without affording Kerala State opportunity 
to state facts and present casc. Telegram was 
purely private and confidential 
communication urgendy made in official 
confidence ~ a view to enable you to 
present Kerala' point of view before 
Honourable Speaker. I never intended to 
publilb this telegram. On the contrary meant 
for your consumption only. Moreover never 
intended cast aspersions or reflections on 
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any member of Parliament or his conduct or 
proceedings of House. Context makes clear 
my meaning that if State not allowed to 
prescnt correct fact and one sided version 
from a member may appear as slander on 
~  Government. Neve,r meant to make 
imputation on member but pleaded that if 
Kerala Government's case not before House 
impression would be damaging to my 
Government. Pray explain position to 
Honourable Speaker and my complete 
absence of intention to cast aspersion on 
member or House. 

Chief Minister Kerala." 

9. A lengthy discussion thereafter took place on 
the question whether in view of the assertion of the 
Chief Minister of Kerala that his first telegram to the 
Home Minister was confidential, the said telegram 
might be laid on the Table or not. 
Shri A.K. Sen (Minister of Law) expressed the 
following views in the matter:-

"The presumption 
communications is that 
confidential. " 

relating to official 
they are prinuJ facie 

• • • 

" .... it will be impossible to transact official business 
if communications between the Chief Ministers 
of States with the Home Ministry or the Prime 
Minister or the President Ire subjected to 
scrutiny on the barest of allegation or on its 
being reported, assuming correctly, in the 
papers. They are prinuJ facie, confidential and 
unless there is evidence before you to show 
aIi&UUle that these communications were meant 
to be communicated to you qua Speaker, these 
communications should not be forced to be 
brought on the Table of the House .. .I do not 
think any evidence has been offered to the 
contrary to rebut the contention in the latest 
telegram of the Chief Minister, namely, that he 
did not intend it to be communicated to any 
one else. There is DO evidence before you to 
rebut that allegation. I  humbly submit that the 
dignity of the House will be best ICrved if you 
accept that statement as it is, without tryin& to 
question it." 

At the end of the discussion, the Speaker observed 
that he would consider the matter and give a ruling 
later. 
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10. 0.0 the 27th September, 1953, the Speaker 
refewd to the question of privilege sought to be 
raised by Shri M. R. Masani and observed:-

"I hold under rule 225(1) that the matter proposed to 
be discussed is in order and I give my consent 
under rule 222." 

11. Shri M. R. }.iasani, while asking for leave of 
the House to raise the question of privilege, 
recapitulated developments leading to the _ue of 
telegram by Chief Minister of Kerala State. 
Shri Masani referred to the second telegram sent by 
the Chief Minister of Kerala to the Union Miaister of 
Home Affairs and contended that:-

....... May I quote a sentence from tltat telegram to 
show that there is no denial that the word 
'slander' had been used apinst the hon. 
members of this HOllie althollgh an attempt bas 
been made to explaia away the use of that 
word? Wbat Mr. Namboodiripad 'says in hja 
second telegram il-I am quoting from tlte 
proeeedinp of the House: 

'Contest Blakes clear my meaning that if State not 
allowed to p ..... nt correct f.lcts an oao-lided 
\leRion fro. a .. elllber may appear as slander 
.oft Kerala Government'. 

• • • 

TIle secood telegram says Miat ItO _penion was 
cut Oft anybody. But 1 May I .. b.it there II Dot 
any kind of apology or exprCllion of re8l'et for 
a wrong committed." 

12. Since objection to leave being sranted was 
Mltell, the Speaker after IIICCnainiq that more titan 
twenty-five-Ne.b.rs were in favour of leave being 
granted, declared tIIat leave was .. nled. 

13. Shri M. R. Nasaai til .. _oved tile followiag 
motion:-

"That tile attjlntion of the HOllie havillg been drawn 
by an hon. Member on September 23 to the 
telegram sent by Mr. E. M. S. Namboodiripad, 
Chief Minister of Kerala, to Pandit G. B. Pant, 
Home Minister extracts from which are 
contained in a report based allegedly on official 
sources, issued by the PreIS Trust of India from 
TriYaftdrum on September 20 Uld publisbed in 
the Times of India, Delhi and Amrita Buar 
Patrila, Calcutta, on September 21 in tbe 
course of which Mr. Namboodiripad bas 
attributed the motive of slander to some bon. 
members of this House; 
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and having taken note of the subsequent telegram 
from Mr. Namboodiripad to Pandit G. B. Panl, 
which was read to this House by the Hon'ble 
Speaker on September 23; 

This House resolves that the matter be refened to 
the Committee of Privileges for investigation as 
to whether a breach of privileges of the House 
and of the Hon'ble membel'5 concerned has 
been committed; and whether any contempt of 
the HOllie tbus committed has been adequately 
purged; and that the Committee be requested to 
PreJeDt its report and recommendations for 
appropriate action at the farst day's sitting of the 
oext Session of the Lok Sabha." 

14. The dilCUuion on the matter was not concluded 

Oft the 27th September, 1958, the last sitting of the 
Fifth Seuioa of Lok Sabha. The Speaker, therefore, 
declared in tbe House that the matter would stand 
over to the next Session. 

15. On the 27th November, 1955, the House 
resumed di8cussion on the motion of privilele. 

16. The Prime Minister (Shri Jawaharlal Nehru) 
Itated that he "would have preferred if this motion 
had not been brought". He added that:-

.. ..... There are things said, often enough, which are 

aot desirable aad things said in the heat of the 
moment which, a person, thinking more coolly 
would ROt have said. 

.... if it was a deliberate flouting of tbe dignity of 
Parliament or of any individualy member of 
Parliament, then, of course, there can be no 
doubt that that challenge has to be met. But 
wbe,. ia other contexts, in the heat of the 
moment or in a controversy something is said, 1 
would persoaally prefer this House not to take 
too MUch notice of it .... " 

17. After some discussion, the motion moved by 
Shri M. R. Masani, for referring the matter to the 
Committee of Privileges, was put and adopted by the 
House. 

Flodin .. and recommenciatioas of the Co"'U .. 

IS. The Committee of Privileges, in their EiJhth 
Report, presented to the House on 20th February, 
1959, reported inter alia as follows:-

The Committee, in the first instance, decided that 
the telegram, dated the 20th September, 1955 from 
the Chief Minister of Kerala to the Union Minister of 
Home Affairs, which was referred to in the news 
report issued by the Press Trust of India from 



Triyudrum on &be 20tIa Septentber and publilMd in 
the Tim., of MdIiI, Delhi and the A_ri. bazar 
Petrike, CaIaItta, OB tile 21st September, 1958, might 
be obtained from the Niaister of Home Affairs for 
the couideratioa of tbe Committee. The said 
telegra. w. accordiasIY supplied by tlae Union 
Minilter of Home Affairs. 

TIle Committee also examined SUYUbri M. R. 
MuMi, Asoka Mehta and Dr. K. B. Neaoa, 
Members of the House. 

I. &bcir report, the Committee made intu-alia the 
foUowiag obIervations:-

(i) '"11ae CoJRmittee have compared the said news 
report with the text of the telegram, dated the 
Dh September, 1958, from Shri Namboo-
diripad to the UDion Minister of Home Affairs 
and find that 1lIe following statement occurring 
in the neWi report does Rot appear in the 
telegram received by the Union Minister of 
Home Affairs:-

... some memben of Parliament who railed the 
questioB tried to Ilander the State Goyerament 
in the name of explanation'." 

(ii) "The Committee, boweyer, fiDd that the word 
'slander' occurs i8 She foIlowiag sentence ia the 
said telegram:-

'Pray persuade Honoltl1tblc Speaker dial Stale 
subject may not fairly be diIeI •• d ia 
rarliament withOilt .tate FniR& opportlUlity 
because explallation of .... ber become aeR 
slander on State Goy.rnmeat.' 

11Ie Committee 80te that Sbri Namboodiripad, ill ... 
subsequent telearBRl, dated the 23rd SepteMber, 
1958, to the Union Minister of Home Affairs, 
lias given the following clarification in respect of 
the above statemeat:-

'Never iIltended cut aspersions or reflection OR allY 
member of Parliament or his conduct or 
proceedings of House. Context makes clear my 
meaning that if State not allowed to present 
correct facts an one-sided version from a 
member may appear as slander on Kerala 
Government. Never meant to make imputation 
on member but pleaded tlla" if Kerala 
Goyerameat's case BOt before HoUle iMpnllicm 
would be damaamg to Illy Goyerament. Pray 
explain position to Honourable Speaker ud lily 
coap&ete ablcnce of intentioB to cut upenioa 
OB member or House'." 
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(iii) "The eo...ntce feel that the reBlOR1lb1e 
COIIIInIc:tioa of the relevant scnteace occurrilll 
in the telegralll, dated the 2Ot1t Sep&elDbcr, 
1958, should be as foHows:-

State sabject may BOt fairly be dilCUned ia 
Parliament without State getting opportunity 
othawile explanation of Member .ay becolllC 
mere _der OR State Government." 

(iy) "The CommitIeC, after c:aceful colllideration of 
the .. aher referred to them, are satisfied that 
Sbri Namboodiripad has not attributed the 
motive of "der to any member of the House 
in relation to this conduct in the House." 

(v) "The Committee are of opinion that the matter, 
referred to them does not iftyolye any breach of 
priYilege. The Committee did not feel ~  

upon to consider to decide whether 8I1y other 
matter, not referred to the Committee by the 
said motion involved any breach of privilege or 
not. The Committee recommended that no 
further action be taken ill the case." 

A.d_ takeu by the House 

19. On the 24th Fabruary, 1959, the following 
motion w. moved by Shri Naushir Bharucha, a 
... ber, and was adopted by the House:-

"That the Eiahth Report of the Committee of 
Privileges presented to the House on the 20th 
Febnary, 1959, be taken iato consideration." 

20. Shri Radha Ram .. , another member, then 
lIIOYed . the foUowiag 1Il0tion which was adopted by 
the Houc: 

"That after tatiag iato coDlidentioa 1M Eipth 
Report of the COllUBittee of PrmIetIes tile 
Houle iI of alae opiaioB that the .aater may aot 
be proceeded with." 

Point of priYllege 

339 
LOK SABHA 
(1972) 

Attribution of motives to a Parlitl1llelflary Conamittee. 

Facts of the cue aDd reference to the CoauaIUee of 
PrivUelCS 

Oil the 13th December, 1972, Shri Indrajit Ovpta, 
a lRelllber, raisd a question of privilege regarding au 
affidavit filed by Shri S. S. nera, I.C.S. (Retired) 
before the Pipcliaes Inquiry Com-Ilia. (Tabu 
eo.aission) COBtaiaiag an objeclioaable extl'act 
from a letter received by Shri S. S. ICben from 



P: R. N.y.t, I.C.S. (Retired), in rcapcc:t of tbe 
Sixty-Sixth Report of tbe Committee on Public 
Undert.kings. 

2. While raising the question of privilege, 
Shri Indr.jit Gupt. stated that Shri S. S. Kher. had 
filed an affidavit before the T.kru Commission which 
contained inter alia the following extract from a letter 
received by him from Shri P. R. Nayak:-
"I am grateful to you for your ready response to my 

request today. Certain persons h.d joined 
together to induce the parli.ment.ry committee 
on Public Undertakings to write • report in 
April, 1970 questioning the decisions and bona 
fides of Government, the Indian Refineries 
Ltd., .nd, in the mlin, of myself as Managing 
Director/Ch.irman of the Indian Refineries 
Ltd., from December, 1960 to August, 1964. 
Following this report, Government appointed a 
Commission of Enquiry in August, 1970." 

Shri Indrajit Gupta also stated that:-
"You (Speaker) were at th.t time the Chairman of 

this Committee and this accusation is m.de that 
you .nd the Committee were induced by certain 
persons to write th.t f.mous 66th report. 
Mr. P.R. Nayak is the m.in person against 
whom ch.rges·are pending before the enquiry. I 
only request you to sec that this mattor is 
referred to the Privileges Committee, who are 
already seized of the matter. Let them 80 into 
this also. This also constitutes • brwadt of 
privilege. " 

3. The Speaker referred the matter to tile 
Committee of Privileacs, •• d obIcrved inter Ua II 
follows:-
"The Committee is already seized of this matter. This 

new inform.tion also will go to them." 
Findinp and recommendations or the Committee 

4. The Committee of Privileges, after calling for 
tfla.written explanations of Sarvashri P.R. N.y.k and 
S.S. Khera and .fter examinins them in person abo, 
in their Fifth Report presented to the House on the 
4th September, 1973, reported inter alia as follows:-
(i) "Shri P.R. N.yak, who was _ed by the 

Committee to state wh.t he had to s.y ia the 
matter of the complaint .gainst him in his 
written reply dated the 9th February, 1973, 
st.ted inter alia as foUows:-

"The communication .ddressed by me to 
Shri Khera was a strictly priv.te aad 
confidential communication not lReut for 
public.tion and the purpose of the 

553 

coauaunication as will 
perusal of the whole 
prepare my defence 
Commission .... 

be evident from the 
letter, was solely to 

before the Tabu 

The Parli.ment.ry Committee (on Public 
Undertakings) before m.king the Report had 
not given me any opportunity to make my 
submissions and I sincerely believed that the 
Committee were persuaded by certain persons 
to come to some conclusions which I honestly 
considered to be based on incomplete evidence 
and .ppreci.tion and in respect of which 
conclusions the Government of India itself 
found it neceuary to appoint a Commission of 
Inquiry for tendering further advice to the 
Government. 

The word 'induced' was not used by me except to 
mean 'persu.ded' ..... . 

... .it is in the context of preparing my defence that 
the letter was written to Shri Khera. It was 
Rever in my mind th.t the letter should be 
I*blished. I h.d not .uthoriMd its publication 
aad I respectfully submit tll.t for this reason I 
MO,,1d be .bsolved of eay blame for the 
pubIic.tioa .d die resultin, coasequences, if 
.y. 

I meaat 110 relellloa wllatloever on the memben of 
P.rl""'t who co.titute the Committee on 
Public Undertakinp or on the Committee as • 
whole .nd any sole purpose in writing the letter 
to Shri Khera was to eMure my own proper 
ddeace before the Collllllisiion of Inquiry. 

.. .I wollld like to repHt .... t I had •• vor ane.nt any 
reOection 'on the ComMittee on Public 
Undertakinp and had never inlellded that my 
letter to Sbri KhcJa should be pubIic:iIcd. 
Nevertheless, in the circllllll&allQes tllat have 
arisen, if I .Ift in any way considered to be 
blameworthy, I would respectfuUy request the 
Committee of Privileges to accept this my 
uncollditional apollogy and .arcc not to pursue 
the m.tter in so far as I .... concerned'." 

(ii) "Shri P. R. N.y.k in his oral evidence before the 
Committee, on the 9th May, 1973 st.ted i.ter 
alia as follows:-

'.... the word 'induced' wu aot used by Me i. uy 
iaproper seosc. It iI iaconceiv.ble ud ealircly 
-.po.ible th.t • eo..ittcc of tile Parliaa .. t 
could be induced ia any .proper selUe of lIIat 
eerm, to do • certain thiDa. If .t aU the use of 
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the word 'induced' gives rise to any 
misapprehensions. mISgivings or 
misunderstanding, I have said that I am 
prepared to apologise to the Committee and I 
do reiterate my desire to offer that 
unconditional apology. I did not intend to 
suggest anything improper or unpleasant when I 
used this word ... all I had in mind was that the 
Committee probably was persuaded to take 
certain views as a result of certain material 
supplied to it by certain persons. I did not 
suggest that the Commitee came to improper 
conclusions though I have said that I sincerely 
believe that these conclusions were based on 
incomplete evidence and that, if I had had an 
opportunity of furnishing my evidence, the 
Committee might have come to some other 
conclusions. .. Talking of the Committee as a 
whole, the statement that I have made was not 
correct. I might have felt that at that time. 
Today talking of the Committee, I am prepared 
to say that the Committee was not persuaded or 
induced or influenced by any extraneous 
persons... Now, I am prepared to concede 
that.. . the Committee came to this conclusion 
objectively.... I withdraw the words 'certain 
persons had joined together to induce the 
Parliamentary Committee on Public 
Undertakings'. In the circumstances that have 
arisen, I would request the Committee to accept 
my apology unconditionally' ... 

(iii) "Shri S. S. Khera in his oral evidence before the 
Committeo on the 4th July, 1973, stated inter 
alia as follows:-

'I have the deepest regard for Parliamentary 
Committees... May I take the opportunity of 
stating forthwith that nothing could be farther 
from my intentions or my thought than being a 
party to committing any breach of 
parliamentary privileges... On reflection, I am 
quite sure that I should have though of it (that 
the impugned affidavit would be circulated by 
the Takru Commission to various parties in 
India and abroad and that giving publicity to it 
was not correct) ... I would not only wish to 
apologise and throw myself on the mercy of this 
Committee but I would request that I may be 
purged of any contempt that I may bave 
committed. I think I should like to pay the price 
if I bave committed, even unwittingly, a breach 
of privilege and I would be bappy to be purged 
of it ... What I uall proceed to do is subject to 
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hon. Privileges Committee seeing nothing wrong 
in it, tbat I shall prepare a new Affidavit 
leaving this (impugned) portion in question. I 
shall send a covering letter and request the 
Commission to substitute my new Affidavit for 
the previous one ... If unwittingly, I bad been a 
party to any breach of privilege. I would like 
bere and now to submit an apology, and make 
sucb amends as tbe hon. Committee may direct 
and I sball carry out tbe instructions' ... 

(iv) "Subsequently, in response to the direction of 
the Committee, 8bri S. S. Khera submitted 

the following . documents for their 
consideration:-

(i) A copy of the affidavit dated the 1st July, 
1972, filed by Shri S. S. Khera before the 
Turu Commission; 

(ii) The letter (in original) dated the 27th 
February, 1971, received by Sbri S. S. Khera, 
from Shri P. R. Nayak; and 

(iii) A copy of the letter written by Sbri S. S. 
Khera in reply to Shri P. R. Nayak's letter, 
dated the 27th February, 1971. 

Shri Khera also furnished to the Committee a 
copy of the revised affidavit submitted by him 
to the Takru Commission with the request to 
that Commission that the revised affidavit 
might be substituted for his original affidavit 
before the Commission." 

(v) "The Committee observe that Shri Khera has 
omitted from his revised affidavit the 
following objectionable passage from Shri P. 
R. Nayak's letter to him, which he had 
quoted in his original affidavit:-

'Certain persons had joined together to induce 
the Parliamentary Committee on Public 
Undertakings to write a report in April, 
1970, questioning the decisions and 
bonafides of Government, the Indian 
Refineres Ltd., and in the main, of myself as 
Managing Director/Chairman of the Indian 
Refineries Ltd., from December, 1960 to 
August, 1964. Following this report ... .' ... 

(vi) "In view of the unconditional apology 
tendered by Shri P. R. Nayak, the 
Committee are of the view that no further 
action need to taken in the matter of 
complaint against him." 

(vii) "Shri S. S. Kbera has not only tendered an 
unconditional apology to tbe Committee 
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during his oral evidence ~ them on the 
4th July, 1973, for including the 
objectionable extract from Shri P. R. 
Nayak's letter in the affidavit filed before 
the Takru Commission but has also made an' 
application before the Takru Commission 
withdrawing his earlier affidavit and filing a 
new affidavit deleting the said objectionable 
extract. 

The Committee are therefore, of the view that no 
further action need be taken in the matter of 
complaint against Shri S. S. Khera." 

(viii) "The Committee recommend that no further 
action be taken by the House in the matter 
and it may be dropped." 

Action taken by the House 

5. No further action was taken by the House in 
the matter. 

Point of privilege 

340 

LOK SABHA 

(1985) 

Alleged attributing of motives to members by a 
Minister in tlte House 

Facts of the case and action taken by the House 

On 29th July 1985, while replying to the 
suplementary questions to Starred Question No. 85 
regarding 'Rise in Sugar Price' the Minister of Food 
and Civil'Supplies (Rao Birendra Singh) stated inter 
alia as follows:-

"Sir, a strange phenomenon is now being 
noticed today. If you permit me to say, 
whereas everything imparted is liked by 
people in general, imported sugar is not 
liked by them. Everything foreign is good 
but imported foreign sugar is not good. 
Whereas the fact remains that this sugar is 
purer, this is more sweet than indigenous 
sugar." 

2. Some members then interrupted' the Minister 
by stating "No, It can't be" The Minister thereupon 
stated as follows:-

"Any hon. member who is saying 'No' to this, 
who does not accept this fact, is trying to 
help the industrial lobby, is trying to help 
the sugar megnate and traders." 

3. On 29th July, 1985, Prof. Madbu Dandavate, a 
member gave notice of question of privilege against 

555 

the Minister of Food and Civil Supplies for allegedly 
attributing motives to members while replying to SQ 
No. 85 ia the House. 

4. On 1st August 1985, the Minister of Food and 
Civil Supplies stated as foUows:-

"On 29th July, 1985, while answering 
supplementaries to S.Q. No. 85 
regarding 'Rise in sugar price', I had 
made certain remarks to which objection 
was taken by tome members. I had then 
categorically said: 'I want to make it 
clear that there is' nothing like 
imputation of motive to any hon. 
Member.' 

If some hon. members still feel dissatisfied, I 
am sorry to have given occasion for it." 

The matter, was thereafter, treated as closed. 

341 
RAJYA SABHA 

(1970) 

Point of privileges 

Attribllling motivu to a Minister in rupect of a 
statement made by him in the House 

Facts of the ca. and reference to the Committee of 
Prlvilqes 

Oft the 7th September, 1970, Shri Mahavir Tyagi, 
a member, raised a question of privifege in the 
House in respect of a statement made by Shri Ram 
Nath Goenka as reported in the Indian Express, 
dated the 4th September, 1970, under the heading 
"Goenka refutes Ministers' charge". The impugned 
news report read inter alia as follows:-

"Mr. Ramnath Goenka today described as 
'maliciously misleading' the suggestion by 
the Minister of State for Industrial 
Development, Mr. K. V. RaghuAatha 
Reddy, that he had managed to get an 
accommodation of RI. 7.89 crores by 
utilising credit provided to his companies 
by Government agencies. 

In astarement, he said he believed that he was 
being 'persecuted' because of the critical 
attitude the Indian Express had adopted 
towards sOme of the Government's policies. 

Mr. Goenka said: 'On Monday last, in the 
Rajya Sabha, answering a question in 
regard to tbe 'malpractices indulged in' by 
my companies, the Minister for Company 
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Affairs. Mr. Raghunath Reddy, has stated that the 
total value of lISCO shares cornered by me 
amounted to Rs. 12 crores. He added that I had 
managed to get an accommodation of Rs. 7.89 crores 
mainly by utilising the funds of the National 
Company made up of Rs. 4 crores cash credit by the 
State Bank of India, Rs. 0.89 crores from the 
National Industrial Development Corporation and 
Industrial Development Bank of India and Rs. 3 
crores by dubious sale purchase of pucea delivery 
orders. A part from the suggestion being absured, it 
is 'maliciously misleading'." 

2. After some discussion, the Leader of the HOUle 
(Shri K.K. Shah), moved the following motion which 
was adopted by the House:-

"That the complaint of breach of privilege 
against Shri Ram Nath Goenka be referred 
to the Committee of Privileger with 
instructions to report to this House before 
the end of the next session." 

3. On the 6th November, 1971 Shri Krishan Kant, 
another member, gave notice of a question of breach 
of privilege arising out of the following statements 
contained in a writ petition filed on 7 October, 1970 
by the National Company Limited and Shri Ram 
Nath Goenka a Director of the Company, in the 
High Court .of Calcutta:-• 

"Knowing fully well that the questions and 
answers could be utilised against your 
petitioners, the adversaries (i.e.) the 
Young Turks framed the questions in such 
a way as to give the impression that your 
petitioners and the firms connected with 
your petitioner No. 21 have in fact, 
committed malpractices, although there 
was no finding of any court nor any 
pronouncement of any Minister, in the 
House previously even suggesting that 
your petitioner or the firms congected, 
with your petitioner No. 2 have 
committed any malpractices. 

• • • 
These facts and documents have nothing to do 
with the questions put by the Young Turks 
as aforesaid. They were volunteered by the 
Minister ~  only to cloud the issues 
and to prejudice the minds of members 
present in the House as well as the public at 
large against • your petitioners." 

IShri Ram Nath Goenka. 
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4. As the issues involved in this case were 
sufficiently important from the point of view of 
members', rights and privileges and as a connected 
case arising out of the same proceedings of the House 
had already been referred by the House to the 
Committee of Privileges on the 7th September 1970, 
the Chairman, under rule 203 of Rules of Procedure 
of the Rajya Sabha, referred this Rl8tter  also to the 
Committee of Privileges for examination, 
investigation and report. 

FIDdIap and Recommendations or the Committee 

5. The Committee of Privileges, after calling for 
the written explanation of Shri Ram Nath Goenka, in 
their 13th Report, presented to the House on the 
11th June, 1971, reported, inter alia, as follows:-

(i) "It has long been recognised that to print or 
publish any books or libels reflecting upon 
the proceedin8' of the House or any Member 
thereof, for, or relating to, his services 
therein is a high violation of the rights and 
privileges of the House. Words or writings 
reflecting on the House and on members of 
the House have collst&ntly been punished 
upon the principle ... t sHCh acts tend to 
obstruct the House in the performance of its 
h1nction by diminishing the respect due to it. 
It has further been held that wtten 
imputations effecting a member of Parliament 
may amount to a breach of privilege without 
being libels under common law, provided 
such imputations concern the character or 
conduct of the member in that ~  It is, 
however for the House to decide whether any 
particular publication constitutes such an 
affront to the dignity of the House or its 
members in that capacity as amounts to a 
contempt of Parliament." 

(il) "In his letter dated the 15th October, 1970, 
Shri Goenka has reiterated the statement 
published earlier in the Indian Express of the 
4th September, 1970 and has furnished a 
lengthy explanation in justification thereof. 
He contended that the circumstances of the 
case compelled him to make the impugned 
statement as there was a deliberate attempt 



011 the part of dac Minister to __ ad the 
House in the .. atter aad damage his 
replttatioft." 

(iii) "De Committee recognises that in a 
democratic country like ours, every citizen 
has a right to offer fair criti__ and/or 
comments on a matter wllicll is of public 
concern and that it iI aot correct to suggest 
that a member of Parliament is not liable to 
be criticiled ia the performance of his duties 
U slICh ••• ber. Fair comments or criticism 
by a citizea on a matter wbicll is of public 
coacera and ~ a Ilatement couched 
ia proper ...... ia wlUcla Ile puts forward 
llis oWII venian of cefhlia facts, which ... y 
be coatrary to so.etlliag said on the floor of 
the House by a ••• ber or a Minister, will 
not be objectionable. When however, the 
citizen exceeds the limit of fair comment or 
criticism and indulges in imputations of 
improper motive to a member of Parliament, 
he brings himself within the penal jurisdiction 
of the House and it will be for the House to 
decide whether such an action constitutes a 
breach of privilege or contempt of the 
House. If Shri Goenka had in the statement 
published in the Press stated his own version 
of the facts of the case without making any 
imputation or cuting any reflection· on the 
Minister, the question of initiating a case of 
breach of privilege against him would not 
have perhaps arilen. Instead of that 
Shri Goenka has in his impugned statement 
as also in his reply to the Committee, 
iBaputed 1Q0tive to Shri Raghunatha Reddy, a 
member of the House, in relation to Ilis 
lervic:c therein and hu thus made himlelf 
liable tor breach of privilege and contempt of 
the Moue as his statement would amount to 
.. improper obstruetiOli in the functioning of 
this House." 

(iv) "In the ciJrcumstances the Committee bas 
come to the conclusion titat Shri Goenka by 
his statement which appeared in the Indian 
EzpresJ of the 4th September, 1970, has 
committed a breach of privilege and 
conae.pt of the HoUle." 

(v) "The Committee is aware that Shri Goenka 
has siac:c been returned to the Lok Sabha 
duriJIi eleetioas held in March, 1971 and 
tea. thil fact into consideration, the 
0-·11 e does IIOt couider it aeceaary to 

~  any Nrdaer action in the matter. 
The Committee, how.ver, obMrves that 
reepolllible persoBl in pllblic life, should 
refrain from commenting on the proceedings 
in Parliament in a mallner which would bring 
them within the penal jurisdiction of the 
House." 

(vi) "For the same reasons the Committee 
recommends that no furtller, action need be 
tHen on the complaint of Shri Krishan Kant 
agaialt the National Company Limited and 
Shri Goenka for cenain Itatementl contained 
ia the writ petition flied by them in the High 
Coun of Calcutta." 

Ad_ taken b,. the HOllie 

No funber action. ~ taken by the House ill the 
matter. 

Point of priYileie 
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RAJYA SABRA 
(1971) 

Alleged implllation of motives to a member by a 
MWSPaper for being absent from lhe Howe durin, 
voting on a Bill 

Facts or the ca. and reference to the COIIIIIIIttee of 
Privllqes 

On the 7th April, 1971, Shri A. P. Chatte*e, a 
member, raised a question of privilege against the 
Editor, Printer and Publisher of the AnNa Btullr 
Patrilca, a Bengali daily of Calcutta, for reproducing 
a photograph of a wall poster in its issue dated the 
19th February, 1971, alleJCdliJ imputing motives to 
Shri Chatterjee for not being presnt in the House on 
the Sth September, 1970, when the Constitution 
(Twenty·founh Amendment) BiU, 1970 to abolish the 
Privy Purses, was voted upon by the House. 
Shri Chatterjee a1lesed that it was stated in the 
photograph that the Constitution (Amendment) Bill, 
1970, was defeated due to one vote and that vote was 
of Shri A. P. Chatterjee. He said that the allegation 
was false and incorrect. as many other members were 
also not prescnt on that day. He, therefore, 
contended that by publishing this pbotograph, the 
paper had committed a breach of privilege 8Ild 
contempt of the House. 

2. Shri A. P. Chatterjee tllen moved the following 
motion which wu adopted by the House:-

"nat the complaint by Shri A. P. Chatterjee of 
breac:b of privileJC ageiast the editor , 
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printer and publisher 1>f Ananda Bazar 
Patrika, Calcutta for publishing a cartOOR 
on the 19th February. 1971, be referred to 
the Committee of Privileges, with 
instructions to report to this Ho\UC before 
the end of the next Sessioll." 

Findings and recommendations of the Committee 

3. The Committee of Privileges, in their 
Fourteenth Report, presented to the HoUle OR the 
17th June, 1971, reported inter alia as follows:-

(i) "The pnotograph ...... m fact reproduced five 
wall posters and tile poster at the top left 
was the one to which objection bas been 
taken. This photograplt of the poster which 
forms the subject Matter of the complaint 
indicates a prince being .carried in a 
palanquin by four bearers describing the 
two at the left as 'Arun Prakash' and 'Jyoti' 
and the two at the right at 'Nijalingappa' 
and 'Atulya'. The poster also contains the 
following descriptive words and it is to 
these words that Shri Chatterjee has drawn 
particular attention in his notice:-

WorM appearing at top Words appearing at top left 

~ 

Do you know? For only one vote tbe Privy 
Purse Abolition Bill was not 
accepted. Whose Vale wu it? 
C.P.M's M.P. Arun Prakasb 

~  

Words .peeariag at the 
bottom of tbe paller 

Secret love between .... alld 
.gent-

SYlldicate and C. P. M. 
(New Co.gress) 

The following inscription has been added to the 
photograph by the Ananda Bazar Partika:-

"WaHs in Calcutta aTe also fwH of cartoons 
and couplets. Top left New Congress; 
top right C.P.(M); cartoons and coup1ets 
of SUC, RSP and Forward Bloc 
respectively are at the bottom'." 

(ii) "Shri Chatterjee's contention was that by 
publishing the aforesaid photograph of the 
wall poster in Patrika a sordid motive had 
been attributed to him for not being 
present in the Rajy. Sabha on the day of 
the voting on the Constitution (Twenty-
fourth Amendment) Bill, 1970, to abolish 
the Privy Purses aad that a false statement 
had been made that the one vote that 
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sealed the fate of that Bill was his vote, 
though there were other members besides 
himself who could not be present. He 
therefore urged that publishing the 
photograph of the wall poster with the 
aforesaid descriptive words the Editor and 
the Printer and Publisher of the Ananda 
BazlIT Patrika ~  a breach of 
privilege ud contempt of the House." 

(iii) "After considering the matter in detail the 
COIRMittee noted that the Ananda Bazar 
Patrika in its issue dated February 19th, 1971 
published a photograph of five posters 
purported to have been displayed on the 
walls of Calcutta by various political parties 
while campaigning during the recent elections 
to the Lok Sabha and West Bengal 
Legislative Assembly held in March, 1971. 
Considering the circumstances in which the 

~  poster bad been reproduced in the 
Patrika and recognising that freedom of the 
Press, to express itself without fear or favour 
on matters of public import has to be 
cherished in a democratic society like ours, 
the Committee came to .the conclusion that 
there was no breach of privilege or c:onMmpt 
of the House involved in the I:omplaint of 
Shri A.P. Chatterjee and that it was too 
trivial a matter to be taken notice of by the 
House." 

(iv) "The Committee accordinaly MCOmmends to 
the House tllat no actioJl is called for on 
Shri Chatterjee's eomplaint." 

Action taken by tile HOllie 

4. No further action WH taken by the House in 
the matter. 

Point of privilege 

343 

RAJYA SABHA 
(1972) 

Alleged imputation of motives to Q member for his 
speech in tbe Howe. 

Facts of the ~  _d ruing by the Cbainnan 

On the 7th April, 1972, Shri Bhupesh Gupta, a 
member raised a question of privilege against 
Shri T.A. Pai, former Chainnan of the Syndicate 
Bank Ltd., for attributing, in a press statement. 
malice to him for his speech in the House 
Sbri Bhupesb Gupta also raised a question of 
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privilege against Shri C.S. Satya, Editor, lwalamukhi, 
Bangalore, for publishing Shri Pai's statement and 
accusing Shri Bhupesh Gupta of blackmail in a 
telegram sent to him. 

2. The Chairman (Shri G.S. Pathak) observed that 
he would, in the fllSt instance, ask Shri T.S. Pai and 
Shri C.S. Satya to state what they had to say in the 
matter. 

3. On the 7th August, 1972, the Chairman in-
formed the House as follows:-

"I am to inform members that some time back 
Shri Bhupesh Gupta gave two notices of breach 
of privilege, one against Shri T.A. Pai, now a 
member of this House, and another against 
Shri C.S. Satya, Editor, lwalamukhi, Bangalore 
Shri Gupta also raised the matter in the House 
and at that time I informed the House that I 
would first ask Shri Pai and the Editor 
concerned to let me know what they would like 
to say in the matter. Shri Pai, in his reply, 
informed me that, when the news agencies 
contacted him to know whether he would like 
to make any statement in view of the 
observations made by Shri Bhupesh Gupta in 
the House that he ("iz. Shri Pai) had sold a 
building belonging to the Syndicate Bank to his 
brother abusing his official position, he had told 
them orally that the allegation was entirely 
false. Shri Pai wrote to me saying that he did 
not attribute malice personally to 
Shri Bhupesh Gupta who, Shri Pai was sure, 
would not have made the statement if he had 
known the facts. Shri Pai felt that the source 
which had given Shri Gupta the information 
acted out of malice not only to harm Shri Pai 
personally but also to create misunderstanding 
between him and Shri Gupta. Shri Pai further 
assured me that he had no intension at any time 
to attribute malice to Shri Bhupesh Gupta and 
he hoped that Shri Bhupesh Gupta would 
appreciate his feelings. In these circumstances, I 
decided. to take no further action in the matter 
against Shri Pai. 

Shri Satya, Editor lwalamulchi, bas, in his telegram 
and letter to me, expressed his unconditional 
regrets and apologies. He has requested that his 
apologies may.be conveyed to Shri Bhupesh 
Gupta for whom he has got the highest esteem 
and respect. He has further assured me that he 
would be publishing his unconditional regrets 
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and apologies in the next issue of his paper. In 
view of this, I have decided to close the case 
against the Editor." 

The matter was thereafter, closed. 

Point of privUep 

344 
RAJYA SABHA 

(1973) 

AUe,ed imputation of moti"es to a member by II 
newspaper for Itis speech in 'he House 
Facts of the cue and ruUn. by the Chair 

On the 10th December, 1973, Shri Chandra 
Shekbar, a member, made a complaint to the House 
against the Editor of lanyug, a Hindi daily of Delhi, 
for publishing an editorial in its issued dated the 8th 
December, 1973 allegedly imputing motives to him 
for his speech in the House on the 7th December, 
1973. The impugned editorial read inter alia as 
follows:-

"The Congress member, Chandra Shekhar, styles 
himself as a great leftist but always adopts pro-
American, postures. This much support by 
Shri Chandra Shekhar to this American agent 
Minhas, who claims himself as an eminent 
economist, express his own political attitudes." 

While raising the point, Shri Chandra Shekhar 
stated inter alia as follows:-

...... It is a clear case of breach of privilege But I do 
not intend to move a formal motion of privilege 
only because this editor does not know his 
limitations ... .1 just want to bring to your notice 
and to the notice of the House so that this 
upstarting journalist could be duly warned so 
that in future he may behave in a proper 
way .... " 

2. Thereupon, the Vice-Chairman (Shri V.B. 
Raju), who was in the Chair, observed inter alia as 
follows:-

...... The hon. member has raised the point in his 
Darration that the press has not correctly 
reported what he said here ... the press is given 
the best of facilities in Parliament and it is our 
hope and desire that it takes sufficent care in 
reporting the proceedings of the House 
correctly .... Mr . Chandra Shekhar met the 
Chairman and sought his permission to raise the 
point with an assurance, with a categorical 
statement, that he is not formally moving any 
privilege motion .... As far as today's actual 
raising of the point before the House is 
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concerned, be has raised it only for the purpose 
of recording, and it is recorded." 

The matter was, thereafter closed. 
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Point of prI .... 

34S 
RAJYA SABHA 

(1979) 

Alleged lfUllcing of false statements and imputing of 
motives to a member by a newspaper in regard to his 
speech in the Howe 

For details of the case please see summary No. 328 
at pp. 477-78 antt. 
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PoInt of privUep 

346 
RAJYA SABRA 

(1956) 

Non-acceptance of recommendation of Subordinate 
Legislation Comminee by Government. 

Facts of the cue and action taken by the HOllIe 

On the 28th August, 1956, during discussion on a 
motion for concurrence in the resolution adopted by 
Lok Sabha on 22nd AUlUSt, 1956, for modification of 
Displaced Persons (Compensation and 
Rehabilitation) Rules, Diwan Chaman Lall, a 
member, stated that on the recommendation of the 
Advisory Board as well as the support of the han. 
Minister for Rehabilitation, the House had passed 
Rule 19 in September, 1955. On 12th January, 1956, 
an officer of the Ministry of Rehabilitation issued the 
following communication to the Chief Settlement 
Commissioner:-

"I am directed to refer to Rule 19 of the Displaced 
Persons (Compensation and Rehabilitation) Rules, 
1955, and to say that sons and grandsons, 
whether major or minor, should not be counted 
as members of the joint Family, in the life-time 
of their fathers and grandfathers, 'for the 
purposes of computing compensation under sub-
rule 2 of the said Rule". 

2. The member contended that the result of the 
communication was to nUllify the'total effect of that 
rule as accepted by Parliament. According to Rule 
19, sons and grandsons were part and parcel of !he 
undivided Hindu family, but the above interpretation 
of the rule deprived them of that benefit. 

3. The member remarked that even the Committee 
on Subordinate Legislation of Lok Sabha had opined 
that there was no justification for the modification of 
Rule 19 so as to exclude the sons from the benefit of 
getting compensation when the father was alive and 
when both were members of a Hindu undivided 
family. He said that the recommendations of the 
Committee on Subordinate Legislation as well as 
those of the Advisory Board attached to the 
Rehabilitation Ministry, had been ignored by the 
Rehabilitation MilUster. Above all, the decision of 
Parliament had also been flouted by his department, 
which constituted a breach of privilege of the House. 
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4. In support of his contention, Diwu Chaman 
LaD quoted the following lines from May's 
Parliamentary Practice. 

"Disobedience to the orders of either House, 
whether such orders are of general appUcation or 
require a particular individual to do or abstain 
from doing a particular act, or contravention of 
any rules of either Hoa:.ct:, is a contempt of that 
House." 

5. Referring to the above objections of Diwan 
Chaman LaD, Shri H.V. Patukar, Minister for Legal 
Affairs, said:-

" .......... A matter of breach of privilege has been 
raised on two counts: Firstly, there is an Advisory 
Committee. I am not concerned as to whether 
the advice of the Advisory Committee should 
be preferred or the advice of the han. Minister 
of the Government should be preferred. 

.......... if the Government appoints an Advisory 
Committee but does not act on the advice of 
the Advisory Committee, how can you say that 
it is a breach of privilege? 

• • • • 
"Another ground is that there is a 

Subordinate Legislation Committee .... 

They have suggested, I am told, that this sub-rule 2 
should be deleted. Whatever advice it is, it is 
not correct to say that supposing that 
Committee makes some recommendations and 
Government does not carry out those 
recommendations, it is not to be regarded as a 
breach of privilege of the House. 

My friend read from May's Parliamentary Practice, 
the object of which is that if there is a direction 
givcn by Parliament which the Government or 
anybody does not carry out, then it becomes a 
breach of privilege, but that is not the object 
with which this Delegated Legislation 
Committee was formed .......... 

The Committee is to examine and make 
recommendation. Those matters may be 
considered. In this case, not only that but that 
Committee wu appointed by the Lok Sabha 
and when thi$ matter went there, the 
Lok Sabha itseH had pused this amended rule 
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which has come before tbis House for 
confirmation. How can it be any breach of 
privileae so far as that other House is 
conccmeci, because the Committee may say 
something, but the House is superior to that 
Committee. So, I submit that both these points 
with respect to the breach of privilege, are not 
valid." 

6. Replying to the debate, Shri Mehr Chand 
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Khanna, Rehabilitation Minister, said that the 
Govemment'. Rehabilitation scheme was fair and 
exhaustive. 

7. The question of breach of privilege was not 
further discussed and original motion of the 
Rehabilitation Minister regarding modification of sub-
rule (2) of rule 19 of the Displaced Persons 
(Compensation and Rehabilitation) Rules, 1955 was 
put to the House and adopted. 
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Point of Privileae 

347 

LOK SABHA 

(1962) 

Non-disclosure of information by a Minister Oil 

grounds of public interest 

Facts of the case and ruBnl by the Speaker 

On the 13th August, 1962, the Defence Minister 
(Shri V.K. Krishna Menon), while answering 
supplementary questions of Starred Question No. 
218 regarding manufacture of helicopters. declined 
to give certain information on grounds of public 
interest. On a point of order being raised by some 
members. the Speaker (Sardar Hukam Singh) 
observed. inter alia; as follows:-

"Unless I decide that it is not for the Minister to 
have that privilege the hon. Members need not go 
on hammering the same point. It is the same 
thing. It is not in public interest to disclose the 
numbers, he has said so. The information is 
known only to the hon. Minister; how far he 
should disclose it is a matter for him. I cannot 
interfere in every case. I will give him the 
privilege to disclose as much as he thinks fit. 
taking the public interest into consideration. In 
rare circumstances, where. I come to the 
conclusion that something is being concealed 
from the House and that the information ought 
to be given. I would certainly interfere. 
Otherwise. I will give that option to the 
hon. Minister. the option or privilege of public 
interest." 

2. Shri U.M. Trivedi, a member, asked whether it 
was'flot a question of privilege of the House and 
suggested the matter to be referred to the 
Cotamittee of Privileges. The Speaker observed as 
fol)alws:-

-~  is no question of Privileges Committee or 
anything to be referred to it." 
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LOK SABHA 

(1973) 

Pwint of privilege 

(i) Alleged delay in laying answers to certain 
Unsra"ed Questions on the Table of the House by a 
Mi"ter; and 

(ii) Alleged suppression of answers to certain 

qutstions by Press Information Bunau from the 
!Wss. 

For details of the case please see summary No. 
180 at p. 321 ante. 
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LOK SABHA 

(1982) 

Point of Prlvllele 

Allegedly not maki"g available to a Parliamentary 
Committee a file of the Ministry of Petroleum. 
Chemicals and Fertilizers required in connection 
with the examination of a subject taken up by 
the Committee. -

Facts of the case and rullna by the Speaker 

On 6th July, 1982, Shri Atal Bihari Vajpayee and 
on 9th July. 1982, Sarvashri Madhu Dandavate. 
Harikesh Bahadur. Ram Vilas Paswan and George 
Fernandes. members, gave notices of a question of 
privilege against the Prime Minister and the Secre-
tary, Ministry of Petroleum, Chemicals and 
Fertilizers for allegedly not making available to the 
Committee on Public Undertakings a file called for 
by the Committee in connection with the 
examination of a subject taken up by the 
Committee. 

2. Thc members had. in their notices itlter alia alleged 
thal on 24th March. 1982. when the Secretary of the 
Ministry of Petroleum. Chemicals and Fertili-
zers was being examined by the Committee OD 

Public Undertakings, he was asked questions about a 
contract for import of crude and oil products 
through a Hong Kong based firm, but the Secretary 
sought two-three weeks time to gather full 
. information in that regard. It was further alleged 

'that as ihe term of the Committee wu to expire 
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on 30th April, 1982, the Committee gave 
only one week's time to the Secretary who 
promised to send the required information 
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by 31st March, 1982, but on 31st March, 1982, the 
Committee were informed in writing by the Ministry 
that they were not able to lay their hands on the 
relevant file. The members contended that this 
amounted to a deliberate obstruction in the work of 
the Committee. 

3. On 15th July, 1982, the Speaker (Dr. Bal Ram 
Jakhar) observed in the House as follows:-

"I have received notices of privilege from Shri Atal 
Bihari Vajpayee, Prof. Madhu Dandavate, 
Shri Harikesh Bahadur, Shri Ram Vilas Paswan 
and Shri George Fernandes. The substance of 
the notices is that the Committee on Public 
Undertakings had called for File No. P. 20 
which they required in connection with 
examination of a subject taken up by the 
Committee and it was not made available. 

I have carefully gone through the Forty-Seventh 
Report of ·the Committee on Public 
Undertakings on 'Oil Companies-Imports of 
Petroleum, Crude and Products and 
Distribution of Gas'. I have also made available 
a copy .of the Report of the Committee to each 
of the members who have given the notices of 
privilege. I have not come across in the Report 
any observation or recommendation of the 
Committee to the effect that they had called for 
a particular file from the Ministry and that it 
was not made available to them and thereby 
impeded the examination of the subject. 

The members have also in their notices or through 
separate communications mentioned certain 
facts which, according to them, have a bearing 
on the subject of import of crude and oil 
products through a Hong Kong based firm. It 
would be recalled that the Committee on Public 
Undertakings in Paragraph 95 of their Forty-
Seventh Report on the subject had concluded 
that: 

The Committee fail to understand why the normal 
procedure of processing the purchase proposals 
through the Empowered Committee was not 
followed in this case. They would await a 
further enquiry or an explanation in this 
regard.' 

At per well established practice under Direction 
102 of the Directions issued by the Speaker, 
after a Report has been presented by the 
Committee to the House, the Ministry have to 
furnish an action taken note in respect of each 
recommendation of the Committee, which is 

568 

scrutinisedbytheCommitteewhopresentanAction 
Taken Report. It is open to the members, 
including Shri Som Nath Chatterjee, who has 
given a censure motion against the then 
Minister of. Petroleum, Chemicals and 
Fertilizers to furnish pertinent information to 
the Committee on Public Undertakings who 
would no doubt take it into account while giving 
the Action Taken Report. 

In the circumstances, the question of giving my 
consent under Rule 222 of the Rules of 
Procedure and Conduct of Business to raise the 
matter in the House as one of breach of 
privilege, does not arise." 

Point of privilege 

350 

RAJYA SABHA 

(1965) 

Non-disclosure of certain informlltion by a Minister in 
the House. 

Facts of the case and rulinK by the Chairman 

On the 7th May, 1965 Shri Bhupesh Gupta, a 
member, sought to raise a question of privilege 
arising out of a statement made by Shri Gulzari Lal 
Nanda, Minister of Home Affairs, in the House on 
the 19th February, 1965, with regard to the arrest of 
certain Communists. Shri Gupta alleged that while 
making his statement in the House, Shri Nanda had 
not given the information to the House regarding 
receipt of letters from two Communist Members of 
Parliament repudiating the charges against the 
Communists. 

2. Shri Nanda denied that there was any breach of 
privilege and stated that the Government were not 
obliged to give publicity on behalf of the 
Communists. 

3. The Chairman reserved his ruling. 

4. On the 8th May, 1965, the Chairman (Dr. Zakir 
Hussain) observed as follows:-

"I have considered the matter relating to the 
breach of privilege raised by Shri Bhupesh Gupta in 
the House yesterday. In my opinion there is no 
prima facie case of breach of privilege of the 
House." 
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351 
RAJYA SABHA 

(1975) 

Alleged withholding of information from the Howe 
by u Minister during a discwsion on a Calling 
Attention maner 
Facts of tbe case and rulina by the Chairman 

On the 26th March, 1975, Shri Bhairon Singh 
Shekhawat, a member sought to raise a question of 
privilege against the Minister of Defence (Sardar 
Swaran Singh) for allegedly withholding certain 
information from the House while speaking on a 
Calling Attention matter regarding leakage of certain 
vital defence information by two Officers of Indian 
Air Force. 

While ralSmg th" question of privilege, 
Shri Shekhawat stated that on the 17th March, 1975, 
during discussion on a Calling Attention matter, in 
reply to a question by Shri Loknath Mishra, another 
member, 'whether the two gentlemen who indulged 
in these activities and who are from Soviet Union, 
belonged to the K.G.B. or they belonged to Soviet 
Embassy in India, or they were only private citizens 
of Soviet Union,' the Minister had replied that 'I 
would like to say quite clearly that they were not 
private citizens, which class they belong to 1 do not 
know'. Shri Shelchawat stated that in a writ petition 
filed by an Indian Air Force Officer in the Delhi 
High Court, it had been stated inter alia that "he had 
been instrument in causing security' leakage on vital 
defence information to one Major I. V. Kanavsky, 
Assistant Military, Naval and Air Attache of the 
Embassy of the USSR at New Delhi'. According to 
Shri Shekhawat this indicated that the Minister was 
aware on that day of the information but he did not 
disclose the same to the House. Thus, he had 
committed a breach of. privilege of the House. 

2. The Chairman (Shri B.D. Jatti), observed that 
he had not allowed the question of privilege but it 
would be better if the Minister of Defence clarified 
the position in the House_ 

3. Thereupon, the Minister of Defence, made inter 
alia the following statement:-

"The fll'St thing is tbat it is quite interesting that 
wbile the questioner was bon 'ble 
Shri Loknatb Mishra who is apparently 
satisfied with my reply, Mr. Shekhawat 
somehow or the other feels that I gave a 
wrong reply to Mr. Mishra .. he has read out 
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a statement but he is not able to point out as 
to which part in my statement, according to 
him, is incorrect .... He (Shri Mishra) wanted 
to know whether he belongs to the K.G.B. 
and I said 1 do not know. I do not even 
now ... Then it was asked to which particular 
branch they belonged. I never said that they 
do not belong to the Soviet Embassy. It is 
true that the name of the person was Major 
Kanavsky and he was an Assistant Military 
Adviser ...... Even now I cannot say, nobody 
can say whetber they belong to K.G.B. or to 
which other braneb they belong .... that 1 did 
not know on that day to which particular 
branch of the Soviet Embassy he 
belonged .... The question that was asked was 
as to which branch of the Soviet Embassy he 
belonged, to whieh 1 said .[ have no 
information.' 1 have now made enquiries and 
I find that his designation was Assistant 
Military Adviser. At that time I had no 
information as to which branch of the 
Embassy he belonged. I do not see what is 
the point for me to suppr!=ss if I did not 
know to which particular branch of the 
Soviet Embassy he belongs." 

Thereafter. the matter was closed. 

Point or privilege 
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RAJYA SABHA 

(1982) 

Allegedly not making available to Committee on 
public Undertakings a file of a Ministry required in 
connection with the uamination of a subject taken up 
by that Committee 

Facts of tbe case and rulina by the Chairman 

On 14th July, 1982, the Chairman (Shri M. 
Hidayatullah) observed in the House as follows:-

"Yesterday I informed the House that I had 
received notices of breach of privilege 
from Shri A.G. Kulkarni and some 
other members in connection with the 
import of High Speed Diesel and 
Kerosene from Hong Kong which was 
the subject-matter of the 47th Report 
of the Committee on Public 
Undertakings that was submitted to 
Parliament on April 30, 1982. These 
notices have been received from the 
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following members. I read out the names for their 
satisfaction. 

1. Shri A.G. Kulkarni 
2. Shri Shiva Chandra lha 
3. Shri Syed Shahabuddin 

4. Shri Surendra Mohan 

S. Shri Satya Pal Malik 

6. Shri Rameshwar Singh 

1. Shri Hukmdeo Narayan Yadav 
8. Shri Ladli Mohan Nigam 
9. Dr. Bhai Mahavir 

10. Shri Sadashiv Bagaitkar 
They are directed against the Prime Minister and 

her office, Shri Veerendra Patil, Shri P.C. 
Sethi and Shri P. Shiv Shankar who are or 
have been Ministers of Petroleum and 
Chemicals at one time or another. 
Shri Lavraj Kumar, the Secretary in the 
Ministry of Petroleum and Chemicals and 
Shri Arun Shourie, the Executive Editor of 
the Indian Express. The gravemen of the 
charge against the Prime Minister, Ministers 
and Secretary of the Ministry of Petroleum 
and Chemicals is that they did not make 
available to the Committee on Public 
Undertakings the relevant file pertaining to 
the deal, have caused loss of crores of rupees 
to the public exchequer and have also 
obstructed the Committee in the 
performance of its functions in examining the 
transaction. The charge against Shri Arun 
Shourie is that by his article under the 
caption "The case of the missing file" 
published in the Indian Express of luly 1982, 
Shri Shourie has cast reflections on the -
Committee and lowered its prestige in the 
esteem of the public and has disclosed 
proceedings of the Committee which are of a 
confidential character. 

The notices purport to raise a question of pri"ilege 
under rule 181 of our Rules which provides that 
subject to the provisions of these rules, a member 
may with the consent of the Chairman, raise a 
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question involving a breach of privilege either of a 
member or of the Councilor a Committee thereof. 
Stated briefly. a question of breach of privilege has to 
be restricted only to a matter affecting the 
Committee of our House. Now, the Committee on 
Public Undertakings is a Commitee set up under 
Rule 312A of the Rules of Procedure and Conduct of 
Business of the Lok Sabha. It functions under the 
direction and control of the Speaker, Lok Sabha. 
Although 1 members of our House are nominated to 
associate with the Committee and have equal rights 
with the members of the Lok Sabha to vote and take 
part in the proceedings of that Committee, the fact 
remains that this Committee is essentially and 
primarily a Committee of the Lok Sabha. Under rule 
181 which has been referred to earlier, a question of 
breach of privilege can only arise in respect of our 
Committee. The Rajya Sabha does not have any 
jurisdiction in respect of the Committee of Lok Sabha 
in the matter of its privileges. The appropriate forum 
to raise a matter of breach of privilege on ground of 
withholding information or any file from the 
Committee or casting any reflection thereon can only 
be the Lok Sabha. 

I understand from the proceedings of the 
Lok Sabha that some notices of breach of 
.privilege have been given there by the members 
of the other House. The Speaker in in seisin of 
the matter. The notices given by Shri A.G. 
Kulkarni and other members are therefore not 
admissible. I am fortified in my view by an 
earlier precedent where aspersions were cast on 
the then Chairman of the Committee on Public 
Undertakings by Shri l.R.D. Tata wherein a 
similar view was taken in disposing of notices of 
breach of privilege of the Committee directed 
against Shri l.R.D. Tata. I understand that the 
Commitee aforesaid has reserved to itself a 
further inquiry and will seek explanation. 

In view of what has been stated above. I withhold 
my consent to the raising of the matter as a 
question of privilege against the Prime Minister, 
other Ministers, the Secretary of the Ministry of 
Petroleum and Shri Arun Shourie, in this 
House." 
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353 
LOK SABHA 
(1972) . 

Failure to send notice of a meeting of a Government 
Committee to members representing Lok Sabha on 
that Committee 

Facts of the case and action taken by the House 

On the 1st August, 1972. Shri Jyotirmoy Bosu a 
member, sought to raise a question of privilege 
against the Minister of Foreign Trade and the 
Chairman, Tea Board, for not sending the notice of 
the meeting of the newly reconstituted Tea Board to 
the members representing Lok Sabha thereon. While 
raising the question of privilege, Shri Bosu stated 
inter alia as follows:-

"Two of the members of this House 
(Sarvashri Jyotirmoy Bosu and Biswanarayan 
Shastri were elected to the Tea Board on 
17th May, 1972. On 18th May, the Lok Sabha 
Secretariat drafted and signed the intimation 
which was actually received by the Foreign 
Trade Ministry on 19th May. 

Now, the Foreign Trade Ministry-and the 
Chairman, Tea Board, in their anxiety which I 
will not disclose now, convened the first 
meeting of the reconstituted' Tea Board on 
3rd June in Calcutta. In that meeting, they 
finalised the main Executive Committee and all 
the Standing Committees for a period of three 
years, that is, for the entire tenure of the Tea 
Board. But Shri Biswanarayan Shastri and 
myself who had been elected to the Tea Board 
were not invited to that meeting. Therefore, we 
were deprived of exercising our rights .. .1 now 
pray that the whole matter be placed before the 
Privileges Committee .... The proceedings of the 
meeting of the Committee (Tea BoanD held on 
the 3rd June, 1972 should be entirely nullified 
and the meeting should be reheld." 

2. The Minister of Foreign Trade (Shri L.N. 
Mishra) stated inter alia as follows:-

"So far hon. members, Shri Biswanarayar. 
Shastri and Shri Jyotirmoy Bosu are concerned, 
their nomination to the Board was notified on 
22nd June. The first meeting was held on 
3rd June. These two gentlemen could not attend 
the meeting. There was delay in nominating the 
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members to the Board ... That is why they could 
not attend it. In that meeting it was for the 
Chairman of the Tea Board to fix the agenda. 
There was nothing mal.fide. It is upto the Tea 
Board Government, as such cannot intervene in 
the functioning of the Tea Board ... " 

3. Thereupon, the Speaker observed inter alia as 
follows:-

"I think the Minister may look into the whole 
thing. I also agree that there are two elected 
members. What purpose do they go for if they 
are not given any chance to participate in the 
meeting .. .!t is not a breach of privilege." 

4. Subsequently, the Minister of Foreign 
Trade, in a letter, dated the lst August, 1972, 
addressed to the Spc;aker, stated inter alia: 

"It is unfortunate that these two 
Hon. members who were duly elected by the 
Lok Sabha to the Tea Board could not be 
invited io the first meeting of the Board and 
were thus deprived of participation in the 
election of the various Standing Committee. 

You will appreciate that normally Govemmen.t 
would not like to interfere in the work and 
functioning of any Statutory Board or 
Committee. However, in compliance with your 
direction to look into the matter. I have, givcn 
it my most careful consideration and as a spccial 
case decided under SI"-ction 31(1) of the Tea 
Act, 1953 to cancel the proceedings of the 
meeting of the Tea Board held on 3rd June, 
1972. The Hon. member had only referred to . 
his being deprived of participation in the 
election to the various Standing Committees, 
but in order to eliminate any possibility of a 
further complaint that other important matters 
were also settled at that meeting without their 
participation, I have felt it necessary to cancel 
the ~  as a whole. 

I might mention here that I .am iIIuin, 
instructions in respect of Boards and 
Committees of this Ministry to which members 
of Parliament are appointed, to ensure that no 
notification constituting such Boards would be 
issued without including the names of members 
of Parliament." 

The matter was, thereafter, closed. 
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LOK SABHA 

(1969) 
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LOK SABHA 

(1969) 

Reported oppositioll 0/ a Slate Govemme1ll to a 
suggatioll made ill Lot Stlbhll lor sending a 
Parlillmenlll" ~  10 sllUly the sillUltiOIl there. 

Fac:tJ of the cue and I'IIIiDa by the Speaker 

On the 21st April, 1969. Shri Hem Barua, a 
member, sought to raise a question of privilege 
against the Chief Minister of Jammu and Kashmir for 
the reported opposition of the Government of Jammu 
and  Kashmir to the suggestion made in L9k Sabha 
and approved by the Speaker that Government might 
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send a delegation of members of Parliament to 
Ladakh to study the situation there. 

2. Disallowing the question of privilege, the 
Speaker observed iDter alia as follows: 

.. ... About the earlier thina, the House discussed it in 
my absence, when I weat to Vienna. You 
disc:uued about the matter about 
Shri Brahmananda Reddy. It was decided that 
there is no privilege involved. And, this 
statement is much more milder than the other 
one. Therefore there cannot be any privilege on 
this thing. Therefore. I say, there is no privilege 
involved .... 

On that the House has taten a decision that there is 
absolutely no privilege involved. Now I say 
there is much less case in this. But that does not 
prevent the Government of India from sendina 
some people. You may not call it a 
parliamentary delegation .. If you go through the 
records you will see that this is what I said. I 
said Government might consider it because it is 
a farOung place; sending a delegation or 
deputation was a matter Government m!ght 
consider. Even now Government may consider 
it. That stands. What I said on that day stands. 

But, as I said, there is no privilege in this case." 
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Point of privUege 

357 
LOK SABHA 

(1956) 

Obstruction cawed by police to a mrmbrr entrring 
Parliament Howe 

Facts of the case and ruUDI by the Speaker 

On the 12th September, 1956, Shri V.G. 
Deshpande, a member, raised a question of privilege 
alleging that the police authorities had caused 
obstruction to him while he was entering the 
Parliament House compound to attend the sitting of 
the House that day. He stated that the police had 
formed a cordon and even when he told them that he 
was a member of Lok Sabha, the police obstructed 
him from entering the Parliament House compound. 
It was with great difficulty that he succeeded in 
coming to the House. Also, the police did not 
express regret over the incident. He requested the 
Speaker to enquire into the matter. 

2. The Speaker observed that no member would be 
obstructed while coming in or going out of the House 
and would not also be arrested in the compound. He 
stated that he would make enquiries into the matter 
and take proper action. 

3. On the 13th September, 1956, the Minister of 
Home Affairs made a statement in the House on the 
point of privilege raised by Shri V. G. Deshpande on 
the previous day. The main poinlS of the statement 
were:-

(i) A procession of displaced persons reached Lok 
Sabha outer entrance facing the Parliament 
Street at 11.30 a.m.. on the 
12th September, 1956. 

(ii) Shri V.G. Deshpande, M.P., was among the 
demonstrators and accompanied by three or 
four persons proceeded towards Lok Sabha 
Estate. Two constables. about three yards 
from the entrance, stopped him to ensure his 
identity. 

(iii) An Inspector, who was only a few yards away. 
rushed to the spot and recognising Shri 
Deshpande escorted him in and expressed his 
regret. 
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(iv) The entire incident was reported to have taken 
only four or five seconds. 

(v) The Watch and Ward Officer of Lok Sabha was 
immediately informed about the incident. 

(vi) Either Shri Deshpande had come with the 
demonstrators or his time of arrival had 
synchronised with the arrival of the 
demonstrators and, therefore. it was 
reasonable for the policemen to ensure his 
identity. The constables did not know him 
personally, nor anyone knowing him 
personally interfered with him. Shri 
Deshpande did not show his identity card to 
anyone. 

(vii) Under the rules, the policemen were required 
to satisfy themselves about the identity of the 
member. This was enforced to ensure safety 
of the members. 

(viii) No question of privilege was involved. 

4. Shri V.G. Deshpande putforth the following 
points:-

(i) He did not come with the demonstrators. 

(ii) He was not accompanied by three or fQU[ 
persons. On the contrary, he was alone. 

(iii) Even though he told the constables that he was 
a member of Lok Sabha, they did not allow 
him to enter the Parliament House compound. 

(iv) It was true that after some time a Sub-
Inspector came to him. 

(v) The Police officers did not express regrets for 
the inconvenience caused to him. 

(vi) The Minister of Home Affairs ought to have 
consulted the member concerned before 
believing the version given out by the 
Superintendent of Police. 

(vii) Obstruction caused to a member affms tile 
dignity of the House as a whole. 

5. Shri N.C. Chatterjee. a member, pointed out that 
before the Minister of Home Affairs made a 
statement in the House. it was his duty to have 
contacted Shri Deshpande to get his version of 
the incident since he had been 
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stopped at the entrance of the Parliament 
House Estate. 

6. Shri S.S. More, another member, stated that this 
was a serious matter of frequent occurrence and 
something had to be done to give complete 
protection to members of Parliament. He thought 
that the present case amounted to a breach of 
privilege of member and ought to be referred to the 
Committee of Privileges for a final decision. 

7. The Speaker made the following observations:-

(i) It was regrettable that any member of 
Parliament should have been stopped while 
coming to Parliament. 

(ii) So far as the inside of the Parliament House 
was concerned, there was sufficient provision 
to see that such incidents did not occur. 

(iii) But outside the Parliament House compound, 
a member would have to satisfy the authorities 
concerned that he was a member of 
Parliament. Shri Deshpande did not appear to 
have shown them his identity card. 

(iv) Although it was open to a member to 
participate in a demonstration, yet the 
question was as to whether a member could 
make a demonstration in front of the House 
because in that case he would be 
demonstrating against himself. 

(v) Any member desiring to raise a question of 
privilege should give notice in writing to the 
Secretary under the rules. 

(vi) In future, whenever he would receive a 
complaint on a matter of privilege, he 
would ask the member concerned to supply 
him with a statement of facts and if any 
further elucidation was necessary, he would 
consult the Minister concerned before a 
final statement was made in the House. 

(vii) In the particular case under consideration, 
as soon as the Sub-Inspector had recognised 
Sbri Deshpande, he escorted him into the 
Parliament House Estate. In' the 
circumstances, nothing could be done. If 
Sbri Deshpande had anything further to 
add, he should write to him. 

8. No communication was received from Shri 
Desbpande, nor was the matter raised in the House 
again. 

Point of privilege 

358 
LOK SABHA 

(1956) 

Alleged obstruction caused to a member by the police 
while entering the Parliament House 

S86 

Facts of the case and ruling by the Speaker 
On the 12th September, 1956, Shri V.G. 

Deshpande, a member, raised a question of privilege, 
alleging that the police authorities had caused 
obstruction to him while he was entering the 
Parliament House compound to attend the sitting of 
the House that day. 

He added that the police had formed a cordon and 
even when he told them that he was a member of the 
Lok Sabha, the police obstructed him from entering 
the Parliament House compound. It was with great 
difficulty that he succeeded in coming to the House. 
The Police had not even expressed regret over that 
incident. He, therefore, requested the Speaker to. 
inquire into the matter. 

2. The Speaker, thereupon, observed inter alia as 
follows:-

"I will certainly see that no member is 
obstructed, who has got a legitimate right to 
come into the House, both when they come in 
and when they go out. So far as the compound 
is concerned, nobody will be arrested in the 
compound; and after he goes out, it is for the 
police and for the general administration to take 
care, under the circumstances of what they 
ought to do. So far as this matter is concerned, 
I will certainly make enquiries immediately .... " 

3. On the 13th September' 1956, the Minister of 
Home Affairs (Pandit G.B. Pant) stated the 
Superintendent of Police, New Delhi, who made a 
personal enquiry into the matter, had reported that 
on receipt of information that about 8,000 displaced 
persons would demonstrate in front of the Lok 
Sabha, a strong contingent of Police including some 
gazetted officers and upper subordinates were 
detailed by him to cordon off the Lok Sabha Estate. 
It was apprehended that the demonstrators would 
defy the ban and enter the prohibited area. At about 
11.30 A.M., the procession of displaced persons 
arrived at the Lok Sabha outer entrance facing 
Parliament Street. They were in an agitated mood 
and the police on duty had been alerted not to allow 
any demonstrator to defy the ban. Sbri V.G. 
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Oeshpande was among the demonstrators and wben 
be, witb three or four otbers, proceeded towards tbe 
Lok Sabba Estate, two constables of the O.A.P. 
checked bim to ensure bis identity. Inspector B.P. 
Jelley, S.H.O., Parliament Street Police Station, wbo 
was only a few yards away, rushed to the spot seeing 
Sbri Oesbpande wbom be knew, and escorted bim in 
expressing his regret. The entire incident was 
reported to bave taken not more tban four or five 
seconds. This was about three yards outside the Lok 
Sabba Estate entrance. 

Concluding Pandit Pant stated that Sbri Oesbpande 
eitber deliberately accompanied the demonstrators or 
the time of his entry happened to synchronise witb 
their presence there. 

4. Sbri V.G. Deshpande catergorically denied 
eitber baving come witb the demonstrators or witb 
tbree or four persons. In fact, be was coming alone 
wben tbe police stopped bim. He, bowever, admitted 
tbat a Sub-Inspector came, wben be was scuffling 
witb tbe police constables and telling them that be 
was a member of the Lok Sabba. He stated that 
before accepting the version given by tbe Police, it 
was tbe duty of the Home Minister, to make 
enquiries from him aiso, wbicb was not done. He 
thought tbat tbe Leader of tbe House himself sbould 
bave taken up tbe matter for it involved tbe dignity 
of tbe House. He, bowever, felt tbat the proper 
procedure for making inquiries would bave been to 
refer the matter to tbe Committee of Privileges, who 
would bave summoned him for cross-examination. 

s. Sbri N.C. Chatterjee, anotber member, stated 
tbat Sbri Oesbpande was refused ingress into tbe 
Parliament, practically at tbe door, at tbe point 
wbere be sbould enter tbe Parliament's precincts. He 
tbought tbat before the Minister made a statement, it 
was bis duty to contact Sbri Oesbpande to get bis 
version; and tben it might bave been necessary to 
furtber pursue tbe matter with the obstructing police 
officers. 

6. Sbri S.S. More, aftother member, stated that it 
was a serious matter of frequent occurrence and 
something bad to be devised to give complete 
protection to members, if their privileges were 
privileges of substance. He, therefore, suggested that 
the matter migbt be referred to the Committee of 
Privileges. 

7. The Speaker thereupon observed inter alia as 
follows: 

"It is regrettable that any member of Parliament 
should be prevented from coming into 
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Parliament. Sbri Oeshpande was coming to 
Parliament, and as a matter of fact, be came to 
Parliament. Now inside the Parliament bere, 
there are persons and police wbo see tbe 
Members from day-to-day. I bave ~  made 
provision for some of our Officers and clerks, 
Watcb and Ward, to see tbem, also to be 
present there, to avoid any of the unbappy 
incidents. It may be that, per cbance, one of tbe 
Watch and Ward Officers may not know; he 
might not bave seen him or out of the five 
hundred odd members, be may not be able to 
recognise him; to help him, some otbers are 
also posted there. But if it bappened outside 
this compound, eacb member will bave to 
satisfy tbe autborities tbat be is a member of 
Parliament. 

The Minister can only act upon tbe report that be 
gets. He bas already read out the report. As a 
matter of fact, be did not tell us that be 
believed every word of the report. He was 
cautious enough to say that it may be or it may 
not be correct. 

It is open to any bon. member straight to lead a 
deputation, or to participate in some 
demonstration or something of tbat kind; But I 
do not know, and I am really considering still 
wbether an bon. member in front of the House 
can make a demonstration when he himself can 
be member there, for in tbat case, be would be 
demonstrating against himself. 

But so far as this is concerned, it is unnecessary for 
us to decide it. The point is tbat tbe bon. 
member bas been prevented. By wbom? By 
certain constables. As soon as the Sub-Inspector 
saw bim from a distance, be came running up, 
and tben told tbem tbat be was member of 
Parliament, tbereafter, be brougbt bim inside. 

A question of privilege of a member of this House is 
a privilege of this House. 

Any bon. Member wishing to raise a question of 
privilege should give notice of a motion in 
writing to Secretary.  Yesterday it was raised in 
an unusual manner. On his way to the House 
he met me and I allowed him to raise it. 

Normally, so far as tbese matters are concerned, 
excepting extraOrdinary cases bappening, I 'do 
not want any bon. member to raise it bere 
suddenly. When certain facts are not clear on 
one side, I think the better metbod would be to 
put it in writing and send it to me." 
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359 
LOK SABHA 

(1964) 
Point of privileae 
Prevention of a member's entry into Parliament House 
by Watch and Ward staff under Speaker's orders 
Fact, of the cue and rulinC by the Speaker 

On the 18th March, 1964, the Speaker (Sardar 
Hukam Singh) informed the House that he had 
received the following notice of a question of 
pri"i1ege given by Sarvashri Ram Sewak Yadav and 
Kishen Patnayak, members:-
"On the 17th March, 1964, at about 7. p.m. a 

member of the Watch and Ward staff stopped 
Shri Bagri, member, Lok Sabha, from entering 
into the main gate of Lok Sabha. The 
Parliamentary Congress Party was meeting 
inside the building; and newspaper 
correspondents were permitted to enter. This 
amounts to a breach of privilege." 

2. After hearing the views of several members the 
Speaker observed as follows:-
"The first thing is whether a member has a right of 

his own accord to remain within the precincts of 
Parliament when Parliament is not sitting or 
after the time of its adjournment, whether it be 
five, half past five, six or seven, and how long 
he can stay and in what circumstances. If a 
member has something to do in connection with 
his Parliamentary work, he is allowed to stay in 
the Parliament House for reasonable time after 
the House adjourns for the day; but when a 
member wants to stay there for something 
which has no connection, with Parliament and 
when the House is not even sitting, the Speaker 
has the discretion to allow him or not to allow 
him. This place cannot be turned into a living 
accommodation where a person can stay as if in 
a residence. That is why when Shri Bagri first 
expressed his desire to stay here, I said that 
upto a specified time after the rising of the 
House, members can stay in Parliament House 
when Parliament is in session and in this case, I 
had allowed him (Shri Bagri) to stay upto 
7 p.m. so that if he had to do some 
Parliamentary work he might do it ..... I called 
the leaders of the Opposition Groups, consulted 
them and had their approval. They agreed and I 
allowed him upto 7 p.m ...... .in my opinion this 
is quite a big concession. Otherwise one cannot 
stay here after half past five in the evening 
unless one has some work connectd with 
Parliament. I cannot allow thereafter. I 
deliberately gave him a special concession by 
allowing him to stay and move about 
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upto 7 p.m. and not after that. So, as far as the 
hon. member is concerned, my permission is 
only for staying upto 7 p.m. He had neither 
asked for permission to stay in after that hour 
nor bad be any permission to enter. 

Now the question is whether any discrimination was 
made in favour of the Congress Parliamentary 
Party. The Congress Parliamentary Party had 
taken my permission in writing to bold a 
meeting. They were holding their meeting with 
my prior permission. These two things cannot 
be linked up. In one case the person concerned 
was allowed upto 7 p.m. and after that he did 
not seek any further permission, orally or in 
writing. It is, therefore, not correct to say that 
anybody was shown partiality or there was any 
discrimination. It is unfair that on the one hand 
I should give a concession to help the hon. 
member, though it is quite a big concession I 
have conceded to Shri Bagri, and, on the other 
hand, it should be exploited so as to bring a 
privilege motion here and I be accused of 
making discrimination. The question of privilege 
does not arise at all because no member has it 
right to stay here without obtaining the 
Speaker's permission. When there is no sitting, 
no member has any right of his own. So, that 
ends the question of privilege. 

Next comes a question of a broader issue because this 
. question has also been raised by Shri Anthony 
whethet I can create a sanctuary for anybody, 
whether the Speaker can allow anybody to stay 
here. I can never tolerate that this House 
should be turned into a residence but it is 
correct to assert that this Parliament, and 
through Parliament the Speaker, has an overall 
control within the precincts of the Parliament. 
Shri Anthony has raised the question of an 
offence committed by a member. I want to say 
that so far I have received no information about 

. Shri Bagri having committed an offence. I 
cannot, therefore, hold that he is an offender 
and I am giving shelter to an offender. I have 
no such report so far that there is a warrant 
against Shri Bagri or that he has committed any 
offence. Shri Bagri himself expressed his desire 
to stay here and I allowed him. There is, 
therefore, no such question involved here that I 
am giving shelter to an offender. 

It may also be made clear here that my function 
and the function of this House is to assist the 
administration of law and not to impede it and 
this House' will continue to give assistance in 
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this Tegard. But, at the same time, it is my duty 
to safeguard the rights and privileges of the 
members. I will not tolerate any encroachment, 
thereon. I want to tell Shri Bagri that although 
I have no information so far that he has 
committed any offence or that there is a 
warrant against him, this concession, cannot go 
on for a long time and time may soon come 
when I may have to say that this concession will 
not continue further. 

Thirdly, I cannot tolerate that by having a cot, a 
table and a chair on the lawns, ShriBagrishouldgive 
it a different appearance so as to keep it in 
public gaze and people should assemble there. I 
will, therefore, advise him not-to do so. 

I cannot give these facilities for an indefinite period 
and therefore, if I withdraw them soon, Shri Bagri 
should not feel surprised. 

....... We should not make it a sanctuary because 
that lowers our dignity. 

A question was also raised that there are 
Parliaments where alargenumberofoffenders, who 
commit grave crimes, are given shelter. I cannot 
differentiate between one offence and another. 
Whatever be the nature of offence, it is to be 
treated with same gravity and we are not 
prepared to give shelter to any offender. But. as 
I said, it is also our duty to uphold the 
privileges and the rights of this House within 
these precincts." 

Point of privillp 

360 

LOK SABHA 

(1966) 

Alleged obstruction of a members's taxi by a police 
constable in tiM-precincts of the House 

Facts of the ... and ruBng by the Deputy Speaker 

On the 16th March. 1966, Shri Ram Sewak Yadav, 
a member. sought to raise a question of privilege that 
while Dr. Ram Manohar Lobia, another member, 
was going out of Parliament House his taxi was 
stopped by the police constable on duty to allow the 
Prime MinisteJ;'. ear to pass by and thus the member 
was obstructed from proceedings in normal course. 

2. The Deputy Speaker (Shri S. V. Krishnamoorthy 
Rao), who was ia the Chair, observed that he would 
enquire into die matter if a notice was given in 
writing. 

589 

3. On the 17th March, 1966, the Deputy Speaker 
observed inter alia as follows:-

"I have made enquiries into the matter and have 
been told by the Watch and Ward Officer, Lok 
Sabha, that the constable on duty while 
regulating traffic in the normal course had to 
give a stop signal to the taxi of Dr. Lohia as he 
had already given pass signal to the traffic 
coming from the other side. The driver of 
Dr. Lohia's taxi stopped the taxi. Dr. Lohia 
came out of the taxi towards the constable on 
duty and in the meantime the Prime Minister's 
car coming from the other side (Gate No.5, 
Parliament House) passed by. There was thus 
no intention on the part of the police constable 
on duty to obstruct the hon. member's taxi from 
proceeding in the normal course. All that had 
to be done to avoid any accident and regulate 
free flow of traffic. There is; therefore, no 
question of privilege involved." 

4. Some members argued that the Prime MiniSter 
or other Ministers had no special privileges in the 
matter of traffic, particularly within the precincts of 
Parliament House and that all members should be 
treated alike. 

5. The Prime Minister (Shrimati Indira Gandhi) 
stated inter alia as follows:.-

"As far as I am concerned, I am the least bothered 
about pomp, ceremony or any kind of special 
provisions as an individual. I do feel, however, 
that the position of the Prime Minister of India 
should be regarded as something special. It is 
not a question of one individual as Prime 
Mini.qer; it applies to all Prime Ministers. 

It is true that in some countries nothing special is 
dODe, but in the majority of countries, there are very 
special traffic regulations, escort, pilot cars and 
so on ..... . 

One thing more. You might perhaps have heard 
that this rule of stopping the traffic for the Prime 
Miftister's car to pass applies only wheft the car 
comes iBto view; the traffic is Rot stopped 
before-Iwtd. And it does not apply to other 
Ministers. It is only for the PriMe Miaister." 

6. The Deputy Speaker then added:-

"I have heard the Members. I have heard 
Dr. Lohia. All the three priftciples enunciated by 
him are accepted. All members of Parliament 
are equal. The roads are free in India, but the 
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police have got a duty to perform, they have 
to prevent accidents. The statement says that 
he had already given clear indication to the 
other side. The Prime Minister of India should 
be given some consideration. So, there is no 
question of privilege. I uphold my earlier 
decision." 

361 
LOK SABHA 

(1970) 
Point of privilege 

Manhandling and removal of a member by police 
officers 

For details of the case please see summary at 
No. 486 pp. 94-96 ante. 

362 
LOK SABHA 

(1973) 
Point of privilege 
Alleged refusal by a Government official to permit 
members to inspect certain files and docuJtlents 

Facts or the case and ruUng by the Speaker 
On the 22nd August, 1973, Sarvashri Jyotirmoy 

Bosu and Madhu Umaye, members, sought to raise 
a question of privilege against the Director of 
Urban Estates, Government of Haryana, 
Chandigarh, for not allowing Shri Bosu and another 
member, to inspect certain files relating to that 
Department. While raising the question of privilege, 
Shri Bosu stated inter alia as follows:-

" I have an admitted motion listed in list No. 3 
of No Day Yet Named Motions and I am getting 
ready for speaking on the said motion, for 
which I am required to do some fact finding. 
I tried to take all possible precaution so that I 
do not misquote. 

x x x x 

On the 20th instant Shri Digvijay Narain Singh, 
M.P., and myself went and called on the Director, 
Urban Estates, Haryana, Chandigarh .... I also 
pointed out to the Director, Urban Estates, 
Haryana, during our meeting that these are 
open public documents and I required to see 
them in connection with the performance of 
my parliamentary duties ........ The said official 
in the afternoon informed us and also declined 
us in writing any access for us into these 
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papers...... This should be sent to the 
privileges Committee." 

2. The Speaker (Dr. G.S. Dhillon) disallowed ·the 
question of privilege and ruled as follows:-

"I have carefully gone through it. As far as the 
question of inspection of files etc., of some 
department by the members of Parliament is 
concerned, for which this motion has been 
tabled, I feel that they do not have this right 
to inspect any file of any department 
whichever they may like. They are like other 
citizens. If they are not allowed an access to 
some files, they have a remedy as is available 
to other citizens". 

Point of privilege 

363 
LOK SABHA 

(1973) 

Maltreatment of and obstruction caused to a 
member at a Railway Station, while he was 
proceeding to attend session of the House 

For details of the case please see summary No. 
145 at pp. 287-88 ante. 

364 
LOK SABHA 

(1974) 
Point _ of privilege 
Alleged obstruction to a member in carrying out his 
parliamentary duties and assault on him 

Facts of the case and ruling by the Deputy 
Speaker 

On the 28th November, 1974, a member, sought 
to raise a question of privilege against the 
Government of Haryana and Haryana Police for 
obstructing him from carrying out his Parliamentary 
duties and for assault on him by certain persons. 
While raising the question of privilege, the member 
stated inter alia as follow:-

" .. 1 was going to Kurukshetra to make on-tbe-
spot enquiry into the lathi-charge made by the 
police against the students. 

" .. It should be remembered that a major part of 
the finances· of the University like all other 
universities comes from the University Grants 
Commission set up under the Central Act and 
those funds are also part of our budgetary bill. 

.... When I proceeded to make enquiries into 



Privileges Digest 

those matters my vehicle was stopped at the Kamal 
bypass by the so-called Youth Congress workers 
who were mainly policemen and Government 
servants without uniform. Lathis were rained 011 
the vehile. There was a huge deployment of the 
police at that point but they deliberately kept 
themselves at a distance from those hoodlums." 

Thc member contended that all this was pre-
planned with a view to obstruct him from carrying 
out his parliamentary duties and, therefore, 
constituted a breach of privilege. 

2. Disallowing the question of privilege, the 
Deputy Speaker (Shri G.G. Swell) who was then in 
the Chair, observed inter alia as follow:-

" .... .It has been a well laid convention that if a 
member proceeds to attend Parliament as a member 
of Parliament and if he is obstructed in that 
process, then it is a privilege. 

.... As members of Parliament, as leaders, we have 
many other'duties that call us everywhere, and the 
bigger the person more the duties. When we go 
out of this House and perform our duties as 
political leaders we encounter difficulties. 
Whether that comes within the purview of 
obstructing a member from doing his duty is a 
new question which I think the House must go 
into very carefully. 

..... So, I repeat that question is open and it cannot 
be a question of privilege at this stage." 

Point of pririlege 

365 

LOte SABHA 

(1978) 

Alleged intervention by three members to prevent an 
ex-Minister from making a statemellt in the 
House regarding his resignation from the 
Council of Ministers 

Facts of the case and ruling by the Speaker 

On the 7th August, 1978, Shri Vayalar Ravi, a 
member sought to raise. a question of privilege 

~  Sarvashri Madhu Limaye, Rabi Ray and S.N. 
MlShra, members, for not allowing Shri Raj Narain a 
member (former Minister of Health and Family 
Welfare) to make a statement in the House on his 
resignation from the Council of Ministers. In this 
connection, Shri Vayalar Ravi referred to the 
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following reported  statement of Shri Raj Narain as 
published in the Times of India, dated the 6th 
August, 1978:-

"He said his statement on his resignation in the 
Lok Sabha was dependent on the conditions that 
might follow. His fricnds, Mr. Madhu Limaye, 
Mr. Rabi Ray and Mr. S.N. Mishra, had 
persuaded him to delay his statement in the Lok 
Sabha and no date had been fixed for the same. 
His statement could be modified accvrding to' 
circumstances ... 

2. The Speaker (Shri K.S. Hegde) disallowed the 
question of privilege and ruled as follows:-

"It open to a Minister who resigned from the 
Council of Ministers to make a statement under 
Rule 199. The discretion is entirely with him, 
but this is subject to the consent being given by 
the Speaker. But every member has a right to 
change his opinion or allow him to be 
persuaded by the others. Unless there is a 
complaint that he is forcibly resisted in which 
case it will amount to a breach of privilege so 
long as the member himself is willing to be 
persuaded no question of. breach of privilege 
arises. It is up to him to decide it. So, the point 
of order is over ruled." 

3. The matter was, thereafter closed. 

366 

Point of privilege 

LOK SABHA 

(1978) 

Shouting of slogans and causing obstruction within 
the precincts of the House 

Facts of the case and action taken by the House 

On the 21st December, 1978, during Question 
Hour, Shri Vinayak Prasad Yadav a member stated 
in the House as follows:-

"Mf'. Speaker, 1 want to raise a point of order. 1 
was coming from Gate No.1. There some 15 to 20 
youngmen are not allowing any M.P. to come 
inside the Parliament House and are shouting. 
Therefore, 1 request you to get the way cleared 
50 that no one may obstruct the hon. members 
from coming inside the House ....... 

A little later Shri Kanwar Lal Gupta, another 
member complained as under:-

"I was coming to Parliament .... I could not come 
to the House, 1 was delayed by 15 minutes .. About 
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10 or 12 people attacked my car ... They are 
obstructing ... This is the first time that members 
have been obstructed like this and they are only 
a handful of people .... I did not talk to them. I 
only said 'Kindly allow me', but they did not 
al\ow me. It took me fifteen minutes to come 
here. So, please find out what is the action 
taken .... " 

2. The Speaker (Shri K.S. Hegde) then informed 
the House as follows:-

........ After the complaint was made ..... The latest 
report that I have got is that all those intruders have 
been separated and left in the charge of the 
police. I shall go into the matter." 

3. Later in the evening the Speaker informed the 
Housc as follows:-

"A complaint was made in the morning in the 
House that a number of persons were shouting 
slogans within the precincts of the House and 
also causing obstruction. These persons have 
been got removed from the precints of the 
House by the Watch and Ward and police 
officers. They are in police custody at present. I 
think if the House agrees, we can let them off." 

The House agreed and they were let off. 
367 

RAJYA SABHA 
(1978) 

Point of privilege 

Physically restraining a member from addressing the 
House by another member 

For details of the case please see summary No. 137 
at pp. 27>72 ante. 

Point of privilege 

368 
RAJYA SABHA 

(1983) 

Alleged exclusion of members of Rajya Sabha from 
certain Committees of a State Government 
Fscts of the case and ruling by the Chairman. 

On 16th August, 1983, the Chairman (Shri M. 
Hidayatullah) observed as follows:-

"The House may recall that on August 9, 1983 
Shri S.S. Mohapatra and several other members 
raised a matter regarding the exclusion of 
members of the Rajya Sabha from certain 
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committees of the Government of Orissa. 
Earlier, Shri Mohapatra. Dr. Mallick and Shri 
Satya Pal Malik and other members had given 
notices of breach of privilege in the Matter. On 
the basis of Shri Mohapatra's letter I had 
directed that the comments of the Governmcnt 
of Orissa be obtained. I have received the 
comments of the Chief Sccretary to the 
Committee of Orissa on August 12, 1983, 
though late in the day. The Chief Secretary has 
pointed out as follows and I am now quoting 
the exact words of the Chief Secretary: 

'It is not a fact that honourable members of the 
Rajya Sabha have bcen excluded from various 
Government District Committees. They 
continue to be members of such Committees 
alongwith honourable members of the Lok 
Sabha. The State Government has the highest 
respect and regard for honourable mcmbers of 
the Rajya Sabha and has always treated them at 
par with the honourable mcmbers of Lok Sabha 
in the matter of giving representation on thc 
State Level Committees/Sub-Committees and 
District Level Committees as evidenced from 
the list of Committees given in Annexure-A 
alongwith copies of relevant Government 
Resolutions/Orders. However, in respect of the 
Works Supervision Committees at the Block 
Level provision has been made for the 
honourable members of Lok Sabha, who have 
territorial constituencies, to have a local 
nominee as a member in these Block Level 
Works Supervision Committees. This has been 
done purely from functional point of view as the 
honourable members of Rajya Sabha do not 
have any territorial constituency and no 
disrespect and discrimination whatsoever was 
intended while clarifying the position in the 
Government letter No. 72681CD dated 6th 
May. 1983 referred to in the enclosure. 
However. the State Government had since 
taken a decision to include the nominee of each 
honourable member of Rajya Sabha as a 
member in the Works Supervision Committee 
of the Block in which he or she has permanent 
residence'. 

A list of Committees on which honourable 
members of our House are represented is also 
sent. There are two at State level and five at 
District level. 

From this clarification, which I have just read out, 
it is quite apparent that there was no i::tention 
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on the' part of the Government of Orissa to 
discriminate against the members of our House. The 
misunderstanding arises because of vague and 
confusing working of the latter to which Shri 
Mohapatra and others had objected. Now in view of 
thc clarification offered that members of the Rajya 
Sabha can also send their nominees to those 
Committees. I do not think the House should occupy 
itsclf any further with this matter. Nonetheless. I am 
directing that the proceedings of the House of August 
9, 1983, be forwarded to the Government of Orissa." 

Point of Privilege 

369 

RAJYA SABHA 

(1987) 

Alleged obstructions to members in carrying out their 
parliamentary duties and al/eged non-intimation of 
their arrest to Chairman, Rajya Sabha 

For details of the case please see summary No. 44 
at pp. 87-88 ante. 

Point of privilege 

370 

RAJYA SABHA 

(1989) 

Alleged prevention of a member from performing his 
parliamentary duties 

Facts of the case and reference to the Committee of 
Privileges 

On the 7th March, 1989, Shri M.S. 
Gurupadaswamy and some other members raised a 
matter in the House regarding alleged arrest of 
Shri Yashwant Sinha, a member, in Chandigarh on 
the 4th March, 1989 and expressed their concern at 
his detention in the police station for long hours 
without assigning any reasons therefor and without 
producing him before a magistrate. The members 
referred to Shri Sinha's judicial remal\d and his 
transfer to Patiala Jail which, in their, view, 
constituted a deliberate act of intimidation and 
amounted to preventing him from discharging his 
parliamentary duties, since the House was in session. 
The members took serious note of the delay on the 
part of the authorities in sending intimation about 
Shri Sinha's arrest to the Chairman, Rajya Sabha, 
and demanded that stem action be taken against the 
concerned officials. 
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2. On the 8th March, 1989, the then Minister of 
Home Affairs (Shri Buta Singh) made a statement in 
the House informing about the circumstances Icading 
to the arrest and subsequent release of Shri Sinha. In 
his statement, the Minister inter alia mentioned that 
on 4 March, 1989, Shri Yashwant Sinha, as part of a 
programme of courting arrest daily in protest against 
the action of the enforcement staff against 
encroachment by 'rehriwalas' in Sector 37 Market in 
Chandigarh, led a large number of demonstrators in 
Sector, 17 Shopping Complex and raised slogans. 
They did not heed to the advice of the police to 
disperse and not to disturb peace. Consequently, 
demonstrators numbering 103 including Shri Sinha 
were arrested, taken to the police station where all 
facilities and due courtesies were extended to him in 
keeping with his status as member of Parliament. 
Shri Sinha and others were ordered to be released by 
the Sub-Divisional Magistrate on furnishing personal 
bonds without any surety and on their refusal to do 
so, they were remanded to judicial custody till 10 
March, 1989. As the District Jail in Chandigarh was 
already full and there was no other accommodations 
the SDM ordered ~  Shri Sinha and others bl! 
lodged in the District Jail, Patiala. Shri Sinha was 
even provided with a separate vehicle for travel to 
Patiala. Following his (Home Minister'S) talk with the 
Governor of Punjab, who was also the administrator 
of Chandigarh, Shri Yashwant Sinha was eventually 
released on 8 March, 1989. 

3. On the 9th Marh, 1989, Shri Yashwant Sinha 
made a Special Mention and informed the House 
about the ill-treatment meted out to him during his 
arrest and the misleading information furnished to 
the Minister of Home Affairs by the Chandigarh 
Administration in this regard. He denied the version 
as given to the House by the Minister of Home 
Affairs and maintained that he was shabbily treated 
at the police station and no courtesy was extended to 
him as a member of Parliament. 

4. The same day i.e. on 9 March, 1989, 
Shri Yashwant Sinha gave a notice of question of 
privilege against the then Advisor to the 
Administrator, Chandigarh (Shri Ashok Pradhan), 
the Deputy Commissioner, Chandigarh, the Senior 
Superintendent of Police, Chandigarh and the Station 
House Officer Central Police Station, Sector 17, 
Chaadigarh for allegedly ill-treating him during his 
detention. Shri Sinha inter-alia stated that the 
treatment meted  out to him by the police in 
Chandigarh was countrary to all norms of civilised 
behaviour and a gross violation of his honour and 
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dignity as a Member of Rajya Sabha. According to 
Shri Sinha the Chandigarh Administration has also 
committed a breach of privilege of the House by mis-
informing the Home Minister who had subsequently 
misled the House in regard to this case. 

S. On the 12th May, 1989 the matter was again 
raised in the House and the Chairman referred the 
matter to the Committee of Privileges for 
examination, investigation and report. 
F1ndlnl and recommendation of the Committee 

6. The Committee of Privileges after considering 
the Report of the Chandigarh Administration and all 
other relevant documents in their Thirtieth Report 
presented to the House on 16 July, 1992 inter-alia 
reported as follows:-

(i) "In the report of the Chandigarh 
Administration as well as in the letter dated 
March 12, 1990 from the then Minister of 
Home Affairs, more or less the same version 
of the incident was given as mentioned by the 
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Minister in his statement in the House on 
March 8, 1989. The only additional point made 
in the letter from the Minister was that the 
Senior Officers of the Chandigarh 
Administration who could not be present at 
the time of Shri Sinha's arrest because of their 
pre-occupation in connection with a religious 
procession which was to be taken out on the 
occasion of Maha Shivratri had been told to be 
careful in future. An almost identical reply was 
sent to Shri Yashwant Sinha by the then 
Minister in response to his Special Mention 
made on March 9, 1989. 

(ii) "In view of the fact that the officers concerned 
have been warned to be more careful in 
future, the Committee recommends that no 
further action to be taken in the matter." 

Action taken by the House 
7. No further action was taken by the House in the 

matter. 
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371 
LOK SABHA 

(1965) 

Point of privUege 

Request for permission to examine an official of the 
Howe on Commission and also to examine certain 
records of the Howe in connection with a aut 
pending in court 

For detail of tbe case pk:ase see summary No. 101 
at pp. 192-193 ante. 

372 

LOK SABHA 

(1974) 

Point of privUege 

Ca"ying of a dagger by a visitor on his person and a 
suit by him on an offICial of the Howe while 
attempting to enter the Visitors' Gallery 

Facts of the case and action takea by the House 

On the 26tb July, 1974, at about 17.30 bours, the 
Speaker (Dr. G .S. Dbillon) informed the House as 
follows:-

~  please excuse me for a brief 
interruption. I have to inform the House that today 
at about 11.05 a visitor calling himself Biplab 
Basu attempted to enter the Visitors' Gallery of 
Lok Sabha after getting his pass checked at the 
checking post. The Senior Watcb and Ward 
Assistant of tbe Lok Sabha Secretariat who was 
on duty near the Visitors' Gallery gate found a 
spring dagger bidden on bis person tied on his 
right leg under bis trousers. The said Biplab . 
Basu gave a severe kick to the Senior Watch 
and Ward Assistant and it was very serious. 
Our officer rolled and was almost semi-
conscious in a very bad state. He was taken into 
custody immediately by the Watch and Ward 
Officer. This is a serious matter, I bring it to 
the notice of tbe House for such action as tbe 
House may deem fit." 

2. The Minister of Parliamentary Affairs (Shri K. 
Raghuramaiah), thereupon, moved the following 
motion which was adopted by the House:-

"That this House resolves that the person calling 
himself Biplab Basu who at 11.05 hours today 
attempted to enter the Visitor's Gallery of Lok 
Sabba with a dagger bidden on his person and 
who assaulted a Senior Watch and Ward 
Assistant of Lok Sabba Secretariat, wbo was on 
duty near the Visitor's Gallery gate by giving 
him a severe kick and wbom the Watcb and 
Ward Officer took into custody immediately, 
bas committed a grave offence and is guilty of 
the contempt of this House. 

This House further resolves that without prejudice 
to any other action to which he may be liable under 
the law1 Biplab Basu be sentenced to rigorous 
imprisonment till 6 P.M. on Monday, the 26th 
August, 1974, for the aforesaid contempt of the 
House and sent to Central Jail, Tihar, 
New Delhi." 

3. In pursuance of the above decision of the 
House, the Speaker issued the following warrant of 
commitment addressed to tbe Superintendent, 
Central Jail, Tihar, New Delhi:-

"Whereas the Lok Sabha adopted the following 
motion today, the 26th July, 1974:-

That tbis House resolves tbat tbe person calling 
himselfBiplabBasuwboatll.05boursattemptedto 
enter the Visitors' Gallery of Lok Sabba witb a 
dagger bidden on bis person and who assaulted 
a Senior Watch and Ward Assistant of Lok 
Sabba Secretariat. who was on duty near the 
Visitors' Gallery gate by giving him a severe 
kick and whom the Watch and Ward Officer 
took into custody immediatley. has committed a 
grave offence and is guilty of the contempt of 
this House. 

This House further resolves that without prejudice 
to any other action to which he may be liable under 
the law. Biplab IJasu be sentenced to rigorous 
imprisoninent till 6 P.M. on Monday, *e 

IOn the same day. i.e. the 26th July. 1974. the Watch & Ward officer of Lok Sabba. with the permission of the Speaker lodged with the 
~  of the Police Station. Parliament Street. New Delhi, a written report _pinst the said Biplab Buu for taking necessary 

actIon under the law in respect of the criminal offences committed by him. 
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26th August, 1974 for the aforesaid contempt of the 
House and sent to Central Jail, Tihar, New Delhi." 

Now, therefore, I, G.S. Dhillon, Speaker, 
Lok Sabha, in pursuance of the above decision of 
Lok Sabha by this Warrant of Commitment 
require the Supriotendent, Central Jail, Tihar, 
New Delhi, to take into custody the said Biplab 
Basu and to keep him safely in the Central Jail, 
Tihar, New Delhi, till 6 P.M. on Monday, the 
26th August, 1974. 

Herein fail oot. 

Given under my hand and seal at New Delhi this 
26th July, 1974. Sd.l",:, 

(G.S. Dhillon) 
Speaker." 

4. Shri Biplab Basu was accordingly taken by the 
Watch and Ward Staff to and lodge in the Central 
Jail, Tihar, New Delhi, to serve out his sentence of 
imprisonment. 

Point of privileae 

373 
LOK SABHA 

(1974) 

Carrying of explosives and dagger by a visitor and 
assault by him on an official of the House while 
attempting to enter the Visitors' Gallery 
Facts of tbe case and action taken by tbe House 

On the 26th November, 1974, at about 16.40 
hours, the Chairman (Shri Nawal Kishore Sinha) 
informed the House as follows:-

·'Hon. members, I have to inform the House that 
today, at about 12.25 P.M. a visitor calling himself 
Satenderjcct Singh, son of Sardar Surendra 
Singh, attempted to enter the Visitors' Gallery 
of Lok Sabha after getting his pass checked at 
the checking post. A Watch and Ward Assistant 
of the Lok Sabha Secretariat on duty near the 
Visitors' Gallery Gate asked him to declare the 
belongings on his person. He noticed something 
bulging out in his coat pocket. On search, it was 
found to be a glass jar containing some 
explosives attached to a fuse and crackers. The 
said 'Visitor immediately took out a dagger 
hidden on his person and .attempted to assault 
the Watch and Ward Assistant. However he 

was overpowered by the Watch and Ward 
Assistant with the help of other Watch and 
Ward Assistants. He was taken into custody by 
the Watch and Ward Officer. This is a serious 
matter. I bring it to the notice of the House for 
such action as the House may deem fit." 

2. The Minister of Parliamentary Affairs (Shri K. 
Raghuramaiah), thereupon, moved the following 
motion which was adopted by the House:-

"This House resolves that the person calling 
himself Satenderjeet Singh, 510 Sardar Surendra 
Singh, who at 12.25 hours today attempted to 
enter the Visitors' Gallery of Lok Sabha with 
explosives and a dagger hidden on his person 
and who when asked to declare his belongings 
on his person attempted to assault a Watch and 
Ward Assistant of Lok Sabha Secretariat on 
duty rear the Visitors' Gallery gate with the 
dagger and whom the Watch and Ward Officer 
took into custody iminediately, has committed a 
grave offence and is gUilty of the contempt of 
this House. 

This House further resolves that without prejudice 
to any other action 1 to which he may be liable under 
the law, the said Satenderjeet Singh be 
sentenced to rigorous imprisonment till 6 P.M. 
on Friday, the 20th December, 1974, for the 
aforesaid contempt of the House and sent to 
Central Jail, Tihar, New Delhi." 

3. In pursuance of the above decision of the 
House, the Speaker issued the following warrant of 
commitment addressed to the Superintendent, 
Central Jail, Tihar, New Delhi:-

"Whereas the Lok Sabha adopted the following 
motion today, the 26th November, 1974:-

"That this House resolves that the person calling 
himself Satenderjeet Singh 510 Sardar Surendra 
Singh, who at 12.25 hours today attempted to 
enter the Visitors' Gallery of Lok Sabha with 
explosives and a 'dagger hidden on his person 
and who when asked to declare his belongings 
on his person attempted to assault a Watch and 
Ward Assistant of Lok Sabha Secretariat on 
duty near the Visitors' Gallery gate with the 
dagger and whom the Watch and Ward Officer 
took into custody immediately has committed a 
grave offence and is guilty of the contempt of 
this House. 

ISubscquently, the Watch and Ward, Officer of Lok Sabha, with the permission of the Speaker, lodged a written complainl against the said 
Satenderjeet Singh with the Parliament Street Police Station in respect of the criminal offences committed by him, 
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This House further resolves that without prejudice 
to any other action to which he may be liable under 
the law, the said Satenderjeet Singh be 
sentenced to rigorous imprisonment till 6 P.M. 
on Friday, the 20th December, 1974, for the 
aforesaid contempt of the House and sent to 
Central Jail, Tihar, New Delhi." 

Now, therefore, I, G.S. Dhillon, Speaker, 
Lok Sabha, in pursuance of the above decision of 
the Lok Sabha, by this Warrant of 
Commitment, require the Superintendent, 
Central Jail, Tihar, New Delhi to take into 
custody the said Satenderjeet Singh 510 Sardar 
Surendra Singh, and to keep him safely in the 
Central Jail, Tihar, New Delhi, till 6 P.M. on 
Friday, the 20th December, 1974. 

Here fail not. 

599 

Given under my hand and seal at New Delhi, this 
26th November, 1974. Sell-

(G.S. Dhillon) 
Speaker." 

4. Shri Satenderjeet Singh, was accordingly taken 
by the Watch and Ward Staff to, and lodged in the 
Central Jail, Tihar, New Delhi, to serve out his 
sentence of imprisonment. 

Points of privUeae 

374 
LOK SABHA 

(1979) 

Notice received from the High Court of Karnataka in 
the matter of a Writ Petition requiring appearance of 
the Secretary, Lok Sabha before the High Court 

For details of the case please see summary No. 191 
at pp. 335 ante. 
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Point 01 prlvllea:e 

375 

LOK SABHA 

(196S) 

Making of an imporrant statement by the Congress 
President when the House was in Session 

Facts 01 tbe case and ruling bytbe Speaker 

On the 14th April, 1965, Shri Bade a member 
sought to raise a question of privilege arising out of 
the statement reported to have been made by 
Shri Kamraj the President of the Congress Party 
regarding tbe Cabinet decision to amend the Official 
Languages Act, when tbe House was in session. 

2. Refusing his consent to raise the matter. the 
Speaker (Sardar Hukam Singh) observed inter-alia as 
foUows:-

........ Parliament is not being directed or controlled 
by anybody outside. Any statement that anyone 
makes there, however eminent he might be, 
does not matter much so far as we are 
concerned. He may have his own capacity or his 
own position. I do not know that, I have 
already held and told the members that this is 
no breach of privilege. Even if a Minister makes 
any statement outside. I have held it so many 
times that there is no question of any breach of 
privilege at all. It is only a courtesy that must 
be shown "to the Hosue. There may be some 
impropriety about that ..... There is no question 
of any breach of privilege ..... If it had been 
made by a member of the Government, the 
question of impropriety would arise, not if 
somebody makes it." 

Point 01 prlYllea:e 

376 

LOK SABHA 

(1970) 

Alleged threat by a Minister at the Congress 
Parliamentary Party meeting 

For details of the case please see summary No. 165 
at pp. 309-10 ante. 
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Point of privU. 

377 
LOK SABHA 

(1973) 

Alleged directive by a Parliamentary Party to its 
members not to hobnob with members of other parties 

For detail of the case please see summary No. 166 
at p. 310 ante. 

Point of privilege 

378 
LOK SABHA 

(1974) 

Alleged intimidation of a member by his Party 
Leader. 

For details of the case please see summary No. 167 
at p. 310 ante. 

Point of privUege 

379 
LOK SABHA 

(1978) 

Alleged convening of a meeting of a Parlillmentary 
Party to bring about a Party decision regarding action 
to be taken on a Report of the Committee of Privileges 

For details of the case please see summary No. 160 
at p.p. 304-05 ante. 

Point of privUege 

380 

LOK SABHA 

(1984) 

Alleged remarks by a Minister at a party meeting that 
the Governments of two States will be dumped in sea 
by the people 

Facts of the case and rulinp by tbe Speaker 
On 2nd March, 1984, a news-item captioned "]-K. 

West Bengal Govts., will be 'dumped' in sea" wu 
published in the Indilln Express, which read inter-alia 
as foiiows:-
"Railway Minister A.B.A. Ghani Khan Chowdhury, 

said on Thursday that the people of West 
Bengal and Jammu and Kashmir would soon 
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'duinp' their governments in the Bay of Bengal 
and Indian Ocean respectively 'with the help of 
the Central Government'. 

Addressing a. function at the AICC (I) office here, 
Mr. Choudhury said that people were fed up 
with both the Governments. Present on the 
occasion were his Cabinet colleagues 
Mr. Pranab Mukherjee, Mr. Vasant Sathe and 
Mr. H.K.L. Bhagat and the Chief Ministers of 
Rajasthan and Assam." 

2. On 2nd March, 1984, Shri Abdul Ruhid Kabuli 
a member, stated in the House as follows:-
.... Union Minister, Shri A.B.A. Ghani Khan 

Choudhury has said in the Congress Party 
meeting: 

'that the Congress is going to dump the Jammu and 
Kashmir and West Bengal Governments ... ". 

When several other members also sought to raise 
the matter, the Speaker (Dr. Bal Ram Jakhar) 
observed as follows:-

"You give something in writing. I will write to him 
and ask if he has said anything like that." 

3. Later on the same day, Sarvashri Abdul Rashid 
Kabuli and Saif-ud-Don Soz, members, sent a joint 
letter regarding the said news-item. The members 
had stated in their letter inter-alia as follows:-

A news-item captioned J-K, W. Bengal Govts. will 
be 'dumped' in sea has appeared in Indian 
Expnss dated Friday March 2, 1984. 
Mr. A.B.A. Ghani Khan Choudhury, Minister, 
Railways is stated to. have said in AICC (I) 
party meeting at Delhi stating besides other 
things 'people of West Bengal and Jammu &. 
Kashmir would soon 'dump' their Governments 
in the Bay of Bengal and Indian Ocean 
respectively 'with the help of Central 
Governemnt". 

4. On 8th March, 1984 when several members 
sought to raise the matter in the House, the 
Speaker observed inter-alia as follows:-

"The hon. Minister has reproted to me that he has 
been misquoted and he never said that. He said 
that the people are responsible and the people 
will take care of iLl have made an enquiry. I 
am satisfied .. He said that he was misquoted, he 
ne.ver said like that, that the CeDtral 
Government is going to do this or that". 

The matter was thereafter, closed. 
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Point 01 prlvUeae 

381 
RAJYA SABHA 

(1967) 

Alkged misuse 0/ pqwers tmd thret:lt to lMf!Iben 0/ 
Madhya Pradesh Assembly by the Prime Minister 

For details of the case please see summary No. 171 
at p.p. 315-16 ante. 

Point of prlvUeae 

382 
RAJYA SABHA 

(1967) 

Alkged intimidation 0/ members 0/ Parliament by 
Ministers/Members in Congress ParliammtlUy Part}' 
Executive meeting 

For details of the case please see summary No. 172 
at p. 316 ante. 

Point of privUece 

383 
RAJYA SABHA 

(1969) 

Reported proposal 0/ a Parliammtllry Party to take 
disciplinary action against a member lor certain 
observations made in the Howe 

For details of the case please see summary No. 173 
at p. 316 ante. 

Point 01 privUeae 

384 
RAJYA SABHA 

(1969) 

Alleged thretlt 0/ disciplinary action by Congress 
President to a member who annormced his intention 
not to vote lor his Party candidate in presidential 
election 

For details of the case please see sllmmary No. 174 
at p. 316 ante. 

Point of pri\'llep 

385 
RAJYA SABHA 

(1971) 

Alkged harassment 0/ a member by his PtlTliame1ltllry 
Part}' lor asking a qr.wtion in the Howe 

For details of the case please see summary No. 153 
at p. 295 ante. 
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386 

LOK SABHA 

(1965) 

Point of privileae 

Alleged seizure of printed forms of a petition 
addressed to Lok Sabha, by a Sub-Inspector of Police 
at Indore while arresting a person under Section 151, 
Criminal Procedure Code. 

Facts of the ease and reference to the Committee of 
Prlvilele5 

on the 24th August, 1965, Shri Homi F. Daji, a 
member, raised a question of privilege in Lok Sabha 
in the following terms: 

"Shri Bhadoria, Sub-Inspector of Police, attached 
to the Sarafa Police Station. Indore City. 
arrested one Shri Santosh Kharade, under 
section 151 Cr. P.C. and started proceedings 
under section 107 Cr. P.C. against him and 
seized two forms of petitions addresscd to the 
Lok Sabha demanding release of the Students 
and reopening of the colleges at Indore. 
Shri Bhadoria was clearly informed that these 
forms were to be submitted to the Lok Sabha 
through the Member of Parliament from 
Indore. The printed forms seized were 
themselves self-explanatory Nonetheless he took 
the aforesaid action with a view to prevent Shri 
Kharade to collect signatures and to terrorise 
others from doing the same. 

To petition the Lok Sabha is a constitutional right 
of a citizen, and Shri Bhadoria's action was 
armed at preventing communication from the 
citizens of Indore to their Member of 
Parliament to raise the issue before Lok Sabha 
and was, therefore, clear and palpable breach of 
privilege of the House. A copy of the petition 
has been enclosed herewith. 

I therefore, move that Shri Bhadoria, S.1. Police, 
Sarafa Police Station, Indore be summoned 
before the House and be committed for the 
breach of privilege of the House and be 
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punished for the same as the circumstances of 
the case require." 

During the discussion on the question of privilege, 
Shri Homi F. Daji said that his motion was "not 
based so much on the arrest" of Shri Santosh 
Kharade. He added: 

"My motion is specifically on this point that two 
forms have been seized by the police from the 
custody and house of this person, forms which 
were addressed to the Lok Sabha. If your own 
forms addressed to the Lok Sabha are seized 
even after the Inspector was told that they were 
to be sent to a Member of Parliament to be 
presented to the Lok Sabha. it constitutes 
contempt "'ithout any further ascertainment of 
facts. " 

2. The Minister of Homc Affairs (Shri G.L. 
Nanda) said that he would ascertain the facts of the 
case as early as possible which might show ··that 
there was absolutely no case in support of the 
motion." 

3. The Speaker observed that he would wait for the 
facts to be ascertained by the Minister of Home 
Affairs. 

4. on the 27th August, 1965, the Minister of Home 
Affairs informed the House that the facts of the casc 
as ascertained by him through the District authorities 
were as under: 

"It would appear that one Santosh son of 
Basant Kharade was arrested under Section 151 
Cr. P.C. on the 15th August, 1%5 at about 8 
P.M. While effecting the arrest, three 
documents were !tCized. one of them being a 
printed form of petition addressed to the Lok 
Sabha in which some space had been left blank 
for signatures. This form however. did not 
contain even a single signature. The aJ'ftst was 
in no way connected with the obtaining of the 
signatures on the petition meant to be presented 
to the Lok Sabha. Santosh Kharade was 
released on bail at 11 P.M. the same day. 
Proceedings have been initiated against him 
under sections 197 and 112 of the Criminal 
Procedure Code on the 16th August, 1965, 
befDre the Sub-Divisional Magistratc. Indore. 
The printed form which was seized at the time 
of his arrest is now part of the court records." 

5. The Speaker asked Shri Daii whether he 
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accepted the facts as stated by the Minister of Home 
Affairs. Shri Daji replied that "these facts have 
already been accepted excepting this that the form 
was seized not from the person who was arrested but 
from his residence." 

Shri Daji added: 
"There were two forms in the petItion. One was 

blank, one was signed. Now it appears from the 
Home Minister's statement that the signed form 
has been whisked away, and only the unsigned 
forin has been taken to the court. The original 
petition contained two forms." 

6. The Speaker, thereupon, observed: 
"He was arrested first and then his house was 

searched and a form was also found in his house 
which was blank. There>vere no signatures on 
it, and among other papers that was also taken 
away. 

• • • 
.. .in the course of that search one document was 

found a printed form of a petition that can be 
addressed to the Lok Sabha. No signatures had 
yet been obtained. 

• • • 
Then the only question for determination is this: If 
the police is searching in the discharge of its 
duties and if there is some form also, an 
application that can be and is intended to be 
used for a petition to Parliament, whether 
taking possession of that also is a breach of 
privilege. This much I will send to the 
Committee to see on that limited point whether 
this case really forms a breach of privilege." 

Findings and recommendations of the Committee 
7. The Committee of Privileges, in their Third 

Report presented to the House on the 20th 
September, 1965, reported, inter alia as follows:-

(i) "The position obtaining in the House of 
Commons, U.K. regarding obstruction of, or 
interference with, the petitioners etc. in the 
exercise of their rights, has been described by 
May as follows1-

'Petitioners and other persons soliciting business 
before either House or its committees, e.g. 
counsel, agents and solicitors, are considered as 
under the protection ot the High Court of 
Parliament and obstruction of or inteference 

IMay's ParliameOlary Practice. 17th Ed., pp. 11-32. 
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with such persons in the exercise of their rights 
of the discharge of their- duties, or conduct 
calculated to defer them or other persons from 
preferring or prosecuting petitions or bills or 
from discharging their duties may be treated as 
a breach of privilege. 

The following are instances of this type of 
contempt: 

Causing or effecting the arrest on civil process of 
petitioners or others soliciting business before 
either House, knowing them to be such, during 
the continuance of their privilege from arrest 
eundo, moran do et rede undo. 

Assaulting, insulting, or threatening persons 
attending to refer petitions or others soliciting 
business before either House within the 
precincts of the House. 

• • • 
Speaking scandalous and reproachful words against 

petitioners whose petition is appointed to be 
heard. 

• • • 
Bringing an action against petitioners for a libel 

alleged to be contained in a petition presented 
by them to the House of Commons. 

• • • 
Casting aspersions on persons for having petitioned 

the House of Commons'." 
(ii) "The instances of breach of privilege cited in 

May's Parliamentary Practice on the subject do 
not thus include a case of seizure of petition 
forms addressed to Parliament from a person 
arrested by the Police on a criminal charge." 

(iii) "As regards communication of information by 
a citizen to his Member of Parliament for 
raising a matter in the House based on that 
information, the position has been described 
by may thus. 

'While witness have been protected from the 
consequences of evidence given before the 
House or one of its committees no such 
protection has been given to in formats including 
constituents who provide information 
voluntarily to members in their personal 
capacity the question whether such information 
is subsequently used in proceedings in 
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,Parliament being immaterial. But while it 
appears unlikely that any question of an actual 
or constructive breach of Parliamentary 
privilege could arise in these cases, the special 
position of a person providing information to a 
member for the exercise of his parliamentary 
duties has been regarded by the courts as 
enjoying qualified privilege at law. 

• • • • • 
Administrative action has also been taken to 

preserve the liberty of the electorate in 
communicating with Members of Parliament.' 

(May, 17th Ed. pp. 13233)." 
(iv) "The Committee have not come across any 

case either in the U.K. or in India, where 
seizure of a petition form addressed to the 
House and intended to be presented to it 
through a member of Parliament, by the 
police, on arresting a person on a criminal 
charge, was raised as involving a question of 
breach of privilege or contempt of the House," 

(v) The Committee are of the view that in the 
context of their terms of reference, no question 
of breach of privilege or contempt of the 
House is involved in the matter." 

(vi) "The Committee recommend that no further 
action be taken by the House in the matter." 

Action taken by the Hoase 
8. No further action was taken by the House in the 

matter. 

Point or PrlvDeae 

387 
LOK SABHA 

(1966) 

Circulation of a pamphlet purported to be a petition 
to Lok Sabha before its presentation to the 
Howe 

Facts of the case and reference to the Committee of 
PrivUeles 

On the 2nd August, 1966, Shri Madhu Limaye, a 
member, raised a question of privilege in the House 
against ODe Shri Jit Paul (a partner of the firm "AmiD 
Chand Pyarelal") inter alia on the grauna that he had 
got printed and circulated a pamphlet purporting to 

be a petition 1 to Lok Sabha before its presentation to 
the House. While raising the question of privilege, 
Shri Madhu Limaye stated: 

"Now, I believe it is a grave breach of privilege 
and contempt of the House to print a petition 
and circulate it before it has been formally 
presented to the Lok Sabha . 

This petition, I find, has not been presented to the 
House. 

The contempt of the House becomes all the more 
serious because the petition is no ordinary 
petition ventilating a certain grievance; it 
traverses the finding of the Fiftieth Report of 
the Public Accounts Committee and seeks to 
prejudice members adversely against the Public 
Accounts Committee by bringing undue 
influence on members-meQ1bers who do not 
have any of the materials -that led the Public 
Accounts Committee to make the report. 

Assuming that the said petition had been presented 
to Parliameni with the Speaker's consent, even 
so, it would be a breach of priviiege because I 
think the petition cannot be circulated without 
the sanction of the Committee on Petitions. 

Further, this printed matter bears no printers line 
and so whoever printed it has also committed 
breach of privilege and should be hauled up." 

2, The Speaker (S, Hukam Singh) observed that 
every citizen had a right to submit a petition to 
Parliament through a member of Parliament and for 
that purpose he could approach several members, 
one after another. to try to get his petition 
countersigned and have it presented to the House by 
a member. He could not also be prevented from 
having his petition printed before its presentation to 
the House. But so far as the allegation made against 
Sh,i Jit Paul circulating his petition before 
presentation to the House was concerned that could 
be enquired into and action taken by the House. As 
regards the complaint that Shri Jit Paul's pamphlet 
di.:t not bear the printer's line, the Speaker observed 
that the matter would be brought to the notice of the 
Minister of Home Affairs whose function it was to 
take necessary action in the matter. 

lIn the purported petition, Shri lit Paul had Itated his venion of facti about the firm "Amin Chand pyarelal." commented upoll by the 
Public Accounb Committee of Lok Sabha in their SOth Report and prayed for an opportunity bem, Jlven 10 the firm 10 place their ¥enion 
of facts before the Publk: Accounts Committee, 
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3. On the 23rd August, 1966, the Speaker made 
the following announcement in the House:-

"On the 2nd August, 1966, Shri Madhu Limaye 
had sought to raise a question of privilege 
against one Shri Jit Paul of Ws. Amin Chand 
Pyarelal for having printed and circulated a 
pamphlet which purported to be a petition to 
Lok Sabha before its presentation to the House. 
I had said that I would enquire whether copies 
thereof had been circulated. I called for an 
explanation of the person concerned. I have 
now received the following reply dated the 
18th August, 1966 from Shri lit Paul:-

'lor my representative have never circulated any 
copy of our Petition to any member of 
Parliament or to anybody else. I however met 
the following members of Parliament to seek 
their advice as to how to proceed about the 
mattel. I also handed over to them a copy each 
of this petition explaining my position:-

Shri Rajeshwar Patel 

Shri Madhu Limayc 
Shri Gaure Murahari 
This copy was merely of the 1st part of the Petition 

and not of the 2nd part which contains the various 
schedules. I have not circulated any copy to 
anyone by post. I might state that at none of 
these meetings I had the feeling that I was 
taking a wrong step nor had I any indication 
from anyone of the honourable members 
mentioned above whom I met that I was doing 
a wrong thing. I did not have any intention to 
influence the opinion of these members of 
Parliament nor did I have a possible expectation 
of exercising any such influence. I have the 
highest respect for the Parliament and the 
i'ublic Accounts Committee. I hold the 
Honourable Speaker, the members of 
Parliament and of the Public Accounts 
Committee in the highest esteem and respect. It 
is far from my thought or intention to do 
anything which would even remotely savour of 
disrespect to Parliament or to the Public 
Accounts Committee and their Rules and 
Regulations. If, however by any chance there is 
any semblance or disrespect having been shown 
by me, I humbly request the Honourable 
Speaker to accept my humble and unconditional 
apology to him and to all the members of 
Parliament and of the Public Accounts 
Committee. 
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This Petition was printed by the Statesman Ltd., 
Statesman House, 4, Chowringhee Sq., Calcutta in 
their commercial printing Department'. 

On the 2nd Augus. 19:>6, Shri Bhagwat Jha Azad 
had also mentioned that this had been published in 
the Current weekly of Bombay, Although 1 had not 
asked for any explanation of the Editor of the 
Current, he has of his own accord, sent to me the 
following letter dated the 5th August, 1966:-

'I understand from our correspondent in Delhi that 
our weekly was mentioned in the House in 
connection with a privilege issue that was 
discussed concerning partner in the firm of 
Messrs. Amin Chand Pyarelal and the Public 
Accounts Committee. 

Although we have not yet heard anything officially 
in this connection. I feel I should mention to you, 
Sir, beforehand that should we inadvertently 
have committed any breach of privilege of your 
Honourable House, we would be unhesitating in 
our expression of regret for any error on our 
part and if there is any way in wllich we can put 
this matter right we would consider it our duty 
to do so'." 

4. The Speaker thereafter asked Shri Madhu 
Limaye if he wanted to say anything further on the 
matter, Shri Madhu Limaye replied that he wanted 
time to study the matter. 

The Speaker, thereupon, observed that he was 
referring the matter to the Committee of Privileges 
for consideration and report. 
Findings and recommendations of the Committee 

5. The Committee of Privileges, after examining 
Sarvashri lit Paul, J. M. Sehgal, Manager of Ws 
Amin Chand Pyarelal, Ram Mohan Dube, a 
journalist and Madhu Limaye in person, in their 
Twelfth Report presented to the House on the 1st 
December, 1966, reported inter alia as follows:-

(i) ''The question of privilege referred to the 
Committee in the present case is based on 
the allegation made by Shri Madhu Limaye, 
MP., in the House on the 2nd August, 1966 
that Shri lit Paul had circulated the 
pamphlet which he intended to be presented 
to the Lok Sabha as a petition. This was 
quite clearly stated by the Speaker in the 
House on the 2nd August, 1966. 

The Committee, therefore, decided to find out 
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'whether there was any evidence in support of the 
allegation that Shri Jit Paul had circulated the said 
pamphlet which he had intended to be presented to 
the Lok Sabha as a petition. With this end in  view, 
the Committee first examined Shri Jit Paul in person 
on oath. 

Shri Jit Paul, in his evidence before the Committee 
on the 4th October, 1966, denied that he had 
circulated any copy of the said pamphlet to any 
member of Parliament or to anybody else either 
by post or personally by himself. He, however, 
said that he had approached three members of 
Parliament, namely, Sarvashri Madhu Limaye, 
Gaure Murahari and Rajeshwar Patel, 'in order 
to seek their advice and if possible get their 
agreement for signing it because I was told by 
my solicitor that some members of Parliament 
has to sign these petitions'. He said that even to 
those members of Parliament he had given 
copies of the purported petition without the 
schedules. He also stated that what had 
appeared in the 'Current' dated 25th. June, 
1966, was different from the said pamphlet 
which had been drafted by his solicitors much 
later in the middle or the third week of July and 
was printed about the end of July. He added 
that 10,000 copies of the said pamphlet had 
been printed and except one or two copies, the 
balance was lying." 

(iii) "The Committee then examined on oath 
Shri J .M. Sehgal, Manager, ~  Amin Chand 
Pyarelal, New Delhi, and Shri Ram Mohan 
Dube, a journalist who had accompanied Shri 
Jit raul to Shri Madhu Limaye, M.P., Shri 
Sehgal deposed that when they went to see Shri 
Madhu Limaye, M.P., they  had only one copy 
of the pamphlet with them which was given to 
Shri Madhu Lamaye, M.P., only when he said 
that it might be left with him so that he could 
study it before discussing the matter with them. 
Shri Sehgal further said that they  had not 
circulated copies of the pamphlet either 
personally or by post. 

Shri Ram Mohan Dube, however, deposed that 
they had two copies of the said pamphlet when they 
went to see Shri Madhu Limaye, M.P. He 
added that a copy was left with Shri Madhu 
Limaye, when he asked for it for studying it and 
thereafter fixing up some other time for 
discussion. According to him, another copy was 
left with Shri Gaure Murahari, M.P., also for 
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the same purpose. He said that they had not 
gone to any other member of Parliament 
thereafter on that day." 

(iv) "The Committee, thereafter, examined 
~  Limaye, M.P., to fmd ol1t whether he 

had any evidence in support of his alle,ation 
that Shri Jit Paul had circulated copies of the 
said pamphlet which he had intended to be 
presented to Lok Sabha. Shri Madhu Limaye 
said that Shri Jit ~  had left a copy of the 
printed pamphlet with him 0.1 his own and that 
there wd no question of enterin, into any 
discussions with him or askin, him to aive him 
any paper or Shri Jit Paul's askin, him to 
sponsor his petition. He, however, said that he 
had no knowledge whether the pamphlet had 
been circulated to others, except that 
Shri Rajeshwar Patel, M.P., had told him that 
he had Deen given a copy of the petition. He 
added that it was a presumption and an 
inference that the pamphlet had been circulated 
as he was given to understand by some dignitary 
of the Public Accounts Committee that 3,000 
copics of the Cu"enl dated the 25th June, 1966 
had been purchased by Shri Jit Paul." 

(v) "After careful considoration of the evidence 
placed before thc Committee, the Committee have 
come to the conclusion that there is no evidence 
in support of the alle,ation made by 
Shri Madhu Limaye, M.P., in tho HoUle that.. 
the purported petition had been published and 
circulated by Shri Jit Paul except to the three 
Mcmbers of Parliament whom, as he Itated, he 
hlld approached in connection with the 
presentation of the purported petition to 
Parliament. " 

(vi) "The Committee, however, coDlider that tho 
circumstances of the case are very suspicious, 
particularly in view of the fact that the name of 
printing press is not published on the pamphlet 
in question; but in the absence of BnI proof of 
actual distribution and also in view of the 
apology tendered by Shri Jit Paul, no further 
action need be taken in the matter." 

(vii) "The Committee recommended that no 
furtheraction be taken by the House in the matter." 

Action taken by the House 

6. No further action was taken by the HoUle in the 
matter. 
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Point of privilece 

388 

LOK SABHA 
(1951) 

Publication of the report of a Committee appointed by 
Government before presentation to the House 

Facts of the Case and ruling by the Speaker 

On the 2nd April, 1951, Shri H.V. Kamath, a 
member, sought to raise a question of privilege 
regarding the action of Government in releasing· to 
the Press the findings and conclusions of the 
Ganganath Committee appointed by the Minister of 
Food and Agriculture to enquire into the allegations 
regarding the import of sugar, in pursuance of the 
assurance given by the Prime Minister during the 
parliamentary debate on the food situation on the 
17th November, 1950. He contended that the release 
of the report to the Press, before it was laid on the 
Table of the House, constituted a breach of privilege 
of the House. 

2. The ~  Speaker (Shri M.A. Ayyangar) 
reserved his ruling. 

3. On the 5th April, 195.1, the Deputy Speaker 
observed as follows:-

..... .1 may inform the hon. member that this was 
not a Committee appointed by the House and it had 
no obligation therefore ·to submit its report to 
the House. It is open to Government to appoint 
any number of Committees, whether on a 
statement made in this House or otherwise. But 
that will not meap that the Committee is 
appointed by' this House. Therefore, I do not 
find that there is any breach of privilege 
involved in this matter. No doubt, if any 
Committee is appointeO by Government in 
punuance of any resolution or otherwise and 
not independently, while the House is sitting, 
natUrally the House would expect that such 
COIRIIlittee's proceedings should be disclosed to 
itself first. Subject to this observation, there is 
ablolutely no breach of privilege in the present 
caIt. 

I hope Government will bear tltis in mind. In this 
iDstance, it is not as if there is any question of 
prilriJege, but it is a matter of etiquette to be 
shown to the House." 
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Point of privilece 

389 

LOK SABHA 

(1952) 

Alleged disclosure of proceedings qf a 
Parliamentary Committee ~ 

For details of the case please see summary No. 113 
at pp. 220-21 ante. 
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LOK SABHA 

"" ~  

Point of privilece 

Publication by a newspaper of an adjournment motion 
before it was mentioned in the House 

Facts of the Case and rulin. by the Speaker 

On the 10th December, 1952, Shrimati Sucheta 
Kripalani, a member, raising a question of privilege 
said that the Delhi Express of that date had published 
a news item regarding an adjournment motion of 
which she and some other members had given notice 
on the previous day. She added that the newspaper, 
by giving publicity to the matter before the House 
was seized of it, had committed a breach of privilege 
and requested that the matter might be referred to 
the Committee of Privileges. She also referred to the 
following ruling given by the Speaker (Shri G. V . 
Mavalankar) on the 6th February, 1948, when a short 
notice question due to be answered in the House had 
found  publicity in the Press on the previous day: 

"I have to invite the attention of the House to an 
important breach of the conventions ofthe House in 
the fact that I found that this question got 
publicity in the press yesterday I might just 
invite the attention of Honourable members to 
the desirability and the necessity also of no 
question or motion finding publicity in the press 
before not only these are admitted but, so far as 
questions are concerned, before they are 
answered in the House. It is fair both to the 
House as also to the Government that the 
question and answer should go to the public 
together. I only wanted to invite the attention 
of the. House, and also of the Press, to this 
fact." 
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2. The Deputy Speaker (Shri M.A. Ayyangar), 
who was in the Chair, said that he would in the first 
instance, call for an explanation of the newspaper. 

3. On the 12th December, 1952 the Deputy 
Speaker informed the House that he bad received the 
following letter of apology from the Managing Editor 
of tbe Delhi Express: 

"This is to express my regret at the publication in 
our columns this morning of a report of an intended 
adjournment motion. 

This was done inadvertently, in ignorance of the 
convention governing such matters. 

In offering my apology for a breach of the 
conventions of the House may I assure you, Sir, that 
every precaution will be taken to ensure that 
such mistakes do not recur." 

The Deputy Speaker added that in view of the 
apology, he proposed to treat the matter as closed. 

Point or prlvlleae 

391 

LOK SABHA 
(1955) 

Alleged expression 0/ views by Finance Minister 
regarding taxation proposals for Second Five 
Yea,. Plan outside the House. 

Facts or the Case and ruline by the Speaker 

On the 5th September, 1955, Shri H.V. Kamath, a 
member, drew the attention of the House to the 
reports appearing in the newspapers, that the Finance 
Minister had informed the All India Congress 
Committee of taxation proposals with regard to the 
Second Five Year Plan. Shri KamJlth contended that 
it was a breach of privilege of the House to disclose 
these proposals to the A.I.C.C. before they were 
communicated to the House. 

2. The Speaker (Shri G. V. ~  as 
follows: 

"The Second Five Year Plan is open for discussion 
to the public. Papers are writing about it, and 
opinions are being expressed by different 
people. Simply because a person connected with 
the Five Year Plan happens to be the Finance 
Minister, I do not know why he should be 
debarred from expressing his opinions. He did 
not express I am sure tbe decision of 
Government on that point he only expressed his 
views." 

Point or privilep 

392 

LOK SABHA 
(1957) 

Premature Publication by Press In/ormation Bureau 
of an Answer to a Question. 

Facts or tbe Case and ruline by tbe Speaker 

On tbe 26tb July, 1957, before the Lot Sabba took 
up Questions, Sbrimati Renu Cbakravartty, a 
member, raised a question of privilege arising out of 
the publication by the Press Information Bureau of 
an Answer to a Question before it was given on the 
Floor of the House. 

2. Shrimati Renu Chakravartty stated that an 
Unstarred Question No. 182 on Dandakaranya 
Rehabilitation Scheme, originally put down for 
answer on the 23rd July, 1957, was transferred to the 
List of Questions for Oral Answers for tbe 31st July, 
1957; and the members were informed of the 
postponement by a corrigenda on the 20th July, 1957. 
However, a Press Note issued by the Press 
Information Bureau on the 23rd July, 1957, contained 
the information purponed to have been given in 
response to Unstarred Question No. 182. This, the 
member conten'ded, constituted a contempt of the 
House. 

3. The Speaker observed that the member might 
send a formal notice in writing when he would 
enquire into the matter. 

4. On the 27th July, 1957 the Speaker made a 
reference to the above matter in the House and 
informed the House that a written apology had been 
received from the Principal Information Officer (Shri 
T.R.V. Chari), of the Press Information Bureau. The 
letter of apology read as under:-

"I should be grateful if the following submission may 
kindly be placed before the Speaker: 

On the 23rd July, a press release of an answer to 
Unstarred Question No. 182 which had been 
printed on the Order Paper for 23rd July. had 
been made by the Press Information aureau on 
me basis of material received ·from the Ministry 
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of" Rehabilitation that morning. 

It is with great distress that we have learnt of the fact 
that the subsequent change of the unstarrcd 
question from the printed list for 23rd July to 
31st July had escaped the notice of tbe officer 
responsible for the release. The circumstances 
under wbich the copies containing the Minister's 
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answer for the 23rd July were received in the 
Press Information Bureau on the morning of 
that day, had unfortunately not suggested the 
possibility of any change in the order of 
questions. 

It is learnt that the Ministry of Rehabilitation are also 
taking steps to make amends for the omission to 
warn the Press Information Bureau about the 
change in the date of answer. Nevertheless, the 
responsibility of the Press Information Bureau 
cannot be minimised. 

A close check is kept during question hour in regard 
to questions both for variation, if any, in the 
oral answer and whether or not the question has 
been reached. It is extremely regretted that 
equal care in regard to last minute variations in 
the printed list for unstarred questions was not 
taken in this case. Orders have, therefore, been 
issued to Officers handling Parliamentary 
questions to handle both starred and unstarred 
questions with equal vigilance. With great 
contribution the Press Information Bureau 
would beg to assure you, Sir, that there will be 
no repetition of such a lapse in the future." 

S. The Speaker then observed: 

"In view of this, I am sure the House would not 
expect me to proceed in this matter further but 
accept what has been stated; and I am sure a 
respoftsible officer, as he gives an assurance, 
will not cORlmit silllilar mistakes in future. 

The maUer is dropped at this stage." 
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Point of privll .. e 

LOK SARMA 

(19S8) 

Premllture disclosure of the proceedings of and casting 
reflections on the Joint Comminee on Il Bill 

For details of the case please see summary No. 114 
at pp. 221-224 ante. 

Point or privUeae 

394 

LOK SABHA 

(1960) 

Publication in the Press of Il news item concerning the 
conteats of the Chinae Government's reply to the 
Government of India's note, before the Howe was 
informed of it. 
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Facts of the case and ruDDI by tbe Speaker 

On the 8tb April. 1960. Shri A. B. Vajpayee. a 
member, drew the attention of the House to the 
publication in the Press of a news item concerning 
the contents of tbe reported reply of the ~  
Government to the Government of India's note of 
the 12th February, 1960, before the House was 
informed of it. He contended that the publication of 
tbat news was an impropriety, if not a technical 
breach of privilege. 

2. The Prime Minister (Shri lawabarlal Nehru) 
stated inter alia as follows:-

"I should like to be clear on this subject of what is 
sometimes referred to as a privilege of tbis 
House. I am not aware of any sucb privilege 
that I should control the press as to what they 
should print or not print wben tbey get it.... I 
think it is a novel proposition of which I have 
not been aware in any country .. .1 want to be 
clear on this matter which is referred to again 
and again. to my knowledge. without any 
justification in parliamentary practice in any 
country. In fact it would become almost 
impossible for Parliament to function if I am 
supposed to tell them of all military moves, all 
diplomatic moves from day to day. That is not 
parliamentary governmem, so far as I know. 
But that is by the way. 

We have been trying to keep the House fully 
informed of these developments. Sometimes, it 
so happens that newspapers get some 
information and they publish it-not because we 
give it to them. We do not want to encourage 
publication in newspapers before we bave 
decided that it should be publisbed. A reply has 
come from the Chinese Government and we 
were waiting to find out the exact date of 
publication by them and by us and then I shall 
place it before the House .... I do not think that 
it leaked out. The newspaper concerned has 
correspondents abroad too and those 
correspondents get it from other sources also. 

Obviously. it is a matter not of privilege but pure 
courtesy even that it should be placed before 
the House before it is sent to the Press. But 
sometimes it so happen ...... part from the 

~  we have Press Conferences and 
there are questions and answers. Something is 
said and an answer has to be liven. nat is not 
a matter of discourtesy to anybody that aD 
answer is given. Can it be said tbat every 
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answer should be given here before it is given in 
the Press Conference?" 

3. The Speaker (Shri M. A. Ayyangar) observed 
inter alia as fo\1ows:-
"With respect to these matters, I would like the hon. 

members to know what exactly I am going to 
allow and not to allow. It is for the hon. 
Minister to find out and to decide for himself, 
whether a particular document ought to be 
placed on the Table of the House or not. If he 
makes up his mind that it ought to be placed 
here, the hon. members expect that this House 
must be the first to get information before it is 
given to the Press. But it is for the hon. 
Minister to decide whether it is a matter which 
is so important that the information ought to be 
given first to the House, or whether it is not of 
such importance and might be given out to the 
Press." 

Point of privilege 

395 

LOK SABHA 
(1962) 

Publication of terms of an agreement between the 
Government and an oil company in a 
newspaper, which the Minister had refwed to 
disclose to House on grounds of public interest. 

Facts of the Case and ruling by the Speaker 

On the 26th March, 1962, Shri Hem Barua, a 
member, sought to raise a question of privilege that 
the Minister of Mines and Oil (Shri K. D. Malaviya) 
had, by refusing to disclose to the House the terms of 
the oil agreement between the Government and 
E.N.!. of Italy on the plea of public interest when 
those terms had been published in the Statesman of 
that day, committed a breach of privilege. 

2. Shri K. D. Malaviya said that as he had 
returned to Delhi tbat morning, he was not in a 
position to say anything final in the matter. He said 
that he would make a statement on the subject on the 
next day. The matter was accordingly deferred till the 
next day. 

3. On the 27th March, 1962, Shri K.D. Malaviya 
stated inter alia that Government had not given any 
information to the Press and nor was it likely that the 
other party would have done so. He added that most 
of the information contained in the newspaper report 
was based on information he had already given to the 
House on various occasions. He, however, did not 
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wish to make any comments on the points not 
disclosed by him to the House and published by the 
newspaper as negotiations between the Government 
and certain parties were still going on. 

4. The Speaker (Sbri M. A. Ayyangar), 
disallowing the question of privilege, observed inter 
alia as follows: 

"So far as the privilege motion of Shri Hem Barua is 
concerned, it is that the hon. Minister withheld 
information from the House and gave it to the 
Press. If he had done so,. it would have been 
improper. It has been repeatedly held in this 
House that hon, Ministers should take the 
House into confidence and it is through the 
House, when the House is in session, that 
information of this kind should come out, and 
that is the practice which we have been 
following, irrespective of whether it is a matter 
of privilege or not. Otherwise, if the Ministers 
themselves pay little regard to this House no 
other person will pay regard to this House. 
Therefore, it might be at least an act of 
impropriety. But, in this case, the Minister does 
not say that he gave information to the 
newspaper, nor is it alleged. The newspaper has 
somehow got this information which the 
Minister is not prepared to confirm or deny. I 
can only condemn the correspondent for having 
come out with this news item. Even if it be 
true, he is not helping the country by publishing 
it, when the Minister thinks that in the public 
interest it ought not to be placed before this 
House. 

.... I would urge upon a\1 newspapers not to a\1ow 
such things to be published. They will take note 
of whatever is happening here and if, the 
interest of the public, it is considered either by 
the House or by me that an agreement which is 
made ought to be kept secret, they would also 
adopt that secrecy in the interest of the country 
and of proper journalism. 

.... I do not want to take it up as a matter of privilege 
because we are sitting only for two or three 
days more and there will be a new Parliament 
when automatically it will lapse; otherwise. 1 
would have certainly referred it to the Privileges 
Committee to find out whether it has not 
exceeded its right of reporting." 
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Point of privUece 

396 
LOK SABHA 

(1963) 

PubUcQlion of (I notice of question in (I newSptlper 
before it WtlS tulmitted or tlnSwered in the House. 

Facts of the case and ruUnC by the Speaker 
On the 10th September, 1963, Shri Prakash Vir 

Shastri, a member, complained that the Blitz, in its 
issue dated the 7th September, 1963, had reported 
that Sarvashri Krishna Menon and Wasnik, members, 
had tabled a Short Notice Question in regard to the 
uncalled for searches made by C.I.D. in the 
resideaces of three Bombay film producers. Shri 
Shastri contended that the publicity given to the said 
notice of Short Notice Question before it was 
admitted and· answered in the Hoase constituted a 
breach of privilege, whether that news was given to 
the concerned newspaper by the members who gave 
notice of the question or whether it leaked through 
the Speaker's office. 

2. The Speaker (Sardar Hukam Singh) then 
observed inter alia as follows:-
"There is no breach of privilege as such, if it so 

happened. This happened before and my 
predecessor had at that time given a ruling also. 
I want to repeat the very same observation. 
Taking first question, if notice of a question is 
given, then not only before it is admitted or 
disallowed, but also before it is answered in this 
House. It is not desirable that publicity to it 
should be given in the newspapers. No hon. 
member should resort to that practice. That is 
what has been adheEed to in this House. It is a 
matter of propriety and desirability, and no 
breach of privilege has been held to be involved 
in this ... 

So far as other notices are concerned, of course, 
there cannot be any question of any answer, but 
it is desirable that they should not be leaked out 
or given to the press before their allowance or 
disallowance has been decided by the Speaker 
and intimation given to the members about it. 

Therefore, I hope hon. members would keep to that 
convention and tradition. That is very 
wholesome and that oUght to be observed." 

3. Some members, thereupon, desired that in the 
absence of specific rules to deal with the matter of 
impropriety and undesirability of giving publicity to 

619 

notices of various matters likely to come before the 
House, Rules Committee might ,0 into this matter so 
that such undesirable incidents would not be repeated 
in future. 

4. The Speaker then observed that he would refer 
the matter to the Rules Committee to find out 
whether there oUght to be some definite rule on that 
for the future. 

Point of prlvllep 

397 

LOK SABHA 

(1966) 

Disclosure of subst(lnce of Governments comments 
on recommendtltions of Public Accounts Committee 
by (I Minisler before Ihey were considered by that 
Committee. 

For details of the case please see summary No. 11S 
at pp. 224-26 ante. 

Point of prlvlleae 

398 

LOK SABHA 

(1968) 

CirculQlion ·'0 Press by (I member of (I summtlry of his 
speech before delivering it in tlte Howe. 

Facts or the cue and action taken by the House 

On the 26th March, 1968, the Deputy Speaker 
(Shri R. K. Khadilkar), who was in the Chair, 
informed the House that Shri Amrit Nahata had 
given notice of a question of privilege against Shri N. 
K. Somani, another member, on the ground that Shri 
N. K. Somani had circulated to the Press cyclostyled 
copies of a summary of his speech before he had 
delivered it in the House on the 22nd March, 1968 
while raising the half-an-hour discussion regardin, the 
Bharat Sewak Samaj. The Deputy Speaker added 
that Shri Amrit Nahata had raised the point on the 
22nd March, 1968 aIJo when Shri N. K. Somani had 
,ot up to speak, but Shri Somani had then denied the 
allegation. 

The Deputy Speaker observed that no breach of 
privilege was involved in the matter. Shri N. K. 
Somani had, however, written a letter explaining his 
position. The Deputy Speaker observed that he 
would ask Shri Somani to make a personal statement 
in the House. 
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2. Shri N. K. Somani made the following personal 
explanation:-
"Sir, when I rose to open the debate on the Bharat 

Sewak Samaj on Friday afternoon, one hon. 
member brought to my notice and to the Chair 
that the text of my speech had already been 
distributed in advance of the time. I had 
enquired into the matter and I now see that this 
was done without any responsibility on my part. 
First of all, it was not the text of my speech. It 
was a brief 20 lines precis which was circulated 
inadvertently by a junior clerk in our office. I 
have already written to you communicating both 
orally as well as in writing. This vicarious 
responsibility lies on my office and I have 
already apologised to you. In view of all this, I 
appeal to the cumulative wisdom of the House, 
and to you, Sir, to see what needs to be done 
about this." 

3. The matter was then closed. 
399 

LOK SABHA 
• (1973) 

Point of privUe&e 

Publication of a Bill as an Act of Parliament before it 
was passed by the Howe 

Facts of the case and reference to the Committee of 
PrlvUeps 

On the 28th August, 1973, Shri R. R. Sharma, a 
member, raised a question of privilege" against the 
Hind Publishing House, Allahabad, relating to its 
publication entitled "The New Code of Criminal 
Procedure, 1973". While raising the question of 
privilege, Shri R.R. Sharma stated inter alia as 
follows:-

"The Code of Criminal Procedure (Amendment) Bill 
is still under consideration in Lok Sabha but a 
publisher of Allahabad, namely 'Hind 
Publishing House.' has published this Bill as an 
Act ..... . 

Sir. the said publisher has very claverly written' 
therein 'As passed by Rajya Sabha'. He has 
termed it as an Act instead of a Bill and has 
written in bold letters that this booklet contains 
comparative tables. It has been sold in the 
whole of U.P. My submission is that this 
question may be referred to the Committee of 
Privileges. " 
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2. The Speaker (Dr. G. S. Dhillon), while 
referring the matter to the Committee of Privileges 
observed inter alia as follows:-
..... .I have seen this. The Code of Criminal 

Procedure, 1973, is not yet out of ParlillJ!lent, 
nor has it received the President's assent. 
And these people publish it in the form of 
regular enactment called 'Code of Criminal 
Procedure 1973' containing comparative tables 
relating to the sections of the old and the new 
Codes .... In a small bracket they write, 'As 
passed by Rajya Sabha'.... Till the last stage 
people have got the right to give you their 
suggestions, their opinions and advice and all 
that. If this goes out then the people will be 
under the impression that it is already passed. 
So, I am sending it to the Privileges 
Committee." 

Flndinp and recommendations of the Committee 
3. The Committee of Privileges after examining 

Shri Nurul Abdin, "the Proprietor of the Hind 
Publishing House, Allahabad in their Thirteenth 
Report, presented to the House on the 18th 
December, 1974, reported inter alia as foUows:-

(i) "After careful consideration of the facts of the 
case and the evidence before the Committee, 
the' Committee is of the view that the 
publication entitled 'The New Code of 
Criminal Procedure, 1973'. brought out by Shri 
Nurul Abdin, Proprietor of the Hind 
Publishing House, Allahabad, while the Code 
of Criminal Procedure Bill, 1972 was still 
under consideration of Lok Sabh'll, sought to 
create a misleading impression on the public 
mind that the aforesaid publication was the 
Code of Criminal Procedure as finally passed 
by Parliament and enacted with a view to 
make monetary gains by the sale of its copies. 
This amounted to misrepresentation of the 
proceedings and action of the House and 
therefore constituted a breach of privilege and 
contempt of the House." 

~ (ii) "However. in view of the unconditional and 
unqualified apology tendered to the 
Committee by Shri Nurul Abdin, the 
Committee feel that no action need be taken 
by the House in the matter." 

(iii) "Since, however, the action of the Hind 
Publishing House, Allahabad in bringing out a 
publication of this kind also involves the 
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offeDCOIL of cbeatins the public and an 
infringemeat of the Copyright, 1957, the 
Committee would like the Government to 
examine the feasibility of initiating. necessary 
legal proceedings against the publishers for 
those offences. During the consideration of 
this matter by the Committee, it was brought 
to the notice of the Committee that similar 
publicatioDs had been brought out by two 
other publishers also, namely, (i) the 
Panchayat Publications, Near High Court 
Buildings, Hyderabad-500002-(A.P.); and (ii) 
Arjun D. Kukreja-for Criminal Appeals 
Reporter Office, 392, W.K. Road, Meerut 
(U.P.). The Committee would like the 
Government to take similar action in respect 
of these two publishers also as is suzgested in 
respect of the Hind Publishing House, 
Allahabad ...... 

(iv) "The Committee recommend that no further 
action be taken by the House in the matter 
and it may be dropped so far as breach of 
privilege or contempt of the House is 
concerned." 

(v) "As regards the question of initiating legal 
proceedings against the Publishers of 'The 
New Code of Criminal Procedure, 1973' llnd 
similar other publications for offences of 
cheating and infringement of the Copyright 
Act, 1957, the Government may examine the 
matter separately." 

Action taken by the House 

4. No further action was taken by the House in the 
matter. 

Point of privUqe 

400 

LOK SABHA 

(1975) 

Premature· publicity of notice of a motion of no-
confidence against Speaker by a news agency and a 
newspaper 

Facts of the case aad ruUnl by the Speaker 

On the 14th March, 1975, Shri H.K.L. Bhagat, a 
member, sought to raise a question of ~  

against the Indian Express and the United News of 
India, a News Agency, for giving premature publicity 
to notice of a motion of no-confidence against the 
Speaker, Lok Sabha, tabled by Shri Madhu Limaye, 
another member in its issue dated the 14th March, 
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1975 under the heading "No-confidence move against 
the Speaker" , before the said motion had been 
admitted by the Speaker and circulated to members. 

2. Thereupon, the Speaker, (Dr. G.S. Dhillon) 
observed illter alia as follows:-

"I have seen this privilege motion. The news has 
appeared in various newspapers. The no-
confidence motion is against the Speaker ..... I 
must .. sa)' that the procedure we. follow is: 

'Rule' 334A. A n')tice shall.not be given publicity 
by any member or other person until it has been 
admitted by the Speaker and circulated to 
members: 

Provided that a notice of a question shall 1I0t be 
given any publicity until the day on which the 
question is answered in the House.' 

In this particular rule which I have quoted the 
procedure has been specifically laid down. In the 
case of all other motions when the Speaker 
admits a motion of course, the procedure is 
already there but in this case the motion comes 
to the House for admission on or after the 14th 
day. It is just given and the House gives the 
leave then the Speaker admits it and till now that 
procedure has not been over yet. I had fixed a 
date. It came to me on the 3rd March and I 
think that date falls on the 18th-to be on the 
safe side one day more. This motion has not yet 
come. I have been very often eulogizing the 
Press as part of Parliament and as if they have 
equal responsibility and they feel always happy 
when I make such observations. If they feel they 
are a part of the Parliament then they are 
expected to know the rules of procedure also. 
This is not such a light subject. If you allow this 
practice any gentleman may come, give a motion 
and then go out to the press.' With all these 
campaigns against the Speaker it is very difficult 
for the Chair to function. 

Procedure should be followed correctly and in 
spirit. I respect the Constitution. I respect the 
rules. But, I also expect that the liberty should 
not be converted into a licence. As far as the 
privilege is conceUled, I will have to go into the 
variou!. aspects." 

3. On the 17th March, 1975 the Speaker informed 
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the House that the Editor of the United News of 
India in his letter dated the 17th March, 1975. ~  

stated as follows:-

"This is with reference to last week's Lok Sabha 
proceedings relating to the no-confidence move 
against the hon'ble Speaker. The discussion 
arose from pre-mature publicity given to the 
details of the no-confidence move as contained in 
the netice of the motion. I apologise 
unreservedly for the release of the details to 
which objection has been taken. This happened 
as a result of an unfortunate over sight. In view 
of this apology, I hope, you will kindly treat this 
matter as closed. We will be more careful in _ 
future." 

4. 1ft view of the unconditional apology tendered 
by the Editor of the United News of India, the 
matter was treated as closed. 

Point of privUeae 

401 
LOK SABHA 
(1978) 

Advance publicity in the Press to notices given by 
members for raising mIltters in the House 

Facts of the case and rullna by the Speaker 

On 30th August, 1978, Shri Vayalar Ravi, a 
member, gave notice of a question of privilege 
against Shri Madhu Limaye another member the 
Editor, Printer alrd Publisher of the Hindustan Times 
and the correspondent of U.N.1. for giving advance 
publicity to a notice by Shri Madhu Limaye about his 
intention to oppose a Bill in the House. 

2. On 31st August, 1978, the Deputy Speaker 
(Shri Oodey Murahari) made the following 
announcement in the House:-

"It has been brought to my notice that advance 
publicity is being given in the Press to various 
notices given by members for raising matters in 
the House. 

I may inform the members that giving of advance 
publicity to notices for raising matters in the 
House is in contravention of the provisions of 
Rule 334A of the Rules of Procedure and 
Conduct of Business in Lok Sabha, which reads 
as follows: 

'A notice shall not be given publicity by any 
member or otber person until it has been 
admitted by the Speaker and circulated to 
members: 
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Provided that a notice of a question shall not be 
given any publicity until the day on which the 
question is answered in the House.' 

I seek cooperation of members and the Press in 
the observance of the provisions of this Rule." 

3. The matter was, thereafter. closed. 

Point of privi" 

402 
LOK SABHA 
(1987) 

Giving advance publicity to a notice by the Press 

Facts of the case and ruliq by the Deputy Speaker 

On 15th April, 1987, the Deputy Speaker 
(Shri Thambi Durai) observed inter alia as follows: 

"The House will now take up Item No.8, i.e., 
motion for leave . to move the resolution 
regarding removal of the Speaker given notice of 
by Shri Somnath Chatterjee and 14 other 
members on 30th March, 1987. The -notice was 
extensively reported in the news-papers of 
31st March, 1987. The same day, i.e., on 
31st March, 1987 three members, viz., Sarvashri 
Ram Singh Yadav, Pratap Bhanu Sharma and 
Shanta Ram Naik, gave notices of question of 
breach of privilege under rule 222 against the 
Times of India, Hindustan Times, Indian Express 
and The Statesman for giving advance publicity 
to the notice of motion for removal of Speaker 
in their issues of that date. The maiter was 
sought to be raised by the members in the House 
on the 31st March itself and again on 1st April, 
1987. 

Even before the notice of a resolution for 
removal of the Speaker was received by the 
Secretary-General, as required under Rule 200 of 
the Rules of Procedure, it was widely and 
repeatedly mentioned in the press that such a 
notice was being given. After the notice was 
given on 30th March, 1987, a member stated on 
the floor of the House, 'I take the responsibility 
of saying that I have given this information (to 
the press)'. 

To take the privilege issue first, I have looked 
into the matter in depth. I may inform the 
House that giving of advance publicity to notices 
for raising matters in the House is in 
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contravention of the Rules of Procedure and 
Conduct of Business in Lok Sabha. Rule 334A 
reads· as follows:-

'A notice shall not be given publicity by any 
member or other person until it. has been 
admitted by the Speaker and circulated to 
members.' 

The ~  is thus quite clear and wbat bas been 
done is a ~  of the Rule. Successive 
Speakers have I1IIed that if is a breach of 
propriew to live ad\'tnCe publil:ity to notices 
which ~ yet to come up before Parliameftt for 
consideration. 

In a similar case in 1975, premature publicity was 
given to a notice of motion for removal of the 
Speaker by a newspaper. When a member sought to 
raise the matter in the House, the Speaker observed, 
inter alia as follows:-

'Procedure should be followed correctly and in 
spirit. I respect the Constitution. I respect the 
rules. But I also expect that the libcrty should 
not be converted into a licence.' 

In view of the unconditional apology tendered by 
the Editor of the United News of India, the matter 
was trc'ated as closed. 

In view of the wide publicity that has been given in 
the instant case, I deem it my duty to remind the 
members that the rules and well established 
conventions of this House apply to all sides of the 
House equally. They bind not only the Presiding 
Officers themselves but also every member on every 
side of the House. Neither the members of the ruling 
party can violate them with impunity simply because 
they are in majority, nor can the opposition members 
flout them ~  they are in the opposition. I, 
therefore, hold that the extensive and repeated 
publicity given to tbe notice for removal of Speaker 
not only after it \ltas (ec:eived by the Secretary-
General but even before that, w. me. unfortunate 
and deplorable. Maners cona:miag day fo day 
functioning of the House are best sesded through well 
settled parliamentary channels rather than through 
the columns of the press. I would, therefore, urge 
upon all sections of this House to co-operate with the 
Chair in the observance of the rules and well 
established conventions of this House. I would also 
. urge upon the press to refrain from giving publicity to 
notices in clear contravention of the rules. 

So far as the question of breach of privilege is 
concerned, according to well established 
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parliamcntary practicc, usage and convention, it is 
impropcr, lilt hough not tcchnically. a breach of 
privilcgc or contempt of the House, to give, for any 
reason prematurc publicity in the press to notices of 
motions, ctc. Breaches of rules, conventions and 
practiccs are not rcgarded as breaches of privilege. 
Breaches of rules and propriety may invite the 
censure of the House on a proper motion or 
displeasure of the Speaker but cannot be allowed to 
be raised as breaches of privilege or contempt of tbe 
House. ThercfQtc, Sarvashri Ram Singh Yadav, 
Pratap Bhanu Sharma and Shllntaram Naik do not 
have my consent to raise the matter as one of 
privilegc ..... 

Point of privilege 

403 
RAJYA SABHA 

(1970) 

Circulalion oj copies of Finance Bill before its 
introductioll ill Lok Sabha 

Fllcts of the cllse lind rullna by the Chairman 

On the 2nd March, 1970, Shri Godey Murahari, a 
member stated Oli a point of order that the Finance 
Bill was introduced at a sitting of Lok Sabha at 10.00 
P.M. on the 28th Fcbruary, 1970, but copies of it had 
bcen circulated to all the members of both Houses 
and othcrs earlier that day. He contended that the 
Budgel proposals wcre thus leakcd out beforc thc 
Finance Dill was actually introduced in Lok Sabha. 

2. The Chairman (Shri G.S. Pathak) observed that 
he would ascertain the facts from the Government 
and then give his ruling. 

3. On the 12th March, 1970, the Chairman 
observed as follows:-

"Under ArtIcle 112 of the Constitution a 
st:ilcmcnt of the. Estimated Receipts and 
Expenditure of the Government of India in 
~  of cvcry financial year has to be laid 
before both Houses of Parliament. Pursuant tef 
thi' provision a statcment of the Estimated 
Receipts and Expenditure of the Government of 
lndia 1970-71 was laid on the Table of the Rajya 
Sabha on Fcbruary 23. This statement does Dot 
include the Finance Bill which is not laid on the 
Tablc of the Rajya Sabha at this stage. The 
Finance Bill is introduced in the Lok Sabha and 
will be formally laid on the Table of the 
Rajya Sabha only after it is passed by that 
HOllse. No ~  of leakage of the Budget is 
involved as the taxation proposals contained in 
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. the Budpt .... beea kDowa to 1M. iIICIDbm of Cbc 
Lot Sabba durin, the Budpt Speech and the Budget 
Papers were distributed after that Speech. 

Copies of tbe Fmance BiU, bowever, form part 
of the Budget Papers, circulated to the members. 
The Rajya Sabba members got their Budget 
Papers distributed at their residences OD the 
night of February 28. We in the Rajya Sabba are 
not concerned witb the qUestioD of Circ::ulatioD of 
the Fmance Bill before its formal introduction in 
the Lot Sabha. This is a matter for the, 
Lot Sabba. The facts and circumstances relaring , 
to this, it appears, were explained to the Lot 
Sabba at its special sittilll OD February 28, wbeD 
the BiD was formally introduced in that House. 

The matter should, therefore, end there." 
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PoIDl of prlYOep 

404 
RAJYA SABRA 

(1980) 

Describing of Finance (No.2) BUI, 1980 tu 1"iIttIncc 
(No.2) Act, 1980 in II book bl II publbMr H/ore 1M 
said Bill Iuul been ptlUetl bl PIl1'litlmml 

For details of the case pleue ,. summary No. 330 
at pp. 479-84 tIIIIe. 

PoInt of PrlYIIep 

40S 
RAJYA SABRA 

(1991) 

(I) Alleged assault on a member by the police, 
and 

(ii) Alleged premature publication of the 
proceedings of tbe Committee by lOme 
newspapers. 

For details of the case please see summary 
No. 67 at PP: 125-26 



PRESIDENT'S ADDRESS 



Privi!eges Digest 

l'oIDt ~ P ....... 

406 

LOJC SABHA 
(1963) 

InkrrUption IIIId WGlIe Dill b, certain IMmb.m. 
durin, the Prai.",'s Adtlru.r. 

for details of the cue plelle "e sWlllllU)' No. 214 
at pp. ~  illite. 

Point of privUeae 

407 

LOK SABHA 
(1968) 

Disorderly conduct by members Gt the time of 
Praident's Address to both Howa of Parliament 

IISsembled together. 

For details of the case please lie summary No. 218 
at pp. ~ ante. 

Point of prlvDeae 

408 

LOK SABHA 
(1971) 

Inturuptioil and walk-out by a member during 
Praid."t's Addr." 

For details of the case plelle see summary No. 219 
at pp. 360--62 tu*. . 

Point of privUeae 
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LOK SABHA 
(1971) , 

Guidelina for maintentlllCe of ordu, dignity and 
tkcorum on the ocClllion of the Praident's Addrus to 
IMmbu. of Parliament un" tu1iclu 86 and 87 of the 

Constitution 

Facts of the cue and nfereoce to the Committee 

On the 2nd April, 1971, the foUowing motion was 
adopted by Lok Sabha:-

"That this House is deeply concerned at the 

conduct of Shri Ram Deo Singh who is aUeSed 
to have created obstruction and ~ 

disrespect to the President on the soiCmn 
occasion of his Address to both the Hpuses of 
Parliament assembled t08ether under Article PiT 
of the Constitution on the 23rd March, 1971 
and therefore, resolves that a Committee 
consistinS of 15 members of the Houte be 
coDltituted by the Hon'ble Speaker to SO into 
the matter In aU details and to luaest suitabll: 
action and also suidelines for the future by the 
first week of the next session". 

2. The first Report of the Committee resardins 
the conduct of Shri Ram Deo SinSh, M.P., durinS 
the President's Address to both Houses of Parliament 
assembled together on the 23rd March, 1971, was 
presented to Lok Sabha on the 15th November, 1971. 

3. The Second Report of the  Committee on the 
auidelinel for maintenance of order, diJDity and 
decol'1lm on the occasion of the President's Address 
to members of Parliament under articles 86 and PiT of 
the Constitution, was presented to the Lok Sabha on 
the 14th April, 1972. 

Flndln.s and recommendations of the Committee 

4. Thc Committee called for the opinion 9f the 
Ministry of Law and Justice (Department of Lep! 
Affairs) on the leaal and constitutional .peets of the 
matter. The Committee also invited the Secretary of 
the Department of Lesal AffaIn aad beard h1I views 
in the matter. The Committee also heard the views of 
the Minister of Law and Justice. 

S. The Committee appointed a Sub·Committee 
consisting of four members to consider whether any 
amendment of the Constitution was necessary to 
provide for the maintenance of order, dipity and 
decorum on the occuion of the President's Address 
to members of Parliament. 

6. The Committee in their Second Report, 
reported1 inter alUl u foUows:-

"(i) The Committee are of the view that tbere 
is a lacuna in the constitutional provisions 
relatins to tbe President's Address to the 
House(s) of Parliament under Article 86 
or Article' 87 of the Constitution inas-

~
ITwo members of the Committee did not ... witb.' dID. report of die Committee lAd appendccl to the report their _parlee noc •• 
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much as there is no specific proYlSlon 
designating the person who is to preside 
on that occasion and maintain order, 
dignity and decorum at such a formal and 
solemn occasion. 

(ii) The Committee have noted with concern 
that there have been an increasing number 
of incidents in recent years, both in 
Parliament as woO as in State Lcpatures, 
where during ~ Address "'Of tile President' 
Governor to tbe 1I0use(s) of Parliamenv 
State Lcgislaturct, members created 
dilturbancel by interrupting the President! 
Governor, Itaging walk-outs or by other 
forms of misconduct. The Committee are 
of the opinion that effective measureS 
must be taken to check and prevent 
recurrence of such incidents in the future 
in ParliamentrState Legislatures. 

(iii) The Committee have been greatly 
distressed by the recent incident in 
Parliament which occurred on the 13th 
March, 1972 when a certain group of 
members created disturbance by 
continuously interrupting the President 
during his entire Address and then staging 
a walk-out. This incident was also referred 
to the Committee by the Speaker in Lok 
Sabha on tbe 17th March, 1972, for 
coasideratioD. That groups of members 
should misconduct themselves and create 
diBturbanceduring the President's Address 
mould cause grave concern to all those 
who cherish the dignity of the institution 
of Parliament. 

The Comlnittee cannot but express their 
-strong disapproval of the incident and 
deplore the action of all those 
members who misconducted 
themselves and created disturbaace 
during the President's Address to 
both Houses of Parliament assembled 
together on the 13th March, 1972. 

(iv) The Committee feel that this particular 
incident underlines the need to 
take effective measures for preventing the 
recurrence of such incidents in future, as, 
in their view, such incidents tend to 
undermine the'Ciignity and authority Qf the 
institution of Parliament itself by lo"erina 
the Parliament and its members in the 
eyes of the public. 
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(v) The Committee feel that it is the duty of 
all political parties and others, both 
inside and outside Parliament to create a 
strong public opinion which alone can 
effectively check such incidents. 

At the same time, the Committee consider that the 
constitutional lacuna in this regard must also be 
removed by making a specific provision in the 
Constitution for the maintenance of order, dignity 
and decorum during t.'1e President's  Address to 
House(s) of Parliament under Article 86 or 
Article 87 of the Constitution. A similar provision 
should also be made in the Constitution in respect 
of the Governor's Address to a State Legislature 
under Article 175 or Article 176 of the 
Constitution. 

(vi) The Committee, after considering all 
aspects of the matter, agree with the 
conclusions arrived at by the sub-
Committee that" the Constitution should be 
suitably amended so as to expressly 
provide that the President shall preside on 
the occasion of his Address to the 
House(s) of Parliament under Article 86 
or Article 87 of the Constitution, and also 
to provide that he shall be empowered to 
make rules, after consultation witb tbe 
Chairman, Rajya Sabha, and the Speaker, 
Lok Sablla, for the mainteD8DOC of order, 
dignity and decorum 00 the occasion of 1Ijs 
Address. 

(vii) The C9mmittee have" folIO'" 1)Ie 
following guideliDC$ "r tile coad_ of 
members and maiat=.aDce of order, 
dignity and deccm1m 00 the occasion of 
the President's AcSd!ess to tbe House(s) of 
Parliament under Article 86 or Article 87 
of the COnstitution:-

(1) When the President addresses either 
House of Parliament or both Houses 
of Parliament assembled together 
under Article 86 or Article 87 of the 
Constitution, he delivers his Address 
in his capacity as the Head of the 
State and as part.of Parliament and in 
pursuance of his constitutional duty. It 
is as much a constitutional obligation 
on the part of the members to lilten to 
the President's Address with 
solemnity, dignity and dec:orum as it is 
Oil the part of the President to address 
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members of Parliament. Therefore, 
observance of solemnity, dignity and 
decorum by each and every member 
or any other person present on the 
occasion of the President's Address is 
of utmost importance. 

(2) Any action on the part of a member 
or any other person which man in 
any form or manner the dignity or 
solemnity ·of the occasion of the 
President's Address or creates 
disturbance shall be tantamount to an 
act of discourtesy and disrespect to 
the President as well as contempt of 
the House. 

(3) When members of either House or of 
both Houses assemble under Article 
86 or Article 87 of the Constitution, 
they do so for the specific and only 
purpose of listening to the President's 
Address. This occasion is neitner a 
sitting of either House nor a joint 
sitting of the two Houses. No business 
or proceedings other than the 
President'S Address is permissible 
under either of these two Articles. 
Therefore, any interruption, point of 
order, speech, demonstration or walk-
out etc., by any member or other 
person on that occasion, is contrary to 
the provisions of the Constitution. 

(4) No member shall, therefore, interrupt 
or obstruct the President's Address by 
any point of order, debate, discussion 
or in any otl'acr Dlanner or otbcrwise 
mars the dignity 6f tile oc:casion by 
waUr out or by aay dUordc", conduct 
or in ~ OIlIer mamlil;t, either before 
or during or after the Address, while 
the President is in the Hall. 

(5) The President is iD-charge of the 
pioceedings and fully competent to 
preserve order on the occasion of his 
Address. If any member or other 
person interrupts or obstructs the 
Prcsidj:nt's ~  or mars the 
dignity of the occasion in any other 
manner, the President may give sucla 
directions as he may consider 
necessary to preserve order, solemnity 
and dignity of the occasion. 
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(6) If any member or other penon 
interrupts or obstructs the President', 
Address to either House of 
Parliament or both .Houses of 
Parliament &*sembled topfher, either 
before or during or after tile Addrea, 
while the President is ill the Han, 
with any speech or point of order or 
walk-out or in any other manner, 
such interruption/obstruction or show 
of disrespect may be ~  u a 
grossly disolderly conducr 011 tile part 
of the concerned member or other 
person and contempt of the House 
which may be dealt with by the 
House subsequently on a motion 
moved by a member. 

(viii) The Committee recommend that a new 
Article 87 A may be inserted in the 
.Constitution so as to expressly provide 
that the President shall preside on the 
occasion of his Address to the House(s) 
of Parllament under Article 86 or Article 
87 of the Constitution. An amendment 
may also be made te;' ~  118 of tbe 
Constitution to provide tbanhe President, 
after consultation witJi tho Chairman, 
Rajya Sabha, and tbe Speaker, Lok 
Sabha, may make rules as to the 
procedure for maintenance of· ord,er 
dignity and decorum on the occasion of 
the President's Address. The Committee 
also J"eCOQ)IIICnd that similar constitutidDal 
proviSIons may be made in respect of the 
Governor's Address to a State Lepatar, 
under Article 175 or Article 116 of the 
Collltitutioa. 

(ix) The ~  recommend that. the 
guidelines for the COItd,uct of memben 
and maintenance Of order, dignity and 
decorum on the occuion of the 
President's Address to House(s) of 
Parliament under Article 86 or Article 87 
of tbe Constitution suuested by the 
Committee iii para (vii) above may be 
adopted, by tbe House." 

Action takd by the House 

7. The Report. of the Committee has not so far 
been considered by the House. 
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PoiDt of ,rid. 

410 

LOK SABHA 
(1959) 

Priv_ lUmber'S BiU seeking to include members' 
/ellen to Ministen within the melUling of the term 
"Proceedillgs in Parlillmen(' rejected by LoIc Sabha 

For details of the case please see summary No. 208 
at p. 344 ante. 

PoiDt of prlYllep 
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LOK SABHA 
(1972) 

Publialtion of news-items based on proceedings of the 
House without malcing ~ thereto 

Facts of the cae ad IIdion taken by the HOWIe 

Sbri N.K. Sangbi, a member, in a letter dated the 
2nd April, 1972, addressed to the Speaker, Lok 
Sabha, complained that the Financilll Ezpress, 
Bombay, in-its issue dated the 1st April, 1972, had 
published two news-items attributin, them to the 
"Financial Express Bureau", althoush they were 
based on the information contained in answen to 
certain questions in the House. Sbri Sanshi had 
contended that the said newspaper should have made 
a reference to the relevant Lot Sabha proceedinp as 
the source of those news-items. 

2. On the 11th May, 1972, the Speaker informed 
the House that the Editor of the FiluUlcilll Ezpress, 
Bombay, wbo was asked to state what he bad to say 
in the matter, had in his reply stated inter atill as 
follows:-

"We admit that the said news-items were based on 
the written replies to questions raised in 
Parliament. Since we were not reportin, the 
supplementaries or the discussion on the 
question, we did not think  it nccesaary to brina 
in the forum of Parliament. On many occasions, 
we supplement . the written replies with 
information coUccted from other sources ..... . 

Whenever the FiIumciIIl &press reports ctisc:usIioas 
or supplcmcntaries to questions we make it • 
point to identify the source, namely, 
Parliament. I would like to assure you that it is 
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far from our intention to 'belittle tbe 
importancc' of Parliament ..... 

The Fintutcilal Ezpras bas no intention of 
committin, any breacb of privile,e of 
Parliament. " 

3. The Spcalter also obscrvCd:-

"I woul4 only say that it would haw bHn better if, 
ia this case, the newspaper had also aiwn a 
.rencc to the relcvant proccedinp of Lok 
Sabha instead of daimiq it as emanatin, from 
its own Bureau. I hope that the Press will take 
note of it. n.e matter is now c:losed." 

PoiDt of prlYilep 

412 
RAJYA SABHA 

(1953) 

Publication in MWIpIIIHr of certflin . extracts from tbe 
""corrected proceedings o/-the Howe 
Facts of the cae niiIq by the CbaInnaD 

The Statesman, in its issued of the 1st May, 1953, 
published certain extracts from the 'uncorrected' 
verbatim proccedinp of tbe Rajya Sabba. 
2. Sbri Raja,opel Naidu, a member, sent • notice 
of question of privile,e aUegin, a bJach of privilc,e 
of the members and of6cen of the House. Spcakina 
on the motion on lat May, 1953, be told the House 
that the SIIIIUmIIn bad committed a breach of 
privilcae of tbe House OD the foUowiq three 
counts:-

(i) By publication of extracts from the wrbatim 
'proceedinp of the House' on which the 
words "Uncorrected-Not for publication" 
were clearly written. 

(ii) By usin, the words "Official venion" 
re,ardin, the news. 

(iii) By usin, the word "intripin," in reiard to 
certain remarks of Sbri Biswas, the Leader of 
the House, and tbus castin, reflcction upon 
the Leader of the House. 

Thereupon, the Deputy Chairman said that tbe 
matter would be enquired iDtO. 
3. OD Sth May, 1953, the Chairman intimated to 
tbe House that as a reault of the enquiry, the Editor 
of Statesman had reSletted the occurrence of the 
incident, sayin, that they bad not been aware of the 



Privileges Digest 

breach of privilege involved in the action. Regarding 
the use of the word "intrigue", he said that it meant 
'arousing curiosity or interest' according to the 
dictionary, and that it did not carry any other 
implication. The Chairman hoped that in view of the 
above explanation, the member might not press his 
motion of privilege, to which Shri Rajagopal Naidu 
agreed. 

Point of prlvUeae 

413 

RAJYA SABHA 
(1981) 

Refwal of permission by an Officer of a State 
~  10 some newspapers to publish a 

detailed report of proceedings of the Howe 

Facts of the case and rulina by the Chairman 

On 2nd March, 1981, the Chairman (Shri M. 
Hidayatullah) informed the House as follows:-

"A largely signed notice of breach of privilege has 
been pending before me against the Director of 
Information and Public Relations, Government 
of Assam, for refusal  to permit some daily 
newspapers to publish a detailed report of the 
proceedings of the Rajya Sabha of the 24th 
December, 1980, arising from the 'mass 
satyagraha on the issue of foreigners. According 
to the hon. Members, only brief reports of the 
discussion were published ~  some of the daily 
newspapers and they were anxious to publish a 
detailed IUlCOlSnt, but under the law in Assam, 
this accoUllt bad to be submitted to the Director 
of Information and Public Relations. The said 
officer did 'not permit a second publication on 
the ground that the report of the Agency ~ 

already been published. This was said to raise a 
~  of priVilege as it amounted to 
obstruction in the discharge of the duties of a 
Member. 

There is no quest;on of obstructiOn of any kind so far 
as our members are concerned,. The House had 
not ordered publication nor is it dle-right of the 
members to insist on publication. Article 361 of 
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the Constitution, hpwever, by implication allows 
substantially true reports of any proceedings of 
Parliament to be pu.blished without any adverse 
consequences tQ Ole news papers. 

The question whether the non-publication of 
proceedinp of Parliament amounts to breach of 
privilege may be answered at once in the 
negative. 

The question, however, remains whether there can be 
a ban by legislation or by executive fiat on any 
such publication. This is an important question 
which may some day be necessary to consider. 
Proceedings in the House are public property 
unless the House decides to the contrary. No 
executive fiat can issue to newspapers without 
authority of law. Proceedings which are open to 
the public, must necessarily be open to the 
newspapers to report. The newspapers are the 
eyes and ears of the public not present in the 
House. Unless the House puts a ban, the 
newspaper must be held to have the right to 
reproduce fairly and faithfully and accurately 
the proceedings or any part thereof without let 
or hindrance from  any person not authorised by 
the House or by any law. The newspapers may 
not misrepresent by editing, adding or unfairly 
omitting to give a totally wrong impression. 

In the present case, however, the question does not 
arise because what happened is this: The 
Report sought to be published begins by saying: 
'New Delhi. Dec. 25-ln reply to a Calling 
Attention notice on the Assam situation in the 
Rajya Sabha yesterday (agency report already 
published) the Home Minister, Shri Zail Singh, 
gave a resume of the various talks ... .' and it 
goes on. In the margin there is a note in 
relation to the observation in brackets--whieh 1 
read again-agency report already published so 
not to be ~  This is signed by someone 
'for' Din:ctor. Tbero is Il)Qql Jo think that the 
remark was made ~ and was indueed by 
the wards in brackets. Therefore I do not think 
any question of privilege arises. 

The matter was, therefore, closed. 
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PoInt of prld. 

414 
RAJYA SABHA 

(1966) 

Btmnillr 0/ procem01l8 befrn'e P"rlil:JlMlIt HOIIH by 
Lt. Governor 

Facti of the cue ad ruIID& by the CbaImian 

On the 14th November, 1966, Sbri Raj Narain a 
member, sought to raise a question of privile.e 
regarding a reported ~  by the Lt. Govemor 
of Delhi, Sbri A. N. lba, tbat processions would be 
banned within two miles .radius of Parliament. The 
member contended that the Lt. Governor bad DO 
right to prevent a procession from proceedi", 
towards Parliament and thus he had committed a 
breach of privilege of Parliament and its ~  
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2. The Leader of the House (Sbri M.e. Ch .... ) 
thereafter stated inter "lUJ:-

"The LieutenaJlt-Govemor is an executive officer. He 
is ioclwp of law and order and what he IIid 
wu on the question of dealin, with law ad 
order. He tlu not .. yina anythinJ to impede 
PuUament from performinl its functions, or 
prevent anybody from approac:hina P&rOament. 
If be is banninJ • proceaion, he in his 
discretion .bas come to thc conclusion tbat there 
is apprehenDon of law ~ order breakiq 
down, and he hu iIIued an order under aec:don 
144, which be is entitled to do. I do not lee 
how the question of the dipity of Parliament 
arises." 

3. The Chairmin (Dr. Zakir Hussain) disallowed 
the question of privile,c. 
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Point of privlleae 

415 

LOK SABHA 
(1960) 

Derogtllory referencu 10 II member lind 
the Auditor-Generlll by II Minister in the House. 

Facts of &be Case and rulin, by the Speaker 
On the 14th March, 1960, the Speaker (Shri M.A. 
Ayyangar) informed the House that he had received 
notice of a question of privilege regardillg certain 
observations made by the Minister of Defence (Shri 
Krishna Menon) in the House Oft the 10th March, 

~  The Speaker added that Shri N.G. Goray, a 
member, bad also earlier written to him requesting 
for expunction of certain portions of the speech of 
the Defence Minister. 

Referring to the speech of Shri Mahanty, a 
member deliveJled in the House on the 8th March, 
1960, the Defence Minister had said as follows:-

"If the hon. gentleman thinks that the moral 
sanction of the House resides in him, he is 
very much mistaken. That is an attitude of 
mind that requires treatment other than by my 
answering by speeches." 

Referrin& to the Defcacc Alidit Report for 1959, 
the Defence Minister had said: 

"If it had not come from the Auditor-General and 
we were not familiar with it, and if I so wanted 
to say-I do not waat to-I could have said 
that this wu a malicious ever statement but I 
do not intend to say so, Sir." 

2. The Speaker observed iIIter alia: 

.. ... so far as expunction is concerned, I would like to 
have precedent or follow a convention that 
whenever an hon. Minister makes a statement 
which is considered defamatory or undignified 
instead of my exercising the right, that is, instead 
of the Chair exercising the right to expunge such 
portions. I would like that the hon. Ministers 
themselves, when that is the sense of the House 
or the opinion of the Speaker, should explain to 
tile House or withdraw that portion; that will tie 
more graceful." 
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3.The Minister ilf Defence (Shri Krishna "Menon), 
withdrawing his remarks, stated: 

"I do not want to explain any of these, because it 
is likely not only to convey the wron, 
impression but in a sense make the expression 
of regret qualified. Therefore, I would like to 
express my regret in repni to thOle two 
statements, to which you have made reference 
and reqm: .. <1 that as you direct, they may be 
withdrawn. " 

Point ofprMlep 

416 
LOK SABRA 
(1996) 

AUeged CllSting of reflectiollS on tile Prime Minister 
lind some otlter member, by II former member in II 
book lIuthored by him. 

Facts of the cue aad ruIIq by the Speaker 

On 1 December, 1996, a notice of question of 
privilege was received from Shri Lalmuni a.aubey, 
member, against Prof. K. Venkataam Gowda, a 
former member for allegedly makin, several 
derogatory remarks and casting reOeclions on the 
Prime Minister and some other members in a book 
authored by him. Shri Chaubey in his notice of 
question of ptivilege had quoted certain alleged 
derogatory phrases from the book and stated that the 
remarks had l>een attributed to Prime Minister with a 
view to malign bis character u well u the pride and 
prestiae of the Parliament. Shri Cbaubey bad allepd 
that certain derogatory remarbhad also been made 
against the Speaker and the Minister of Home Affain 
at pages 47 &. 71 of the book, respectively. 

Shri Lalmuni Chaubey bad, however, not enclosed 
with his notice of question of privileae the impunaed 
book by Prof. K. Venketagiri Gowda. 

2. On 12 December, 1996, when Shri Chaubey 
sought to raise the matter on the Ooor of the House • 
the Speaker (Shri P.A. Sanama) observed u follows: 

"Shri Choubey, I have not gone into the merits of 
your notice. Your notice is not in order. I 
cannot accept it because UDder rule 223 your 
notice has to be accompanied by the documeat. 
You have not given the document along with 
your notice. The notice hu to be addreuechto 
the Secretary-General, Lot Sabha and the 
document also hu to be addreued to the 
Sccretary-Geaeral. I have rejected your aotK:e 
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on this ground and not on the grounds of merit. 
So, the matter is closed here." 

3. On 12 December, 1996, Shri Lalmulli Chaubey 
gave another notice of question of privilege enclosing 
therewith the impunged book by Prof. K. Venkatagiri 
Gowda. In the revised notice Shri ~  referred 
only to derogatory remarks agaiRst the Prime 
Minister and the Home Minister. 

4. On 20 December, 1996, Shri Lalmuni Chaubey 
raised the matter on the floor of the House with the 
permission of Speaker. The Speaker, thereupon, 
observed as foUows:-

"Shri Lalmuni Chaubey, Member, gave notice 
of a question of privilege on 12 December, 
1996. against Prof. K. Venkatagiri Gowda, 
formcr Member, alleging that he had cast 
rcflections on the Prime Minister and the Home 
Minister in a book authored by him and thereby 
committed a breach of privilege and contempt 
of the House. Shri Chaubey made specific 
reference to the passages in the book which, 
according to him, cast reflections on the Prime 
Minister and the Home Minister. He also 
enclosed a copy of the book with his notices. 

I have since examined the matter on the basis 
of the well established parliamentary privileges, 
past precedents, facts on record and the legal 
position obtaining in the matter and come to 
the conclusion that no question of privilege and 

~  of the House is involved ill the 
matter. I, therefore, withhold my consent to the 
raising of the matter by Shri Lalmuni Chaubey 
on a question of privilege in the House, under 
Rule 222 of the Rules of Procedure and 
Conduct of Business in' the Lok Sabha." 

Point of privileae 

417 
ltAJY A SABHA 

(1987) 

Alleged casting of reflections on the President of 
India by a newspaper 

Facts of the case and reference to the Committee of 
PriviJeaes 

On the 27th April, 1987, Sarvashri Dipen Ghosh 
and L.K. Advani, members, raised in the House a 
question of privilege regarding alleged casting of 
reflections on the person of the then President of 
.India, Giani Zail Singh, by one Shri Jagmit Singh 
Brar which were reported by The Indian Express in 
its issue dated the 26th April, 1987 under the caption 

"Youth Congress (I) General-Secretary say .. :ZAIL 
PART OF PLOT TO DESTABIUSE GOVT'.'· 

While raising the matter in the House, the member 
inter alia laid stress on the provisions of Article 79 of 
the Constitution of India which states that "There 
shall be a Parliament for the Union which shall 
consist of the President and two Houses to be known 
respectively as the Council of States and the House 
of the People" and on this analogy they contended 
that by casting reflections on the President of India, 
Shri Jagmit Singh Brar had committed breach of 

privilege of the House. 

2. On the 30th April, 1987, while referring tbe 
matter to the Committee of Privileges for 
examination, investigation and report, the Chairman 
inter-alia observed as follows:-

"Article 79 of the Constitution to which I have 
already referred provides that there shall be a 
Parliament for the Union which shall consist of the 
President and two Houses to be known as the 
Council of States and the House of the People. In 
other words, the President has been made a Part or a 
component of Parliament. According to May's 
Parliamentary Practice. 'British Parliament' is 
composed of the Sovereign. the House of Lords and 
the House of Commons. These several powers 
collectively form the Legislature ... 

•• ••  •• • • •• 

I have not been able to find a precedent to support 
the c.ontention that reflections cast on the Sovereign 
could be taken congnizance of by the House of 
Commons under its privilege jurisdiction. Here also 
there is no precedent to support the same contention. 
However, in 1984-85, our Committee of Privilges had 
an occasion to consider certain writings which had 
denigrated the person of the President. Although the 
Committee condemned that article and asked the 
Government to take suitable action against the writer 
within the framework of the law. the Committee had 
not considered in detail whether reflection on the 
President amounted to reflection on tbe Parliament 
. and, as such, breach of its privilege. In that sense, 
therefore, the matter raised by Shri Dipen Ghosh and 
others is first of its kind and  requires thorough 
investigation. 
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The Office of the President is an exalted one and 
maintenance of the dignity of the office is sacred 
national responsibility. More so when the President is 
defined as a part of the Parliament under our 
Constitution. 

Under the law relating to defamation, publication 
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of ~  or defamatory statements are equally 
pumsh.able. The newspapers which have carried these 
aspersIons would appear to attract the same pBnalties 
as the person who makes them. 

Findings and recommendations or the Committee 

3. The Committee of Privileges after considering 
the opinion of the Attorney General of India in this 
regard and also after analysing the information 
received from Parliaments of some of the 
Commonwealth countries in their Twenty-seventh 
Report presented to the House on July 26 1991 
reported inter alia as follows:- ' 

(i) As obser:ved .by t.he Chairman in his ruling the 
present mqulry 15 the first of its kind. The 

~  therefore, thought it appropriate to 
ascertam the position obtaining in some 
Commonwealth countries, like the United 
Kingdom, Canada and Australia. The 
Committee understand that there had not arisen 
any situation whereby the House had to 
consider the question of Kingdom, although the 
privileges of Parliament attach to Parliament as 
a whole (including the Queen), each House, is, 
however, only concerned in enforcing its 
privileges in respect of its own body and 
members since privileges are considered as 
rights which are absolutely necessary for the 
exercise of the powers of the body concerned 
and they could not therefore, be claimed by 
one body in respect of another. In CaRada also 
privilege attaches to each House and its 
members and no principle of Parliamentary 
privilege with respect to the Sovereign has ever 
been invoked despite the provision contained in 
the Candadian Constitution which makes the 
Queen a constituent part of the Parliament of 
Canada. It is because the Sovereign (Le. The 
Queen) in her capacity as Head of State enjoys 
. executive privilege. In Australia also the 
position is akin to the one obtainiag in the 
United Kingdom and Canada. However, the 
traditional offence of defamatory contempt has 
been abolished there by an enactment. The 
PlU"liamentary Privileges Act, 1987 provides that 
words or actions shall not be taken to be an 
offence against a House by reason only that 
those words or acts are defamatory or critical of 
the Parliament, a House, a Committee or a 
Member. Unless the reflections interfere with 
the free exercise by a House, or Committee or 
a Member of its or his functions, the question 
of contempt, as per provision of the Act does 
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not arise. Thus, reflections OD the Queen as 
sucb, cannot involve a question of Contempt. 
The Committee are grateful to the aero of 
Parliaments of the United Kingdom, Canada 
and Australia for providing infomiatioD OD the 
point UDder Committee's consideration. 

(ii) "Besides the information in respect of the three 
commonwealth countries, the Committee also 
sought the opinion of the Attorney-General on 
the following three points.-

(a) The precise scope of article 79 of the 
Constitution. 

(b) Whether aspersions cast on the President could 
be terms as derogatory to the institution of 
~ ~ ~  thereby attracting its privilege 
Junsdlchon; and 

(c) Adequacy of the existing law to punish 
derogatory and undignified writings against tbe 
person of the President. 

•• •• •• •• •• 
"In his opinion on the first point, the Attorney-
General has stated :nat the President has been 
made a component part  of Parliament only for 
the limited purpose of exercising certain 
legislative powers, such as, every Bill passed by 
Parliament is required to be presented to the 
President for assent under article 111 or article 
368 of the Constitution. So far as the second 
point is ~ ~  the view of the Attorney-
General IS that 10 terms of article 10S(3) of the 
Constitution, privileges are conferred not on the 
Parliament as such, but only on each House of 
~  and on Members and on 
Committees; of each House. No powen 
privileges or immunities as such have ~ 
conferred OB the President u a component part 
of ~  So far u the adequacy or 
otberwise of the existing law to punish 
derogatory and undignified remarks and 
writings against the person of the President is 
concerned, the Attorney-General has felt that it 
is a question for a policy decision and if it is 
desired tbat such a situation should be 
adequately dealt witb. it has to be done by 
suitable legislation andlor by an amendment of 
the Constitution." 

(iii) "In view of the eventual decision the 
Committee are 'reaching, the Committee do 
not feel it necessary to express its views on the 
interpretation. or scope of Article 79 of the 
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Constitution. About four years have 
elapsed since the matter was referred to 
the Committee by the Chairman and in 
view of the change of circumstances which 
have occurred since then, the Committee 
recommend that the matter may be 
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treated as closed· and be allowed to rest 
here." 

Actlon takeD by the House 
4. No further action was taken by the 
House in the matter. 
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LOK SABHA 
(1955) . 

Reflection upon Members in tl Press comment 
concerning a debate in the House 

Facts of the case and rullo, by the Speaker 

On the 30th AugUst, 1955 Shri Sarangadhar Das, a 
member, raised a question of privilege arising out of 
comments appearing in the Pratap, an Urdu daily 
paper, dated the 26th August, 1955, concerning the 
debate in the Lok Sabha on the Report of the Press 
Commission. The portion of the article objected to 
was as under:-

"Put in the Lok Sabha some brave speeches were 
made with a view to impress on the Press 
Reporters that they had no better well wishers 
than the members. It is said that the peasant's 
greeting is not without any purpose. These 
members' speeches were not without any 
objective either and it is possible that these 
speeches were made for some consideration." 

2. Shri Sarangadhar Das stated that the above 
passage extracted from the proprietors article was an 
affront to the integrity of the members who had 
participated in the discussions on the Press 
Commission's Report held on that day. 

3. The Deputy Speaker, who was in the Chair. 
observed that it was prima facie a case of contempt 
or breach of privilege of the House. But in view of 
the fact that the author of the article had published 
an unconditional apology in the Pratap, dated the 
29th August, 1955, and the Managing Proprietor of 
the paper had also addressed a letter to the Speaker 
tendering an unqualified apology, it was not 
necessary to pursue the matter any further. 

4. The House agreed and the matter was dropped. 

Point of prinIece 

419 

LOK SABHA 
(1959) 

CtlSting IISpersions on Ptlrliament 
Facts of the case and reference to the Committee or 

privUeaes 
On the 10th February, 1959, Shri A. B. Vajpayee, 

a member, sought to raise a question of privilege in 
the House on the ground that Shri M. O. Mathai, 
former Special Assistant to the Prime Minister in the 
course of his letter1 to the Prime Minister had made 
certain remarks which constituted a serious breach of 
privilege of the House. The said remarks were as 
folIows:-

"But the ever-mounting tendency in our Parliament 
and our Press to attack public servants without 
caring to verify facts is having a devastatingly 
demoralising effect. Under such deplorable 
conditions very few self-respecting persons will 
care to enter Government service or public 
life." 

Shri Vajpayee contended that: 
...... Shri Mathai has made a wild charge against 

this House ..... He has accused the House of 
growing tendency to attack public servants 
without even caring for facts ..... And 'that letter 
has been circulated by the Press Information 
BIIR:au of the Government of India and with 
tbe permission of the Prime Minister who is the 
Leader of the House and is expected to 
safeguard the dignity and honour of this 
House ...... .. 

'I think the statement is quite clear, self-evident, 
and it amounts to a breach of privilege of this 
House ..... .' 

2. The Prime Minister (Shri Jawaharlal Nehru) 
stated as fOIIOws:-

"I sbould like to distinguish if I may, between an 
impropriety and a question of privilege. 

Speakmg for myself, I think that the wording 

ITbe impuaned leiter wal reponed in the newspapen on the 17th January, 1959. 
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referred to is regrettable and not proper. That 
is a different matter. And, as a matter of fact, 
I am given to understand that Shri Mathai 
some time ago addressed you on this question 
expressing his deep regret that in a moment of 
wbatever it was be wrote something without 
ever intendiq anything apinst the dignity of 
this House ...... " 
• • • • 

.... while these remarks are unfortunate and 
regrettable and for my part, I regret them, and 
Mr. Mathai also is deeply sorry, as be bas 
expressed it to you, Sir, yet, so far as tbe 
question of privilege is concerned, I do not 
think that is nised, and as far as I know, 
whenever something even much stronger than 
this has been said on tbese lines, it has been 
beld elsewhere that no question of privilege is, 
raised, I merely make this submiuion to you; 
it is for you to decide." 

3. The Speaker gave bis consent to the raising of 
the question of privilege and asked those members 
who were in favour of leave being granted to rise in 
their seats. ~ more than 2S Members rose in tbeir 
seats, the Speaker announced that leave was 
granted. 

4. Shri H.N. Mukerjee, another member, then 
moved the following motion:-

"That the attention of the House having been 
drawn by some honourable members on 
February 10, 1959, to a letter written to the 
Prime Minister by his Special Assistant 
Shri M.O. Mathai and made public on January 
17, 1959 through press release by the Prime 
Minister's Secretariat and the Press Information 
Bureau of the Government of India in whicb 
the said Shri M.O. Mathai, inter alia, remarks: 

'But the ever-mounting tendency in our 
Parliament and our Press to attack public 
servants witbout caring to verify facts is having 
a devastingly demoralising effect. Under such 
deplorable conditions very few self-respecting 
persons wiD care to enter Government service 
or public life.' 

The House resolves that the matter be referred to 
tbe Committee of Privileges for investigation 
and report wbether the above-mentioned 
remarks of Sbri M.O. Matbai made public 
through the Prime Minister's Secretariat and 
the Press Information Bureau of the 
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Government of India constitute an adverse 
reflection on the dignity of the Members of 
Parliament and the Speaker of the Lok Sabha 
and whether they constitute a contempt of 
Parliament and also to recommeaded wbat 
further steps the House may take in the 
matter." 

In support of his motion, Shri H.N. Mukerjee 
stated, inter alia, as foUows: 

....... This is a very serious reflection indirect but 
extremely positive and categoric:al, in reprd to 
the conduct of proceedings in this House by 
yourself. It is very clear that Mr. Mathai 
implies that the proceedinp of this House are 
not regulated as they oUght to be, that public 
servants are criticised, without their having an 
opportunity, to refute the alleptions made 
bere, that members of PariiamcBt who are 
under the discipline which the Speaker imposes 
attack public servants with impuaity without 
caring to verify facts. This, I submit. is a very 
clear reflection on the conduct of the Cbair 
and tbe Chair being the repository of the 
privileges of this House, it is a very serious 
matter of which cognizance mould be taken. 

• • • • 
Apart from this reflection on your conduct in 

regulating the proceedinp of this House, there 
is a very serious imputation that .embers of 
Parliament are babituated to au.ctiag public 
servants without caring to verify beta. 

• • • • 
he suggests very clearly dIIt certain 

deplorable conditions are created by members 
of Parliament whicb make it u.pa.ible for 
self-respecting person to care to enter 
government service .. " 

5. The Prime Minister (Shri Jaw....... Nehru) 
did not oppose the reference of the IUlter to the 
Committee of Privileces and stated in_ aia that: 

" ..... After all the dignity of the Hoac aay suffer 
in various ways and it may suffer even by 
attaching too great an importance to trivial 
matters. It is not merely a questioa of another 
person or other persons saying. What otber 
persons say may affect the dipity of the 
House but bow we treat it also affects the 
digruty of the House. . 

I beg your leave to read a few lines from what I 
said on a previous occasion becauIe • reference 
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bas beat made to that. On that occasion when 
the teIep'am from the Chief Minister of Kerala 
became the subject of argument here, 1 said this 
and I hold by it today. 

'I am a little anxious that we should not enter into a 
path of conflict in such matters, because this 
kind of thing might be overdone. There are 
things said often enough which are not delirable 
and things said in the heat of the moment which 
a persoD thinking more cooDy would not have 
said. if we pursue every person who makes a 
statement like that, I do not know how many of 
us will be completely innocent of never making 
any remarks which might not be held up against 
us. We are all human beings, and 1 know that 1 
err sometimes, Sir, though 1 hope not too often. 
So, from that point of view if my mind was 
quite clear that if it was a deliberate flouting of 
the dignity of Parliament or of any individual 
member of Parliament, then, of course, there 
can be DO doubt that that challenge has to be 
met. But where in other contexts in the heat of 
the moment or in a controversy something is 
said. 1 would personally prefer this House not 
to take too much notice of it. But as 1 said, this 
is my personal reaction which 1 place before this 
House.' 
1 hope I have been consistent in this matter, not 
with any idea of avoiding this reference because 
1 support this reference to the Privileges 
Committee; but. quite apart from this, for the 
future, 1 may submit that it is a matter of 
maintaining the dignity of the House by not 
attachina too much importanc:e to every odd 
word that some outsider says." 

6. After some discussion the motion moved by 
Shri H.N. Mukerjee for referrina the matter to the 
Committee of Privileges was put and adopted by the 
House. 
Fbadlnp .... recommendatioDS of the Committee 

7. The Committee of Privilep, in their Ninth 
Report presented to the House on 6th March, 1959 
reported ;,.,. 11& as foDows:-

(i) '"The Committee have carefuUy considered the 
relllMb made by Shri M.O. Mathai in his 
letter of resignation to the Prime Minister, 
whicb ale mentioned in the reference made by 
the Houle to the Committee. The Committee 
ate of the opinion that such remarks which 
cast MperSioDS and attribute irresponsibility 
tend to diminish the respect due to 
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Puliament. Strictly construed, they would 
amount to a breach of the privileges of the 
House. The Committee, however, feel that it 
is not consistent with the dipity of the House 
to take notice of every such statement which 
may technicaUy constitute a contempt of the 
House. The House would best consult its 
dignity if it ipored such improprieties and 
indisc:retions. " 

(ii) "The Committee have also noted the 
expression of regret by Sbri M.o. Mathai in 
his letter dated 11th February, 19S9 to the 
Speaker, Lok Sabha, which reads: 

'I deeply regret that my letter of resignation to the 
Prime Minister rec:ently published in the Press 
should have given the impression that I meant 
to cast any aspersions on Parliament. 1 should 
like to assure you that nothing was farther from 
my thoughts and 1 am sorry if I said anything 
that could have been thus interpreted'." 

"(iii) "The Committee are of the opinion that there 
is no reflection on the Speaker in the words 
used." 

(iv) "The Committee recommend that in the 
cin:umstances, no further action be taken by 
the House in the cue." 

Action takea by the HoUle" 
8. No further action wu taken by the House in the 

matter. 
420 

LOK SABHA 

(1959) 
Point of prlYDeae 
Alleged ref1«tjons Oil membns 0/ PtlTumell' in • 

State LegU/lllive Assembly 
Facts of the cue and ruOaa by the SpeDer 

On the 26th March 19S9, Sbri P.K. Deo, a 
member, drew the attention of the House to the 
following news item appearing under the caption 
'Who does not give false accounts' in StImIlj, an 
Oriya daily newspaper of Bhubaneshwar, in its issue 
of the 18th March, 1959:-

"In reply to the criticism of some members that 
Block Development Officers have been using 
Government jeeps for their own work and have 
been submittinl false accounts 10 that they may 
not be caught, Dr. Mehtab, the Chief Minister, 
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replied ;n a realist manner. Aiming at the critics 
the hon. Chief Minister said that members of 
the Legislative Assembly and members of the 
Parliament also furnish false accounts. (false 
vouchers). The Chief Minister further sought 
the advice of others for its remedy.» 

Shri Deo contended that passing of such sweeping 
and general remarks against members of Parliament 
constituted a reflection on the House and said that 
the Chief Minister of Orissa (Dr. Hare Krushna 
Mehtab) had selected the most opportune time to hit 
the members of Parliament below the belt, thinking 
that he would; get the protection of Article 194(2) of 
the Constitution under which any action or 
proceedings in the Legislative Assembly of a State 
could not be questioned in any court of law. 
Shri Deo felt that a prima facie case had been 
established and, therefore, Dr. Mehtab and the 
editor of the Samaj might be called to Bar of the 
House to explain their conduct or in the alternative, 
the matter might be referred to the Committee of 
Privileges for investigation and report by a specified date. 

2. The Minister of Home Affairs (Pandit G.B. 
Pant) in opposing the point of privilege raised by 
Shri Deo observed: 

"I do not at all think this report is correct. If any 
statement like that has been made, it is unfortunate 
and 1 would be sorry that any responsible person 
should have made such a statement. But $0 far as the 
motion of privilege is concerned, the proceedings of 
all Legislatures and Parliament are privileged and no 
action can be taken in one House for anything that is 
said in another House. It may be right, it may be 
wrong, it may be something trivial or small. We may 
not like that at all. But, still this is not the remedy. 
So, while 1 would be sorry if such a statement has 
been made no question of privilege arises." 

3. The Speaker observed as follows:-

"I merely brought it up for the purpose of finding 
out what exact jurisdiction we will have, before I give 
consent to raise it in the House itself. This is a 
preliminary stage. I am not giving my consent just 
now ... First 01 all, we do not have the statement of 
the hon. Chief Minister, what exactly he said, 
because people who are sitting in the Galleries may 
understand it in a different way ..... 

1 agree with the views of the hon. Home Minister. 
1 am not going to give my consent for the reason that 
each House is supreme as far as its own proceedings 
are concerned. The immunity that we have in this 
House for being charged for defamation or any other 
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charge by any other person or any other legislature 
the same immunity applies to him also. If-really the 
hon. Chief Minister has said what he is alleged to 
have said, it is regrettable as the hon. Home Minister 
has said I am  sure that if any hon. Minister or any 
member in any other House takes advantage of the 
immunity there the other fourteen States with their 
legislatures, including Upper Houses, will also take 
advantage of it. Now if it is really true, this ought not 
to be continued. I hope and trust that this wholesome 
principle will be followed ~  House will 
cast any aspersion and no member will cast any 
aspersion on any members of the other House or any 
other House in this way. I do not give my consent to 
this I will treat it as closed." 

Point of privilqe 

421 

LOK SABHA 

(1959) 

Alleged reflection on a member lJy another member 
outside the House 

Facts of the case and ruling by the Speaker 

On the 7th May, 1959, Shri Frank Anthony, a 
member, soujht to raise a question of privilege 
arising out of the following report of a speech alleged 
to have been made by Shri Joachim Alva another 

~  outside the House and published in the 
Times of India of that date: 

"Mr. Alva suspected that some foreign powers 
were behind Mr. Anthony's move." 

Shri Anthony stated that the reference was to his 
Resolution for inclusion of English in the Eighth 
Schedule to the Constitution which was before the 
House. He contended that the allegation that they 
were functioning in the House virtually as foreign 
agents was a deliberate, malicious untruth and a 
wanton breach of privilege of the House. 

2. The Speaker (Shri M.A. Ayyangar) observed 
that he had not given his consent to the raising of the 
matter as a question of privilege, but had only 
allowed Shri Frank Anthony to mention it because 
the member had said that it was an urgent matter and 
it could not brook any delay. The Speaker added that 
the member had come to him just at the nick of the 
moment and he had no time to go into it. He, 
therefore, reserved his ruling. 
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3. Shri Joachim Alva, the member concerned, 
stated that: 

"I may teU the hon. House that I would be the last 
person to attack the personal character of any 
fellow-member of Parliament. I would be 
ashamed myself to '-811 an hon. member a dog; 
then I shall have to prepare myself to be called 
a dog. I only said that this agitation for the 
English language may assume dangerous 
proportions; foreigners may take advantage of 
this. This is all I said I never used the words 
'foreign agent'." 

4. On the 9th May, 1959, the Speaker observed 
inter alia that:-

"Hon. members may be aware that the other day 
Shri Anthony came to me post-haste inside the 
Chamber and wanted an opportunity to raise a 
privilege motion. He said that Shri Joachim 
Alva is reported to have said-in the Times of 
India that Shri Anthony's motion for the 
inclusion ~  English was inspired by some 
foreigners and so on. Shri Joachim Alva' 
immediately got up and said that it was not 
what he said and that he spoke something else. 
After that I thought there was nothing more to 
be done and that it need not be pursued. 

Some hon. members suggested that there was a 
report in the Press and as against it the hon. 
member has now made a statement in the 
House. I always prefer the statement of hon. 
members of this House to what appears in the 
newspaper. Therefore, I thought it was not 
necessary to pursue the matter at all. 

But Shri Anthony came to me and said that I must 
ask the Times of India as to why they have 
reported like that and so on. I thought of asking 
them independently of this. In the case of such 
statements the veracity of any hon. member 
who has made a statement should not depend 
upon the veracity or otherwise of the Press 
correspondent .. Hon. Members must themselves 
give respect to one another and to Parliament 
as a whole. There is no meaning in trying to 
pursue this matter. However, I will get the 

explanationlfrom the Times of IDelia 
correspondent. But I do not want to make tbis 
question dependent upon that and so I refuse to 
give my consent to moving this motion." 

5. Dr. Ram Subhag Singh and certain other 
members stated that there was no need to ask the 
Press correspondent to explain how he reported the 
alleged statement. The Speaker then observed: 

"If the House does not want me to ask the Press 
why it was reported like that I will drop it." 

Point of privilege 

422 

LOK SABHA 

(1960) 

Derogatory references to a member and the Auditor 
~  by a Minister in the House 

For details of the case please see summary No. 415 
at p. 564 ante. 

Point of privilege 

423 

LOK SABHA 

(1960) 

Alleged reflections against legislators of a particular 
political party 

Facts of the case and rullnl by the Speaker 

On the 20th April, 1960, the Speaker (Shri M.A. 
Ayyangar informed the House that he had received 
notice of a question of privilege from Shri R.K. 
Khadilkar, a member, which stated inter alia: 

"A friend of mine drew my attention to a 
speech delivered by Shri C. Rajagopalachari 
at Chandigarh on the 24th March, 1960. It 
has been reported in the leading English 
daily The Indian Express of the 26th March, 
1960. The report says: 

'Mr. Rajagopalachari said that its (Congress) 
representatives in the legislatures were such 
people whom any first class maptrate would 
round up. They were men without any 
appreciable means of livelihood.' 

Prima facie, it is a contempt of the HoUle and 
therefore serious notice of it should be taken." 

lne foI1owiD& coneclioa _ published by the Times oIlmlia af its OWD aa:ord in its issue dated the 13th May. 1959: 

MID the T_ oIllJdia of May 7, a repon apPeared of wbal Mr. JOIIChim Alva. M.P. said al a JMetin, orpniled by IhI DeDd I'ndeIbIt 
Hindi Sahitya Sa_Uaa al DarbeI' Hall, Delhi, on Wednesday, May 6. This - an erroneous repon. 

Whal Mr. Alva actually said _ that if the asitatioa for English IIIUIIICd dangerous proponians. IOIDC foreiper mi&ht take advaDtap of it. 

'l1Ie error in reponing is deeply repened." 
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2. The Speaker disallowing the question of 
privilege, observed inter alia as foUows:-
"A similar question arose in the House of Commons, 

U.K. on the 21st June, 1954, when a member, 
Sir H. Williams, brought to the notices of the 
Speaker the following portion of a speech 
attributed to another member Mr. ShinweD, 
appearing in that day's Daily Mail: 

'Mr. E. Shinwell Socialist M.P ..... predicted an 
election at the end of the year when he spoke at 
a Labour Party Gala. He said it would be an 
opportunity to 'get rid of the crazy Tories-the 
wretches, the rascals the rapscallions' .... 

The member contended that the reference was 
clearly to members on the side of the Treasury 
Benches and as such it was a gross breach of the 
privilege of the House. Thereupon the Speaker 
observed: 

' ..... My view of it is that hard words used 
against persons and parties are dealt with, if 
necessary, by the law of defamation, and it is 
only where the House as a whole is affected 
by the spoken word that, to my mind, a 
question of privilege arises. In this case, it 
seems to me that these offensive epithets are 
selective in their application. Therefore, of 
the words complained of, I could not reaDy 
find a prima facie case of breach of 
privilege .... .' 

I only want to teU hon. members that we ought not 
be a little too touchy with respect to these matters. 
Each party attacks the other party.... I may refer to 
the ruling given by the Speaker of the House of 
Commons, U.K., in another case, which may be 
borne in mind by all hon. members. It reads: 

, ..... however grave the charges and 
imputations made in that article may be, I do 
not think it is a case of privilege. It has been 
the practice of this House to restrain 
privilege under great limitations aDd 
conditions; and these restrictions and 
limitations have been, in my oplDlon, very 
wisely imposed by the House upon itself. The 
rule is that, when imputations are made, in 
order to raise a case of privilege, the 
imputation must refer to the action of 
honourable members in the discharge of their 
duties in the actual transaction of the 
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business of this House and though I quite 
understand the honourable Baronet having 
brought this matter to my notice, I cannot 
rule that this is a case of privilege. Of course, 
if the honourable members think themselves 
aggrieved they have a remedy; and they will 
not be precluded from pursuing their remedy 
elsewhere than in this House.' 

This matter is closed." 

Point or prlYileae 

424 
LOIC SABHA 

(1960) 

Casting aspersions ora the Spellur tI1Id 1M House ira II 

printed pamphlet 

Facts or the ease and reference to the COIIlIDIttee of 
PrivDeaes 

On the 30th August, 1960, Shri Hem Baroa, a 
member, drew the attention of the House to the 
following passage appearing in a pamphlet entitled 
'An Open Letter to Jawaharlal Nehru, ira re: Assam 
Tragedy (1960)' by Shri Dhirendra Bhowmick of 
Caleutta:-

"Is there aay democratic country in the 
civilized world whose legislature would cold-
storage a debate on a momentous issue like 
the one concerning the Assam atrocities, 
because it does not suit the interests of some 
of the leaders of the ruling Party? !The most 
august body, the Parliament has been turned 
into a private club by the Congress 
Government headed by Jawaharlal Nehru. 
The Speaker himself most shamelessly chose 
to be the second fiddle in the hands of the 
ruling party, so unlike late V.J. Patel of 
hallowed memory. Thus every sacred 
institution of the country is being debased by 
the accursed leadership which is purblind and 
is in the leading strings of others who are 
stone-blind. Parliament has lost its dignity in 
the hands of docile and 'Jo-Hukam' 
members. Are we not already witnessing the 
dictatorship of Congress Party in operation? 
Look at the arguments put forward by 
Jawaharlal and Govind BaUav Pant in favour 
of postponement of the Assam debate siDe 
me encroaching on the sacred democratic 
rights of members of the Parliament to 
debate the iss'le. A child would hate to 
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sponsor such silly arguments. But aU the 
same, they c:arried the day with the help of 
an obliging Speaker. The whole thing was 
fraud on the conscience of the nation." 

He contended that the passage cast aspersions on 
the Speaker and the House and therefore, cnstituted 
a breach of privilege of the· House. He then moved 
the following motion and the House agrced:-

"That this matter be referred to the Committee of 
Privileges for consideration and report." 

FlDdIDp and recommendations of the Committee 

2. The Committee of Privileges, in their Eleventh 
Report presented to the House on the 
12th December, 1960, reported inter alia as 
follows:-

(i) "The Committee have carefully considered 
the matter referred to them and the 
explanation dated 6 October, 1960, 
submitted by Shri Dhirendra 
Bhowmick ...... Having read the pamphlet .... . 
and the explanation submitted by 
Shri Dhirendra Bhowmick, the Committee 
have come to the conclusion that the 
passage complained of casts aspersions on 
the Speaker and the House and, therefore, 
constitutes a breach of privilege and 
contempt of the House." 

(ii) "However, from the incoherence of his reply 
and the tenor thereof, the Committee have 
come to the conclusion that Shri Dhirendra 
Bhowmick is not a person whose writing 
should be taken notice of seriously. The 
Committee are, therefore, of the view that 
the House would best consult its own dignity 
by taking no further notice of the matter. 
This would be in conformity with the 
traditions of the House." 

(iii) "The Committee noted. incidentally that the 
pamphlet ..... did not indicate the name of 
the printer and the place of printing of tbe 
pamphlet, as required by section 3 of the 
Press and Registration of Books Act, 
1867 ....... The Minister of Home Affairs 
informed the Committee that the 
Government of West Bengal had furnished 
the following information in their letter 
dated the 20th October, 1960:-
• ..•••.• that the publication referred t? ~  

came to the State Government s nonce 
only last month and that necessary 
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action is being taken in respect of the 
contravention of Section 3 of the Press 
and Registration of Books Act, 1867'." 

(iv) "The Committee recommend that no further 
action be taken by the House in this case." 

Actloa takea by the House 

3. No further action was taken by the House in 
the matter. 

Point of privUeae 

425 

LOK SABHA 

(1961) 

PubUcation of comments in a newspaper casting 
reflections on the conduct of a member 

Facts of the case and ruliDc by the Speaker 

On the 4th April 1961, Shri Hem Barua, a 
member, sought to raise in the House a question of 
privilege regarding the following comments published 
in the New Age, dated the 2nd April, 1961, in 
reference to his statement in the House on the 28th 
March, 1961 regarding Oil well No. 1 at 
Rudrasagar:-

"One can only say that prejudice makes some 
people so utterly blind sometimes that sense 
of proportion is completely lost and to 
defame certain policies and persons 
connected with them, they can stoop to the 
lowest mendacity." 

2. The Speaker (Shri M.A. Ayyangar) observed 
that before giving his consent to the raising of the 
matter, he would call for an explanation of the 
Editor, New Age. 

3. On the 2nd May, 1961, the Speaker informed 
the House that he had received the following letter 
from Shri P.C. Joshi, the Editor of New Age:-

\ 

"Regardin, the matter raised in your letter, I 
must at once submit that I had or have no 
intention whatsoever to commit any breach 
of privilege of the Lok Sabha nor do 
anything which would hamper any hon. 
member of the House from discharging his 
duties in the House. 

The comments quoted in your letter and which 
appeared in the New Age dated 2nd April 
were made in the context of expressing honest 
and bona [uk opinion on the statements made 
by Shri Hem Barua regarding the Rudrasagar 
Oil well. I may also submit that the portion 
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quoted in your letter only means that there was 
a tendency to distort facts and I considered that 
as an editor of a responsible newspaper it was 
my duty to bring to the notice of the public 
such matters involving national interest. I felt 
the Government in the present case was not 
being criticised fairly and correctly. 

I once again assure you that in making the above 
publication there was absolutely no bad 
intention at all and no disrespect was meant to 
the House or to any of its hon. members." 

4. Thereupon, Shri Hem Barua stated inter alia:-

"I would have very much liked the editor to have 
come out with a straight' forward expression 
of regret. That he has not done. On the 
other hand, he tries to justify what he has 
said. But I think I should show my 
magnanimity after saying all these things, 
since he says that he has not meant any 
disrespect to the House. But at the same 
time, I would say a hundred times that he 
has tried to cover up or camouflage these 
illfounded attacks against me by wrong 
statements. But in spite of that, I cannot be 
bullied, I cannot be threatened. I have that 
amount of courage. In spite of these 
anegations and charges I will be going on 
discharging the responsibilities entrusted to 
me by my people. 

But whatever that might be, since he has said that 
he did not mean any disrespect-he has not 
expressed any regret-but since he has said 
that he did not mean any disrespect, I do not 
want to press the privilege motion. I withdraw 
the privilege motion." 

5. Closing the matter, the Speaker observed as 
fonows:-

K ••••••• .1 thought, so far as the reply is concerned, 
that the reply might have been more 
unequivocal. Using expressions against a 
member that he is stooping to meudacity 
and so on and so forth-not only. in this 
case but against any member-is . likely to 
detract from his legitimate duties ...... I am 
happy that Shri Hem Barua has shown an 
amount of magnanimity and that he does 
not want to press the motion. 

No' further action will be taken on this." 
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Point 01 privilege 

426 
LOK SABHA 

(1961) 

Casting reflections on a member on account of his 
speech and conduct in the Howe by a newspaper 

Facts of the case and reference to the Committee 01 
privileges 

On the 20th April, 1961, Shri Khushwaqt Rai, a 
member, raised a question of privilege regarding the 
following despatch and a photograph of Shri J. B. 
Kripalani, a member, with the caption 'Kripaloony' 
underneath, published in the Blitz, a weekly news-
magazine of Bombay, dated the 15th April, 1961:-

"The Kripaloony Impeachment 

BAD, BLACK, BALD LIES. 

From A. Raghavan: Blitz's Delhi Bureau. 

NEW DELHI: In its content, tenor and style, 
Acharya Kripalani's performance during the 
defence debate on Tuesday could be the envy 
of any American Senator who has not yet 
over come his McArthian moorings. He made 
it easy for the Prime Minister and the 
Defence Minister to demolish an impotent 
impeachment of our Defence built upon bad, 
bald and black lies and uttered in the hysteric 
manner of a violent epileptic. 

In the lousiest and cheapest speech ever made 
since he was elected to Parliament by the 
courtesy of the Congress and Mr. Nehru, he 
demanded the head of the Defence Minister on 
a charger and made an important appeal to the 
Congressmen opposite to turn him out of the 
Government as the British Tories turned out 
Joseph Chamberlain. 

By making a cocktail of plain hearsay, ancient 
Defence irregularities not even remotely 
connected with the tenure of the present 
Defence Minister and violence of speech, the 
senile Acharya overshot himself so much so 
that even his usual backers in the Congress 
ranks were heard saying in the lobbies that his 
was a self-defeating performance. 

After Mr. Nehru and Mr. Menon tore his 
indictment into shreds, the whole House, with 
the exception of a few rabid PSP and 
Swatantra supporters, shouted him down like 
some bazar-buffoon." 
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2. After a brief debate, Sbri Nath Pai, another 
member moved the following motion which was 
adopted by the Housc:-

"That this matter be referred to the Committee of 
Privileges for consideration and report by 
the 30th April, 191)1." 

PrelImIaarJ Report of tile Committee 

3. The Committee of Privileges in their Twelfth 
Report presented to tbc House on the 28th April, 
1961, reported inter. as follows:-

(i) "At their sitting held on the 26th April, 
1961, the Committee considered the letters 
dated the 24th and 25th April, 1961, 
received from Sarvashri R. K. Karanjia and 
A. Raghavan (the Editor and New Delhi 
Correspondent of the Blitz), respectively. 

The Committee noted that Shri R. K. 
Karanjia had asked for six weeks' time for 
submission of his explanation to the 
Committee and had sent in a medical 
certificate saying that be was suffering from 
some ailment and had been advised to take 
two weeks' rest. The Committee felt that, in 
the circumstances, be might be granted the 
extension of time requested by bim." 

(ii) '"The Committee also felt that they could 
not ac:ccdc to the request of Shri A. 
Ragbavan to grant him six weeks' time, for 
submission of· his explanation to the 
Committee, as his case stood on a different 
footing from tbat of Shri R. K. Karanjia 
inasmocb as he was in New Delhi and 
working as a correspondent accredited to the 

Press Gallery of Lok Sabba. 

The Committee, accordingly decided that 
be be again asked to appear before 
them on Friday, tbe 5tb May, 1961, 
or in the alternative, to send his final 
written reply in the matter by that 
date, at tbe latest, for the 
consideration of the Committee." 

(iii) "The Committee recommend that in the 
circums&ances, the time for the presentatioD 
of ~ report to tbe House be extended 
upto tbe last day of tbe first week of the 

next seasion." 

6SS 

(iv) "The Committee also recommend that in the 
event of re-constitution of the Committee of 
Privileges before the presentation of their 

~ ~ report to the House on this question of 
pnvilege, the matter may be considered by 
the re-constituted Committee." 

Action taken by the House 

4. On the 1st May, 1961, the Chairman of the 
Committee of Privileges (Sardar Hukam Singh) 
moved the following motion which was adopted by 
the House:-

"That this House agrees with the Twelfth Report 
of the Committee of Privileges presented to 
the House on the 28th April, 1961." 

5. 0 ~  the Report was adopted, the Speaker 
IShn Mo A. Ayyangar) announced that he did not 
}lOpose tll re-constitute the Committee and would 
allow the existing Committee to proceed and dispose 
of tbis matter. 

F1udlnp and Recommendations or the Committee 
6. The Committee of Privileges, in their 
Thirteenth Report. presented to the House on the 
11th August, 1961, reported inter alill as follows:-

(i) "Both Shri R. K. Karanjia and Shri Ao 
Raghavan, in their second written statements 
submitted to the. Committee, raised a 
'preliminary objection' that they had not 
been furnished with the specific grounds on 
the basis of which they were alleged to have 
committed a breach of the privileges of the 
House. The Committee considered this 
objection carefully and decided that since 
they had already forwarded to both of them 
the relevant extracts from the Lok Sabha 
Debates, dated the 20th April, 1961, 
wherein the charge of alleged breach of 
privilege had been made by Shri Khushwaqt 
Rai, M.P., there was nothing further to be 
conveyed to them in that connection. 

It is significant to note in this connection 
that in their first letters dated the 24th 
and. 25th April, 1961 respectively 

~  ~  of ~  for sending 
their detailed rephes, neither 
Shri Karanjia nor Shri Raghavan even 
hinted that the charge against them was 
not clc'U to them. In fact, Shri 
Karanjia had stated in his lefter of 24th 
April, 1961 that Shri Khushwaqt Rai, 
MoP. had cited (in his speech in the 
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House on the 20th April, 1961) a 
formidable list of authorities in support 
of the case against him (Shri Karanjia), 
and that the letter would rely on equally 
formidable and more telling authorities 
in his defence. Apart from this, the 
Committee twice gave opportunities to 
both Shri Karanjia and Shri Raghavan 
to appear before the Committee and 
explain their positions, if they so 
desired. Neither of them chose to avail 
of those opportunities. If they had really 
felt the need of any clarification, there 
was nothing to prevent them from 
appering before the Committee. The 
plea of 'not being informed of the 
precise charge' is an after-thought and 
an attempt to exhibit and appearance of 
innocence. 

The fact that ShriKaranjia was aware _the 
charge against him is clear from the following 
passages in his own written statement: 

(a) ~ motion which was referred to your 
ComJDittee and the efforts of your 
Committee to consider the alleged libel on 
Mr. Kripalani, M.P., are inconsistent with 
the privileges of the house of Commons 
which alone are the privileges of the 
Parliament under our Constitution.' 

(b) 'Mr. Khuswaqt Rai made a grievance that 
Mr. Kripalani was libelled in ihe BLITZ 
dispatch.' 

(c) 'It is significant, Sir, that during the entire 
breach of privilege debate on 20th April last, 
Mr. Kripalani did not once raise his voice. 
Mr. Kripalani remained silent or absent. 
Some other members alleged that he was 
defamed or something to that effect.' 

Not only this, the Committee find that Shri 
Karanjia has, in fact, taken elaborate pains in 
paras 58 to 88 of his written statement to 
explain and justify, on the plea of 'fair 
comment' the alleged libellous expressions 
used in the impugned despatch published in 
the Blitz and pointed out by Shri Khuswaqut 
Rai, M.P., in his speech in the House. 
Further, Shri Karanjia has concluded his 
explanation by adding in para 88 of his 
written statement: 'I have dealt with 

whatever specific grounds I could gather from 
Mr. Khuswaqt Rai's speech'. The Committee 
feel convinced that Shri Karanjia was very 
well aware of the charge against him, and he 
has answered every aspect of it. Rather he 
has done more than was needed. 

In view of the above, the Committee arc unable to 
accept the plea of Sarvashri R. K. Karanjia and 
A. RaghavlIII that they were not informed of 
the precise charge of the specific grounds on the 
basis of which they were alleged to have 
committed a breach of privilege and contempt 
of the House." 

(ii) "One of Shri Karanjia's main contentions 
is that Article 105(3) of the Constitution, which 
provides that "the powers, privileges and 
immunities of each House of Parliament, and of 
the members and the Committees of each 
House shall be.... those of tbe House of 
Commons of the Parliament of tbe United 
Kingdom, IIIId of its members and Committees 
at the commencement of this Constitution', 
must be read as subject to Article 19(1) <a) 
which guarantees to all citizens the fundamental 
right to freedom of speech and expression', 
which includes within its scope the freedom of 
the Press. Shri Karaajia seems to imply thereby 
that any action taken by Lot Sabha against any 
newspaper for a breach of privilege and 
contempt of the House, in pursuance of its 
powers and privileges under Article 105(3), 
would violate Article 19(1) (a) and be void in 
terms of Article 13. ~  contention is wrong 
and cannot be accepted. The provisions of 
Article 105(3) [as also of Article 194(3») are 
constitutional laws and not ordinary laws made 
by Parliament (or a State Legislature) and 
therefore they are as supreme as the provisions 
of Part III of the Constitution. The provisions 
of Article 19(1) (a) of the Constitution, which 
are general must therefore yield to the latter 
part of Article 105(3) which are special. The 
correct position in this regard has been stated 
by the Supreme Court in the Searchlight 
Casc."l 

(iii) "Shri Karanjia has also questioned the 
jurisdiction of the Committee 'to entertain the 
alleged breach of privilege of Mr. Kripalani' on 
the ground that 'the motion which was referred 

lM.S.M. Sharma V. Sbri KriIIma Sioba aod other A.I.R.. (1959). S.C. 395-422. 
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. to your Committee and the efforts of your 
Committee to consider the alleged libel on 
Mr. Kripalani, MP., are inconsistent with the 
privileges of the House of Commons which 
alone are the privileges of the Parliament under 
our Constitution.' His argument is that 'the 
matter could have been raised only as a breach 
of the privilege relating to publication of the 
debate and the incidental issues concerning one 
member alone, Mr. Kripalani, could be cited as 
an aggravatioa of the offence'. Shri Karanjia 
has also given a list of eight instances of 
misconduct in connection with the publication 
of the debates as given in May's Parliamentary 
Practice (16th Ed., pp. 118-119), in order to 
show that the charge of breach of privilege 
made by Shri Khushwaqt Rai, M.P., against 
him does not fan under anyone of them. 

The Committee find that the above argument 
of Shri Karanjia is misconceived as the question 
of privilege raised by Shri Khushwaqt Rai, 
M.P., was based on the allegation that the 
despatch in question published in the Blitz cast 
aspersions on the conduct of Shri Kripalani as a 
member of the House. The passages from May 
quoted by Shri Karanjia in this connection are 
not releV1lDt. The gravamen of the charge 
against the Blitz is not that it published a report 
of the debates or proceedings in the House but 
that it cast libellous reflections on a member of 
the House on account of his speech and conduct 
in Parliament. This type of contempt is quite 
distinct from the instances of mis-conduct in 
connection with the publication of the debates 
of the House and is dealt with separately by 
May at pp. 124-126. The relevant and 
appropriate extracts from May's Parliamentary 
Practice are as follows: 

'Analogous to molestation of Members on 
account of their behaviour in Parliament are 
speeches and writings reflecti,ng upon their 
conduct as members. On 26 February, 1701, the 
House of Commons, resolved that to print or 
publish any libels reflecting upon ~ ~  

of the House for or relating to hIS servIce 
therein, was a high violation of the rights and 
privileges of the House. 

Written imputations, as affecting a ~~  of 
Parliament, may amount to breach of Pnvilege, 

without, perhaps, being libels at common law, 
but to constitute a breach of privilege a libel 
upon a member must concern the character or 
conduct of the Member in that capacity: 

• •  • • 

Both Houses will punish not only contempts 
arising out of facts of which the ordinary courts 
will take cognizance, but those of which the 
ordinary courts win take cognizance, but those 
of which they cannot, such as contemptuous 
insults, gross calumny or foul epithets by word 
of mouth not within the category of actionable 
slander or threat of bodily injury.' 

(May, 16th Ed., pp. 124-125) 

In this connection, attention may also be invited to 
the following resolution adopted by the House of 
Commons. U.K. on 22 April, 1699: 

"That the publishing the names of the members of 
this House and reflecting upon them, and 
misrepresenting their proceedings in Parliament 
is a breach of the privilege of this House, and 
destructive of the freedom of Parliament. 

(May, 16th Ed., p. 126)" 

(iv) "Shri Karanjia has also dwelt at areat length 
on the freedom of the Press. He has asserted 
that 'comments in a newspaper can never 
impede proceedings of a Legislative Chamber' 
and that 'even the most violent comment cannot 
impair the ability of a member to function 
unless the latter himself is a weak person." 

The right to freedom of speech  and expression is a 
fundamental right guaranteed to all citizens 
under Article 19(1) (a) of the Constitution. 
Although tbe freedom of tbe Press as such is 
not specifically provided for in the Constitution, 
it has bun held 1 that the freedom of the Press 
is implict in the ~  of speech and 
expression conferred on a citizen under Article 
19(1) (a). It must, however, be remembered 
that being only a right flowing from the 
freedom of speech and expression, ~ freedom 
of the Press does not stand do a higher footing 
than the freedom of speech and expression 
enjoyed by a citizen and that no privilege 
attaches to the Press as such, that is to say, as 
distinct from the freedom of speech and 

1(1950) s. c. R. 594, (1950) s. C. R. 605; A. I. R. (1958) S. C. 518; A. I. R. (1959) S. C. 395. 
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expression of a citizen.l Actually, a newspaper 
writer should be more cautious than a private 
citizen as his criticisms are widely publicised." 

(v) "Shri Karanjia has pleaded justification for the 
comments published in the impugned despatch 

on the ground of 'fair comment'. Nobody would 

deny the Press or as a matter of that, any 

citizen, the right of fair comment. But if the 

comments contain personal attacks on individual 

members of Parliament on account of their 
conduct in Parliament or if the language of the 
comments is vulgar or abusive, they cannot be 
deemed to come within the bounds of fair 
comment or justifiable criticism. Even the Press 
Commission (1954) held the view that 'comment 
couched in vulgar or abusive language is 
unfair.2 Nor can 'fair comment' be stretched to 
include irresponsible sensationalism. The scope 
of the freedom of Press has been described by 
the Supreme Court in its judgement in the 
Searchlight Case." 

(vi) "The Committee have considered carefully the 
meanings and the context in which, according to 
Shri Karanjia, the various phrases and words 
objected to by Shri Khushwaqt Rai, M.P., were 
used in the impugned despatch published in the 
Blitz, dated 15 April, 1961. The crux of the 
question, in the opiRion of the Committee, is 
whether the said comments can reasonably be 
construed to come within the bounds of fair 
comment or ju.otifiable criticism or whether they 
are in the nature of contemptuous insults, gross 
calumny, foul epithets or libellous reflections on 
a member of the House on account of his 
speech or conduct in Parliament." 

(vii) "It is well established that speeches and 
writings reflecting on the character and 
proceedings of the House or upon anyone of its 
members, for or relating to his speeches or 
ccnduct in the House constitute a breach of 
privilege and contempt of the House on the 
principle that such acts tend  to obstruct the 
House and its members in the performance of 
their functions and duties. by diminishing the 
respect due to them and by bringing them into 
odium, contempt and ridicule."3 

lA.I.R. (1959) S.C. 39S It p. 402. 

2Repon of Press Commissioa (1954) pp. 340-41, pIII'I ~  

3M.," Parli/IIIJeIJWy Practice, 16th Ed., pp. 117, 120 ad 124. 
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(viii) "In the light of what has been stated 
above, the Committee have come to the. 
conclusion that the impuped despatch read as a 
whole, including its heading and the photograph 
of Shri J.B. Kripalani, M.P., with the caption 
'Kripaloony' underneath, in its tenor and 
content, libels Shri Kripalani and casts 
reflections on him on account of his speech and 
conduct in the House. TIle language of the 
despatch is such that it brings Shri Kripalani 
into odium, contempt and ridicule by referring 
to him in a contemptuous and insulting manner 
and by using foul epithets in respect of him. 

The Committee are, therefore, of tbe view tbat the 
impugned despatch coastitutes a breach of 
privilege and contempt of the House." 

(ix) "In the opinion of the Committee both Shri R. 
K. Karanjia, the Editor and Shri A. Raghavan, 
the New Delhi Correspondent of the Blitz, 
under whose name the libellous despatch 
appeared in the Blitz, dated 15th April, 1961, 
are guilty of committing a gross breach of 
privilege and contempt of the House." 

(x) "The Committee regret that although they 
twice gave opportunities to Shri A. Raghavan to 
explain his position to the Committee both in 
writing and in person, he failed to submit a full 
and adequate explanation. In his first letter, 
dated 25 April, 1961, he simply stated that Shri 
R. K. Karanjia, as Editor had taken full 
responsibility for the publication of the 
impugned despatch. Even in his second letter, 
dated 5 May, 1961. Shri Raghavan neither 
disclosed to the Committee the text of the 
despatch communicated by him to his editor at 
Bombay, nor did he state specifically that the 
libellous expressions published in the Blitz were 
not contained in the original despatch 
communicated by him to his editor. In view "f 
this and also in view of the fact that the 
impugned despatch appeared under Shri 
Raghavan'. name in the Blitz, the Committee 
have come to the conclusion that Shri Rapavan 
cannot be absolved of bis responsibility in tbe 
matter." ,. 

(xi) "Having reached the conclusion that both Shri 
R.K. Karanjia and Shri A.· Rapavan are guilty 
of a gross breach of privilege and contempt of 
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the House tbe Committee gave careful consideration 
to tbe question IS to wbat course of actiontbey 
should ~  to the House. In tbe opinion of 
the Comnuttee the final responsibility or tbe 
publication of the impupeci despatcb rested witb Shri 
R.K. Karanjia aad therefore his offence is graver. 
This offence. bas t.ccn furtber aggravated by tbe type 
of explanatlOD be has chosen to submit to the 
Committee. The Committcc therefore recommend 
that he should be S1IIIlmooed to the Bar of the House 
and reprimanded. 

As regards Shri A. Rapavan, the Committee feel 
that ~  ~  of justice wiD ~ adequately met by 
awardang him a somewhat maider punishment. The 
Committee accordin&ly recommend that the Lok 
Sabha Press Gallery Card and the Central Hall Pass. 
issued to him be canceDed and be not issued again till 
he tenders to the House a full and adequate 
apology." 

Action taken by tile HOlde 

7. On 18 Aupst, 1961, Sardar Hukam Singh 
moved the foDowina motion which was adopted by 
the House:- . 

"That the Thirteenth Report of the Committee of 
Privileges prcscDted to the House on 11 AugUst, 
1961, be taken into consideration." 

8. Sardar Hukam Sin", ,tben moved: 

''That Shri R. K. Karanjia, Editor, Blitz, Bombay, 
do attend this House on a day and time, within 
a week of the adoption of this motion, to be 
fixed by the Speaker." 

Sardar Hubm Singh added that his desire in 
moving this motion was to afford an opportunity to 
Shri Karanjia to appear before tbe House and make 
his submissions, if any, that he might desire to make 
to the House. Some other members had also tabled 
motions for agreeia& or disagreeing with the Report 
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of the Committee. After some debate further consi-
deration of the motion was postponed till the next 
day. 

9. On 19 August, 1961, Sardar Hukam Singh 
requested for leave to withdraw the motion (Sec para 
8 above) moved by him on the previous day. He said 
that he wished to withdraw the motion as there were 
differing views in the House on the motion. He also 
added that he bad desired that tbe House give Shri 
Karanjia an opportunity to appear before the House 
as he thOUght that after tbe presentation of tbe 
~  Report to tire House, Sbri Karanjia 
might have changed his mind and might express bis 
regret or tender an apology to the House. But, 
Sardar Hakam Singh added, from the manner in 
which the case had been reported and displayed in 
the latest issue of the Blitz, be felt that no useful 
purpose would be served by giving Shri Karanjia an 
opportunity to appear before the House. As some 
members objected to the leave being graDtcd to 
withdraw the motion, the motion (See para 8 above) 
was put to vote and negatived. 

10. Dr. Ram Subhag Singh then moved the 
following motion:-

"That this House agrees with the Thirteenth 
Report of the Committee of Privileges 
presented to the House on 11 August, 1961." 

11. ,Shri K.T. K. Tangamani moved a motion 
disagreeing with the recommendatioDi of the 
Committee and Sbri .Braj Raj Singh moved a motion 
disagreeing with the recommendation of the 
Committee in regard to the New Delhi 
Correspondent of the Blitz. 

12. After some debate, the motion moved by Dr. 
Ram Subhag Singh (See para 10 above) was adopted 
and tbe motions moyed by Sarvashri Tanpmani and 
Braj Raj Singh were consequently, declared by the 
Speaker as barred. The Speaker also announced: 
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" I will now take the necessary steps to summon 
Sbri R.K. Karanjia to the Bar of the House to 
carry out the sentence pronounced upon him by 
the House. I will also cancel the Lok Sabha 
Press Gallery Card and the Central Han Pus 
issued to Shri A. Rapavan, and the same will 
not be issued to him again till he tenders to the 
House a full and adequate apology." 

13. On the 21 August, 1961, the Speaker informed 
the House: 
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"I may inform the House that in pursuance of the 
decision of the House on 19 August, 1961 I 
have issued Il summon to Shri R.K. Karanjia, 
Editor, Blitz, Bombay to appear in person to 
rec:eivc the reprimand at (he Bar of the Lok 
Sabha on Tuesday, the 29th August, 196r at 
12.15 hours. I have also cancelled ·the Lok 
Sabha Press Gallery Card and the Central HaD 
Pus issued to Sbri A. Raghavan, the New Delhi 
Correspondent of Blitz." 



~ ~  

LOK SABMA 

SUMMONS TO RECEIVE-REPRIMAND 

·WHEREAS tbe<:ommittee of Privilepa of Lot Sabba, in their Tbirteeath Repon ~  to the Lot Sabba oa the 11th Auput, 1961, 
in the matter of a despatch, published in the Blitz, dated the 15th April, 1961, were of opinion that both Shri R. K. Karanji-. the Editor aad 
Shri A. Raghavan, the New Delhi Q)rrespondent of the Blitz. were guilty of committina a polS breach of privileae and contempt of the 
House; 

AND WHEREAS the Committee in their slid Report recommended that Sbri R.K. JCaraajia "lIbonld be IUDIDIOned to the Bar of the 
House and reprimanded." 

AND WHEREAS the Lot Sabba bas on the 19tb Auput. 1961 adopted the foUowinl motion. 

''That this House aanes with the Thirteenth Repon of Committee of PriYilep presented to the HoUle oa the 11th Aupat, 1961; 

NOW, therefore. in punuance of the decision of the HoUle, you, Sbri R.K. Karanjia do hereby IUDlIDOned to appear in penon to recei" .. 
the reprimand at the Bar of Lok Sabba in the Parlitment HoUle, New Delhi. on Tuaday. the 29tb Aupat. 1961 at 12.15 boun. 

Herein fail not. 

Given under my hand ud seal at New Delhi. thil 21st day of August. 1961. 

New Delhi. dated the 21st AUlUSt. 1961. 

. v_ .. . reproduced above 
"The ten of tbe summons issued to Shri R.K. AtlraDJI8 II • 
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ScSI- M. Anaatbasayaaam Ayyaapr 

Speaker, Lok Sabba. 
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14. On the 24th August, 1961, the Speaker 
read out to the House the following telegram 
received from Shri R.K. ~  

"Received summons. Request fortnight's 
extension for reasons stated in letter already 
sent. Respects." 

15. On the 25th August, 1961, the Speaker 
informed the House in the afternoon that he had 
. received the following letter dated the 23rd August, 
1961, from Sbri R.K. Karanjia: 

.Sir, 

I am in receipt of the summon dated the 21st day 
of August 1961 issued by you, calling me to appear at 
the bar of the Lok Sabha 08 29th August, 1961 .at 
12.15 hours. 

I should have been happy to be able to respond 
immediately to your summons and appear at the Bar 
of the Lok Sabba as directed by you. However, I 
have been legally advised .that irrespective of the 
personal consequences to me, I should make an 
application to the Supreme Court requesting the hon. 
Judges of the Supreme Court to reconsider the 
Judgement given by them in the Search Light case. 
As a consequence, an application is being filed by me 
in the Supreme Court today or tomorrow in this 
behalf. 

Allow me to assure you that this application is 
being filed only with a view to getting a proper 
decision from the highest judicial tribunal of the land 
on questions of principles which affect the citizen as 
well as Lok Sabha equally. As I have stated before, I 
am completely in your hands and willing to take the 
consequences of the article published on 15th April, 
1961 in BLITZ which to my great regret, has become 
the subject matter of the Privilege Committee's 
adverse report on me. 

I therefore, pray that the date for my appearance 
in the Lok Sabha, be extended by a fortnight." 

16. Sardar Hukam Singh stated that information 
had been received that Sarvashri Karanjia and 
Raghavan had since filed a writ petition in Supreme 
Court and that it would be taken up for preliminary 
hearing on the 28th August, 1961. He added that 
there should be some arrangement to represent the 
case in the Supreme Court on behalf of the House 

lWrit Petition No. 221 of 1961. 

and on behalf of the Speaker, u the Speaker, the 
Secretary and an Under Secretary had ken made 
parties to the wrii. petition. He then moved the 

~  motion wloich wu adopted by the House:-

"Thal the Attorney General be instructed to 
arrange for appearuce and representation.po 
behalf of the Speaker, Secretary and' Under-
Secretary of Lot Sabha in tile matter of the writ 
petition filed by Shri R.K. Kannjia and Shri A. 
Raghavan in the Supreme Court apinst the 
decisions made by" this House on the 19th 
August, 1961 on the 13th Report of the 
Committee of Privi1ep preseated 10 this House 
on the 11th August, 1961." . 

The House decided to consider the request of 
Shri Karanjia for exte.Dtion of time on the 28th 
August, 1961. 

17. The writ petitionl of Sarnshri Karanjia and 
Raghavan, filed under Article 32 of the Constitution, 
came up for preliminary hearing before the 
Constitution Bench2 of the Supreme Court, consisting 
of seven Judges on the 28th August, 1961. In the writ 
petition, the petitioners had prayed for 
reconsideration of the earlier decision of the Supreme 
Court in the Search Light case3. The Supreme Court, 
after hearilll Shri N.C. Chatterjee the Advocate for 
the petitioner, and the Attorney General (Shri M.e. 
Setalvad) for the respondents, dismissed the petition. 

The House considered the request of Shri Karanjia 
for extension of time in the afternoon of the 28th 
August, and decided not to grant him the. extention 
in view of the fact that the ground on which he had 
asked for extension of time no longer existed. 

18. On the 29th August, 1961 at 12.13 hours, the 
Speaker made the following observations:-

"The House is, of course, well aware that the 
moment we take up this matter we will, in a 
sense, be functioning as the High Coun of 
Parliament. This will be a lOIemn occasion, and 
we do not deliberate then. It emphasises the 
authority and sovereignty of Parliament. I need 
hardly emphasis that when Shri Karanjia is 
being reprimanded, there should be pin-drop 
sil:":!"e, so that the dignity and authority of this 
House is maintained and the significance of the 

2-rhe Constitution 'Bench consisted of Justices S.K. Das, J.L. Kapur, A.K. Sarkar, K. Subbarao, M. Hidayatullab, N. Rajgopala, Ayyupr. 
3A.l.R. 1959 S.C. 395. 

662 



P,ivikges Digest 

reprimand and the solemnity of it is 
emphasised ... 

Immediately thereafter, at 12.15 hours, the 
Speaker asked the Watch and Ward Officer if 
Shri Karanjia was in attendance. The Watch and 
Ward Officer replied in the affirmative. The Speaker 
then directed the Watch and Ward Officer to bring 
him in Shri Karanjia was then brought to the Bar of 
the House by the Watch and Ward Officer, where 
Shri Karanjia bowed to the Speaker. The Speaker 
then (seated in his Chair) reprimanded Sbri Karanjia 
as follows:-

"R.K. Karanjia, the House has adjudged you guilty 
of committing a gross breach of privilege and 
contempt of the House for publishing in the 
issue dated the 15th April, 1961 of the Blitz, of 
which you are the editor, a libellous despatch 
under the heading. 'The Kripaloony 
Impeachment.' That despatch. in ~ tenor and 
content. libelled an honourable member of thi$ 
House and cast reflections on him on account 
of his speech and conduct in the House and 
referred to him in a contemptuous and 
insulting manner. As editor, you had a high 
responsibility to exercise utmost caution and 
discretion in commenting on the speech and 
conduct . of an honourable member of 
Parliament in his capacity as such member. yet 
you published words calculated to brillg him 
into odium. contempt and ridicule. This 
offence of yours was further aggravuted by the 
type of explanation you chose to submit to the 
Committee of Privileges. 

In the name of the House, I accordingly reprimand 
you for committing a gross breach of privilege 
and contempt of the House. 

I now direct you to withdraw." 

Shri Karanjia then bowed to the Speaker and 
withdrew as directed. 

Point or privUep 

427 
LOK SABHA 
(1962) 

Casting reflections on a member on account of his 
speech and conduct in the House by a newspaper. 

Facts or the case and action taken by the House 

On the 23rd March. 1962, the Speaker (Shri M.A. 
Ayyangar) informed the House as follows:-

"The House will recall that I had informed the 
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House on 21 August, 1961, that I had cancelled the 
Lok Sabha Press Gallery Card and the Central 
Hall Pass issued to Shri A. Raghavan, the New 
Delhi Correspondent of the Blitz in pursuance 
of the decision of the House on 19 August, 
1961. adopting the Thirteenth Report of the 
Committee of Privileges on the Blitz case, the 
Committee had recommended that:-

"The Lok Sabha Press Gallery Card and the Central 
Hall Pass issued to him be cancelled and be 
not issued again till he tenders to the House a 
full and adequate apology.' 

I have now received the following letter of apology, 
dated the 16th March, 1962, from Shri A. 
Raghavan:-

"On the 19th August 1961, Lok Sabha adopted a 
motion agreeing with the 13th Report of the 
Committee of Privileges presented to the 
House on the 11th August. 

The Hon. Speaker and the House will be pleased to 
remember that the 13th Report of the 
Committee of privileges had recommended 
certain action against the Editor of Blitz News 
magazine, Bombay, and myself, its New Delhi 
Correspondent in connection with a despatch 
pul1lished in the issue of the said weekly dated 
15 April. 1961 relating to a speech delivered in 
the House by Shri J.B. Kripalani on defence 
matters. 

By the said Motion Lok Sabha had adjudged me 
guiky of a gross breach of privilege and 
contempt of the House. 
Thereafter in compliance with tlae directive of 
the Hon. Speaker, I surrendered my Lok 
Sabha Press Gallery pass and the Central Hall 
entry per"t. 

I take this opportunity to inform the House that I 
am extremely sorry that I have committed a 
breach of privilege for which I hereby tender 
my apology. 

May i· in conclusion. venture to request 
Lok Sabha through you, Sir, to take lenient 
view and resotre my Press gallery pass and the 
Central Hall entry permit." 

2. The Speaker then asked thl: pleasure of the 
House whether Shri Raghavan's apology might be 
accepted  and the Press Gallery Card and the Central 
Hall Pass be restored to him. On the House 
signifying assent, the Speaker observed: 
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"The apology is accepted and the passes will be 
issued accordingly." 

Point of privDeae 

428 
LOK SABHA 

(1963) 

Alleged reflections on members by a member in his 
statement in the House 

Facts of the case and action taken by the House 
On the 20th August, 1963, Shri P.K. Deo, a 

member sought to raise a question of privilege of the 
ground that Shri K.D. Malaviya, another member, 
while making a statement in explanation of his 
resignation as a Minister, had cast reflections on 
members by stating:-

"I offered my resignation at the earliest stage when 
false and mischievous allegations were first 
made." 

Shri P.K. Deo said that it was he and Shri Hem 
Barua, another member, who had made allegations 
against Shri K.D. Malaviya, while taking part in the 
debate on the Demands of the Ministry of Mines and 
Fuel. Shri Deo contended that the allegations made 
by the members could not be called false and 
mischievous because immediately after Shri K.D. 
Malaviya's statement, the Prime Minister made a 
statement admitting that on two points the findings of 
Justice S.K. Das were unfavourable to Shri K.D. 
Malaviya. 

2. The Minister of Law (Shri A.K. Sen) stated that 
the words complained of did not refer to any 
member. All that could have happened at the time 
Shri Malaviya made that statement was to attract the 
Speaker's intervention under Rule 352 of the Rules 
of Procedure. He did not think that this was a matter 
of privilege. 

3. Shri K.D. Malaviya explained:-
"I wish to state here that at the earliest stage when 

certain allegations were communicated to me 
formally by the Home Ministry, at that stage, at 
that point of time the first thing that I did was 
to offer my resignation so the offer of my 
resignation was directly connected with the 
formal communication of certain allegations that 
were made against me which, I hold eYeD 
today. are mischievous and false. I have never 
had in my mind the specific reference that was 
made in this House by any member of the Lok 
Sabha." 
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4. In view of Shri Malaviya's statement, Shri P.K. 
Deo withdrew his quesiton of privilege and the 
matter was treated as closed. 

PoInt ." pri ..... 

429 
LOK SABHA 

(1966) 

Casting reflections upon the Speaur t.UUl members 0/ 
a Parliamentary Committee 

Facts of the case aDd reference to Committee of 
PrIY11eges 

On the 4th March, 1966, the Speaker (Sardar 
Hukam Singh) informed the· House that he had 
received notice of a question of privilege from 
Sarvashri N.G. Ranga, Kapur Singh, Yashapal Singh 
and other members in respect of certain passage 
occurring in a brochure titled "Punjab at Cross 
Roads", written and published by one Shri H.L. 
Sally, of Chandigarh, wherein Shri Sally had cast 
reflections on the Speaker and members of the 
Parliamentary Committee on the demand for Punjabi 
Suba. The passage to which objection was taken, was 
as follows:-

.. A PARTISAN CHAIRMAN 

The Central leaders raked up the settled question of 
the so-called Punjabi Suba to appease the Sikhs 
in a weak moment when they did not want to 
aODOY anybody in view of Pakistani aggression. 
They made a further mistake in leaving 
appointment of members of the Parliamentary 
Committee to a confirmed Akali who was to 
preside over their deliberations. He may have 
acquitted himself well in dealing with different 
parties in the Indian Parliament. It was too 
much to expect that his natural pro-Akali bias 
would change. A Hipt Court Judge can dispose 
of thousands of cases in a most impartial spirit 
but he will refuse to preside over a case in 
which his personal feelings are involved or 
regarding which he has recorded his personal 
opinion at an earlier stage. But Sardar Hukafn 
Singh belied his exalted position as. Speaker of 
the Parliament by aceepting this offer. He was 
probably happy to get this opportunity to serve 
his community. NaturaDy enough he selected 
such men for membership on whom he could 
depend for support. The first proof of his 
natural inclinations getting the better of him can 
be seen in his going beyond the terms of 
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reference. according to his appointment order he was 
to submit his recommendations to the Cabinet Sub-
Committee. But he wants to get his recommendations 
confirmed and backed by the Parliament over which 
he himself presides. In this way he seeks to make his 
recommendations mandatory on the Cabinet. The 
Government should have nominated some netural 
members on the Parliamentary Committee and 

~  them to elect their Chairman. By acting as 
they did, they have only added to their difficulties. 

2. The House referred the matter to the 
Committee of Privileges. 

Findings and recommendations of the Committee 

3: The ~  of Privileges, after considering 
Shn Sally s wnUen statement and examining him in 
person in their Fifth Report, presented to the House 
on -the 30th April, 1966, reported inter-alia as 
foUows:-

(i) "It is well-established that speeches or writings 
reflecting upon the character of the Speaker 
and accusations of Partiality in the discharge of 
his duty or casting reflections upon any member 
of the House for or relating to his service 
therein or concerning the character or conduct 
of the ~  in that capacity, constitute a 
breach of privilege and contempt of the House 
on the principle that such acts tend to obstruct 
the House and its members in the performance 
of their functions and duties by diminishing the 
respect due to them and by bringing them into 
odium, contempt and ridicule." 

(ii) "The Committee are of the opinion that the 
impunged passage.... constitutes a breach of 
privilege and contempt of the House, as it casts 
reflections of the character and conduct of the 
Speaker in the discharge of his duty and also 
upon the members of the Parliamentary 
Committee on the Demand for Punjabi Suba." 

(iii) "The Committee are therefore, of the view that 
Shri H.L. Sally has committed a breach of 
privilege and contempt of the House." 

(iv) "Shri H.L. Sally, however, in his letter dated 
6 April, 1966, has tendered full and unqualified 
apology to the Speaker, the members of the 
Parliamentary Committee on the Demand for 
Punjabi Suba and the House in the following 
terms:-

'In my statement on the subject submitted on 
30-3-1966, I had expressed genuine regrets over 

certain observations made by me. Further, I, 
hereby, tender full and unqualified apology 
both to the Speaker and the members of the 
Parliamentary Committee on the Demand for 
Punjabi SUba [and the House (Lok Sabha)]l." 

(v) "Shri H.L. Sally, in the course of his oral 
evidence given before the Committee, admitted 
that he had not realised before that, the 
Speaker was functioning as the Chairman of the 
Parliamentary Committee on the Demand for 
Punjabi Suba in his capacity as Speaker and 
that his action in criticising the Speaker and 
members of the said Committee wu not 
correct. He submitted that he bowed to the 
judgement of the Committee and and 
apologised for his action." 

(vi) "The Committee are satisfied that the apology 
tendered by Shri H.L. Sally is full and 
unqualified ... 

(vii) "The Committee recommend that in view of the 
full and unqualified apology tendered by 
Shri H.L. Sally, no further action be taken by 
the House in the matter." 

4. Sardar Kapur Singh a member of the 
Committee, in his separate Note disagreed with the 
recommendations of the Committee and luuested 
that Shri Sally should be severely reprimanded at the 
Bar of the House for the breach of privilege and 
contempt of the House committed by him. 

The Committee also appended their Note on 
Sardar Kapur Singh's Note. 

Action taken by the House 

S. On the 17th May, 1966, Sardar ~  Singh 
moved:-

"That the Fifth Report of the Committee of 
Privileges presented to the House on the 
30th April, 1966 be taken into 
consideration ... 

After lOme diacUllion, the motion wu adopted by 
the House. 

Ilbese words were added by Shri Sally when he .ppeared before the Committee on 7 April, 1m. 
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6. Thereafter, the following motion was moved by 
Shri S.V. Krishnamoorthy Rao (Deputy Speaker and 
Chairman of the Committee of Privileges) and 
adopted by the House:-

"That this House agrees with the Fifth Report of 
the Committee of Privileges presented to the 
House on the 30th April, 1966." 

430 
LOK SABHA 

(1966) 
Point of prlvUece 
Alleged contempt of the House by a newspaper. 
Facts of the case and reference to the Committee of 

Privileges 
On the 7th May, 1966, Shri N. Sreekantan Nair, a 

member, gave a notice of a question of privilege 
against the Manorma (A Malayalam language 
newspaper) in respect of an editorial article published 
in its issue, dated the 19th April, 1966 regarding 
Statutory Resolution on the Kerala University 
(Amendment) Act, 1966. The article read as 
follows:-

"It is a matter of great regret that in the set-up and 
in the administrative/scheme of the Keral. 
University, some unfortunate procedures are 
being created. If, in the conduct of an exalted 
and ideal institution like the University, steps 
which appear to be childish are adopted, it 
would sully not only the reputation of the 
University, but also the good name of the State. 
These procedures are such as to make 
competent persons hesitate to take up the Vice-
Chancellorship of the University. 

The amendment moved by the Opposition, to the 
effect that the three-year term of the present 
Vice-Chancellor, Prof. Samuel Mathai be 
reduced to one year, was accepted by the 
Education Minister, Shri Chagla and by the 
ruling party. The acceptance of the amendment 
has to be viewed as an extraordinary experience 
from the side of the Government. We cannot 
congratulate the Government and the ruling 
party on this issue, as if it were the adoption of 
a properly ripe .and just attitude. 

It was in an extraordinary situatioD that the 
Amendment Act of 1966 had to be passed. The 
existing course of action in the University is to 
appoint a three men Committee, to nominate 
the new Vice-Chancellor, before the expiry of 
the term of office of the Vice-ChaaceUor. On 
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that basis, the three-men Committee could not 
agree to submit an agreed name to the 
Governor, who is the Chancellor, nor could 
they sbumit a panel of three names from which 
the Governor could select one. It was when the 
urgent need to appoint another person in place 
of Prof. Mathai, whose term had come to a 
close, arose that the Governor, Sltri Jain, used 
his Emergency Powers and took steps to extend 
the period of service of Shri Mathai. 

This appointment was confirmed only after the 
University Amendment Act, 1966 was pass.ed. It 
can only be said to be unfortunate that the self-
same Parliament, which passed the enactment 
should accept an amendment, tabled by tbe 
Opposition, which would bring discredit to a 
respectable person, who has been appointed to 
an exalted position. 

After passing an enactment and making an 
appointment on that basis, if Parliament wants, 
on reasonable grounds, to amend, it, we can 
understand such a correction to effect future 
appointments being made. But that is not what 
has happened here. To cancel an appointment 
made on the basis of an enactment is a step of 
doing injustice to the respectable person who 
accepted that post. The doubt arises as to 
whether it is in keeping with the high 
responsibilities of the Parliament to create 
highly objectionable precedents of this nature. 
What has been achieved by the amendment is 
to establish that no one can believe in the· 
Government and accept a post of responsibility. 

Mr. Sreekantan Nair, who moved the Amendment 
in Parliament stated, that the Kerala University 
has become the seat of nepotism and 
corruption. This is a very serious allegation. If 
Shri Samuel Mathai has any responsibility for 
this degeneration, it is wrong to continue him 
for one year, even for one month. It has not 
been heard that the good name which 
Shri Mathai has earned as Professor and as 
Secretary of the University Grants Commission, 
has been lost during the three years of his office 
as Vice-Chancellor. That his term was extended 
for three years more, should be considered the 
evideBCe of the trust, the Government had in 
him. If, three months after the new 
appointment, the restraining hand should be 
applied to the term of his office, the reasons 
that justify that action, must be proved. 

» 
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, Anyhow, Government and Parliament have 
adopted this unusual course of action on the 
basis of unspecified reasons. Parliament has the 
right and the power to amend any law. It is also 
the duty of the Parliament to see that. While 
doing so, individuals do not suffer injustice. The 
question is not whether Shri Samuel Mathai, 
should or should not continue as Vice-
Chancellor. What disturbs us is that it did not 
come to the notice of tde Parliament, that such 
actions create much anxiety among the people." 

In his notice, Shri Sreekantan Nair also complained 
about the contents of letter, dated the 2nd May, 
1966, received by him from the managing Editor of 
the Manorma, in reply to his letter in which he had 
asked the Editor to publish a detailed statement 
prominently in order to remove misunderstanding 
created among the public by the Editorial. 

2. On the 18th May, ~  the Speaker referred 
the matter to the Committee of Privileges. 

Fiadlnp and recommendations of the Committee. 

3. The Committee of Privileges in their Ninth 
Report, presented to the House on the 22nd August, 
1966, reported inter alia as follows:-

(i) "The Committee have carefully gone through 
the translation of the impugned editorial 
article furnished by Shri N. Sreekantan Nair, 
his statement as set forth in his notice of 
question of privilege to the Speaker and the 
letter of the Editor of the Manorma to Shri N. 
Sreekantan Nair." 

(ii) "The Committee are of the opinion that no 
breach of privilege is involved in the matter." 

(iii) "The Committee recommend that no further 
action be taken by the House in the matter." 

Action taken by the House 

4. No further action was taken by the House in the 
matter. 

Point or prlvDeae 

431 
LOK SABHA 
(1966) 

Referring to members Df Opposition as 'rowdies'  and 
'goondas' by a newspaper. 

Facts of the case B.d action taken by the House 

On the 5th August, 1966, the Speaker (S. Hukam 
Singh) informed the House that on the 29th July, 
1966, he had received notice of a question of 
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privilege from Shri R. Umanath, M.P., against the 
Navasakthi, a Tamil daily of Madras for having 
referred to the members of Opposition Parties of Lok 
Sabha as 'rowdies' and 'goondas' while reporting 
the opening day proceedings in its issue dated the 
26th July, 1966. 

2. The Speaker added that he called for the 
explanation of the' Editor of the newspaper and the 
Editor in his letter, dated the 2nd August, 1966, had 
replied as follows:-

"We wish to state that the unruly scenes that were 
witnessed on the opening day of the Lok Sabha 
and Rajya Sabha were described as 'rowdy 
scenes' by the PTI. A copy of the PTI report is 
herewith enclosed for your reference. What we 
have published is translation of the PTI report. 
But, we find that our staff have committed 
some mistakes in the translation of the English 
news into Tamil. 

We sincerely regret for the same. 

As a National Daily we assure you that we have 
the utmost respect and regard for our 
Parliament and it was never our intention to 
show any discourtesy to any member of the 
august body." 

3. The ~  observed that in view of the regret 
expressed by the Editor, the matter might be treated 
as closed. 

4. Shri Umanath thereupon stated that he had 
gone through the whole of PTI report but there was 
no portion therein where there was a reference to the 
members of Opposition behaving as 'rowdies' or 
reference to 'Goondaism' and therefore the 
explanation 01 the Editor that it was just a mistake in 
wanslation on the part of the staff was not correct. 

S. The House then agreed to close the matter if 
the Editor published the apology on the front page of 
the newspaper in its three successive issues. 

6. On the 23rd August, 1966, the Speaker 
informed the House that the Editor of 'NaVBSIlktbi' 
had published his explanation and regret on the front 
page of three successive issues of the newspaper 
dated the 10th, 11th and 12th August, 1966. 

The matter was then closed. 
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Point of prlvUeae 

432 
LOK SABHA 
(1966) 

. Alleged contempt of the House and of a Parliamentary 
Committee by certain statements made -by Il Minister in 
the House and before the Committee. 

Facts of the case and ruUnI by the Speaker 

On the 16th August, .1966, Sarvashri Madbu 
Limaye & Homi F. Daji, members, sought to raise a 
question of privilege against Shri C. Subramaniam, 
the Minister of Food & Agriculture, on the ground 
that he had suppressed the truth and misled the 
Public Accounts Committee, when he appelll'ed 
before ~  by stating that certain order issued by 
him was 'draft' order when in fact it was a final one 
and also that, while commenting on the observations 
of the Public Accounts Committee in his personal 
statement in the House on the 18th May, 1966, he 
had cast reflections on the Committee by stating 
that:-

"It is rather surprising that an observation should 
have been made suggesting that I had 
reconsidered certain order without adequate 
reason". 

2. On the 17th August 1966, the Speaker (S. 
Hukam Singh) observed inter alia as follows:-

"So far as this privilege is concerned, it is of the 
utmost importance that the netice must be given 
immediately, at the very first opportunity; a 
delay of one day or two days has been held to 
be fatal to the entertainment of any notice of 
breach of privilege. Many things that have been 
said here arose out of the observations made by 
the Public Accounts Committee in their 50th 
Report which was presented to the House in 
May, so far as I remember. Then there were 
the statements of the Minister on 17th and 18th 
May. 

Incorrect statements made by a Minister cannet 
make any basis for a breach of privilege. It is 
only a deliberate lie, if it can be substantiated, 
that would certainly bring the offence within the 
meaning of a breach of privilege. Other lapses, 
other mistakes do not come under this category, 
because everyday we find that Ministers make 
their statements; in which they make mistakes 
and which they correct afterwardj: ....... I have 
said about the incorrect statement; that was 
contradicted on 18th May and an apology was 
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also offered. So far as abusing the right to make 
personal explanations is concerned, there is 
nothing to show that the right bad been abused 
or that facts have been suppressed. There was 
no question of misleading the Committee, so far 
as that is concerned-that is the statement on 
the 18th. It was said that he cast reflections on 
the PAC by saying 'it is rather surPrising'. I 
agree that it was unfortimate that such words, 
"that it was surprising" should have been used. 
I also agree that there is force in that. But does 
it constitute a breach of privilege? I have not 
come to that conclusion that it does. Therefore, 
I have not been able to hold that, though I do 
say that no Member, when the PAC or any 
other committee of the House has given a 
report, should say such words. It might cast 
reflections on their decisions. These reports are 
to be accepted as they are. Then alone we ~ 
proceed with satisfaction ...... The other serious 
thing .... about what he called the draft order 
while the order was absolute, precise and had to 
be carried out. He tried to explain what he had 
meant by that ...... .I am not very much 
convinced with that explanation, though he 
might have just laboured hard to 'explain that 
away'. That was a mistake that was committed, 
and he oUght to have admitted it frankly there 
and then that it was a mistake, because that was 
an order that was to be carried out and left 
nothing further to be stated, unless of course 
the Minister himself feels otherwise. Therefore, 
that was an order. But there could bo difference 
of opinion. He calls it a draft order. He has 
admitted his mistake in the House as well as 
before the Committee and has also said that the 
conclusions of the Committee under the 
circumstances were justified. He has gone to 
that extent, and I do not hold that this also 
constitutes a breach of privilege. 

I, therefore, do not give my consent." 
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Point of privUege 

LOK SABHA 
(1966) 

Alleged reflections on a member by a newspaper. 

Facts or the case and reference to tbe Committee of 
PrlvUege8 

The Statesman in its issue dated the 10th August, 
1966 published a news-report under the heading 
'Sabotage Plans by C.P.I. Claimed' from its Political 
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Correspondent, who attributed his source of 
information to tbe Union Home Ministry. The news-
report in question had alleged that "The Union 
Home Ministry seems convinced that tbe Left 
Communist Party had formulated plans for country-
wide sabotage both on agricultural and industrial 
fronts" . 

2. On the 11th August, 1966, the Minister of 
Home Affairs (Shri G.L. Nanda) in his statement in 
the Lok Sabha denied that the source of information 
of the said news-report was the Ministry of Home 
Affairs. 

3. On the 24tb August, 1966, Sbri Madhu Limaye, 
M.P. and _ otbers sought to raise a question of 
privilege in the House against the Minister of Home 
Affairs on the ground that he bad made a misleading 
and untruthful statement in the House in the 11th 
AugUst, 1966 in denying that the relevant news-report 
had been based OD the information passed on by the 
Ministry of Home Affairs. The member alleged that 
the Ministry of Home Affairs had asked the Editor, 
Statesman, to issue a contradiction to the aews-report 
but the Editor had agreed to publisb the 
contradiction OD the condition tbat below the letter of 
the Ministry, the Statesman would publish its own 
statement also to the effect that inspite of that 
contradiction, the Special Correspondent maintained 
his position and thereupon, Minister of Home ~  

gave up his insistence for tbe publication of the 
contradiction. Shri Madbu Limaye also referred to 
the news item publisbed in the Hindi Dinman, dated 
the 19th August, 1966 tbat according to the informed 
sources, the news-report of tbe Statesman was 
conveyed to the Press by a Minister in the Ministry of 
Home Affairs. 

4. Shri G.L. Nanda, M!nister of Home Affairs, 
tben stated inter alia as follows:-

"I find now that this question of privilege is raised 
on the assumption tbat what I said here was not 
correct and that I knew -that it was not ~  

when I made tbe statement.. I can say with all 
the emphasis at my command and the deepest 
earnestness and sincerity before this August 
House that when I made that statement on the 
occasion I knew that it was correct, and I made 
it without any kind of reservatioa in my mind 
that it was not correct; it was' true to my 
knowledge. I further maintain now ~  I am 
prepared to reiterate it here. I ~ ~ It. What 
I said tben was correct then, It 15 correct 
now, to the best of my knowledge and I have 
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no reason to disbelieve whatever I had said 
then. 

• • • • 

When I made that stateDlent, I will just now add, I 
bad shown it to everybody concerned in my 
Ministry, iocluding Shri Shukla, Sbri Hathi and 
everybody. Then, again, I questioned closely 
everybody. Therefore, I was quite satisfied that 
wbat I was saying was correct." 

S. The Speaker, thereupon disallowed the question 
of privilege against tbe Minister of Home Affairs on 
the ground tbat it bad oot been proved that at the 
time of making the statement, the Home Minister 
knew that the information had been passed from tbe 
Ministry of Home Affairs or having tbat knowledge, 
the Minister had  made the statement different from 
it. 

6. On the 31st August, 1966, Sarvasbri Madbu 
Limaye and H. V. Kamath raised a question of 
privileged in the House .. agaitlSt tbe Editor of the 
Stalaman, in rellpect of an editorial captioned 'Home 
Truth', published in its isslle dated the 26th August, 
1966. The Editor in his editorial bad stated inter alia 
as follows:-

"We presume Mr. Nanda is fully aware of the 
source from whicb tbe story came to us and of 
the circumstances in whicb bis Ministry agreed 
that the contradiction it bad earlier sent to us 
need not be publisbed." 

7. While raising the ql&estion of privilege, 
Shri Madbu Limaye said that the Editor of the 

~  had committed "the grave offence of not 
only editorially reiterating tbe cbarge but saying that 
Shri Nanda (The Minister of Home Affairs) was 'fully 
aware' of the source and was thertfore lying, and 
further suggesting that it is not tbe Statesman which 
needed k> 'vindicate its position' but . the other party 
i.e., the Home Minister." Shri Kamath contended 
that in view of the dear denial by the Home Minister 
about the source of the news-report the Statesman in 
its issue of August 26 had insinuated that the Home 
Minister had wilfully and deliberately suppressed the 
source of news-report which appeared earlier in-that 
paper and thereby held an ulltrutb to, and misled the 
House, Shri Kamath urged that the matter be 
referred to the Committee of Privileges. 

8. The House, thereafter, referred "the matter to 
the Committee of Privileges. 
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Findings and recommendations of the Committee 

9. The Committee of Privileges, after considering 
the written statement submitted by the Acting Editor 
of the Statesman and after examining tbe Acting 
Editor and the Political Correspondent of the 
Statesman . in person in their Thirteenth Report 
presented to the House on the 1st December, 1966, 
reported inter alia as follows:-

• 

.'. 

(i) "The Aating Editor of the Statesman, in his 
written statement has stated that the 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-fuLe to Shri Nanda, nor is its 
language even remotely excessive or 'un-
parliamentary'. In tbis connection, the Acting 
Editor or the Statesman has stated: 

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

• • • • 
Still more unjustified and further removed from 

facts is the nature of the insinuation attributed 
to us by Shri Iamath 'that the Home Minister 
has wilfully and deliberately suppressed the 
source of the news-report which appeared 
earlier in that paper (The Statesman) and 
thereby held an untruth to, and misled, the 
HOYSe ..... .' Shri Nanda could be said to have 
misled the House deliberately if he had held 
back what he belived to be true. We have 
nowhere alleged or implied that he did so. Was 
made him aware t ... t our smlrce 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 out some information but 
denies this fact to his superior, the later 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 
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aware of our source-though we did not assume 
nor did we have the right to, thltl we had 
necessarily carried conviction with him. 

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

attributed mala-fide to Shri Nuda 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 wrollg. We 
have not in any way questioned his 
siocerity-tbough his impression is 
erroncoU&-aJld for this reason some of the 
expressions used by Shri Kamath are entirely 
unjustified. It is in no way a breach of a 
member's privileges if a newspaper, relying 
upon its own sources believes its own version of 
certain events and declines to endorse tile 
version upon which a Minister, relying upon his 
sources, insists. 

• • • • 
In spite of what Shri Kamath suggested, the 

essence of. the divergence between the Home 
Minister and the Sttllesman is that each has 
received information wbiclr is in conflict with 
the other's and each insSts in aU sincerity that 
its own is more correct." 

(0) "After considering the matter carefully, the 
Committee are of the opinion that the 
impugned edilorial published in the .StlltUlfUIII 
dated 26, August, 1966, does not cast any 
reflection or attribute any mala-fida to Shri O. 
L. Nanda in his conduct as a Member of 
Parliament. In the opinion of the Committee, .. 
the said editorial did not imply that Shri Nanda 
was 'lying' or that he had 'wilfully and 
deliberately 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, according to the 
Acting Editor's written statement, on the 
following factt:-

(i) 'It was correct for us to presume tht the 
Information Officer of the Home· Ministry had 
conveyed to Mr. Nand. the purpon gf his 

•• exchanges over the telephOJlc and in writing 
• 



with" die Resideat Editor of the S,.,.,..,., New 
Delhi, in the coune of wbic:h it was apeed that 
the Ministry'. letter of deDial need not be 
published. ' 

(ii) 'Similarly, it was known to us at the time, and 
to Parliament subsequently that our Political 
Correspondent ........ had met the Home 
Minister in response to a telephone caD 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'." 

(iii) "The Actin, Editor bu, however, stated that 
in making the above presumption, viz., that 
'Mr. Nanda is fully aware of the source', the 
SIllies,""" had 'in no way questioned his 
sincerity' and that '00 the basis of assurances 
received from his staff, Mr. Nanda may 
sincerely hold the impression Ltat our 
description of the source is wrong'." 

(iv) "The Committee are of the view that both 
Shri G. L. Nanda as well as the Statu"..,. were 
entitled to believe and state their respective 
versions of the facts and the divergence between 
the two ~  need not lead one to the 
conclusion that one or the other puty must tie 
lying." 

(v) "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 
SIllies,""" of the 26th August, 1966." 

(vi) "The Committee recommend that no further 
action be taken by the House in the matter." 

Action taken by the HOUle 

10. No further action was taken by the House in 
the matter. 

Point fIl prlYDeae 

434 

LOK SABRA 
(1966) 

..w.ged auM, 0/ aspenioru 011 LoIc StIbM, ib 
rnenaboI tIIUl tIw Spetlker by " rww.".er. 

Fads of the ~ and refennee to the CGmmIUee fIl 
Privlleps . 

On the 25th August, 1966, Shri Prakash Vir 
Shastri, a member raised a questioo of privilege 
against the Editor, Printer and Publisher of Ai,.", an 
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Urdu DeWlpaper of Srinapr, for publisbin, an 
editorial article under the caption 'YM Nrm.. 
BOIG', in its iIsue dated the 1Sth Aupst, 1966. 
allegedly castina aspersions on the Lot Sabha, its 
memben and the Speaker. Shri Prakash Vir Shastri 
toot objectioo to the following passages of the 
impugned article:-

.......... not ooIy the Parliament but also the most 
honoured citizen of the country, Sardar-Hukam 
SinJb (Speaker) .ave his ruling that in any case 
he was of the opinion that inclusion of sueb 
documents in the curriculum has adverse effect 
on the miDdI of cbildren ..... . 

We have Jl'C8t regard for the hon. members of 
Parliament and also appreciate their 
Iensitivene5S for the Integrity, sovereignty and 
prestige of the country. But we are not at all 
prepared to give them this right that they 
should misuse their rights and try to deprive 
others of their rights. Many of the members 
before giving vent to their pent up feelings, 
might not have even once gone through the text 
of W"1G KtUlami,'. We may tell those members 
who have cic:monstrated their anguish and wrath 
after reading this book, that not to speak of one 
Parliament but thousands of sueb Parliaments 
cannot be successful in distorting 
history ........ We want to make it clear to those 
wbo, intoxicated witb power and position, 
consider Kashmir as their own estate, that they 
are striking at the very roots of identical 
ideoJolY whicb form the basis of relations 
between India and Kasiunir. Every step that 
they take is misdirected. They are committing 
an unpardonable crime of creating a gulf 
between India and Kashmir. Shri Kuhi Ram 
Gupta, Sardar Hukam Singh, Prakash Vir 
Shastri and Bbqwat Jha are hardly aware of 
what does 'NaJa KtUhmi,' mean ....... .If today 
Shri Nanda declares it to be an obsolete 
historical document and ignores it, then there 
remains no common link between India and 
Kashmir. We funy understand that the 
commotion in Parliament is a feverish outburst 
of the narrow minded and trouble-mongering 
nationalism which has eaten into the very vitals 
of the country...... Sardar Hukam Singb, 
Shri Prakash Vir Shastri, Shri Hem Baru. and 
Sbri Kashi Ram Gupta can tolerate all this but 
cannot tolerate the mention of the freedom 
struggle and the feelings of the local people in 
the text books of Kasbmir ...... Our new 
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..-ration caDDot remlin iporamus like lOme 
_ben of Parliament ........ . 

ThUl, the ~  in 'Red China' is the mOlt 
important unforgettable and histolfic event of 
this century. How is it ~  that in order to 
avenge the injustices of the Chinese rulen. We 
should keep our new generation ignorant about 
this important revolution. By doing so we would 
be taking revenge not from the Chines leaden 
but from our own youngmen ....... " 

2. The matter was referred to the CoJDJDittee of 
Privileges. 

FlDdlnp and recommendatlolll of the C .... ·lttee 

3. The Committee of Privileges, after Qamining 
Shri Prakash Vir Shastri in pelIOn and after 
considerinJ the written statements submitted by the 
Editor, Printer and Publisher of AiM, in their 
Fourteenth Report prcscnted to the House 00 the 
2nd December 1966, reported irate, alM as follows:-

"The Committee are of the opinion that the 
impugned editorial article read as a whole does 
not constitute a breach of privilege and 
contempt of the House, though certain portions 
of it are couched in a rather strong undesirable 
and irresponsible language which is unbecoming 
of a responsible newspaper. The matter docs 
not, however, deserve any further notice. 

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

Action taken b1 the House 

4. No furtbcr action was taken by the House in tbe 
matter. 

Point ., ,rlY8ep 

435 

LOK SABHA 
(1967) 

Alleptl mbrepraenllJljoll of II member', ,puc" tIIIIl 
tMreby Ctlltinl refl«:liolll Oll'tuIOIIur .... mber by 
II MWIptIper. 

For details of the case please see summary No. 293 at 
p. 451 ante. 

Point tI. prlvIIep 

436 

LOK SABHA 

(1967) 

Refl«;tlDnl 011 tile condru:t of ".."."." tIIIIl 
proaetlinl' of Pllrl;""'nt by II new,ptIpeI'. 

Facil ., tJ. cue ... refenDee to the COIDIIIlttee of ......... 
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On the 5th Junc, 1967, Shri Madhu Limaye, a 
member, raised a question of privilege against the 
Editor of "HiIulIIsltIll", a .Hindi Daily, on the ground 
that certain passages of the editorial captipned 
"NinulJuu, Anargal Wa Araucm(', published in its 
issue dated the 2nd June, 1967, cast reflections pn tbe 
conduct of memben and proceedings of both Houses 
of Parliament. The English translation of the caption 
and the passages in Hindi, complained as 
objectionable, was as follows: 

"Baseless, Meaningless and Improper 

(i) The baseless cbarges levelled in Rajya Sabba 
for full twelve houn using the illogical and 
undesirable medium of Hazari Report and 
violating all democratic proprieties, are devoid 
of facts according to the measuring rod of 
Government and that Government do not deem 
it necessary to consider them. 

(ii) But it is unfortunate that certain memben of 
Parliament did not view the Report from its 
basic objective and rather used it only as a 
means to seek individual and party publicity or 
to disrepute a particular establishment and a 
particular person. 

(iii) The uproar created in Parliament based on 
such unscientific, unauthentic and audacious 
Hazari Report and the awe that was created 
against Birla Empire after the fashion of a 
missionary, crusader and religious zealot, and 
the crookedness, cowardice and mDla-/ide 
which is at the root of this courage, has 
perhap& never been exhibited in Parliament 
ever before. 

(iv) The forum of Parliament is the supreme, final 
and most responsible forum for national 
discussion and for evaluating varied 
developments in the country. The right to 
speak from this forum is bestowed by the 
people only on those representatives of the 
people who have public good uppermost in 
their minds and are capable of expressing their 
opinion consistent with the fuDest national 
devotion and responsibility. 

(v) The question is ~  the absurdity, venom, 
character assassination and thoughdessness 
which was given vent to on the floor of 
Parliament by making Hazari Report .as the 
basis therefor was in accordance with the 
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dignity of Parliament and its members? 

(vi) Should this view-point be termed as a 
prejudiced view or should it be termed as a 
partisan view or again should it be looked 
upon as a mark of helplessness arisin, out of 
setting one's own house on fire--we are at a 
loss to determine." 

This, Shri Limaye felt, constituted a breach of 
privilege and contempt of the House. 

2. After some discussion, the matter was referred 
to the Committee of Privileges for report on a motion 
moved by Shri Madhu Limaye. 

Findings and recommendations of the Committee 

3. The Committee of Privileges, in their Second 
Report presented to the House on the 19th July, 
1967, reported inler lllia as follows: 

(i) "After careful examination of the contents, 
tone and tenor of the impugned editorial 
published in the HindusllIII, dated the 2nd June, 
1967, the Committee are of the view that the 
said editorial contains reflections on the 
character and proceedings of the Parliament 
and on the conduct of its members as such and 
tends to Dring the Parliament into disrespect 
and disrepute, which amounts to a breach of 
privilege and contempt of the House." 

(0) "The Editor of the HindusllIII has, however, 
expressed his 'deep and unqualified regret for 
any offence caused to the House or any hon. 
member thereof.' In his letter of apology dated 
the 28th June, 1967, the Editor has stated:-

'May I, at the outset, submit that it was not the 
intention of the author of the editorial to offer 
any indignity or odium to the august House. At 
any rate, without going into any other aspect of 
the matter, I express my deep and unqualified 
regret for any offence caused to the House or 
any hon'ble member thereof. I hope that the 
Committee as well as the House would accept 
this expression of regret and would accordingly 
discharge the notice'." 

(ill) "The Committee are of the opinion that in view 
of the unqualified expression of regret by the 
Editor of the Hindustll1l, no further action need 
be taken in the matter." 

(iv) "The Committee recommend that the expression 
of regret by the Editor of the Hindustll1l be 
accepted and no further action be taken by the 
House in the matter." 
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Actioa taken bl the HOUle 
4. On the 31st July, 1967, Shri Madhu 

Urnaye. moved for consideration of the Report 
and also moved the followina ameadaeat: 

"That the Second Report of the Committee of 
Privile.es be referred back to the Comaaittee 
and the Committee requested to examiae the 
circumstances leadina to this breach of privileae 
of the House." 

The Deputy Speaker. who was in the Cbair ruled 
the amendment out of urder on the IfOUDd that the 
enquiry of the nature propounded· by Shri Limayc 
was outside the functions of the Committee of 
Privile,es. 

S. After the adoption of the consideration IDOtion, 
the Minister of Parliamentary Affain (Dr. Ram 
Suba, Sinp) moved and the House adpoted, the 
followin, motion:-

"That this House aJrCCS with the Second Report of 
the Committee of Privileaes presented to the 
House on the 19th July, 1967." 

Point of priYilep 

437 
LOIC SABHA 

(1967) 

Alleged reflections on ,lie COMIld 0/11 PM"" by II 
PMmbe, 0/ lite ollter House. 

Facti of the cae and nIIna bl the S ..... 
On the 6th June, 1967, the Speaker iDforIMcl the 

House that be had received DOtiCC a quellioa of 
privilcp from Shri Sant Bux Sinp, Dr. Ram 
Manobar Lobia and Shri Rabi Ray, members, on the 
following allegations made by Shri Sbeel BMdra 
Yajee, a member of Rajya Sabha, lin the 30th May, 
1967, durin, the course of a debate in Rajya Sabha: 

"When the Report of the Vivian Bole 
Commission wu being disc:uaed even 
thouJb there were 750 members of 
Parliament, Sah" Jain did not find a 
single member to lament, and "Dr. Ram 
Manohar Lohia bad to take Rupeel one 
Lakh and on rec:eivin, that amo_t, his 
signatures were taken." 

2. The Speaker (Dr. N. Sanjiva Reddy) then 
observed: 

"Sbri Sant Bux Sinah pve me DOtice 
yesterday. we did diIcuu about it. I 
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discussed it with Mr. Joshi and Mr. Rabi 
Ray also today. Looking to the rules and 
procedures not only in this Parliament but 
in other Parliaments also, I feel that the 
other House being equally sovereign it is 
not proper for us to refer the matter toa 
Privileges Committee here. I would only 
say that it is unfortunate that members 
make allegations against the members of 
the other House-Rajya Sabha members 
saying against Lok Sabha members and 
Lok Sabha members saying against 
Rajya Sabha members--()r members make 
unsubstantiated allegations against each 
other in this House. 

Therefore, I am not allowing the privilege 
motions to be referred to the Committee 
of Privileges" 

3. Again, on the 26th June, 1967, Shri Madhu 
Limaye, another member, sought to raise a question 
of privilege on the same allegation. 

Shri Madbu limaye contended that the allegation 
was untrue and had not been substantiated. This he 
felt, constituted a breach of privilege and contempt of 
the House and requested that the matter be referred 
to the Chairman, Rajya Sabha, for appropriate 
action. 

Ruliog by the Speaker 

4. The Speaker disallowing the question of 
privilege, observed as follows: 

"This matter was first raised by Shri Sant Box 
Singh, !l fortnight ago and I thought I 
could convince him that the privilege of 
that House is as much sacrosanct as the 
privilege of this House. Then, myself and 
Shri Fernandes discussed this matter in 
the Chamber a number of times. I tried to 
give as much chance as possible to 
members, either on the Congress side or 
on the opposition to convince me or get 
themselves  convinced by me about this 
point. As I said, Shri Fernandes did 
discuss it with me two or three times with 
the assistance of the Secretary and also of 
all groups here. The point now is, this 
House could take notice of it if the speech 
had been made, as in the case of 
Shri Arjun Arora, outside the House. In 
the British Parliament also, the case to 
which Shri limaye referred, a member of 
the House of Lords made the speech 
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outside the House. Therefore, the 
Parliament could take note of it. Here the 
position is a little different. An hon. 
member of Rajya Sabha made a speech on 
the floor of that House. The person 
against whom he made the allegations is 
an hon. member of this House. The-point 
was raised by that House itself that it 
should be referred to the Privileges 
Committee. That House took notice of it. 
It is not as though they did not take 
notice of it at all. Then the Chairman said 
that he would look into the matter" be 
called the member who made the 
allegation, directed him to produce 
evidence and when that hon. member of 
the other House could not produce 
satisfactory evidence to the satisfaction of 
the Chairman, he said that there was 
absolutely nothing, the allegation was not 
proper. 

I diJallow it because the Chairman has already 
given a decision and I do not want to 
refer it to the same Chairman to take it 
up again." 

Point of prlvlle&e 

438 
LOK SABHA 
(1967) 

Reflections on the conduct of members and 
proceedings of Parliament by a newspaper. 

Facts of the case and reference to the Committee of 
PrivUeges 

On the-7th June, 1967, Shri Madhu Limaye, a 
member, raised a question of privilege against the 
Editor, Columnist and Proprietor of the Hindustan 
Times OD the ground that the following passages of 
the articles captioned "Shades of the Star Chamber", 
published in its issue dated the 4th June, 1967, cast 
reflections on the conduct of members and 
proceedings of both Houses of Parliament: 

(i) "But this is precisely what it amounts to if we 
~  to take with any seriousness the wild 
charges which have been flung in Parliament 
against the Birlas." -

(ii) "The question that now arises is how far can 
we go in allowing Parliament to behave like 
spme kind of a Star Chamber sitting iit 
judgment on individuals and institutions who 



have no meaus of defending themselves 
without undermining democracy itself." 

(iii) "There arc a hundred ways in which 
maltaclon can be brought to ~  if 
they happen to be Birla.-but there ~ not 
many remedies against those who use the 
freedom of an open democratic society for 
the express purpose of subverting it." 

(iv) "Restraining memben .of Parliament is more 
difficult but while privilege may continue to 
apply to what is said in' Parliament, that 
privilep need not extend to publish reports 
of discuIsioDl in Parliament." 

This, he felt, constituted a breach of privilege and 
contempt of the House. 

2. Speaker permitted Shri Madhu Limaye to ask 
for leave of the House, which he did. As DO member 
dissented, the leave was granted. 

3. After some discussion, 8hri Madhu Limaye 
moved, and the House adopted, the following 
motion: 

"That this question of breach of privilege against 
the Columnist, Editor, Publisher, Printer and 
Proprietor of the HinduslllII Times be 
referred to the Committee of Privileges." 

Findings and recommendatloDl of the Committee 

4. The Committee of Privileges. in their F()urth 
Report presented to the House on the 
12th December, 1967, reported ~  alia as follows: 

(i) "The Committee, in the first instance, decided 
to give an opportunity to 8hri S. Mulgaokar, 
the author of the impugned article as ... Iso the 
Editor-in-Chief of the Hindustan Times, to 
make his submissioDl in writing for the 
consideration of the Committee on the question· 
of privilege against him. Shri S. Mulgaokar, in 
his reply, dated the 16th June, 1967 stated that 
it never occurred to him 'that the article in 
whole or any of its parts could be interpreted as 
an encroacbment on the privileges that 
Parliament must enjoy in a democratic 
coDltitution for its proper functioning and that 
though sometitaes an error of view may occur, 
it cannot bo PalBamelit's intention to act in a 
way to sauest tJ&at every error regardless of the 
intention behind it is in contempt of the 
priVllcges of Parliament'. Shri 8. Mulgaokar, 
did not, however, offer any explanation or 
clarification with regard to the use of the words 
'Star Chamber' with reference to Parliament in 

675 

the caption of article as well as in its text and 
the specific passages in article· to which 
objection was taken on the floor of. the House 
as constituting a breach of privilege and 
contempt of the House." 

(ii) "The Committee, therefore, decided to 
examine 8hri S. Mulgaokar in person." 

(iii) "8hri 8. Mulgaoltar, in his evidence .before the. 
Committee, did DOt deny that he had used the 
term 'Star Chamber' with referepce to 
Parliament because some odium was attached 
to that term and that he wanted to convey 
that. He admitted that he might have been 
'unwise' in using the expression 'Star 
Chamber' which might be 'unhappy' and that 
he was familiar with the background of the 
term 'Star Chamber'. He also admitted that at 
one or two places the expression of the article 
was 'rather loose' and that if he were to re-
write the article, petbaps 'the phrasing would 
be different'. He, however, asserted that the 
reference to the 'Star Chamber' did not 
constitute an offence against the privileges of 
Parliament. He said that in his article he had 
not referred to a large number of members of 
Parliament who functioned in a completely 
irresponsible manner, misbehaved and . 
attacked the people outside without proof but 
that 'certainly there have been some' such 
members. He stated that he had nowhere 
dedicated that he was trying 'to condemn the 
entire parliamentary system as it functions' 
and that 'it was not my intention to bring the 
institution of Parliament in disresi>CCt' ... 

(iv) "The Committee were not satisfied with the 
explanations offered by Shri S. Mulgaokar in 
his written reply and the oral evidence given 
before Committee." 

tv) "According to Webster's Dictionary, in English 
History, the 'Star Chamber' was an ancient 
High Court exercising wide civil and criminal 
jurisdiction, which could proceed on mere 
rumour, examine witnesses and could apply 
torture. It is DOted for 'summary and arbitrary 
procedure'. This term is often used to mean 
'any secret' 'oppressive or irresponsible 
tribunal'. " 

(vi) "The Committee are of the view that the use 
of the term 'Star Chamber' with reference to 
Parliament by Shri S. Mulgaoltar in his 
impugned article carries the insinuation that 
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Parliament as an institution is a sort of an 
oppressive and irresponsible tribunal and that 
a large number of members of Parliament 
function in a completely irresponsible manner, 
misbehave and attack the people outside 
without proof. The Committee do not agree 
with the contention of Shri S. Mulgaokar in 
his evidence that in using the term 'Star 
Chamber' in his article with reference to 
Parliament he was referring to the assumption 
of judicial functions more than to the 
oppressive part of it. He admitted before the 
Committee that he was aware of the 
background of the term 'Star Chamber'. There 
is nothing in the impugned artiCle to indicate 
that Shri S. Mulgaokar was referring only to a 
few members of Parliament who, according to 
him, had used unjustifiable language in 
Parliament. In the opinion of the Committee, 
the impugned article gives the impression of 
condemnation of the institution of Parliament 
as such." 

(vii) "The Committee are of the view that the 
article read as a whole and in particular the 
passages quoted in para 1 above, cast grave 
refleqtions on the institution of Parliament as 
such and tlle members thereof, and therefore, 
constitute a gross breach of privilege and 
contempt of the House." 

(viii) "The Committee gave every opportunity to 
Shri S. Mulgaokar to express his regret for 
the offending expressions in the article. He, 
however, said: 

' ..... 1 shall readily express regret if that is 
the general impression created. But to the 
best of my own belief and conviction that is 
not what 1 intended to do. 
• • • • 

My difficulty is if I am not convinced ..... 1 
can understand that you, Gentlemen, have to 
do your duty as you see it. I have to do mine 
as 1 sec it'." 

(ix) "The Committee are of the view that Shri S. 
Mulgaokar, the author of the impugned article 
and the Editor-in-Chief of the Hindustan 
Times, is guilty of a gross breach of privilege 
and contempt of the House. The printer and 
publisher of the Hindustan nmu is also 
technically guilty of a breach of privilege and 
contempt of the House." 
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(x) "As regards the proprietor, apart from the fact 
that the Hindustan Times is a limited company 
ownership of which vests in shareholders and 
Sbri Mulgaokar denied in his evidence that the 
Birlas had asked him to write the impugned 
article or that he had written it to please the 
Birlas, there is nothing to show that anyone 
else was responsible for the writing or 
publication of the offending article." 

(xi) "The Committee feel that the penal powers of 
the House for breach of privilege or contempt 
of the House should be exercised only in 
extreme cases where a deliberate attempt is 
made to bring the institution of Parliament 
into disrespect and undermine public 
confidence in and support of Parliament. In 
the present case, Shri S. Mulgaokllr repeatedly 
disclaimed before the Committee that he had 
any intention to bring the institqtion of 
Parliament in disrespect and contempt and 
said that if that was the result produced by his 
article then he would be very sorry about it. 
While the Committee feel that Sbri S. 
Mulgaokar should have unhesitatingly and 
gracefully expressed an unconditional and 
unqualified regret, they consider that in the 
totality of circumstances, it would be better to 
ignore it as that would add to the dignity of 
the House. The Committee, therefore, do not 
consider it proper to recommend that any 
action should be taken against him." 

(xii) "The Committee, therefore, recommend that 
, no further action be taken by the House in 

the matter." 

Action taken by the House 
S. On the 23rd December, 1967, Shri Chand 

Goyal, a member moved the following motion: 

"That the Fourth Report of the, Committee 
of Privileges presented to the House on the 
12th December, 1967, be taken into 
consideration. II 

6. After adoption of the above motion, Shri R.K. 
Khadilkar, Deputy Speaker and Chairman of the 
Committee, moved and the House adopted, the 
following motion: 

"That this House agrees with the Fourth 
Report of the Committee of Privileges 
presented to the House on the 
12th, December, 1967." 
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Point of prlvlleae 

439 

LOK SABHA 
(1967) 

Alleged reflections on the conduct of Ministers 
(members of the Howe) by a member of tM other 
Howe. 

Faels of the ease and action taken by the B __ 

On the 20th June, 1967, the Prime Minister 
(Shrimati Inclira Gandhi) made the following 
statement: 

"Some time back, Shri AIjun Arora (a 
member of Rajya Sabha) while addressing a 
meeting of the Congress Parliamentary Party 
made a general statement to the effect that 
SQme Central Ministers were in the pay of 
the Bidas. This statement naturaDy attracted 
the attention of the House. I requested· 
Shri Arora to specify the aDegations and the 
evidence bearing on them. He told me that 
the Ministers he had in mind were Shri Satya 
Narayan Sinha and Shri K. C. Pant. 
Subsequently, he· sent me some notes 
concerning them. 

I have gone into this materia! in consultation with my 
coDeagues, the Deputy Prime Minister, the 
Home Minister and the Minister of External 
Affairs Shri Chapa. They have carefuDy 
examined the material made available to me 
together with the written statements of 
Shri Sinha and Shri Pant. 

The Deputy Prime Minister; the Home Minister and 
Shri Chagla have come to the conclusion that 
the allegations made have not been 
substantiated. They are convinced that their 
examination of the material has. revealed 
nothing relating to the conduct of Shri Sinha 
and Shri Pant which can be regarded 15 
inconsistent with their integrity and boDour as 
Ministers of Government. I am in entire 
agreement with this conclusion." 

2. On the 211t June, 1967, Shri P. Ramamurti, a 
member moved tile foUowing motion: 

"'lbat in view of tile statement made by the Prime 
Minister in this House ycsterday that the 
alleptioas made by Shri AIjun Arora a 
member of :aajya Sabha, apinst Shri Satya 
Narain SinIIa and Shri K.C. Pant, Ministers ad 
members of this House, had not been 
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substantiated, the question of privilege against 
Shri AIjun Arora for making those baseless 
aBegations be referred to the Chairman, Rajya 
Sabha for action in accordance with the 
procedure laid down by the Committee of 
Privileges of Rajya Sabha and Lok Sabha in 
their Report of joint sitting in 1954 and adopted 
by the two Houses." 

Shri P. Ramamurti contended that the allegations 
made by Shri Arjun Arora, which had not been 
substantiated, had brought the entire House into 
disrepute. This he felt, constituted a contempt of the 
House and requested that the matter should be 
referred to the Chairman, Rajya Sabha for 
investigation in accordance with the procedure 
evolved by the joint Report of Privileges Committees 
of both the Houses. 

3. The Minister of Law (Shri P. Govinda Menon), 
participating in the debate, made inter lIlia the 
foDowing observations: 

....... Firstly, this is with respect to a matter of a 
statement which was not made on the floor of 
the Lok Sabha. The author, Mr. Arjun Arora, 
is a member of the other House. The statement 
itself was not made in public; it was made in a 
party meeting and made to the leader of the 
party .... by a person who is a member of the 
party and, therefore, subject to the party 
discipline of the leader of the party, the Prime 
Minister. 

• • • 
.... One of the rules regarding defamation is that 

whatever is stated will not amount to 
defamation if it is stated before a person who 
has got disciplinary or other control over the 
matter. 

• • • • 
.... .It cannot go to a court of law beeause it is ·with 

respect to, and toucbes, tbe privilege of 
memben of this Hosue. Therefore, the test to 
be applied is whether there is defamation. 
Please permit me to read exception eight to tbe 
definition of 'defamation' in the ~ 

'It is not defamation to prefer in good faith an 
accusatiGa apinst any person to any of those 
who have laWful authority over that person with 
respect to the subject-matter of accusation.' 

Here Shri Arjua Arora, a Congress member, 
interested in the purity of functioning of the 
Congreu·party made an accusation in the forum 
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of the Congress Parliamentary Party before the 
leader of the Congress Party, and this exception 
aptly applies, on all fours it applies. 

Now, it is said' that it has become public property. 

• 

Did Shri Arora publish it? Did the Prime 
Minister publish it? . .. If it has been made 
. public, it bas been made public by those wbo 
wanted to steal this in(ormation, and tbat is not 
a matter which is relevant for this prupose .... 

• • • 
Therefore, for t\\'o reasons, because this is an internal 

matter of tbe Congress Party, and secondly, 
because if these are treated as breaches of 
privilege party, functioning will become 
impossible in this country, without the least 
hesitation I oppose the motion of breach of 
privilege." 

4. After a lengthy debate, the motion moved by 
Shri P. Ramamurti was put to vote and negatived by 
152 to 114 votes. 

Point of privlleae 

440 

LOK SABHA 

(1967) 

Alleged re!lectiom 011 the conduct 0/ Ministers 
(members 0/ the HOllie) by Il member. 
Facts . of the case and ruling by the Speaker 

On the 23rd June, 1967, Shri A.B. Vajpayee, a 
member, sought to raise a question of privilege 
against Shri S.M. Banerjee, another member, on the 
following allegations made by him on the 30th May, 
1967, while asking a question on a c:a1lin& attention 

~  

"May I know whether it is a fact that a Cabinet 
Minister and a Minister of State who were on 
the Birla list of honorarium are still getting 
honorarium and the Cabinet Minister was 
Chairman or Vice-Chairman of the Birla Trust 
and the Minister of State was not a Minister of 
State, I believe, in 19661 I would like to know 
whether they are getting it still. Is it also a fact 
that a worthy son of a worthy Cabinet Minister 
got Rs. 1,80,000 commission from Birlas in 
1966? I would also like to know whether the 
hon.  Prime Minister knows this fact and 
whether this fact about the Cabinet Minister 
was brought to the notice of Mr. Kamarai who 
shamelessly said that he knows it." 

Shri Vajpayee contended that in the light of the 
Prime Minister's statement made by her on the 
20th June, 1967, exonerating the two Ministers from 
the charges levelled by Shri Arjun Arora, a member 
of Rajya Sabha, Shri S.M. Banerjee had committed a 
breach of privilege and contempt of the House and 
requested that the matter be referred to the 
Committee of Privileges for investigation. 

2. The Minister of Law (Shri P. Govinda Menon) 
objected to the raisina of the matter on the ground 
that a substantially identical matter had already been 
disposed of by the House in the same Session and, 
secondIJ, that Shri Vajpayee had not raised the 
matter at the earliest opportunity. 

3. After some discussion, the Speaker (Dr. N. 
-sanjiva Reddy) reserved his ruling. 

4. On the 27th June, 1?67, the Speaker, 
disallowing the question of privilege observed as 
follows:-
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"On the 23rd June, 1967, Shri A.B. Vajpayee 
sought to raise a question of privilege against 
Shri S.M. Banerjee, M.P., for certain 
observations made by the latter on the 
30th May, 1967 while asking a question on a 
calling attention matter. Shri Vajpayee laid 
stress that the question arose out of my 
ruling on the 31st May, 1967. This request 
was supported by Sarvashri Madhu Limaye 
and George Fernandes. Shri S.M. Banerjee 
submitted that he welcomed the privilege 
motion against him and that if he had 
committed any offence by trying to defame 
the two Ministers he was prepared to 
undergo punishment for that. 

The Minister of Law raised two objections: first, 
that rule 338 barred the raising of a 
substantially identical question on which the 
House had given a decision in the same 
session and, secondly, that Shri Vajpayee had 
not sought to raise the matter at the earliest 
opportunity. As regards the.second objection 
of the Minister of Law, Shri Vajpayee stated 
that the Prime Minister had made her 
statement on Sbri Arjun Arora's allegations 
08 the 20th June, 1967 in the House and that 
he had given his notice against Sbri S.M. 
Banerjee on the same day. 



Privikges Digest 

After hearing the members and the 
Minister of Law, I reserved my ruling. I have 
since considered aU the points of view that 
have been urged and I have to state as 
foUows:-

(i) On the 30th May, 1967, during the course of 
proceedings on the caUing-attention-notice. 
Shri S. M. Banerjee bad sought clarification 
on the reported news of certain allegations 
and the two Ministers wbom he bad named 
made statements in regard to those 
allegations tbe same day. 

The statement of the member Shri S. M. 
Banerjee, and the two Ministers arc on 
record. Thereafter, Shri S.M. Banerjee did 
not move in the matter. The procedure laid 
down by me in my ruling dated the 31st May, 
1967 does not therefore apply in this case. 

(0) If as stated by Shri A. B. Vajpayee, his 
question of privilege arises after the 
Prime Minister made a statement on the 20th 
June, 1967, then the objection raised by the 
Minister of Law that the matter is barred 
under rule 338 becomes pertinent, as the 
House has already decided on the question of 
privilege which directly arose out of the 
Prime .Minister's statement. 

I, therefore, do not give my consent to raise this 
matter as a question of privilege." 

Point of privUep 

441 
LOIC SABHA 

(1968) 

Describing a member as a 'liar' in respect of a 
certain statement made by him in the Howe, in a lener 
addressed to Speaker and copies circulilted to members 
and other7 by a citizen. 
Facts of the case and action taken by the House 

On the 15th February, 1968, Shri R. Umanath, a 
member, raised a question of privilege in the House 
against one Shri Ramkrishna Bajaj of Bombay for 
writing a letter to the Speaker, Lok Sabha, and 
circulating copies thereof to the members and others, 
describing Shri R. Umanath as a "liar", in respect of 
a statement made by him in the House on tbe 27th 
November.. 1967. While raising the question of 
privilege, Shri R. Umanath stated as foUows:-

"On 27-11-67 with your permission, I raised a 
half hour discussion on the Shiv Sella 
atrocities in Bombay against the linJUistic 
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minorities residing in tbat city .... Durin, the 
discussion. latated that the CIA is financing 
Shiv Sena through Shri Ramtrishna Bajaj. I 
made this statement with a full sense of 
responsibility, and I stand by it. 

After that statement was made, on the 2nd of 
this month, Shri Ramkrishna Bajaj addresses 
a letter to you in which he states: 

'In regard to the statement made by 
Shri Umanath M.P., in the Lok Sabba on 'J:1 
November, the Lok Sabha on proceedinp 
quote him as having statCd'. 

And he quotes from the proceedings. The 
quotation is: 

'Mr. Ramkrishna Bajaj is already at the receiving 
end of the CIA conduit. I charge that the 
Shiv Sena is financed by the CIA through 
Mr. Bajaj and I hope the Home Minister will 
take serious note of this'. 

Then he says in that letter: 
'I have no hesitation in asserting that 

Shri Umanath, at least in respect of this 
allegation, is a liar'. 

This is the relevant portion. 
Now, one should not go by the impression that 

tbis letter was addressed to you for the 
purpose of redressal. It was not to be, 
because the letter was addressed to you on 
the 2nd, and even before he receives any 
reply to this letter which he is supposed to 
have sent to you, within two days, on the 
5th. he cyclostyles this entire letter and with 
a covering letter circulates it by public post to 
members of the Lot Sabha as weU as to the 
public at large. So, it is obvious that it wu 
not meant for any redress with regard to his 
individual integrity. The letter addressed to 
you was just a form, your addrcss was taken 
advantage of to make a form and to ICrve as 
a modus operandi so far as Mr. Bajaj was 
concerned so as to circulate this letter to the 
public. 

Now what is the purpose of this letter? Wu it to 
clear himsel: of the charge? It was Dot to be, 
because immediately tbe charge was made 
here on the floor of the House on 29th 
November itself, he has issued a prell 
statement where he has made his position 
clear. According to his own statement this 
press statement of his bad appeared in lOme 
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of the prominent natiooal dailies on 30 
November, 1967. So, he hu done that job to 
clear himself of the charge, and in the 
prominent national dailies his statement of 
rebuttal bas  appeared. So, many M.Ps. bave 
read it and tbe public at large bas read it, 
and yet this method is now being resorted to. 
The simple purpose of this new method is to 
degrade me, to malign me, and to wreak 
vengeannce on me for my particular conduct 
on tbe floor of tbe House. That is tbe main 
purpose of this latest letter to you. And the 
purpose of that letter also is to terrorise me 
to take a course of his choice so far as my 
conduct on the floor of the House is 
concerned, and not a course of my cboice. 
The purpose also is to prevent me in future 
from cxposing any links of any person in this 
country with any foreign intelligence agcncy, 
and particularly of Mr. Bajaj. Thc attcmpt is 
to prcvcnt mc in future. 

Now, I would likc to statc that this involves 
slighting of tbc Speaker and Lok Sabha 
Secrctariat also, because I find from thc 
circular that hc has sent to thc public that on 
6 December hc has writtcn a lcttcr to thc 
Lok Sabha Secretariat and the Speaker and 
requested you to read it beforc the House, 
and the Lok Sabha Secretariat on your behalf 
has rightly rejected the requcst." 

2. Thc Minister of Parliamcntary Affairs (Dr. Ram 
Subhag Singh) said that hc opposed leavc being 
grantcd to Shri R. Umanath to raise the question of 
privilege. The Speaker, tbereupon asked those 
members who were in favour of leave being granted 
to rise in their places. As more than twenty-five 
members rose, accordingly, the Speake1' declared that 
leave was granted and asked Shri R. Umanath to 
movc his motion. 

Shri R. Umanath thereupon moved that the matter 
be refcrred to thc Committee of Privilcges. 

3. Opposing the motion, Shri N. Dandckar a 
member, stated that Shri Ramkrisbna Bajaj had not 
made any aOcgations or insinuations against Shri R. 
Umanath. He (Sbri Ramkrisbna Bajaj) bad stated as 
a question of fact that what Sbri Umanath bad stated 
about him was false and that ShriUmanatb was 
consequently a liar in duat respect. According to Sbri 
Dandekar, it was an assertion of fact and there was 
no imputation of any kind. Shri Dandckar maintained 
that Shri Ramkrishna Bajaj had done thc right thing 
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in circulating copies of his correspondence with tbe 
Speaker to the members of the House as the Speaker 
bad informed him earlier that be could not read out 
his letter to the House. He suggested that tbere 
should be some procedure to enable outside people, 
against whom allegations are made on the floor of 
the House, to vindicate and defend themselves. 

4. Opposing the motion, Shri S. R. Rane, a 
member, said that under Rule 353 of the Rules. of 
Procedure of Lok Sabba, it was specificaOy laid down 
that a member sbould not make any defamatory 
statement against any person. He contended that 
Shri Umaaath wbo had made a defamatory statemcnt 
in the House against Shri Ramkrisbna Bajaj in 
violation of Rule 353 had no right to claim privilege 
under the rules of the House. 

5. Shri Bal Raj Madhok, another member, opposed 
the motion and said that a member should not make 
insinuations or charges against anybody while 
speaking in the House, which cannot be proved in a 
court of law. He added ~  there should be some 
procedure by which citizens could defend themselves 
in such cases. 

6. Supporting tbe motion for referring the matter 
to the Committee of Privileges, Shri Era Sezhiyan 
said that 'liar' was a very grave and unparliamentary 
word and, therefore, defamation bad been caused in 
that case. 

7. Shri H. N. Mukherjee supported the motion and 
said thfat the issue involved thc question of a member 
of Parliament trying to do his duty according to his 
rights and in the performance of his duty bringing out 
certain facts which might be regarded as aOegations. 
He contended that the action of Shri Ramkrishna 
Bajaj in circulating bis letter to members and others 
amounted to "broadcasting a slander on a member of 
Parliament in so far as his conduct inside the House 
wu CODCCrncd". 

8. Opposing the motion, Shri Shantilal Shah, a 
member, said that the House should not be misused 
for making defamatory statements and thcn raising an 
issue of breach of privilege. He added that the 
honourable course open to Shri Umanath w,p to take 
action against Shri Bajaj outside' tbe House for 
defamation for calling him a liar whicb had been said 
outside the House or. to· make bis statement against 
Sbri Bajaj oullide sa that Sbri Bajaj could do it. 
9. Sbri Madhu Limaye said that Sbri Ramkrisbna 
Bajaj bad fuU right to clarify his position and 
contradict the charges  levelled against him, in 
cxen:ise of IUs fundamental rights, but he had DO 
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right to impute mala fides to Shri Umanath. 
Shri Limaye supported the motion for referring the 
matter to Committee of Privileges. 

10. Shri K. Hanumanthbaiya said that it was so 
minor and unimportant a matter that it was DOt worth 
intervention by the House. He appealed to 
Shri Umaoath to withdraw his motion and leave the 
matter at that. 

11. Shri Nath Pai said that this case bad arisen out 
of a conflict between the rights and privileges of a 
member of Parliament and the rights of a citizen. In 
order to reconcile the two, it was necessary that the 
matter be referred to the Committee of Privileges for 
consideration. 

12. After some more discussion, the motion fOJ" 
referring the matter to the Committee of Privileges 
was put to the vote of the House and was negatived. 

P.oint .of privilege 

442 

LOK SABHA 

(1968) 

Alleged reflections on the conduct 0/ members 

Facts of the case and reference to the Committee of 
Privileges 

On the 7th May, 1968, Shri D. N. Patodia, a 
member, raised a question of privilege against the 
Editor, the Printer and Publisher of the Maharashtra 
Times, a Marathi daily of Bombay, and one 
Shri B.  B. Paranjpe regarding a news report 
published in the Mah,1rashtra Times, dated 3 May, 
1968, which read inter alia as follows: 

"Shri Paranjpe visited this area on Monday and 
collected information about the activities of Father 
Ferrer. He said that he has detailed information 
about how much money Father Ferrer has paid 
to some of the M.Ps. to help him to get the 
extension order. He also said that he is going to 
inform the President of India about this and 
demand that the President should look into the 
activities of these members of Parliament." 

2. Shri D. N. Patodia added that the allegation tbat 
some members of Parliament too casb from Fether 
Ferrer to belp bim to go the extension order was not 
only libellous but also a breach of privilege and 
contempt of the House. 

3. The matter was then referred to the Committee 
of Privileges. 
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FIadinp ad l'eClOIDIIIeadatiODl f1l the Committee 

4. The Committee of Privileges, after examining 
Shri B.  B. Paranjpc, the aDeged author of tbe 
impugned remarks, in their Sixth Report, presented 
to the House on the 18th November, 1968, reported 
inter tUia as foDows: 

(i) "Shri O. S. Talwalkar, the Editor and 
Shri P. L. Sab, the Printer and Publisher of 
the MWJ'tISlatra Times, Bombay, in their 
joint written statement dated the 18th May, 
1968 submitted to the Committee, stated as 
follows:-

'May we Sir put a few facts about the said news-
item before you? The papcr has nothing to do 
with Shri Paranjpc. He is the President of an 
institution named Sheel Samvardhan Sanstha 
(Character building institution) and is the editor 
of a pcriodical named Sadachar Bharati ..... 

We feel that the news-item should not have been 
published. It was published inadvertently but 
bona fide. 

We would like to assure the Committee of 
Privileges that we have no intention of casting 
any aspersions on the integrity of the 
honourable members. 

We, therefore, hereby, tender our apology and 
assure that we would make whatever other 
reasonable amends, if any considered necessary 
by the Committee ... .' 

(ii) "Sbri B.  B. Paranjpc, in his evidence before tbe 
Committee, stated that what be had heard at 
Manmad was only a loose and vague talk and 
that he had DO direct or specific evidence of any 
money having been paid to any member of 
Parliament and nor was it possible for him to 
give any names. He said that be 'had a casual 
talk' with the correspondent of Maharashtra 
Times and he 'never thought that it will be 
published'. Shri Paranjpc admitted that be bad 
'committed a mistake' and expresed his sincere 
regret. He then submitted to the Committee the 
following written statement (both in Englisb and 
Marathi) on the 29th August, ~  

"Towards the end of April, 1968, I had gone to 
Manmad to enquire into the activities of Father 
Ferrer with a view to submit a memorandum to 
the President of India and his activities, People 
there vaguely talked about Father Ferrer having 
paid lots of money to may pcnons, including 
some members of Parliament, for getting his 
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deportation order cancelled by Government. I 
mentioned this casually to the Correspondent 
of the Maluuashtra Times. This was not meant 
for publication. I have no direct evidence of 
any payment having been made by any 
member of Parliament. I had no intention of 
casting any reflection on members of 
Parliament or to lower the diptity of 
Parliament. I offer my sincere regret for this 
matter having been published in the 
Maharashtra Times, Bombay.' 

Shri Paranjpe also undertook to get the Marathi 
version of his above statement publishedl in 
the Maharashtra Times Bombay, as soon as it 
restarted publication after the recent strike by 
Pressmen. " 

(iii) "The Committee feel that in view of the 
unqualified apolQgy tendered by the Editor and 
tbe Printer and Publisher of the Maharashtra 
Times, Bombay, and the Sincere regret 
expressed by Shri B. B. Paranjpe, this matter 
need not be pursued any further." 

(iv) "The Committee recommend that no further 
action be taken by the House in the matter." 

Action taken by the House 

6. No further action was taken by the House in 
the matter. 

Point of prIv1lep 

443 

LOK SABHA 

(1969) 

Derogatory comments by a newspaper on a 
member for his speech in the House 

Facts of the case and action taken by the House 

On the 18th March, 1969 Shri P. 
Venkatasubbaiah, a member, sought to raise a 
question of privilege against the Organiser, a 
weekly news magazine of New Delhi, for using 
derogatory language in respect of him in the 
following comments published in its issue dated the 
15th March, 1969: 

"Speaking on the no-confidence motion in the 

Lok Sabha on February 18. Shri P. 
Venkatasubbaiah. a Congress Parliamentary 
Party Secretary said: 

In West Bengal, I could understand the election 
results going in favour of the United Front. It 
is an impact of the Peking-Pindi axis on that 
West Bengal people.' 

Venkatasubbaiah did not give his reasons for this 
astounding; assertions; may be because he was 
shouted down by the Communists or better still 
because nothing shames a Congressman more 
than to confess that he is born of a Hindu 
mother." 

2. The Speaker (Dr. N. Sanjiva Reddy) observer, 
and the House agreed that he would in the first 
instance, ask the Editor of the newspaper to state 
what he had to say in the matter. 

3. On the 22nd March, 1969, the Speaker 
informed the House as follows: 

"I have now received a letter dated the 21st 
March, 1969 from the Editor of the Organiser in 
which he has stated inter alia as follows: 

'I must say I am very sorry that half-sentence 
crept into the piece. 

• • • • 
We are sorry for that comment-more so 

because we know Shri Venkatasubbaiah to be 
distinguished leader, an accomplished 
Parliamentarian and, above all a Hindu proud 
of his Hinduism.' 

In view of this, I think the matter may be 
dropped. I take it that the House agrees." 

4. No further action was taken in the matter. 
444 

LOK SABHA 
(1969) 

Point or prlvlleae 
Alleged reflection on members by a newspaper for 

their speeches in the House. 
Facts of the case and action taken by the House 
On the 3rd March, 1969, Shri Ananda Nambiar, a 

member, sought to raised a question of privilege 
against the Maharashtfa Times' a Marathi daily of 
Bombay, in respect of an article published under the 
caption Bhuta Bathe Bhagwat in its issue dated the 

IThis was publisbed in the Mlllulrultlrtl Timu, Bombay, dated the 7th Ncmmbcr, 1968. 
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20th February, 1969 for allegedly casting reflections 
on certain members for their speeches in the House. 

2. The Deputy Speaker (Sbri R.K. Khadilkar), 
who was in the Chair, observed and the House 
agreed, that he would in the first instance, uk the 
editor of the newspaper to state what he had to say 
in the matter. 

3. On the 25th March, 1969 the Speaker (Dr. N. 
Sanjiva Reddy) informed the House as follows: 

"I have now received a letter dated the 22nd 
March, 1969, from the editor of the 
Maharashtra Tima in which he has stated 
inter alia as follows: 

'After going through the proceedings of the 
Lok Sabha, I am happy to note that 
Mr. Ramamurti had not blamed the whole of 
the Marathi people for the riots in Bombay. I 
therefore stand corrected. 

Editorial was based on the press reports and the 
full text of the proceedings of the House could 
not be had. I hope, therefore, that you will 
agree that I had no intention to misrepresent 
any hon. member or to attribute any flase 
motives to him. 

I thank you and the members of Lok Sabha for 
giving me an opportunity to explain my 
position.' 

In view of this. I think the matter may be 
dropped, and . the editor uked to publish the 
factual position in the next issue of his paper." 

The House agreed. 

4. The Maharashtra Timu accordingly ~  

the necessary clarificationl in its issue dated the 31st 
March. 1969. 

Point of priYllep 

44S 

LOK SABRA 

(1969) 

Alleged reflections on a monbu for his speech in 
the House. 

Facts of the cae and action taken by the House 

On he 21st March, 1969, Sbri Samar Guha, a 
member sought to raised a question of privilege 
against the Basumtlti, a Bengali daily of Calcutta, 

for its alleged abusive editorial published in its issue 
dated the 18th March, 1969. The editoral .related to 
his speech in the House on the 3rd March, 1969 on 
the motion for recall of the Governor of West 
Bengal, Shri Dharma Vira. In the editorial it had 
been stated inter alia that: 

"PSP leader from West Bengal, Shri Samar Guha, 
pleaded for the Governor, Shri Dharma Vira, in 
Lok Sabha in Delhi. The role that he played in 
giving cover to Sbri Dharma Vira could not 
have been excelled perhaps by the Congress 
members even ... 

Samar Guha is fortunate that there was no 
election for the Lok Sabha during the mid-term 
poll; otherwise his condition would have been 
the same as is that of Sbri Nishid 
Kundo-there was no doubt about this. 
Nevertheless his role in Lok Sabha in support 
of Dharma Vira will not be forgotten by the 
people of West Bengal during the time of 
coming general election". 

2. The Speaker (Dr. N. Sanjiva Reddy) observed 
and the House argeed, that he would, in the first 
instance, ask the editor of the newspaper to state 
what he had to say in the matter. 

3. On the 9th April, 1969, the Speaker informed 
the House as follows: 

"I have now received a letter dated the 31st 
March, 1969 from the Editor of the Basumati in 
which he has stated intO' a/iQ as follows:-

'From ~ report of the proceedings of Lok Sabha 
on the 3rd of March last as reported in several 
papers, including AmnIa Bazar Patrilca on the 
4th March, 1969, an impression was created 
that Shri Samar Guha, M.P., opposed the 
admission of the short notice question put by 
Sbri Jyotirmoy Basu  regarding the recall of the 
West Bengal Governor, Shri Dharma Vira .... 

On the basis of that report the editorial in 
question was published in Daily BasumtUi on 
the 18th March, 1969 .... Having regard to the 
statement of Shri Samar Guha I find that the 
said reports on the basis of which the said 
editorial was written were not correct and I 
regret that the said editorial was written on an 
erroneous, though bonafide impression of the 
stand taken by Shri Samar Guha, M.P. In any 

1A copy of tile c:Iari1ic:atioa pubJisbed in the Mtlluutuhlrtl n-WII ~ in die .Parliament Libmy and I para (No. 1(98) to thiI effect 
wu pablilbed in tile Lot Sabba Bulletin Part D, lit. 3-4-1969, for die mformatiOD of memben. 

683 



Privileges Digest 

event no personal reflection was meant against 
Shri Samar Guha.' 

In view of this, I think the matter may be dropped 
and the Editor asked to publish the factual 
position in the next issue of his paper. 

take it that the House agrees." 
The House agreed. 
4. The editor of Basumati accordingly published 

the necessary clarification 1 in its issue dated the 13th 
April, 1969. 

Point of privilege 

446 

LOK SABHA 
(1969) 

Reference to Central Hall, Parliament Howe, as 
'1unny hall". 

FactI of the case and ruHnI by the Speaker 
On the 11th August 1969, Shri K. Lakkappa, a 

member. sought to raise a question of privilege 
against Shri S. Nijalillgappa, President of the Indian 
National Congress, for his following reported 
remarks 1 at a meeting of Congress Parliamentary 
Party which were published in newspaper as: 

"Earlier Mr. Nijalingappa in the course of his 
speech appealing to partymen to ensure the success 
of Mr. Sanjiva Reddy, described the Central 
Hall of Parliament, where the meeting was 
held, as a 'funny hall'. It was a place where 
stories were created and circulated. They should 
not be believed .... " 

2. The Speaker (Shri G. S. Dhillon), disallowing 
the question of privilege, observed: 

...... my commonsense view is that the Central Hall 
happens to be a hall where the Constitution was 
framed. But this Hall did not know that the 
members will be using it as a coffee-room or as 
a lounge or even as a party room. If there is a 
party meeting. it is converted into a party room. 
If there is a meeting for coffee, tea or wsi it is 
converted into a lounge. The hon. member had 
never raised any question about the sanctity of 
the Hall being preserved. Why, does he, 
therefore, raise this point now?" 

3. The matter was thereafter closed. 

Point of priYilege 

447 
LOK SABHA 

(1970) 

Alleged reDections on the conduct of a member of 
Lok Sabha by a member of Rajya Sabha 

Facts of the cue and action taken by the House 
On the 30th March, 1970, Sbri Niren Ghosh, a 

member of Rajya Sabha, made the following 
remarks during the course of a debate in 
Rajya Sabha:-

"There are rumours that Mr. B.M. Birla and some 
Swantantra M.P. is trying to purchase M.Ps. 
and I would like the Home Ministry to make an 
enquiry into it ... 1 will name him. He is 
Mr. Patodia (a member of Lok Sabha) .... They 
are making a list of M.Ps. and they are trying to 
purchase them. I hope the Vigilance 
Department will enquire into it. That is my 
point." 

2. On the 1st April, 1970, Sbri D.N. Patodia made 
a personal explanation in the Lok Sabha repudiating 
the above allegations made against him by Shri Niren 
Ghosh in Rajya Sabha. Shri D.N. Patodia stated 
inter-alia as follows:-
"I emphatically repudiate these allegations which are 

false, derogatory and irresponsible. I now leave 
it -to Shri Ghosh that if he is honourable 
enough, he would correct himself and apologise 
for the wrong done to me." 

3. After some discussion the Speaker (Dr. G.S. 
Dhillon) observed that he would take up the 
matter with the Chairman of Rajya Sabha. 
Accordingly, in a letter addressed to the 
Chairman, Rajya Sabha, inviting his attention to 
the matter, the Speaker observed inter-alia as 
follows:-

"You will agree that it is not desirable for members 
of one House to make allegations or cast 
reflections on the floor of the House on the 
members of the other House." 

4. In his reply addressed to the Speaker, the 
Chairman (Shri G.S. Pathak), Rajya Sabha, 
observed inter-alia as follows:-

" I am in entire agreement with you that members 

lA copy of the clerification published in the Buumati wu placed in the Parliament Libory and a para (No. ll17) to this effect was 
publisbed in the 1.o\[ Sabba Bulletin Part n. dt. 17-4-1969. for the information of members. 

684 



Privileges Digest 

of one House should not make allegations or 
cast reflections on the floor of the House on the 
members of the other House. In the Rajya 
Sabha, such conduct on the part of any member 
has invariably been deprecated, and, in fact, in 
the instance to which you .refer the Deputy 
Chairman expressed his disapproval of what 
Shri Niren Ghosh had said. I also had occasion 
to mention the matter in the House today 
(4.4.1971)." 

S. The matter was, thereafter, treated as closed. 

448 
LOK SABHA 

(1970) 

Point or privUege 

Alleged reDections on members by a newspaper 
Facts of the case and action taken by the House 

On the 24th April, 1970, Shri Bhogendra Jha, a 
member, raised a question of privilege against 
the Aryavarta, a Hindi daily of Patna, in 
respect of the following passage contained in an 
editorial article published under the caption 
Sanskrit Granthon Ki Bikri, in its issue, dated 
the 19th April, 1970 allegedly casting reflections 
on certain members of the House:-

"The communist members of Parliament took 
exception to the disclosure made by a Jan 
Sangh member, Shri Ram Gopal Shalwale, in 
the Lok Sabha, that Sheikh Abdullah, while he 
was Prime Minister of Jammu and Kashmir, had 
sold many Sanskrit works to foreigners. We are 
not surprised at this because communists, 
though born in India. Consider some other 
country as their fatherland and they love the 
culture of that country only. They do not, 
therefore, want such precious things to be 
preserved in India which can secure India's 
ancient thought, traditions, culture, civilisation 
etc. Therefore, if Sheikh Abdullah was criticised 
for selling the priceless Sanskrit works, it was 
natural for the communists to take exception to 
it ...... 

2. The Deputy Speaker (Shri G.G. Swell) who was 
in the Chair, informed the House that the 
Editor of the newspaper had been asked to 
state what he had to say in the matter and that 
the reply of the Editor was awaited. 

3. On the 14th May, 1970, the Speaker 
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(Dr. G.S. Dhillon) informed the House that the 
Editor of the Arysvarta, in his reply had stated 
inter-alia as follows:-

"In the article on the basis of which 
Shri Bhogepdra Jha has made the allegation 
against us of breach of privilege, we have not 
expressed any criticism against any particular 
member of Parliament but we have expressed 
our concern that the valuable treasures of India 
are being destroyed .... 

It is clear from the article that no insinuation has 
been made against Parliament or the members 
and we cannot ever dare do so. We have every 
respect for Lok Sabha and Vidhan Sabhas as 
they are the symbols of democracy and it is only 
safeguarding their dignity that the dignity of the 
country can upheld." 

4. The Speaker suggested that in view of the 
explanation received from the Editor of the 
"Aryavarta", if the House agreed, the matter might 
be closed. The House agreed and no further action 
was taken in the matter. 

Point or privUeae 

449 

LOK SABHA 
(1970) 

Allegation by a member in Rajya Sabha of bribery 
of members for voting against a Bill in Lok Sabha 

For details of the case pI. see summary No. 78 at 
p. 147 ante. 

Point of privUeae 

450 

LOK SABHA 
(1971) 

Alleged defamatory remarks about a member in an 
article published in a newspaper 

Facts or the case and action taken by the House 
On the 10th August, 1971, Shri B.P. Maurya, a 

member raised a question of privilege in respect 
of an article published in the Nav Bharat Times, 
New Delhi, a Hindi daily, in its issue dated the 
6th August, 1971, allegedly casting reflections on 
him. The impugned article related to Shri 
Maurya's remarks in the House on the 4th August, 
1971 during the supplementaries on a 
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Starred Question regarding the Fourth 
Centenary of Ramcharit Manas. The said article 
contained inter-alia the following remarks:-

"There are some persons who call themselves as 
Mauryas, some are historians who know the 
meaning of Maurya. We are not aware of who 
they are. It would have sufficed to be an M.P. 
Had Goswami Tulsidas not been there, 
Shri B.P.Maurya would have been found sewing 
the Pyjamas of a Maulvi free of charge, before 
embracing Budhism. An interesting feature of 
democracy is that even a man under 41j2 ft. in 
height tries to vie with persons in highest 
positions. Every son born in Maurya family 
does not achieve the height of Chandra Gupta 
Maurya. Chandra Gupta Maurya also respected 
the Acharyas." 

2. The Speaker (Dr. G.S. Dhillon) observed as 
follows:-

"We will send it to the newspaper concerned. 
After that, if they express regret, I will pass it 
on to Shri Maurya. Otherwise, we will take it 
up again." 

3. On the 22nd November, 1971, the Speaker 
informed the House that the Editor of the Nav 
Bharat Times had sent him a letter dated the 
11th August, 1971, in which he had stated inter-alia 
as follows:-

"We had no intention of hurting the feelings of the 
member of the Honourable House. As Mr. B.P. 
Maurya has taken objection to the publication 
of this item, as Editor of the paper, I hereby 
tender my apologies to the member and to the 
Honourable House." 

The Speaker added that a copy of the Editor's 
letter had been passed on to Shri B.P. Maurya and as 
desired by the latter, the Editor had published his 
own and the writer Viveki's apology in his newspaper 
dated the 24th September, 1971. 

4. Thereafter, the matter was closed. 

Point of PrlvUeae 

451 

LOK SABHA 

(1972) 

Alleged criticism of members' conduct in the 
House by the Prime Minister in her Chamber 

686 

Facts of the case and ruliBl by the Speaker 
On the 18th August, 1972. Shri Jyotirmoy Bosu a 

member, sought to raise a question of privileF. 
against the Prime Minister for allegedly 
criticising his conduct in the House when he 
went to her chamber on the 16th August, 1972, 
in a deputation to discuss the matter regarding 
"Bombay Strike". Shri Bosu alleged that the 
Prime Minister had criticised him and other 
members of the deputation for pressing the 
acceptance of their adjournment motion on 
"Bombay Strike" in the House on the 
16th August, 1972. He contended that what the 
members did in the House could not be subject 
matter of discussion outside the House. 

2. The Speaker (Dr. G.S. Dhillon) while 
disallowing the question of privilege observed as 
follows:-

"As Leader of the House, she (Prime Minlster) can 
meet you in her room and discuss so many 
things. It will be setting an unhealthy precedent 
if the Prime Minister were always to be in the 
fear that whatever she is saying in her room 
may not come out as a privilege or some other 
motion later. I do not think: it is very correct." 

Point of privUep 
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LOK SABHA 

(1972) 

AHeged reDections on members by a newspaper 
Facts of the case and raBBI by the Spaker 
On the 4th September, 1972, Shri Jyotirmoy Bosu 

raised a point regarcting the following remarks 
contained in an Editorial article appearing in 
the Indian Express, dated the 4th September, 
1972 about the proceedings of the House:-

"The ham-handed tactics resorted to by some of 
the clowns who masquerade as the 
Government's spokesmen in the Lok Sabha 
strains one's credibility in the capacity of small 
men to exercise their small minds." 

2. The Minister of Parliamentary Affairs (Shri Raj 
Bahadur) stated as follows:-

"There must be a balanced view taken and an 
objective view taken and not a partisan view. 
We have got greater respect for the editorial 
and for the Editor who put out that editorial. 
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But we cannot say that editorial is not partisan 
or that it is balanced." 

3. After some discussioD, the Speaker (Dr. G.S. 
DhilloD) observed inter-Illia as follows:-

"We should Dot give any chance for such 
comments in future. But the language in which 
this is meDtioDed has Dot been very pleasing to 
me. 
• • • • 

They do not spare any ODe of us. We have all 
respect for them. Sometimes the comments are 
a little harsher; some times they are balanced; 
sometimes they are pleasant. My view is this, so 
far as observations on these procedures arc 
coDccrned. It is a differeDt matter what they 
write about debate. There may be 'some 
procedural ~  or some other difficulty may 
arise in the House, and OD that also we see this. 
The rules do not provide for anything and 
everything. They should not give such loud 
stretch of imagination and use some harsh 
words about one side. That is all that I would 
say." 

The matter was, thereafter, closed. 

Point of prld. 
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LOK SABHA 

(1973) 

Reflections on the House by a newspaper 

Facts of the case and action taken by the House 

On the 18th August, 1972, Shri  Jyotirmoy Bosu a 
member, sought to raise a question of privilege 
against the Jugantar, a Bengali language daily of 
Calcutta, for allegedly cuting reflections on the 
House in an article published in its issue dated the 
27th April, 1973. While raising the matter, Sbri Bosu 
stated inter-alia II follows:-

"In Jugantar, ODe of tbe leadiDg BeDgali-laDguage 
dailies of West Bengal, of which Sbri Tusbar 
Kanti Ghosb is tbe Managing Editor and also 
an owner, in a feature article, tbey bave written 
the following:-

6. DeJlite Parliamente Russfar Probab Kinicht Hrush 
Peycche' 

whicb means in Englisb, 

'In our ParliameDt at Delhi' Russian influence bas 
decreased to a very little extent'. 

This means that our aUlUSt Houses were and arc 
UDder great pressure and intlUCDce of tbe 
Government of Soviet Russia. ParliameDt is 
sovereign and independeDt and to describe it as 
acting under pressure aDd influeDce of a foreign" 
GovernmeDt is defamatory, deroptory and 
danaerous. Nothing more contemptuous could 
be said." 

Sbri Bosu desired tbe matter to be referred to 
Committee of Privileges. 

2. The Speaker (Dr. G.S. Dbillon) observed that 
before giving bis consent, be would ask the Editor of 
the newspaper to state wbat be bad to say in the 
matter. 

3. On tbe 15th May, 1973, the Speaker informed 
the House:-

"I have received a letter from tbe Editor of the 
Jugantar dated the 12th May, 1973, wbich 
reads, inter-alia, as follows: 

'Since tbe receipt of your letter I bave goDe 
through the said article very closely. I have also 
talked to tbe author of tbe article. The 
sentence, as quoted by Sbri Bosu, was written 
in course of a piece on the relation between the 
Congress and the CPl. It was written in a 
political context and the idea that was inteDded 
to be conveyed through it was that the influence 
of those members who generally support closer 
ties between' Soviet R.ussia and India bas 
recentl) been less felt in Parliament than 
before. But I agree with Shri Bosu tbat the 
language in which this sentence has beeD 
written is unfortunate. I can assure that it has 
been far from the writer's and our inteDtiOD to 
suggest that the honourable members of our 
Parliament have been working under foreign 
influence. We regret baving in any way hurt tbe 
feeling of' Shri Bosu and otber MPs., and for 
giving the impression of puttin, lite House into 
contempt. 

ID view of tbe above explaDatioD and reget offered 
by the Editor of the JUjantar, if the House 
agrees, the matter may be treated as ~  

4. The House agreed and tbe matter was closed. 
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LOK SABHA 

(1973) 

Alleged reDections on a member for his speeclJ in 
the House 

F.ctI 01 the cue and aetloD takea by the HOllIe 

On the Sth September, 1973, Sbri Madhu Limaye, 
a member, sougbt to raise a question of privilege 
against the J.K. Organisation, Kanpur, for issuing a 
press statement I!S reported in tbe Hindustan Times, 
dated the 1st September, 1973, which inter-alia read 
as follows:-

"J.K. ORGANISATION 

'wrongly named'. 

New Delhi, Aug. 31. The Secretary, J.K. 
Organisation, Kanpur bas issued tbe following prell 
statement: 

'It bas been reported in the press that 
Mr. Madhu Limaye, M.P., while speaking 
in Parliament about the alleged frauds in the 
Bank of Baroda, stated that a number of 
cbeques issued by J.K. Organisation, an 
industrial group, 'bounced'. the Organisation 
has no account with the Bank of Baroda, 
either at Bombay or Kanpur. The said 
allegation appears to bave been made wrongly 
and the Organisation bas incorrectly been 
named by the bon. member in this context'." 

Shri Limaye stated tbat tbe above press statement 
referred to tbe exchanges in Lolc Sabba during the 
disc;ussioJil on the Calling Attention matter regarding 
fraud in 'the Bank of Baroda, Bombay, on tbe 
24th August 1973. He added that be had never 
mentioned the "J.K. Organisation" at all in Lok 
Sabha but only mentioned companies belonginl to 
the 'J.K. Group'. He alleged tbat by publishing the 
above press statement, the "J.K. Organisation" bad 
not only made a misleading statement but also cut 
reflections on him. 

2. The Speaker (Dr. G.S. Dhillon) observed illter-
alia as follows:-

..... we will enquire as to wbich J.K. Organisation 
approacbed Hindustan Times. We wiD 
enquire all about it from HindusllUl Tima 
as to wbo are tbe people who gave tItis 
news, how they gave in and all that." 

3. The Editor Hindustan Times who was asked to 

intimate tbe name and address of the person who had 
issued the press statement, intimated that it was 
based on a statement issued by the Secretary, J.K. 
Organisation, Kanpur and received by him through 
an advertising agency. 

4. On the 19th November, 1973 the Speaker 
informed the House that the Secretary, 1.K. 
Organisation, Kanpur, who was asked under his 
direction to state what he might have to say in the 
matter in his reply dated tbe 17th October, 1973, bad 
stated inter alia that he bad issued the impugned 
Press statement on the basis of a news-item published 
in the Natio1UJl Herald dated the 25th August, 1973. 
The Speaker  added that the Secretary, J .K. 
Organisation, bad further stated:-
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..... .It now appears that the press note published 
in the National Herald was incorrect and 
misleading... Like every one else, I 
assumed the news item in the Natio1UJl 
Herald to be correct version of wbat Sbri 
Limaye bad said in the House and 
proceeded on that basis.. ... The press 
statement was issued by me  in tbe bonest 
and bonafide belief that the news item 
published in the Natio1UJl Herald was 
correct. 

•  • • • 
In the end I would, on behalf of the J.K. 
Organisation, again like to express regret in 
case any inconvenience or misunderstanding 
has been caused to 8bri Limaye as regards this 
matter. I would like to assure him that the 
press statement was issued in good faith for 
the protection of the reputation of the J .K. 
Organisation without any intention of affecting 
in any way the image and reputation of 
. Sbri Limaye and without the least idea that it 
wiD in any way involve any question of 
privilege. " 

The Speaker observed that in view" of the 
explanation and regret expressed by the Secretary, 
J .K. Organisation, the matter might be treated as 
closed. 

S. Sbri Madhu Limaye thereupon drew the 
attention of the House to the following two 
paragraphs in the impugned press statement which 
according to him, were irrelevant and uncalled:for on 
the part of J.K. Organisation:-

"At times, the baaks unilaterily mat'" debits to 
the account of the constituents which iDfbnDation 
is passed on to them very late. ~  drawn 



on banks ~ based on the account appearing in 
the books of the coDStituents from day to day. 
Due to this reason, if any cheque remains 
unpaid, the same is paid subsequently by 
replenishing bank's account immediately on 
receipt of the information from the bank. 

In cash credit account the Banks advances only 
to the extent of 7Q to 7S per cent of the value of 
the JOOds. "Thus the Banks always bold 30 to 2S 
per cent by way of margin. Where is then the 
criminal offence or necessity for further 
protection?" 

Sbri Limaye desired that the I.K. Organisation 
might be asked to clarify as to why they had included 
the above paragraphs in their statement wben, 
according to them no cheques issued by that 
Organisation were bounced by the Bank. 

6. The Speaker then observed inter • as 
follows:-

"I have laid it before the House. I think we 
should accept it. But, at the same time, I will 
convey that this part which is brought to our 
notice by Sbri Madbu Limaye, is a1so there 
which is highly regrettable, I think we should 
drop this." 

7. Accordingly. the observatioDS of the Speaker 
were conveyed by a letter to the I.K. Organisation 
and the matter was closed. 

455 
LOK SABHA 
(1974) 

Point of PrlvDeae 
Ctuting IISpenioru on msrabers in II news repon 
published by II newsptlper. 

Fadii of the case and I'IIIIDa by the Speaker 

On the 23rd April, 1974, Sbri K.P. Unnikrishnan, 
a member sought to raise a question of privilege 
against the OrgllrWer, a weekly published from New 
Delhi for aUegdly casting" aspersions on members in a 
news report entitled "Lot Sabha Intruder belongs to 
Youth Congress" published in its issue dated tbe 20th 
April, 1974. The impugned report related to the 
incident of shouting of slogans by a visitor from the 
Visitors' GaDery on the 11th April, 1974. While 
raising the matter, Sbri Unnikrishnan stated, Inter 
1IIitI, as follows:-

"The Orgtlniser, a weekly published from . : .. 
New Delhi, in its issue dated.... 20th April, 
1974 .... ~ published a report item from 'a 
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Special Correspondent' entitled 'l..ok Sabha 
Intruder belongs to Youth Co ...... ' ad sub-
titled 'Char Macbaye Shor'. 1bere is a 
pauagc in that report, which reads IS 
follows:-

'At another corner of Parliament HOUle, this 
variety of ~  known to be 
Shrimati Gandhi's coacieace-keopen ad ber 
advilen aad pro-CPI members such u 
Sbri K.P. UDDikriIIman, Sbri SatpailCapoor 
and company went into a huddle and soon IS 
plausible story wu manufactured and fed to 
the Watch and Ward Department, who are 
the aecuritymen inside Parliament HOUle, 
and one of thole members bad arappled with 
Ratu Chandra Gupta, 10 that within an hour 
the Watch and Ward men were teUina all the 
MPs the story of their exploit with much 
more embellishment than they bad done 
earlier. 

• •  • • 
However after the ~  MPI bad 
given the storyline to the Watch and Ward, 
they bepn aayina that Ratu Cbudra Gupta 
had a1so uked from one of the bystanders in 
the queue (waiting to go into the visiton' 
gallery) 'Is Shrimati Gandhi inside the 
HoUle'. That this query comiDl from Ratan 
Chandra Gupta wu concocted in order to 
give a twist to the wbole incident, wu 
beyond doubt. 

Now, bere is a wilful attempt with a clear intent 
to defame the members in the HoUle and it 
clearly involves two or three significant 
points. One, that" myself along with two other 
members of the HoUle. Mr. Sbuhi BhUiban 
and Mr. Satpal Kapoor, were apreadiDa 
falsehood within the prcciDcts of the House 
and secondly, tbat we concocted ad 
manufactured a story about an event with 
which the HoUle wu seized and about which 
the House baving satisfied itself and taken all 
facts into consideration and had taken action; 
that we manufactured a story and intIuencccl 
the Watch and Ward staff, who, Sir, are 
under your charge and who are also servants 
of this House and that the Watch and Ward 
staff knowingly colluded with the members of 
the HoUle in spreading a concoc:tcd version. 
Sir, this pasaagc is defamatory and it involves 
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a breach of privilege and grave contempt of 
the House, its members and the Watch and 
Ward staff of the Parliament House. There is 
also an attempt to influence or intunidate the 
servants of the House and if the obstruction 
in discharge of their normal duties involves a 
clear breach of privilege and contempt of the 
House then this is a grave charge. So, Sir, I 
move a Motion of Privilege against (1) The 
Organitp's Editor-in-Chief Mr. K.R. 
Mallwii (2) Editor Mr. V.P. Bhatia, 
(3) Printer ahd Publisher Mr. Brij Bhusan 
and (4) Special correspondent name 
unknown, and ask for leave of the House for 
my motion." 

2. During a brief discussion, the Speaker (Dr. G.S. 
Dhillon) observed inter alia, as follows:-

"We will follow the prac6 which we have been 
following, namely, that we will send this press 
cutting and a copy of the motion to the paper 
concerned for its comments.... So that if they 
have any comments to offer, they can do so 
later." 

3. On the 10th May, 1974, the Speaker informed 
the House inter alia, as follows:-

"I have now received a reply dated the 30th 
April, 1974, from the Editor-in-Chief, of the 
Organiser in which he has, inter alia stated as 
follows:-
'We have not commented on the proceedings of 
the House or on anybody's conduct in the 
performance of his duties as a Member of 
Parliament. 

• • • • 
Our report was only reflecting this lively variety 
of opinion among MPs. There was no reflection 
on anybody's conduct in performance of his 
parliamentary duties. And we submit that what 
an MP says and-br does outside the House 
cannot be the subject of privilege. 
There ,···as thus no breach of privilege of the 
House or of any member thereof. If we have 
nevertheless, inadvertently hurt anybody's amour 
propre, we are sorry for it. We regret the 
reference to Watch and Ward Staff who 
undoubtedly gave an excellent account of 
themselves in grabbing the intruder.' 
In view of the explanation and regret by the 
Editor-in-Chief of the Organiser, if the House 
agrees, the matter may be treated as closed." 
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However, since Shri K.P. Unnikrishoan was not 
present in the House that day, it was decided to keep 
the matter pending. 

4. On the 30th July, .1974, after Sbri K.P. Unoi-
krishoan expressed dissatisfaction in the House on 
the reply sent by the Editor-in-Chief of the Organiser 
and desired that the matter be referred to the 
Committee of privileges, the Speaker disallowed the 
question of privilege and ruled inler alia as follows:-

"The other day after going through all this 
record and reading between the lines and looking 
to the spirit of the explanation given by the 
paper, I had come to the conclusion that no 
privilege is involved, especially, in view of the 
fact that the paper had also expressed regret... I 
recommend that this be dropped." 

5. The matter was accordingly dropped. 
456 

Point of PrI", 

LOK SABHA 
(1974) 

Castiltg refkctions on a member by a new.papn 
Facts of the case and ruIiaa by the Speaker 

On the 13th March, 1974, Shri P.O. Mavalankar, a 
member, sought to raise a question of privilege 
against the Patriot newspaper, Delhi for publishing in 
its issue, dated the 12th March , 1974 the following 
news-item regarding his speech during the debate on 
Oujarat in the House on the 11th March, 1974:-

"The highlight of the day was a moving speec:h 
from Mr. P.O. Mavalankar, an independent 
member who was associated with the 
movement in its initial stages, but was 
brushed aside by the students when he tried 
to form a political party out of it and become 
jts leader." 

While raising the matter, Sbri Mavalankar stated 
that the impugned news report was baseless, 
mischievous and malicious and cast reflections on his 
conduct and integrity. 

2. The Speaker (Dr. G.S. Dhillon) observed that 
he would call for the comments of the newspaper. 

3. On the 15th March, the Speaker informed the 
House that the Editor of Patriot, in his letter dated 
the 14th March, 1974, had stated as follows:-

"I beg to state that there is no misreporting of 
the proceedings of Parliament involved in the 
report. . 



As stated in the report the speech by Mr. P.G. 
Mavalankar during the debate on the 
Presidential Proclamation of Gujarat was, in 
the opinion of our correspondent 'moving' 
and the 'highlight of the day'. 

It ~ evident that there is no intention or attempt 
m the report to cast any aspersion or any 
reflection on the integrity of 
Mr. Mavalankar. 

It is also clear that the subsequent parts of the 
sentence to which objection has been raised 
to do not relate to the proc:eedings in 
Parliament and we beg to state that no 
contempt of either the House or any of its 
honourable members has been intended. 

We wish to assure the Speaker, Lot Sabha, that 
we had no intention by the publication of the 
report or any part of it to commit a breach of 
the privilege of any han. member ~ the 
House. . 

We also wish to assure Mr. Mavalankar that no 
mischief or malice was intended in our report 
nor did we seek to cast any reflection on his 
character or integrity." 

4. The Speaker observed that in view of the 
explanation of the Editor of the Patriot, the matter 
might be treated as closed. 

The matter was thereafter closed. 
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Point of PrIvDep 

LOK SABHA 
(1974) 

Reflections on tM House in a cOmnlunictltion aUegedly 
addrused by the President of a Cooperative House 
Building Society to Lt. Governor. 

Facts of the cue .aDd rtlereace to the CommIttee of 
PrlvDeaes 
On the 9th May, 1974, Shri Atal Bihari Vajpayee, 
a member, raised a question of privileJC apinst 
Shri Jagjit Singh, President, . the New Friends 
Cooperative House Building Society Ltd., Delhi, 
regarding a . letter purported to have been written by 
him to Shri Baleshwar Prasad, the then Lt. Governor 
of Delhi, on the 7th May, 1974, which read inter. 
as follows:-

"As desired, I have succeeded in passin, a 
resolution in the Committee meeting on 
29th April, 1974. Luckily only one out of 
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three from other side attended. He raised 
certain objections which were overruled by 
me. His main objection was that the Lt. 
Governor and Managing Committee have no 
moral authority to have any further hold on 
the Society. 

I have assessed the situation and feel it will not 
be possible for me and Committee to stand 
the opposition in view of the Court's attitude 
and its further exoloitation in Parliament and 
Papers unless fuU ~  from Police and 
Reptrar of Societies :$ afforded much more 
than ever. The new 60 members can remain 
in if I am there. 

Since you are busy due to riots in the City, I will 
give the notice in newspapers only when I get 
green signal. It is good that Parliament c10sel 
on or before 13th May, 1974." 

2. While raising the question of privilege, 
Shri Vajpayee said that he had a photostat copy of 
the impugned letter dated the 7th May, 1974 written 
by Shri Jagjit Singh to the then Lt. Governor of 
Delhi. He invited specific attention of the House to 
the statements "exploitation in Parliament" and "It is 
good that Parliament closes on or before 13th May, 
1974", occurring in that letter and contended that by 
using the above phraseology Shri Jagjit Singh had 
cast reflections on ParUament and its members. 

3. After leave was granted by the House, 
Shri Vajpayee moved the following motion which was 
adopted by the House:-

"That the question of privilege apinst Shri Ja&iit 
Singh, Chairman of the New Friends 
Cooperative House Building Society, be 
referred to the Committee of Privile,cs for 
investigation, with instructions to report by 
the first day of the next SClSion." 

F'InciIaii!."" reeommendatloDl of the CommItt;e ....... 
4. The Committee of Privile,cs, after examining 
Sarvashri Jagjit Singh, Baleshwar Prasad, tbe 
erstwhile Lt. Governor of Delhi and Rajni Kant, 
Secretary (La,,: and Judicial), Delhi Administration, 
Delhi, and also after ~  the material called for 
by th,· CoQUllittee from Shri Jagjit Singh and the 
Delhi Adminiitration, in their Fourteenth Report, 
presented to the House on the 10th March, 1975, 
reported inter alia as follows:-

(i) "The Committee observe that Shri JB&iit 
Singh, the' aIIeJCd author of the 
impugned letter dated the t1th May, 1974, 



had denied in his letter dated the 9th May, 
1974, addreased to the Speaker, Lok Sabha, 
that he had written any such letter at aD. 
Shri Jagjit Singh had reiterated his denial 
when he appeared before the committee for 
oral examination .... The Committee also. 
observe that Shri Baleshwar Prasad, the then 
Lt. Governor of Delhi had also denied both 
in writina as well as during his oral mdence 
before the Committee ..... that he had 
received the impugned letter dated the 7th 
May, 1974, from Shri Jagjit Singh." 

(li) "After careful consideration of the evidence 
given before the Committee both oral as well 
as written, the Committee have come to the 
conclusion that in spite of certain serious 
misgivings about the transaction under 
reference arising out of circumstantial details 
emerging before the COmmittee .... the 
existence of the impugned original letter 
dated the 7th May, 1974, alleledly written by 
Shri Ja&jit Singh to Shri Baleshwar Prasad, 
. the then Lt. Governor of Delhi, has DOt been 
proved to the entire satisfaction of the 
Committee. The Committee are, therefore, 
of the opinion that the matter should be 
dropped and no further action be taken by 
the House in the matter." 

(iii) "However,; from the material placed before 
the Committee and the circumstances of the 
case, the Committee feel that the affairs of 
the New Friends Cooperative House Building 
Society Limited, Delhi, require to be looked 
into thoroughly. During the proccedinp 
before the Committee, the Committee were 
infotmed that the Supreme Court had 
appointed a retired Judge of the Cakutta 
High Court to 10 into the whole question of 
land allotment by the Society. The 
Committee are DOt aware of the Slap: or 
nature of proc:eedings before the Supreme 
Court. The Committee oeverthelesa hope 
that the affairs of this Society will be looked 
into thoroughly by the Ceotrtl Government." 

(iv) "The Committee recommend tJtat DO further 
action be taken by the House in the matter 
as a question of privilege and -it may be 
dropped." 

.ulloa takeD h, the BOIIIit 

s. No further action was taken by the House in the 
matter. 

PoIat fIl ........ 
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LOK SABHA 
(1974) 

Alkged reflM;tioru on tlw Horue IUId it.s members by." 
Hindi IItwSJHlPn. 

FIIdI fIl the cue .d acta. takea by the BOlIN 

On the 3rd September, 1974, Shri Noo Mody, a 
member railed a question of privilege against 
~  a Hindi weekly', for publishing .in. its 
issue dated the 8th September1 1974 an article 
allegedly c:astios reflections on the '1;Iouse and its 
. memben. While raising the matter Shri 'PiJoo Mody 
stated:- . 

"May I draw your attention to the report published 
in the latest issue of PrflliptlJalui. edited by a 
former member of Parliament. 

The report says that some of the 20 members 
who denied the genuineness of their 
signatures to the Licence Memorandum were 
telling a lie. The report also says that these 
iipatures were manipulated by the Minister 
for RaiI.-ays, Shri L.N. Mishn. The front 
Pille report denounces the Prime Minister as 
the main source of corruption. This is gross 
contempt of the hon. members and of the 
whole House." 

2. After leave was granted by the House, 
Shri PiIoo Mody movccf that the matter be referred 
to Jhe Committee of Privileges. 
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3. Shri Madbu Limaye, another member, then 
moved the following amendment:-

I 

"That in the motion, MId at the end-

'That this House further resovles that aD the 
documents in connection with the Licence 
Case be seized and kept under the custody of 
the Speaker, and that the Committee submit 
ita prelimiaary report before the end of the 
Winter Session of Parliament'." 

4. On the 5th September, 1974, the Minister of 
Law, Justice and Company Affairs (Shri H.R. 
GokhaIe), while opposi:oa the motion. observed inID' 
lIlill as 10110ws:-

"Because a mere reading of the dirty article in 
PrtIIipGIcsIul. needs no conviction for any 
ript-thinking penon to come to the 
conclusion and it is a defamatory and 
contemptuous uticle. Therefore, ~ can 



Privi/4gu Digest 

be no two opinions and there should be no 
hestitation in unequivocally condemning this 
scurrilous writing referred to in this weekly 
PraJipaJcshil. 

.... A surreptitious method by the backdoor is 
being adopted to have the ,matter sent to the 
Privileges Committee. That is why, and for 
no other reason, we are opposing this motion 
for reference to the Privileges Committee. I 
once again repeat that we are second to none 
in our condemnation of the dastardly and 
scurrilous manner in which the editor of the 
weekly which bas been referred to the 
hon. members of this House and the whole 
House itself. 

I commend to the House that this motion be 
rejected." 

s. After a lengthy debate, the admendment moved 
by Sbri Madhu Limaye and the motion moved by 
Sbri Piloo Mody were put to vote and negatived by 
the House. 

Point of Privilep 
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LOK SABHA 
(1976) 

Allegeil IUpeniollS on a member in a news-item 
published in a weekly newspaper 

Facts of the case and raUnl by the Speaker 

On the 23rd August, 1976, Shri Nawal Kisbore 
Sinha, a member, sought to raise a question of 
privilege agaiJlSt the Editor, Printer and Publisher of 
The Current; Bombay, a. weekly newspaper ~  

publishing a .... report entitled 'Corrupt Caught. m 
its issue 01 2I August, 1976, allegedly castJDg 
aspersions on the Member. While raisin. the matter, 
Sbri Sinha stated, inter • as foUows:-

' .... ID its-issue of Saturday, August 21, 1976, 
Vol. xxvn, No. 52 the Printer, Publisher 
and J!aitOr of The Current Wee/cly .... has 
pubHsllld ... my photograph .... with the 
boldesr fJf headings 'Corrupt Caught'. It has 
also gubli&hed a caption 'Confused Identity' 
under my photograph. It hopes to do ~ 
impossiBle by confusing me with one Sbri 
Nawal lCisbore Sinha who is at present 
N.L...... Bihar and hinting a sinister link 
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between me and the above-mentioned 
person ...... As this is most atrocious of lies 
and a fabrication' deliberately meant to 
involve me, I wish to deny every facet of the 
same. I was never in any capacity, 
whatsoever, connected with the things 
mentioned in that news coverage. Then news 
coverage reveals certain. allegations again&t 
the Urban Co-operative Bank, Patoa of 
which one Shri Nawal Kishore Sinha 
presently M.L.A. of Bihar was the 
Chairman. I was in no way associated or 
connected with the Bank referred to above. I 
am the Chairman of the Bihar State C0-
operative Marketing Union against which no 
charge InII been preferred and no findinp 
recorded. 

... Sir, by the publication of the above news with 
my photograph inserted with defamatory 
intent, I, as a member of this august body, 
have been deprived of the unimpeded use of 
this House. This news has brought me in a 
bad . light, it has lowered me in public 
estimation and has deprived me of the peace 
of mind and heart. It is in view of that, I 
seck your protection and that of the House 
for vindication of my honour and dipity as a 
Member of this House .... 

Therefore Sir, under the Rules 222 and 223, I 
seek your protection and that of the Housc 
to bring charge of breach of privilese of 
Parliament against the Printer, Publisher and 
Editor of The Current, Weekly of Bombay." 

2. The Speaker (Shri B.R. Bhagat) ob&crvcd as 
follows:-

"In accordance witb the rules of procedure on 
tbis matter and the normal practice too, I 
sball first direct the Printer, Publisher and 
Editor of this Paper, The Curre"" Weekly, to 
make their statement or report whatever it ii, 
on this matter and after their report comes, I 
wiD briog this matter apin to the House." 

3.0n the JOdI -August, 1976, the Speaker informed 
tbeHousr a foUows:-

"The Editor, Printer and Publisher of The 
~  Weekly has in his letter dated tbe 
25tb Auguit, 1976, stated as foUows:-

I was extremely pained to learn that Sbri N.K. 
Sinha, M.P. felt hurt about his photograph 
priaaed on the fIoont paae of CIurent. 
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Mr. Sinha is an outstanding public figure 
from Bihar and I have the good fortune of 
knowing him. The hon. Member is justified 
in raising the issue of privilege. 

It was however, not our intention to defame 
him. His name is not mentioned anywhere in 
the story. Wherever, we mentioned the name 
of Mr. Nawal Kishore Sinha, Chairman of 
the Urban Bank we made it a point to add 
MLA to distinguish him from the aggrieved 
hon. Member. 

The publication of Mr. N.K. Sinha's photograph 
was one of those queer incidents of 
journalism where a sub-editor uses his 
discretion late in the night to catch up with 
printing schedule. 

I submit that great damage has nevertheless then 
done to Mr: N.K. Sinha, M.P. We did not 
. have the slightest intention of involving him 
and. we have no hesitation in expressing our 
regrets to the hon. Member'." 

4. After a, brief discussion, during which 
Shri Nawal Kishore Sinha stated that he had also 
received a similar letter from the Editor of the 
Weekly, ~  Speaker observed as follows:-

"I think in' view of this if the House agrees, we 
may ask the Editor, Printer and Publisher to 
publish his regret, the letter which he has 
written to me and the correction prominently 
on the front page of the next issue of The 
Current Weekly. Thereafter, the matter may 
be treated as closed." 

S. The Editor, Printer and Publisher of The 
Current published his regret and correction on the 
front page of The Current in its issue dated the 
4th September, 1976. Thereafter, the matter was 
treated as closed. 

Point of privUeae 

460 
LOK SABHA 
(1977) 

Alleged insinUlltion IIgainst II Minister by II partner 0/ 
II fum in II letter to II newsptlptr 

Facts of the case and reference to the Committee of 
PrlvUeaes 

On the 11th July, 1977, Shri Jyotirmoy Bosu, a 
member sought to raise a question of privilege 
against Shri Kishore J. Tanna, a partner of 
Mil. Jamnadas Madhavji and Co., Bombay for 
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making alleged insinuations in a letter to the Editor 
published in the Times 0/ India, New Delhi, dated 
the 11th July, 1977, in respect of a statement mac:le 
by the Minister of Commerce and Ovil Supplies and 
Cooperation (Shri Mohan Dharia) in Lok Sabha on 
the 27th June, 1977, during the discussion on 
Demands for Grants of the Ministries of Commerce 
and Civil Supplies and Cooperation. While raising the 
question of privilege, Shri Jyotirmoy Bosu stated inter 
lIlia as follows:-

"Shri Kishore J. Tanna of Jamnadas Madhavji 
and Company, Bombay, one of the firms 
against whom serious charges of economic 
offences and malpractices have been Correctly 
levelled has written a letter to the Editor of 
the Times o/India and got it published in the 
issue today. The relevant portion which is 
related to my privilege motion reads as 
follows:-

'While we do not mind any enquiry against us we 
feel that the official action in publishing the 
names of the firms without any proved 
charge against them is unfair. It seems to be 
a politically motivated cheap gimmick." 

This refers to the reply the Commerce Minister, 
Shri Mohan Dharia, gave in response to my 
compelling insistence on the Door of the 
House during the debate on the demands of 
the Ministry. He did not do it suo motu. I 
also gave a notice to the Lok Sabha and also 
wrote to the Minister insisting to get fullest 

~ about the criminal mis-appropriation 
of our precious foreign exchange of about 
600 crores of rupees by 13 firms dealing in 
oils. In the list of names this firm's name 
should also be seen. 

The unwarranted criticism and insinuations made 
in the letter under reference clearly amounts 
to a breach of privilege of the House where it 
is the right of the House to get fullest details 
on matters of public importance and, 
therefore, this action is motivated and 
deliberate. The writer of this letter has shown 
contempt of the House and for this serious 
misdeed, he should be brought to book 
immediately and that could be done by 
referring the matter to the Privileges 
Committee unless of course, they tender 
unconditional apology and get it published 
for three consecutive days within a fortnight 
from the date of this letter." 
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Tbc Deputy Speaker, who WI tbca in the Chair 
~  observed that be WI CXJIIIiderina ~ 
matter and that be would briaa it before the House 
next day. 

2. OIl the 12th July, 1977, the Deputy Speaker 
(Sbri Godcy Murabari) informed the House as 
foUows:-

"I am ~  this matter to the Committee of 
Privileges under Rule '127 of the Rules of 
Proc:ecIuR ad Conduct of Business in 
Lot Sabba for examination and report." 

FIodinp and ncommeadaUon of the Comm1tt. 

3. The Committee of PriWoges, after perusing the 
written statement submitted by Shri Kisbore J. Tauna 
of Mi Jamnadas Madhavji and Co. Bombay, in their 
rust Report, prescDted to the . House on the 
14th November, 1977, reported as follo_:-

(i) "5hri Kisborc J. Tanna of Mi. Jamnadas 
Madbavji and Co., Bombay, who was utcd by 
a letter to state for considcntion of the 
Committee what be might have to say in the 
matter of the complaint against him submitted a 
writtco statement in which he stated inter alia 
as follows:-

• At outset I wish to state that I realised the 
gravity of my obicrYations in the letter sent to 
press only wben I received your letter. I or my 
finn had DO intention at any time to question 
the right or authority of Government of India, 
or of the Parliament to diIcuss the matters or 
expressing their opinion about our finn. I and 
my firm hold the Parliament in the highest 
esteem, as the Parliament is a protector of our 
liberty and respository of our sovereignty. 

• •  •  • 
Whilc acknowledging the error in the 
expressions, I offer my unqualified apology 
to the Hon. Committee of Privileges. I am 
sorry that the letter contained certain 
motivation· which I never intended to reflect 
on either the august Parliament or any of the 
Hon. Members. It was really a cry of certain 
anguish and pain and not a shout of studied 
malic:e prompted by any intent. 

I wish to add furtlacr that if the Hon. Members 
of the Privileles Committee desire, they can 
call me before them and I will orally express 
my IiDc:ere and unqualified apololY." 

• • • • 
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(ii) "11lc Committee are of the view that the 
unqualified apololY tendered to the Committee 
by Shri ICisbore J. Tanna, may be considered a 
suffic:icat and adequate and that no further 
actioa need be taken by the House in the 
1Ilatter. " 

"11lc Committee recommend that no further 
actioa be taken by the House in the matter 
and it may be ~  

Adioa taka bJ the HOllIe 
4. No farther 8dion wu taken by the HOUle In the 
matter. 

PoInt of prlYilep 

~  

LOIC SABRA 
(1977) 

Alkged rttfl«tiotu 0'1 tIIId tJIIributiltf motives 10 II 
Minister in II prt!U s/lWmmI Ut rGp«I 0/ cel'tllin 
sllllelMlII$ 1IIIUk by 1M MUtuler in House 

Facts 01 the cue and relenace .. the Commltt. of 
PriYileps 

On the 16th July, 1m, Sbri Gauri Shankar Rai a 
member sought to raise a question of privilege 
against Shrimati Indira Gandhi, former Prime 
Minister of India, for issuing a press statement 
reported in the Hindustm TUnes dated the 16th July, 
1977, containing alleged reflections and attributina 
motives to the Minister of Home Affairs 
(Sbri Charan Singh) in respect of certain statement 
made by him in Lot.: Sabha on the 13th and 14th 
July, 1m about the thinking of the previous 
Government during emergency to kill top opposition 
leader in jail. 

2. The impugned press statement of Shrimati Indira 
Gandhi read inter alia as foDow:-

"However, I flDd that some leaders of the Janata 
Party Government are determined to pursue 
their smear campaign of - character 
assassination inside and outside Parliament 10 
as to denigrate not only me but tlte Congress 
Party as a whole. The Home Minister's 
I'CCICnt statement about an aDeged plan (or 
"thinking") in my Government to sboot 
down leaders of the Opposition in jail is 
_ocking and pre-posterous and has no basis 
whatsoever. This is tbe very limit in malicious 
propaganda deliberately carried on by some 
leaders of the Janata Party. It is difficult to 
ICC how anyone could rationaDy jump to sueb 
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• wild conclusion on the basil of the 
theoretical and hypothetical arguments 
advanced by Mr. Niren Dc in the Supreme 
Court to the consequcnces followinl from the 
presidential orden ~  Article 359. 
Nothing of this nature was remotely 
contemplated. The whole idea is OUtl'aJCOUI 
and could occur only to one who himlclf 
thinb along these Iiocs. It is one more 
instance of the type of misrepresentation and 
insinuation which are current these days. In 
fact, Mr. Jayaprakash Narain, Mr. Vajpayee, 
Mr. Caaran Singh himself and other 
prominent leaden were allowed out on 
parole on information of ill health." 

3. While raising the matter in the House, 
Sbri Gauri Sbankar Rai stated inter alia as foDows:-

"Sbrimati Indira Gandhi ex-Prime Minister in • 
statement to the Prell whicb is published 
today has commented on the speech of the 
bon. Home Minister inside tbe House in a 
mOlt contemptuous manner and has 
insinuated the House. She bas imputed 
motivCl also. It is a clear breach of privilege 
and contempt of the House because contempt 
of a member of the House is contempt of tbe 
House itself. 

In ber statement she bas said: 

'However, I find that IOIDC leaden of the Janata 
Party Government are determined to pane 
their smear campaign of character 
allluination inside and outside Parliament 10 
as to denigrate not only me but the Congreu 
Party as a whole. The Home Minister's 
rcc:ent statement about an aUegcd plan (or 
thinking) in my Government to shoot down 
leaden of the Opposition in jail is shocking 
and prc-postcrous and has no basis 
wlaatsocver. 1bis is the very limit ia malicious 
propapnda deliberately carried on by some 
Icaden of the Janata Party.' 

At another pIacc abe says: 

'The whole idea is outragcous and could 
occur only to one who himself is thinking 
aIooa tbcae linea. It is one more instance of 
the type of miareprcaentation and insinuation 
which are current these days' ... 

4. The Deputy Speaker (Sbri Godcy Murahari) 
who w. in the Caair obtervcd that he would pve his 
ruling on the matter on Monday, the 18th July, 1977. 
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5. On 18 July, 1977, the Deputy Speaker informed 
the HOUIC:-

"I am referring this matter to the Committee of 
.Privilegcs UDder Rule m of the ·Rulcs of 
Procedure and Conduct of Business in 
Lot Sabba for cxamiaatioa and report." 

FIadIDp aM recDaUneDdalIoIl 01 the Committee 

6. The Committee of Privileges, after bearing 
Sbri Gauri Shankar Rai, M.P. in penon and 
considering two written statements submitted by 
Shrimati Indira Gandhi on the matter, in their 
Second Report, presented to the House on tbe 1st 
March, 1978, reported inter alia as foDows:-

(i) "Sbrimati Indira Gandhi, wbo was asked by the 
Committee to state wbat she migbt bave to say 
for the consideration of the Committee, in ber 
reply dated the 16th September, 1977, stated as 
follows:-

'At the sitting of the Lok Sabha on July 13, 
1977, the Home Minister made a very serious 
aUegation tbat there was a plan (Vicbar) 
during tbe Emergency to sboot down top 
leaden of tbe Opposition. The aUegation 
rcc:eived wide and prominent publicity both 
in the Prell and through other media. On tbe 
foDGwing day, the Leader of tbe Congress 
Party in tbe Lok Sabba (Leader of the 
Opposition), wbo was a senior coDeague of 
mine in the previous Government raised tbe 
matter in tbe House and drew attention to 
what be described • 'tendentious and 
malicious' nature of tbe Home Minister. He 
further submitted that 'such statements are 
made only with a view to bring our party into 
disrepute', and made an appeal to tbe Prime 
Minister and the Home Minister to 
substantiate it if they had got asy evidenc:c, 
or to kindly withdraw it. The Home Minister 
bowever reiterated the statement made by 
him on the previous day. 

Keeping in view the great harm and 
damage the Home. Minister's aDegation was 
likely to cause to the integrity of the 
Government which I bad the bonour to Icad 
as Prime Minister, I felt that I owed a duty 
to teD the public that the degation had no 
basis wbatsoever. This became aD the more 
DCCeIlary in the context of the stand taken by 
the Home Minister even after Shri Clavan, 
the Leader of the Opposition had raised that 



in the House. 

In making the public statement which has 
~ made the subiec!-matter of the priYilege 

notice, I would sublDlt that it w. never my 
intention to show any disrespect to the Lot 
Sabba or to any of its memben aor to cast 
any aspcnioos or insinuation. My ItateIIlcnt 
came out of a genuine fcelina of anguish and 
deep conviction that what I wu statina wu 
the truth and if such serious a1Iegatioos are 
made in Parliament and they ao UD-

controverted, they may tend to denigrate and 
destroy our political system and democratic 
functioning. I would like to assure the 
Committee and throop it the House that I 
~  not mean any words or ellprcssioos used 
m my statement to cause an affront to the 
dignity and respect due to the Lot Sabha or 
to any of its members. I bave had the honour 
to be a member of Parliament for over 12 
years, and, of these, I was the Leader of the 
Lot Sabba for 10 years. Throughout this 
period,. it has been my endeavour at aU times 
to uphold the high dignity and prestiae of 
Parliament and the rights and privileges of its 
members. My respect and esteem for 
Parliament and Parliamentary functioning will 
always remain a mOlt cherished pouelSion in 
my public life'." 

(ii) ''1be Committee gave a careful 
coasideration to the position stated by 
Sluimati indira Gandhi in her letter dated 
the 16th September, 1m. The Committee 
were not, however, quite satisfied with the 
explanation given by her aforesaid letter. The 
Committee, therefore, decided that before 
tatina any decision on the matter, she might 
be given an opportunity to appear before the 
Committee penonally to elucidate or to say 
anythiq further on the matter if _ 10 

desired. 

(iii) "In response to the Chairman's letter to 
her, Shrimati Indira Gandhi in her letter 
dated the Uth December, 1m, stated as 
followa:-

'I thank you and the Committee .for 
haYing provided me with an opportunity of 
explaning my case. However, owin& to prior 
commitment, I am unable to avail of it. 

I need bardly usure you that I did BOt 
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~ any disrespec:t for Parliament by my 
IIDpuped statement. ~ I have stated earlier 

~ ~  too deep a respect for this great 
IDItiIutiOD of which 1 haYe had the priYileac 
of beiDa a member for a number of years, to 
say anythiq ia dispuaaement of it'." 

(iv) "1'be Owmittee consider it unfortunate that 
Shrimati Iadira Gaadbi, in her impuped Press 
statcmeat iIIued on the 1Sth July, 1m, 
should have, referred to Parliament wbile 
allegina a 'smear campaign of character assa-
ssination inside ... Parliament ..... .' It is also 
regrettable that she attributed motivCl to the 
Home Minister by referring to his statement in 
Lot Sabba as 'This is the very limit in 
malicious propapnda deliberately carried 
on'." 

(v) "Shrimati Indira Gandhi in her first written 
statement dated the 16th September, 1m, 
submitted to the Committee stated that her 
impugned Press statement 'came out of a 
genuine feeling of anguish and deep conviction 
that what I wu stating wu the truth and if 
such serious allegations are made in Parliament 
and they 10 uncontroverted, they may tend to 
denigrate and destroy our poUtical sys&em and 
democratic functioning'. She aIIO stated that 'I 
have bad the honour to be a member of 
Parliament for over 12 years, and, of these, I 
was the Leader of the Lot $abba for 
10 years'." 

~  ~ Committee are of the opinion that every 
citiZen bu the riPt of free and fair COmment 
OD the proceedings of the House . aDd the 
statements and speec:bes of individual 
members and to deny or controvert any 
cbarps made against him or her _ weD u to 
clarify his or her poIition if 10 involved. But if 
the language of the c:omments or criticiam 
cuts rcflectioos oa, or attributes lDOdves to a 
member ill respect of his speec:b 01' conduct in 
the Housc. It would coDStitote a' breach of 
priYilege because of the fad that the 
CoaItitution has ~ certain priYilepa 
on Meaben of Parliament in respect of their 
speec:bes ia the House. U any soda COIIIIDents, 
exceed the limits of reuonable darificatioD or 
justifiable critic:ilm 01' fair reply, they would 
infringe the priYilepa of the House and its 
memben." 

(vii) "1'be Committee are of the view that in order 



Privileges Digest 

to safeguard the rights, dignity and authority 
of the House, it is of utmost importance that 
a penon like Shrimati Indira Gandhi, who 
enjoyed tbe highest position of authority in 
Government and a pre-eminent position in 
Parliament, should bave exercised the 
greatest restraint in expo:essing ber reaction 
and views on proceedings of Parliament and 
the statements or speeches of individual 
members in the House, bowsoever provolted 
sbe might bave felt by sucb proceedings or 
statements. " 

(viii) "The Committee bave carefully considered 
the import and implications of the remarks 
quoted in paragrapb 6 (iv) above from the 
impugned Press statement of Shrimati Indira 
Gandbi and are of the opinion that those 
remarks cast aspersions and attribute 
motives tending to undermine the dignity 
and autbority of Parllameot-and thus, strictly 
construed, they amount to a breacb of 
privilege and contempt of the House." 

(ix) "The Committee however note that Shrimati 
Indira Gandhi in botb the written statements 
submitted by ber to tbe Committee, bas 
disclaimed any intention to show any 
disrespect to the Lolt Sabha or to any of its 
members nor to cast any aspersions or 
insinuation. She bas assured the Committee 
that she did not mean 'any disrespect for 
Parliament by my impugned statement' or 'to 
cause an affront to the dignity and respect 
due to the Lolt Sabba, or to any of its 
members'." 

(x) "However, the Committee do not feel fully 
satisfied by the explanation of Sbrimati Indira 
Gandhi. They, therefore, deprecate ber 
regrettable remarks referred to in paragraph 
21 (iv) above as contained in her impugned 
statement. The Committee further consider it 
necessary particularly to caution ber to be 
more careful in future in ber comments on the 
proceedings of tbe House or on speecbes of 
members in the House. Considering, bowever, 
the totality of the circumstances of the cue, 
the Committee are of the view that the matter 
need not be pursued further." 

(xi) "The Committee recommend that further 
action in the matter may not be taken by the 
House and the matter be dropped." 

7. Four members of the Committee submitted a 
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separate note disagreeing with the findings of the 
Committee, which was appended to the Report Qf 
the Committee. 

AetioD takea by the Bouse 

8. On the 3rd March, 1978, Shri Jyotirmoy Bosu, 
a member, moved the following motion which was 
adopted by the House. 

"That this House do consider the Second 
Report of the Committee of Privileges 
presented to the House on the 1st Marcb, 
1978." 

9. Shri Ravindra Varma (Minister of 
Parliamentary Affain) then moved the following 
motion:-

"That this House do agree with the Second 
Report of the Committee of Privileges 
presented to the House on the 1st March, 
1978." 

10. Shri Jyotirmoy Bosu then moved the followmg 
motion:7 

"Whereas tbe Committee of Privileges of Lolt 
Sabbe, in their Second Report, presented to 
the House on 1st March, 1978, feeling not fully 
satisfied by the explanation of Sbrimati Indira 
Gandhi, have come to the conclusion that the 
remarb made in her Press statement issued on 
15th July, 1977 'cast aspersions and attribute 
motives tending to undermine the dignity and 
authority of Parliament' and thus 'amount of 
breacb of privilege and contempt of the House' 
and that she 'attributed motives to the Home 
Minister', a member of the House; this House 
do resolve that Shrimati Indira Gandhi be 
summoned at the Bar of the House and 
reprimanded by the Speaker for the breach of 
priviiege and contempt of the House 
committed by ber." 

11. Shri C. M. Stephen, another member, moved 
the followin, amendment:-

"Havin, considered the Second Report of the 
Committee of Privile,es presented to the 
House OD tbe 1st March, 1978, and being of 
the view that the remarks quoted in paragraph 
21 do not amount to a breacb of privilege and 
contempt of the House, this House agrees witb 
the recommendation of the Committee of 
Privileges. " 
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12. Sbri K. Lakkappa, another member, moved 
the following amendment:-

"Having considered the Second Report of the 
Committee of Privileges presented to the House 
on the 1st March, 1978, this House do resolve 
that no question of breach of privilege is 
involved in the mattel against Sbriniati Indira 
Gandhi and that this House agrees with the 
Note appended to the Report by four members 
af the Committee." 

13. Sbri B. P. Mandal, another member, moved 
the foUowing amendment:-

"for the words 

'reprimanded by the Speaker' 

substitute 

'convicted and sentenced to one day's 
imprisonment'. " 

14. Sbri Kanwar Lal Gupta, anotber member, 
moved the following:-

"That the matter be referred back to the Committee 
of Privileges for re-consideration." 

IS. After IIOIDC diIc:uaioa, the following motioD 
moved by Sbri Ravindra Varma was adopted by the 
House:-

"That this House do agree with the Second 
Report of the Committee of Privilegei 
preseDted to the House on the 1st Marcb, 
1978." 

Pomt of privOep 

462 

LOK SABHA 
(1978) 

Alleged cartiIIg of .,.,..;0118 Oil " member by 
tI1Iothe, member ill " pru8 .tIIlmaent regtITdiIIg CD1IJiII 
rml4rla ntIIIik by the former ill the House. 

Facts of the cue and ruUna by the Speak .. 

On the 17th July, 1978, Sbri K. P. UnnikrisbDan, a 
member, made the foUowing remark in the HOUle 
during a discuuion:-

"The OppolitioB Leader did DotteD us the fKt 
that his leader'. emiaaJy Sbri'BaDJi Lal viIitcd 
Sbri Cbaraa Sinp. We are also entitled to 
know that." 

2. On the 31st July, 1978, the Speaker (Slui IC. S. 
Heade) iaforaaed the House dlat SuvIaIui Va,_ 
Ravi aad IC. P. UDDitrilbnaD Iaad pven 
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~  of a question of privilege against Sbri Charan 
Singh former Minister of Home Affairs in respect of 
the following news report published in The Times of 
India dated the 9th July 1978:-

"Mr. Chuan Singh said in a statement: 'Whatever 
Mr. UDDikrishnan, M.P. bas said on tbe floor of 
Parliament reguding a recent meeting between 
me and Mr. Bansi Lal is, to put it moderately, a 
deliberate and mischievous statement. II 

3. Disallowing the question of privilege, the 
Speaker ruled as follows:-

"I caUcd for the comments of Sbri Charan Singh. Ia 
his letter dated JUly 25, 1978, Sbri Cbaran 
Singh has indicated ~  according to him, 
the allegations made against bim are 
unfounded and defamatory, and bence his 
spontaneous reaction to the same was rather 
sharp. Obviously, be felt that his politic:aI 
integrity was impugned by that statement and 
further the same cast a serious aspel'lion on 
the cbuacter of bis politic:s. He bas further 
stated that in addition to the statement of 
Sbri IC.P. UDIliIaishaan, the fact that the 
Leader of the Oppoeition did not contradict 
it bad added to the gravity of the charge 
apiast him. AU these facts were giveD wide 
publicity. 

Sbri Chue Singh bas further explained that in view 
of his iIlnea, he wu not in a position to 
attend the sittinj of the House,  and 
coDlCquently he issued the statement ill 
qUCltion. he ended lUI letter by sa)'iDs 
tbat:-

"I would. however, like 10 .ate it clear that 1 bad 
no intention of imputin, any motive to the 
Hon'ble Member. But if aa impreuioD ba 
beea 10 created, I regret it. 

Under the c:in:umstaDces, 1 think 1 will Det be 
justified in according my consent to· the 
motioDs. This order should not be taken as a 
precedent. Any boD. member agrieved by 
an, oo.ervation in the House should explain 
his poIitioD iii House. 

In the result, I withhold my COIIIeDt to the motions in 
q..ao.." 

4. The matter was, thereafter, cbed. 
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Point of Prlvlleae 

463 

LOK SABHA 
(1978) 

Unfounded aUegations made by a member against 
another member in the House and in a letter to the 
Speaker. 

Facts of the case and ruling by the Deputy Speaker 

On the 31st July, 1978, Shri Somjibhai Damor, a 
member, made the following statement in the 
'House:-

"The Chairman of the House Committee has locked 
my house and I had to come here in the 
same clothes. I am going on a hunger strike 
today. 

He is Brahmin, he gives to Brahmins, I belong to 
Scheduled Tribes and therefore, he does not 
give to me. He has regularised the cases of 
all Brahmins, I belong to the other party, 
why has he not given to me? I spoke to the 
Prime Minister· also. This is truth. Tell the 
Chairman. Chairman does not listen to me, I 
have writen to him many times." 

2. On the 3rd August, 1978, Pandit D.N. Tiwary, 
M.P., Chairman, House Committee gave notice of a 
question of privilege against Shri Somjibhai Damor 
for making the above allegations against him in the 
House and also for making the following allegations 
in a letter dated the 31st July, 1978 addressed by 
Shri Somjibhai ~  to the Speaker:-

"But as I belong to Scheduled Tribes, the Chairman 
was against the allotment of this quarter to 
me. I feel pains to note that houses are 
allotted to Brahmins and high cast Hindus 
immediately on application and we people 
are discriminated." 

3. On the 29th August, 1978, the Deputy Speaker 
. (Shri Godey Murahari) informed the House as 
follows:-

"Sbri Somjibhai Damor was requested to furnish his 
comments on the matter and either to 
substantiate the allegations made by him or 
to express regret. Shri Somjibhai Damor in 
his reply dated the 23rd August 1978, has 
stated:-

. 'In this regard, I express my unqualified regrets to 
you and also to Chairman of the House 
Committee. ' 
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'in view of the unqualified regrets expressed by 
Shri Somjibhai Damor, if the House agrees, 

~ matter may be treated as closed.' 

4. The House agreed and the matter was, 
thereafter, closed. 

Point of prlvlleae 

464 

LOK SABHA 

(1978) 

Allegations made by a member against another 
member and a Parlillmentary Committee, in the 
House. 

Facts of the case anel reference to the Committee of 
Prlvlleaes . 

On the 31st ~ 1978, during the discussion on a 
point of order regarding reported eviction of families 
of two Members of Parliament, Shri Lalji Bhai, a 
member, made certain allegations against Shri Sher 
Singh, another member and the House Committee. 
The Speaker, (Shri K.S. Hegde), thereupon, 
observed inter-alia, as follows:-

....... Certain serious allegations have been made. I 
would look into the record and certainly see 
whether it  offends Rule 380. If it offends 
Rule 380, I shall completely expunge it... I 
am going to look into the matter and if the 
hon. Member has the courage, he must give 
his complaint and I shall appoint a committee 
of the House to go into the matter and if the 
allegation is proved, I shall remove every 
member of the House Committee. If the 
allegation is not proved, I shall charge him 
with contempt of the House and send it to 
the Privileges Committee." 

2. Subsequently, the Speaker expunged the 
allegations made by Shri Lalji Bhai from the 
proceedings of the House. Shri Lalji Bhai was also 
asked under Speaker's direction to detail and 
substantiate the allegations made by him. As no reply 
was received from Shri Lalji Bhai despite repeated 
reminders, the Speaker referred the matter to the 
Committee of Privileges under Rule '127 of the ,Rules 
of Procedure and Conduct of Business in Lok Sabba 
on the 2nd September, 1978. 
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3. The Committee, after examining Sbri Lalji Bhai 
presented their Reportl to the Speaker on the 23rd 
April, 1979. 

Action taken by the Hoase 

4. On the 26th April, 1979, the Speaker infOl1Ded the 
Hoase, inler-mia, as follows:-

"The Committee of Privileges in their Report 
submitted to me have reported that 'during 
his evidence before the Committee, Sbri Lalji 
Bhai expressed his regret and tendered 
apology for his impunged remarks in Lok 
Sabha on 31st July, 1978'. 

The Committee have also expressed the view that 
'the freedom of speech in Parliament under 
Article 105 of the Constitution should not be 
misused by a member for making 
unsubstantiated allegations of defamatory or 
incriminatory nature against any person', and 
that 'the Committee consider it very 
unfortunate and regrettable that Shri Lalji 
Bhai chose to make unsubstantiated 
allegations of a serious nature against another 
member and a Committee of the House in a 
rather very casual manner. The Committee 
have added that they 'deprecate this 
regrettable action of Shri Lalji Bhai'. 
However, in view of the regret expressed and 
apology tendered by Shri Lalji Bhai, M.P., 
before the Committee, the Committee have 
recommended that 'no further action need be 
taken in the matter' and that 'the matter may 
be dropped.' 

If the House agrees, the matter may be treated as 
closed." 

5. No further action was taken in the matter by the 
House. 

Point or prlvileKe 

465 

LOK SABHA 

(1978) 

Alleged criticism of the conduct of certain memben in 
.the Howe in the meeting of a Parliamenlllry Party 
Executive. 

Facts or the case ~ by the Speaker 

On the ·4th August, 1978, Sbri C.K. Chandrappan, 
a member, gave notice of a question of 
privilege against the Janata Parliamentary 

Party Executive and its leader, Sbri Morarji 
R. Desai (Prime Minister) for criticising the 
conduct of Sarvashri Raj Narain and Mani 
Ram Bagri, members, in the House, in a 
meeting of Janata Parliamentary Party 
Executive held on 1st August, 1978. In this 
connection, Shri Chandrappan referred to the 
following news report published in the 
'Patriot' dated the 2nd August, 1978:-

"Former Health Minister Raj Narain's conduct in 
Lok Sabha on Monday on the issue 
of the eviction of an M.P. from a 
bungalow came in for sharp 
criticism at the meeting ........ the 
Executive is also learnt to have 
deplored the conduct of Mr. Mani 
Ram Bagri, a close associate of Raj 
Narain for raisina the 
issue .... Strongly disapproving IUch 
behaviour Prime Minister Morarji 
Desai is learnt to have given the full 
background of the incident." 

2. On the 7th August, 1978, when 
Shri Chandrappan sought to raise the matter in the 
House the Speaker (Shri K.S. Hegde) ruled u 
follows:-

"I have disallowed it .... Normally the partiea have 
the right to issue instructions. That is the 
basis of issuing whips. I have disallowed 
it ...... Democratic functioning is within party 
limits ..... " 

3. The matter was, therefore, cloled. 

Point 01 prlvHeae 

466 

LOK SABRA 

(1978) 

Alleged infringement of the rights of memberJ by 
ColUlCil of Ministers in seeking 1M advic. of 1M 
Supreme Court wuJ,er article 143(1) of 1M ColIStilulloll 
011 a Bill introduced by a member in 1M How •. 

For details of the cue pleue Ne lummary No. UiO 
at p. 336 ante. 

lne Report of tile Committee of PriYiIeps _ praeated to the Speaker. It - DOC lUI oa the Table of die Houe. 
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Point of privUege 

467 
LOK SABHA 

(1978) 

Alleged misrepresenmtion and casting aspersions on 
members regarding the proceedings of the House by a 
newspaper 

. for details of the case pleased see summary No. 315 
at p. 468-469 ante. 

Point of privUege 

468 
LOK SABHA 

(1978) 

Alleged casting of aspersions on members by a weekly 
magazine in its editorial passage. 
Facts of the ease and ruUnI by the Chair 

On the 15th November, 1978, Shri P. 
Venkatasubbaiah, a member; gave notice of a 
question of privilege against the Editor and Publisher 
of the Illustrated Weekly of India, for publishing and 
editorial passage captioned 'Pensions for MPs' in its 
issue of November 5-11, 1978, which allegedly 
contained 'certain disparaging remarks against all the 
M.Ps. and' Parliament'. Shri Venkatasubbaiah, in his 
notice, stated, inter-alia, as follows:-

" ..... You will appreciate from the extract that the 
Editor and Publisher of the said Weekly have 
knowingly and willingly brought down the 
prestige of M.Ps. and also the dignity of 
Parliament ...... .. 

2. The impugned editorial passage read as 
foUows:-

"I am not particularly impressed by the calibre of 
. our M.Ps. and it is anybody's guess how they 

got into Parliament-and at what cost and 
how they have maintained themselves during 
their tenure in Delhi. There might have been 
a time in the long delid past when citizens 
considered serving in Palriament a truly 
personal sacrifice, as in some instances it 
was. But today's breed is of a different order. 
Most of today's MPs are professional 
politicians who know how to take care of 
themselves and 1 don't see why the great 
public should take care of them in· their old 
age. In what sense do they earn our 
gratitude? 

Parliament's lead, 1 am sorry to say, has set a bad 

example to the States, one of which, 
Haryana, has so amended legislation that a 
legislator can qualify for a life pension even if 
he has served for a day. Now is not that 
nice? I suppose very soon we will have 
municipalities passing resolutions that would 
provide councillors a neat bundel at the end 
of their term. When will this tMDIISba stop?" 

3. On the 22nd December, 1978, when Shri 
Venkatasubbaiah sought to raise the matter 
in the House, the Speaker (Shri K.S. Hegde) 
ruled inter alia, as follows:-

"In regard to the article in the Dlustrated Weekly, 
in view of the unconditional apology 
tendered by the Editor and Publisher, the 
matter may be dropped ... .1 will direc::t him to 
publish it." 

4. Accordingly, the Editor of the Weekly, Who 
was asked to publish his apology prominently in the 
next issue of the Weekly, published the following 
apology in the Illustrated Weekly 01 India, dated 
January 21-27, 1979:-

"AN APOLOGY 

Editorial in 'THE ILLUSTRATED WEEKI. Y OF 
INDIA' Vol. XCIX 42 November S- 11, 1978, page 
37, column three, paras 3rd and 4th. 
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A. notice of question of privilege had been issued 
by an MP on my above-mentioned editorial 
suggesting that one paragraph in the editorial 
was highly derogatory to the members of 
Parliament. 

On receipt of the notice from the Lok Sabha 
Secretariat, 1 had reiterated that we hold 
Parliament in the highest esteem and no 
reflection was intended on any Member of 
Parliament. However, since the Hon'blc 
Speaker feels that one paragraph in the 
editorial appears to be highly deroptol}' to 
the Members of Parliament. I unconditionally 
apologise to the Hon'ble Speaker and to the 
Hon'ble House for an unintentioul lapee on 
my part in the said editorial-Editor." 

6. The matter was, thereafter, closed. 
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Point of privUeae 

469 
LOK SABRA 

(1978) 

Aspersion on II member in II newspllper in respect 0/ 
his speech in the House 

Facts of the cue and I'IIIIDI by the Speaker 
On the 22nd December, 1978 the Speaker (Shri K. 

S. Hegde) informed the House as follows:-

"Dr. Subramaniam Swamy had given notice of a 
question of privilege against Shri Nikhil Chakravortty 
Member of Press Commission and Editor of the 
Mainstream and .the Editor of the ,Patriot for 
publishing in the Patriot dated the 8th December, 
1978, Shri Nikhil Chakravortty's remark that Dr. 
Subramaniam Swamy had made a scurrilous 
allegation against Shri Nikhil Chakravortty in the 
House. 

Shri Nikhil Chakravortty as' well as the Editor of 
the Patriot have both sent their letters of 
apology for using and publishing the remark 
'scurrilous allegation' in reference to Dr. 
Subramaniam Swamy. 

In view of the apology tendered by both of them 
the matter may be treated as closed." 

2. No further action was taken in the matter by the 
House. 

Point of privUege 

470 
LOK SABHA 

(1979) 

Alleged derogfllory remflT/cs about members find tM 
House mflU by the Spellur, Lok SlIbhfl, 
while delivering II speech on the 'Role of 
Legiswture WIder the Constilulion. 

Facts of the cue and I'IIIIDI by the Speaker 
On 16th May, 1979, the Speaker (Shri K.S. Hegde) 

informed the House as follows:-
"Hon. member, Shri P.M. Sayccd, has given notice 

under Rule 222 against me in respect of a 
speech delivered by me on the 12th of this 
month under the auspices of Vasant 
Vyakhyanmala at Pune. Shri Mohd. Shafi 
Qureshi, has also written a letter to me in 
that connection. The subject of my lecture 
was 'The Role of Legislatures under our 
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Constitution'. The basis of the notice is the 
report of the speech appeared in Times of 
1IJdia dated May 14, 1979. 

It is embarrassing to be a judge in one's own cause. 
But an analysis of the rules and 
the examination of the precedents leave me 
with no other alternative. 

Under the existing rules it does not appear to be 
possible to move a motion under Rule 222 qainst a 
Speaker. It is wen established parliamentary 
practice that the conduct and action of the 
Speaker 'cannot be criticised incidentally in 
debate or upon any form of proceedings except 
on substantive motion.' 

But all the same, I would like to place before the 
House the correct facts to remove any 
misunderstanding that might have been created 
by the report in the Times of India. My speech 
lasted for more than one hour. It covered a 
large arca. The paper reporting is sketchy. 
Ideas have been picked up at random by the 
reporter and he has used his own words for 
conveying my ideas. Thil has given room for 
certain misunderstanding. 

Shri Vithalrao GadliJ, Member of Rajya Sabha, 
presided over the meeting. In his introductory 
remarks. he formulated certain issues and 
invited me to deal with them. Two of the issues 
formulated by him were: 

(i) The existing Ieaislative process and the 
changes required; 

(ii) Docs the Parliament effectively ovcncc the 
work of the executive? 

I detailed the legislative fields falling within the 
purview of the Parliament and the corresponding 
executive functions. I expressed my opinion that 
the legislative burden of the Parliament should 
be reduced. if the Parliament is to work 
effectively and the members are to oversee the 
work of the Executive carefuny, I suggested 
that subjects which are primarily within the 
responsibility of the State Legislatures moat be 
discussed in the State Legislatures themselves, I 
explained that law and order is pnmarily a State 
subject. The responsibility of the Centre is only 
secondary and when that subject iI discussed in 
the Parliament, the Central Government 
generally present the viewpoint of the State 
Government. That being 10, the law and order 
issues, however grave they may be, are 
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desirable to be dilcussed in the State 
Legislatures. This bas always been my view and 
I bave discussed this problem witb the Leaders 
of the Parties/Groups at the meetings held. 
Some members might take a different view. But 
an expression of my view would not amount to 
a breach of privilege of the House or any of its 
members. In all these matters difference of 
opinion is bound to be there. 

Thereafter, I took up tbe question of the procedure 
adopted in the matter oflegislation. I expressed my 
dissatisfaction with the existing procedures and I 
commended tbe Committee system. In tbe 
course of my lecture. I told the audience that 
legislations are conceived and Bills prepared by 
tbe concerned Ministries. The policy underlying 
a legislation is discussed by the Cabinet but it is 
likely that Cabinet would not go into details of 
the legislation which sometimes are as 
important as the policy itself. I also criticised 
the procedure of having three Readings in the 
House. 

Coming to the debate on the legislations, I 
mentioned that members, by and large, are 
interested in some subjects and not in all 
subjects. In tbe very nature of things it is not 
possible for the members to know about every 
subject. Hence, large sections of the House 
would Bot take special interest in most of the 
legislations. This is so in all countries having the 
parliamentary form of Government. I even gave 
the example of Britain. This state of things 
facilitates the Government to push through its 
legislation without difficulty. If on the other 
hand, every Bill is sent to a House Committee 
consisting of members interested in the 
legislation or who have specialised in that 
subject, tben there will be a thorough and 
searching examination of the measures and the 
Government will have to justify not merely the 
policy underlying the Bill but also various other 
aspects. I did not use the words 'at present the 
members of Parliament did not understand the 
implications of legislations brought before them 
by the Government reported in the Times of 
India. On the other hand, I mentioned that 
some members take interest in questions, some 
in Committees, yet others in various subjects. 
My criticism was not of the Parliament or of its 
members but of the existing system prevailing 
not only in this country but in several other 
countries including Great Britain. I therefore 
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referred to those countries also, I decline to 
accord my consent to the motion." 

471 

LO.K SABHA 

(1980) 
Point of pril'ile&e 

(i) Alkged misleading in/ormation given to the 
How, by Ministers regarding the reported a"uto/ a 
police officer; 

(ii) Alkg,d derogatory reference to Parliament 
made by chief Minister during his press con/erence 
when a privUege miJlter was pending b,/ore the 
How,. 

For details of the case pI. sec summary No. 2SS at 
pp. 400-02 ante. 

Point of priYiIep 

472 
LOK SABHA 

(1981) 

Alkgation against a m,mber by a member o/the other 
How,. 

Facts of the cue and ruIIa& by the Speaker 
On 27th March, 1981 Speaker (Shri Bal Ram 

Jakhar) informed the House as follows:-

"Shri Mani Ram Bagri has drawn attention through 
a notice under Rule 222 to the allegations made in 
the other House about'li member of our House 
having evaded custom duty, thereby lowering 
the dignity of this House. 

I have carefully gone through the proceedinp of 
RajyaSabha and I find that both the allegation's and 
the name of the Members were withdrawn by 
the Member concerned and the name was also 
expunged by the Chairman. There is, therfore, 
hardly any matter to proceed under Rule 222 
and I am, therefore, unable to give my consent 
under that Rule." 

The matter was, thereafter, closed. 

473 

Point. of priYil'le 

LOK SABHA 

(1981) 

Certain observations mad, about " member 
(Minister) in the other How, by 1M CJuUmum. 
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Facts of the case and ruling by the Speaker 

On 27th March 1981. Shri Atal Behari Vajpayee, 
Prof. Madhu Dandavate and .Shri Mani Ram Bagri, 
members, gave separate notices of a question of 
privilege against the Minister of State in the 
Department of Science and Technology (Shri C.P.N. 
Singh) regarding certain observations made about 
him by the Chairman, Rajya Sabha on 26th March 
1981 in that House. The Chairman Rajya Sabha: 
while giving his ruling on a question of privilege 
against Shri C.P.N. Singh, given notice of by some 
members of Rajya Sabha, had observed, inter alia as 
follows:-

"Hon, members will recall that I had sent a matter 
of privilege raised by Shri Era Sezhiyan and 
Shrimati Margaret Alva against Shri C.P.N. 
Singh, Minister of state for defence, to the 
Committee of Privileges. They will also recall 
that Shrimati Alva on 12-8-1980 made a 
statement alleging certain things against the 
Minister. The gist of it was his dealing with one 
Michele ...... Shri Singh asked for an opportunity 
to give a personal explanation and in his 
explanation included a counter-charge against 
Shrimati Alva for which he said he had 
evidence in his possession. His allegation was 
that Shrimati Alva had herself tried first to get 
in touch with Michele on phone in London and 
later he had a telephone conversation with her 
from London on her return to New Delhi .... The 
privilege motion followed on the ground that 
the Minister had deliberately made a misleading 
statement about Shrimati Alva's attempt to ring 
up Michele in London and a challenge was 
thrown that he should substantiate the truth of 
his statement that he had evidence in his 
possession. " 
• • * * 

"I referred a special issue to the Privileges 
Committee for a finding because the Minister 
is not a Member of this Hou&e but of the Lok 
Sabha and if the finding was adverse to the 
Minister. I would have had to consider the next 
step. The issue 1 raised was: 

'Is the statement made by the Minister in the 
House supported by the evidence or not or was it a 
misleading statement?" 
• • •  • 

"The finding of the Privileges Committee is that 
Shri Singh made his statement on the strength of a 
document in his possession, which I find is a 
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letter from Michele, and that he did DOt 
deliberately make a statement in the Houe 
which he knew or had reason to believe .u 
misleading. " 

• • • • 
"I am also of opinion, on an examination of data, 
etc., that Shrimati Alva's statement is absolutely 
truthful and there is no stain on her integrity. 
The Committee has also given the same findillJ. 
I also agree that the Minister himself wu 
mislead by Mr. Michele and should not have 
made this counter-charge on such doubtful 
evidence" . 

2. On 27th March, 1981, when the members soupt 
to raise the matter in the House' the Speaker (Shri 
Bal Ram Jakhar) observed as follows:-

"I have carefully gone through the proceedinp of 
Rajya Sabha. If the recommendations of tbe 
Committee of Privileges of Rajya Sabha and the 
observations of the Chairman of the other 
House are read together, it is clear that the 
Minister was found to have the evidence on the 

~ of which he had chosen to make the 
statement in the other House. The matter may 
be allowed to rest with that and need not be 
pursued further." 

Point of privlle&e 

474 

LOK SABHA 

(1981) 

Reported statement by a Chief Minuter regarding the 
policy of reservation for Scheduled Castes tuId 
Scheduled Tribes on which Lok Sabha IuId 
passed a Resolution unanimously. 

Facts of the case and ruling by the Deputy Speaker 

On 21st April, 1981, the Deputy Speaker (Shri G. 
Lakshmanan) informed the House as follows:-

"Sarvasbri ·Mani Ram Bagri and Jaipal Sinp 
Kashyap have given a notice of question of privilege 
against the Chief Minister of Gujarat for a 
reported statement by him that the policy of 
reservation being a matter of vital imponance a 
Commission should be apgointed to examine 
this issue. The Members have contended that as 
a unanimous resolution has already been passed 
by this House in favour of the policy of 
reservation, the reported statement of the Chief 
Minister, of Gujarat bu lowered the dipity of 
the House. 
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I have considered the matter and I do not find 
anything derogatory to the House in the reported 
statement of the Chief Minister of Gujarat, 
which is based on a newspaper report only. 
Moreover, the Chief Minister of Gujarat is a 
Member 'Of another Legislature and according 
to well-established practice, a question of 
privilege may not normally be raised against 
him in this House. 

I do not, therefore, give my consent to raise the 
matter under rule 222". 

The matter was thereafter, closed. 

~ 

Point of privUege 

LOK SABHA 

(1981) 

Alleged derogatory remarks about members of 
ParliDmenl by the Chief Justice and another judge of 
the Supreme Court during the proceedings in a 
case. 

Facts of the case and ruIinl by the Speaker 

On 8th May, 1981, the Speaker (Dr. Bal Ram 
Jakbar) gave the following ruling:-

"Sarvashri Ram Vilas Paswan, K. LakJtappa and 
Rajesh KumarSingbhave givennoticesofaquestion 
of privilege against the Chief Justice of India, 
Shri Y.V. Chandrachud and another Judge, Shri 
V .0. Tulzapurkar for allegedly making the 
following remarks as rep«?rted in a newspaper 
report, during the proceedings on a case in the 
Supreme Court: 

• ...... those who address the nation in Parliament do 
so with an equal sense of responsibility ..... Just 
because they are in Parliament they can say anything 
they like because they are immune .... they are 
supposed to be enlivening the debates of the House 
by saying that all that judges do is to sit back in their 
chairs.' 

A factual note was called  for from the Ministry of 
Law and they have furnished the same after getting it 
from the Registrar of the Supreme Court. I have also 
gone through the Lok Sabha proceedings where an 
Hon'ble Member had referred in pointed terms to the 
performance of the Supreme Court. 

While Members of this House enjoy freedom of 
speech as enshrined in the Constitution, we have to 
remind ourselves that it has to conform to the Rules 
of Procedure and Conduct of Business in Lok Sabha 

as weD as the restrictions which are mentioned on 
discussion in Parliament on certain matters. I would 
like to recall in this context Article 121 of the 
Constitution which specificaDy provides that 'no 
discussion shall take place in Parliament with respect 
to the conduct of any Judge of the Supreme Court or 
of a High Court in the discharge of his duties except 
upon a motion for presenting an address to the 
President praying for the removal of the Judge as 
hereinafter provided'. 

The Constitution has aDotted specific duties and 
responsibilities to Parliament as well as to the 
Supreme Court and the High Courts and we have to 
have mutual respect for each other. It would be in 
the best interests if democratic norms and traditions 
set down in the Constitution are meticulously 
observed and those connected with these institutions 
do not over-step their limits, so that the ideal concept 
enshrined in the Constitution remains a living reality 
and does not become an illusion. 

I have no manner of doubt that with the strong 
tradition of democracy laid down in our country these 
institutions would supplement and complement each 
other and become a source of strength to the nation 
as a whole." 

The matter was, thereafter, closed. 

476 

Point of privUege 

LOK SABHA 

(1981) 

Certain remarks made in the House by a member 
regardingallegedpassingonofcerUJininformationby 
him to a foreign country 

Facts of the case and ruUng by the Speaker 

On 8th May 1981, the Speaker (Dr. Bal Ram 
lakhar) informed the House as follows:-

"Sarvashri Eduardo Faleiro, Rajesh Pilot, K.K. 
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Tewari and Ashok Gahlot gave notices of question of 
privilege on 4 March 1981, against Shri Jyotirmoy 
Boau for admitting. in the House on 3 March, 1981 
that . he hacr corresponded with the Minister of 
External Affairs and that 'he had released . to. the 
Chinese, the information obtained by him from the 
Minister' regarding the Mac Mahon Line border 
between India and China. Shri Kamal Nadt also gave 
a similar notice subsequently. 

The notices were referred to Shri Jyotirmoy Bosu 
under my direction requesting him to state what he 
might have to say in the matter. Shri Jyotirmoy Bosu 
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in his letter dated the 7 May, 1981, has inter alia 
stated that 'on the relevant day in the House when 1 
said. "I did it", that was in the context that I did 
write a letter to the Minister of External Affairs as 
the Minister had not disclosed the name of the MP, 
who had written a letter to him seeking certain 
clarification on the point relating to Indo-China 
relations'. 

Shri Jyotirmoy Bosu has also submitted a detailed 
note by way of personal explanation which he wanted 
to make in the House. I felt that as the matter was 
sought to be raised against him as a question of 
privilege, it would not be quite appropriate to allow 
him to make a personal explanation on the matter." 

The personal explanation refers inter alia to some 
correspondence, which Shri Jyotirmoy Bosu had with 
the Minister of External Affairs and, therefore, I 
asked for a factual note from the Minister of External 
Affairs which has been received this morning. 

I am looking into the matter." 

2. On 17th August, 1981, the opening day of the 
next session, the 'Speaker observed as follows:-

"During the last Session on 8 May, 1981, I had 
infotmed the House that Shri Jyotirmoy Bosu wanted 
to make a personal explanation in regard to the 
remark 'I did it' made by him on  3 March, 1981, in 
response to Shri Eduardo Faleiro's statement on that 
day that: 

'a Member of Parliament wrote to the Minister of 
External Affairs mentioning that a Bengali author 
had prepared a plan showing a portion of India 
as part of China and asked the Minister of 
External Affairs as to what his reaction 
was .... The Minister of External Affairs said we 
were aware of this matter; we are seized of it: it 
is under consideration. This member of 
parliament divulged this information to the 
Chinese Embassy and it got ..... .' 

I had then observed that I had asked for a factual 
note from the Minister of External Affairs which had 
been received that moming and that I was looking 
into the matter. 

In his statement of personal explanation, dated 6th 
May, 1981, Shri Jyotirmoy Bosu stated inter alia that: 

'I wrote a letter to the Minister of External Affairs in 
the beginning of last year that articles have 
been written and published in important papers 
questioning the cOrrectness of the present 
boundary line between India and China. ~ 

has come out publicly in a number of 
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publications more than once. On the basis of 
the above, I wrote to the Minister of External 
affairs and also asked him on the floor of the 
House .... as to what his comments were on the 
view expressed and facts published by the 
authors of the aforesaid publications. But it is 
regrettable that inspite of several reminders, the 
Minister has not aiven any reply to the points 
raised by me and in the articles mentioned 
above. This is what I conveyed to the House on 
3rd March, 1981.' The Minister of External 
Affairs in his factual comments stated inter alia 
that: 

Shri Jyotirmoy Bosu addressed a letter to me on the 
12th March,198O, in which he referred to 
certain published material which in his opinion 
cast some doubts on the position taken by the 
Government of India on the border between 
btdia and China. I sent a reply to him on March 
27, acknowledging his letter and saying inter 
alia, that I would have the matter examined 
from the view point expressed in his letter. This 
was the only communication sent by me to Shri 
Bosu ...... since the matter was of an extremely 
delicate nature, I did not sent any further 
written replies directly to him. While it is true 
that I did not sent a detailed reply to Shri Bosu 
on the points raised by him in his first letter of 
12th March, 1980, It is the very 
acknowledgement letter sent by me on 27th 
March that aeems to be what is alleged to ~ 

been divulged by Shri Bosu to the Chinese 
dignitary ... Therefore, the fact that I did not 
send any subsequent detailed reply to Shri Bosu 
would not be relevant in the matter raised by 
Shri Faleiro. 

Shri Bosu had also sent a correction on  6 March, 
1981 for incorporation in the relevant debate 
dated 3 March, 1981, for adding some words in 
his recorded remarks 'I did it ....... .' to make it 
read as 'I did it in the sense, I wrote to the 
Minister but never got a reply.' 

The addition sought to be made by Shri Bosu was 
checked with the reporter's copy as well as on 
the tape and it was held that such a substantial 
'correction could not be permitted at that stage 
as per earlier rulings given by my distinguished 
predecessors: Mr. Speaker Mavanlankar OD 17th 
February 1950, and Mr. Speaker 
Aoanthasayanam Ayyangar on 19th February, 
1959, to the effect that corrections at that ,tase 
are permissible only if theae are grammatical or 



of verbal nature and not of any material 
substance. Incidentally, this is also the 
practice in the House of Commons as ruled 
by Mr. Speaker Lowther on 6th April 1914 
and. by Mr. Speaker Dougals Clifton Brown 
on 9th May, 1944. 

'The matter may now be treated as closed". 
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LOK SABHA 

(1981) 

Point of privUeae 

Alleged misleading of the Howe by a Minister, 
alleged casting of reflections on the Minister, by a 
iournalist in an article published in a newspaper 
and alleged casting of aspersions  on the Howe by 
a former member of Parliament 

For details of the case please see summary' No. 
260 at pp. ~  ante. 
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LOK SABHA 

(1981) 

Point of privUeae 

Casting aspersions on a member by another 
member in a press interview 

Facts of the case and rulin, by tbe Speaker 

On 4th December, 1981, Prof. K.K. fewari, a 
member, gave notice of a question of privilege 
against Shri Atal Bihari Vajpayee, member, for 
allegedly casting aspersions on Dr. Subramaniam 
Swamy, another member in a press interview 
published in Probe. an English monthly, in its 
October, 1981, issue, which read, inter alia as 
follows:-

"Ever since then he has been carrying out this 
campaign against me. But I can't do the 
same thing to him, because I don't believe 
in character assassination. On the other hand 
if I were to stoop to Swamy's level I can 
do a lot of damage to him. As a former 
External Affairs Minister I know many 
things about Swamy. What if I call him a 
CIA agent? But I am not going to say all 
those things, because never in my political 
career have I indulged in mudslinging." 

Prof. K.K. Tewari also sought to raise the 
matter in the House on 4th December, 1981 
whereupon the Speaker (Dr. Bal Ram Jakhar) 
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observed that the matter was under his 
consideration. 

2. On 16th December, 1981, when Shri K.K. 
Tewari sought to raise the matter in the House 
again, the Speaker observed as follows:-

"I have gone through it. That is not 
according to the rules ..... .I have not 
admitted it." 

The Speaker, however, allowed Dr. 
SubramaniamSwamy to make a personal 
explanation on the next day. 

3. On 17th December 1981, Dr. Subramaniam 
Swamy made the following personal explanation:-

"On 4th December, 1981 Prof K.K. Tewari, 
while seeking to raise a question of privilege 
against Shri Atal Bihari Vajpayee, a member 
of this House is on record  and having stated 
inter alia:-

'I have given a notice under Rule 222 
against Shri Atal Bihari Vajpayee who has 
called Dr. Subramaniam Swamy a CIA 
agent. He has based it on his knowledge as 
Minister of External Affairs. The Probe has 
published an interview of Mr. Vajpayee 
where Mr. Vajpayee says that Dr. Swamy is 
a CIA agent.' 

The aforementioned statement of Prof. Tewari has 
received wide publicity in the Press and, 
therefore, as I mentioned in the House 
yesterday, it is not possible for me to 
remain silent lest it is misunderstood. I 
,would like to state with all the strength at 
my command that I have no connection 
whatsoever with the CIA and the allegation 
made, implied or threatened, is without any 
basis whatever and is totally baseless and 
malicious. 

I would like to reiterate that if Shri Vajpayee has 
any evidence about the alleged CIA 
connection, he should have the courage 
either to substantiate it or, in all fairness, 
withdraw it unequivocally and apologise to 
the House." 

Shri Atal Bihari Vajpayee then made his 
personal explanation as follows:-

"Sir, what has been published as my 
interview in a journal from Allahabad has 
been referred to in the House first in a 
privilege motion against me by an hon. 
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member from the Treasury Benches and then in 
a personal explanation by an hon. member 
belonging to the Opposition. 

The privilege motion was not admitted by you 
in your wisdom even though I would not have 
raised any objection if you had admitted it. 
Now, you have permitted the hon. member 
from Bombay (North East) to make a statement 
by way of personal explanation. It has often 
happened before, that when an allegation was 
made in the House by one member against 
another, the member accused would protest that 
the immunity provided by parliamentary 
privilege was being abused to malign him. The 
member making the allegation was challenged 
to make the statement outside the House and 
thus expose himself to the risk of defamatory 
proceedings. 

This controversy is about a matter published in the 
press outside. 

As I bave already informed you. I have filed a 
complaint to the Press Council against the 
journal for publishing my so-called interview. 
The Press Council bas been set up by an Act of 
Parliament and is presided over by a retired 
Judge of tbe Supreme Court. As the Council is 
seized of the matter. I do not wish to say any-
thing further except tbat I have never believed 
in tbe politics of character assassination . and 
during more tban two decades of my 
parliamentary career I bave tried my best to 
maintain a certain standard in my bebaviour 
with, regard to my colleagues. 

It is open for the bon. member from Bombay (North 
East) to wait for the verdict of the Press 
Council or to approach a court of law to seek 
redress." 

The matter was thereafter, closed. 
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LOK SABHA 

(1981) 

Point of privilege 

Alleged misrepresenting the proceethngs of the 
House and casting reflections on a member by a 
newspaper 

For details of the case please see summary No. 320 
at pp. ~  ante. 
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LOK SABHA 

(1985) 

Point of prlYUeae 

De,scribing the legislature lIS • branch of the 
Government in a tut book published by the 
MaharllShtr. State Board of Secondary and Higher 
Secondary Education 

Facts 01 th!t case and ruUna by the Speaker 
On 26th April, 1985, Prof. Madhu Dandavate, a 
member, gave notice of a question of privilege 
against tbe Secretary, Maharasbtra State Board of 
Secondary and Higher Secondary Education. Prof. 
Dandavate Stated in bis notice inter .liII that in a text 
book of Civics for Qass X, publisbed by the 
Maharashtra State Board of Secondary and HiJber 
Secondary Education, the "Legislature" had been 
described as a "branch of the Government" and that 
the "three branches of the Union Government 
control each other". When these inaccuracies were 
brought to the notice of the Board through an article 
written by one Shrirish Desbpande, which w .. 
publisbed in the 16tb January, 1985 issue of Lobtmtl 
the Secretary, Mabarashtra State Board of Secondary 
and Higber Secondary Education issued a 
clarification which was published in the Lo1csGtta in 
its issue dated 2nd March, 1985. Asserting that there 
was no mistake wbatsoever in the text book of Civics. 

Prof. Dandavate contended tbat it amounted to a 
breach of privilege and contempt 'of the House. . 

2. The Ministry of Education, to wbom the matter 
was referred under the direction of the Speaker 
(Dr. Bat Ram Jakhar), clarified that a writ petition 
was filed in the Bombay High Court challenging the 
correctness of certain portions of the' text book and 
the High Court after hearing the parties had inter Glia 
recorded an order as follows:-

"It is contended on bebalf of respondents that in the 
book tbe words and expressions are used in 
broader sense. However, since it is brouJht to 
the notice of the authorities, that it might create 
misunderstanding, in subsequent editions care 
will be taken to c;larify the position, and use 
appropriate words." 

It was also clarified by the Ministry that in 
pursuance of ~  . order of the Bombay Hip Court, 
the Maharuhtra State Board of secondary and 
Higher Secondary education had undertaken the 
work of revision of the text book suitably and it bad 
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been decided that the revised text book will be 
prescribed from the next academic session. 

3. On 17th May, 1985, the Speaker, infOJ'lfted the 
House that he bad received a communication froL"'I 
the Ministry of Education stating that the text book 
was being revised and that the revised text book 
would be prescribed from the next academic session. 
In view of this he had not given his consent under 
rule 222 to raise a question of privilege in the House. 

4. Prof. Madhu Dandavate thereupon prged the 
Speaker to make a reference to the qraerl bf the High 
Court and endorse the same. The Speaker observed 
as foUows:-

"That is what I have done ...... Parliament is 
supreme. There is no problem. We are 
separate .... That is what I bave ~  
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LOK SABHA 

(1985) 

Point of prlYl1eae 

Alleged casting 0/ reflections on 1M members, the 
Howe lind itr proceedings in l1li IIrtick published in II 
newspllper 

Facts or the case and rullnl by the' Speaker 

On 2nd December, 1985, Shri K.P. Unnikrishnan 
and Prof. Madhu Dandavate gave two separate 
notices of question of privilege against Shri R.N. 
Gocnka, for IIllegedly cuting reflections on memben, 
the House and its proceedings of 26th November, 
1985, relating to discusSion on a motion under rule 
184 about the removal of Shri Jagroohan from his 
office of Governor of Jammu &: Kashmir, in an 
IIrticle published in the Indian uprus in its issue 
dated 30th November, 1985. 

2. Shri K.P.· Uonikrishnan stated in his notice inter 
alia that in the article in question, the author has 
deliberately and wilfully attacked Minister of State 
for Law, Shri H.R. Bhardwaj and 'present 
Parliament. He has even made an insinuation about 
conduct of proceedings in Parliament which goes far 
beyond the right of free comment. Prof. Madhu 
Dandavate stated inlD' alia • ........ it is not oo1y 
showing contempt for the Minister but for Lok Sabba 
as weD and that too deliberately'. Both the memben 
alleged that Shri R.N. Goenka had committed a 
breach of privilege and gross contempt of the Houie. 
Speaker observed that he would look into the matter. 

3. Giving his ruling jn the matter on 3rd 
December, 1985, the Speaker observed: 
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"I have carefully gone throuah the article' by 
Shri R.N. Goenka published in the Indian 
Express dated 30th November, 1985. I find that 
the tone and tenor in which the article is written 
is not becoming of a penon who has himself 
been a member of this House and is well aware 
of its rights and privileges. In a democracy the 
Press has every right of fair criticism but it 
should not be used in a manner so as to put the 
institution of Parliament and its memben into 
disrepute or lower their dignity in the eyes of 
the public. 

It appean that in the heat of a controversy in 
. which he himself was. involved, Shri Goenka hu 
over-reacted to the reply of the Minister of 
State in the Ministry of Law and JU$tU:e to the 
Discussion on ~ motion. 

As the supreme representative institution of 
the people, this House has always shown its 
magnanimity aDd broad vision, particularly to 
the Press by not taking notice of critical 
comments made by them, in order that 
Pu1iamentary privilege in no way fetters or 
discourages the free expression of opinion of 
fair comments on the proceedinp of the House. 
I feel that it adds to the dignity of one and all if 
power in a democratic system is exercised with 
ratraiot and the more powerful a body or 
inlaitutioo is, the greater restraint is called for 
particularly in exercising its penal jurisdiction.' 

In keeping with this approach and best 
traditio .... of the House, I am of the opinion 
that this House would best consult its own 
dignity by taking no further notice of the 
matter. 

I do not, therefore, accord my consent to the 
raisiDg of the matter as a question of privilege". 
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LOK SABHA 

(1986) 

PoIDt of prlYl1ep 

Alkged tIIIempt to IfIlIliIn some manben by 
JMIItionbag their IIIIIfta in " chllrge-sheet filed in 
eo.", by 1M police IIIIIler 1M Olfldal Secrets Ac:t 
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Fads of the case and I'IIIin& by the Speaker 
, On 19th March, 1986, the Speaker (Dr. B.R. 
Jakhar) observed as follows:-

"On 13th February, 1986, I had received 
identical notices of question of privilege given 
by Sarvashri V. Sobhanadreeswara Rao and 
S.M. Bhattam against the then Minister of 
Home. Affairs, Shri S.B. Chavan, for allegedly 
~ ~ ~ some members of Parliament by 
msmuatmg that they had some association or 
links with the alleged spy Ram Swaroop, in the 
charge-sheet filed by the police in the Court 
under the Official Secrets Act. They had also 
stated that a wide publicity was given in the 
Press to the names of Members of Parliament 
mentioned in the charge-sheet as was evident 
from the news reports published in the Times of 
India dated 28th January, 1986 and other 
national dailies of 29th January, 1986. The 
members further pointed out that according to 
the impugned news report, 'Ram Swaroop 
mentioned to the police the names of some 
opposition leaders and members of Parliament 
stating that they were "Sympathetic to him at 
one stage or the other".' It is well known that 
in public life members of Parliament come in 
touch with many people on various occasions. 
To say that they were 'sympathetic' to Ram 
Swaroop, is, in members' words 'a motivated 
and mischievous effort to malign them and to 
lower the dignity of Parliament'. 

Shri M. Raghuma Reddy gave an identical 
notice on 19th February, 1986. 

I appreciated the strong feelings of the members 
whose names had figured in newspaper reports 
in connection with the espionage case and, 
therefore, when on 25th February, 1986, Shri 
V.S. Rao sought to raise the matter in the 
House, I observed, 'if the name of any member 
from this House has been mentioned, I will 
allow him (to make personal explanation).' 

On 5th March, Sarvashri K.P. Singh Deo, D.P. 
Jadeja and Arvind Netam were afforded a 
special opportunity to make personal 
explanations in the House clarifying their 
position in the matter. They Stated, inter alia, 
that their names had been mentioned in the 
charge-sheet neither as accused nor as 
witnesses. A similar statement was made by 
Shri Chandulal Chandrakar on 11th March, 
1986. 
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On 13th March, 1986, Prof. Madhu Dandavate 
~~ a notice of question of privilege against the 
MmlSter of State in the Department of Internal 

~  Shri Arun Nehru, for allegedly 
mentaomng the names of Sarvashri K.P. Singh 
Deo, D.P. Jadeja, Arvind Netam and 
Chandulal Chandrakar in the charge-sheet filed 

~ ~ Ram Swaroop for his alleged espionage 
actiVIties. Prof. Dandavate contended that 
though the names of the said members were 
associated neither as witness nor as accused in 
the espoinage case, 'the manner in which their 
names were mentioned in the charge-sheet ... has 
sought to tarnish the patriotic image of these 
members'. 

Another honourable member, Shri Jitendra 
Prasada, also wrote to me on 31st January, 
1986, drawing my attention to a report 
appearing in the Statesman dated 29th January, 
1986 which falsely mentioned his name among 
those figuring in the charge-sheet filed by the 
police in the Ram Swaroop case. The report 
claimed that the charge-sheet had mentioned his 
name as 'the Chairman of the Indo-Federal 
Republic of Germany Parliamentary Body'. His 
denial in this regard was published by the paper 
in its issue of 1st February, 1986. Shri Jitendra 
Prasada has again written to me on 9th March, 
1986, saying that the Illustrated Weekly in its 
issue of 2nd March, 1986. had carried an 
interview with the said Ram Swaroop in which 
he was quoted as saying that he (Shri Jitendra 
Prasada) also was a Convenor of the Indo-
German Parliamentary Group. Shri Jitendra 
Prasada has pointed out that it is impossible for 
any member to keep track of all such ncws 
items and to issue contradictions in respect of 
each of them. Shri Jitendra Prasada has, 
however, enclosed a copy of the letter which he 
has sent to the Editor of the Illustrated Weekly 
denying that he had ever been Convenor of the 
said Indo-German Parliamentary Group or that 
he had ever attended any of its mcctings. I 
regret very much that such reports should kcep 
on appearing in the press even after thcy havc 
been contradicted. I hope thc prcss will be 
more cautious in this respect in future so that 
the names of members of Parliament arc not 
unnecessarily dragged into controversial 
matters. 

It is well established that in order to constitute 
a breach of privilege any libel or charge against 
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a Member of Parliament must concern his 
character or conduct in his capacity as a 
member of the House and must be 'based on 
matters arising in the actual transaction of the 
business of the House' . Moreover, I 
understand that the only accused persons in the 
case are Shri Ram Swaroop Sabharwal and 
Shri Javed Siddiqui and no charge have been 
laid against any other person. I am therefore, 
of the opinion that the mere mention of names 
of members in the charge sheet does not 
involve any breach of privilege or contempt of 
the House either on the part of the then 
Minister of Home Affairs or the Minister of 
State in the Department of Internal Security. 
Accordingly, I withold my consent to the 
raising of the matter in the House under rule 
222. 

I must, however, add what I told the House on 5th 
March, 1986, and I reiterate that I am one with all 
the members of the House in upholding the honour, 
respect and dignity of the House and i!s members. 
As public men, members of Parliament have got to 
meet a large number of poeple either individually or 
at public functions. It is obviously impossible for 
them to check the antecedents of every individual or 
organisation that they come into contact with. To 
impnte motives or mala fides to any such casual 
meeting, without sufficient proof, is reprehensible. 
What is still more reprehensible is to give publicity 
to unfounded allegations. In the interest of clean 
public life, it is necessary that such tendencies are 
firmly curbed. As upholders of public causes the 
press are our best ally and we cherish their freedom 
as much as we are zealous of our own rights as 
members of this august House. I have therefore, 
every hope that the press would function with 
caution and full sense of responsibility in such 
matters so that the prestige and dignity of this 
House and its members as also of the Press itself are 
maintained. 

With these words of caution and in the context of 
the fact that the members concerned have already 
fully clarified their position on the floor of the 
House by way of personal explanation statements, I 
feel the matter should be treated as closed." 

2. On 20th March, 1986, the Executive Committee 
of the Press Association adopted· a resolution 
expressing ~  'anguish' and 'distress' over certain 
observations about the Press made by the Speaker in 
his ruling on 19th March, 1986. The resolution 
termed the Speaker's observations as 'unfortuaate' 

and 'sweeping'. The General Secretary of the Press 
Association forwarded a copy of the resolution to 
the Speaker with a request to give them some time 
to meet him so that they could put forth their views 
in the matter. 

The Speaker accordingly met them on 20th 
March, 1986, itself and allayed their misgivings in 
the matter. 

3. On 21st March, 1986, a news-item appearing in 
the Statesman stated inter alia as foUows:-

"The Lok Sabha Speaker, Mr. Balram Jakhar, 
meanwhile, clarified to a Press Association 
delegation that he had no intention of 
condemning or maligning the press in his ruling 
on Wednesday. He reiterated that he had 
stated in the House itself that 'the Press is a 
part of us.' 
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He said the only references to the Press 
were in the context of Mr. litendra Prasada's 
case wherein some allegations had been 
reprinted even after denial. In the concluding 
paragraph, he had referred to the reprehensible 
nature of giving publicity to unfounded 
allegations related to Mr. Prasad." 

4. On the same day, Shri K.P. Unnikrishnan, a 
member, gave notice of a question of privilege 
against the President and the General Secretary of 
the Press Association and other members of the 
Executive Committee of the Press Association for 
allegedly commenting upon the ruling of the Speaker 
in their resolution which, according to the member, 
amounted to a breach of privilege and contempt of 
the House. Shri Unnikrishnan and some other 
members later sought to raise the matter in the 
House. Objection was also taken by Prof. Madbu 
Dandavate to the reported clarification given by the 
Speaker to the Press which he said, should have 
been given, if at all, inside the House and not 
outside the House. Speaker then oberved as 
follows:-

.. As you know, being the Speaker, I am 
accessible to every person and when any hon. 
member or public or even the Press come to 
me, I have to see them and I must see 
them .. .It was a question raised and in good 
faith. Everything was said on the Door of the 
House and at your intervention, I said that 
Press is one of us. There was no question at 
anytime in my mind to malign it ... The Press 
and ourselvcs ... we have to work hand in hand. 
We have always worked like that ... So many 
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things have been said certain times and we have 
overlooked everything ... But, when people come 
to ine, naturally I have to see them they come 
and I must listen and talk and then everything is 
clarified. There is nothing wrong about it." 

The matter was, thereafter, treated as closed. 
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Point of privUe&e 

LOK SABHA 
(1989) 

Alleged reflections on a member by a newspaper 
Facts of the case and ruling by the Speaker 

On lst March. 1989, the Speaker (Dr. B.R. 
Jakhar) observed inter alia as follows:-

..... On 23rd February, 1989, Shri Chiranji Lal 
Sharma gave notice of a question of privilege 
against Shri Rajendra Mathur, Chief Editor, 
Shri Surendra Pratap Singh, Executive Editor, 
Shri Ramesh Chandra, Printer and Publisher 
and Shri Ramesh Gaur, City Correspondent of 
Navbharat Times for allegedly publishing a false 
news item about him under the caption 
'Sharaab peehr gadi chala raha Ssnsad giraftar, 
riha' on the front page of its issue dated 13th 
January, 1989. 

Shri Chiranji Lal Sharma stated inter alia in 
his notice as foUows:-

'A news item with the caption 
'Sharaab Peeker Gadi Chala Raha Sansad 
Giraftar, Riha' appeared on the first page of the 
Navbharat Times on 13.1.89, specifically 
mentioning therein that Chiranji Lal Sharma of 
Sonepat (Haryana) and one of his companion 
advocate were arrested by Dhaula Kuan Police 
while Shri Chiranji Lal Sharma was driving the 
Maruti Van in a drunken state. It is stated that 
they were arrested under section 107/151 Cr. 
P.C. and were subsequently released on bail. 
The van which Shri Chiranji Lal Sharma was 
driving was also impounded.' 

Shri Chiranji Lal Sharma has further stated 
that 'the news is absolutely baseless, false and 
frivolous and malicious. As a matter of Act, I 
myself never in my life, touched or tasted any 
wine. I am keeping the car for the last 25 years 
but I have never touched even the steering of 
the vehicle in my life. I am a teetotaller.' He 
has also stated that the news item has not only 
disturbed him mentally but has also adversely 
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affected him physically. According to Shri 
Chiranji Lal Sharma, he personally called on 
the Chief editor on 16th January, 1989 and 
asked him to tender unqualified apology and 
regrets for the mischief they bad committed by 
publishing the impugned news item. He bas also 
sent a registered A.D. letter on 19th January, 
1989, to the newspaper in this coDDection, but 
the Chief Editor, Executive Editor, Printer and 
publisher and the City Correspondent of 
Navbharat Times did not express their regrets 
till 23rd February, 1989. Sbri Sharma has 
alleged tbat with the publication of the said 
news item, his 'dignity and prestige has been 
lowered down in public esteem.' 

On 24th February, 1989, when Shri Chiranji 
Lal Sharma sought to raise the matter in the 
House as a question of privilege, I observed: 'I 
will take care of it and then I shall let you 
know.' 

On the same day, the matter was taken 
up with the Chief Editor, 
Executive Editor, Printer and Publilher and the 
City Correspondent of Navbh4rat Times, New 
Delhi and they were asked to state within three 
aays of receipt of our communication what they 
had to say in the matter for my consideration. 

On 27th February, 1989, I received their 
replies which are identical and read as 
follows:-

'At the very outset, we tender our 
unconditional apology for the mistake in 
publication of the news item on 13.1.1989 in our 
newspaper Navbharat Times, under the caption 
'Sharaab Petkar Gadi ChaUJ Raha Sansad 
Gira/tar, Riha.' It is stated that the news item 
was published in good faith, without any malice 
and without any intention of causing any sort of 
defamation or otherwise harm to anyone. 

It is stated that the inpugned news item was 
published on 13th ultimo. This inadvertent 
mistake had occurred due to the similarity in 
the names of Hon'ble member of Parliament 
and the offender. Immediately on realising the 
mistake, we had issued the clarification and 
contradiction in the 14th January issue of 
Navbharat Times under the caption 'NAMO KA 
CHAKKAR'. Copy of the said news item 
published on 15th January is enclosed herewith 
vide which we had clarified the person 
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apprehended wu not Shri Cbiranji LaI Sharma, 
member of Parliament. We had also complied 
with the notice dated 16.1.1989 of Shri Cbiranji 
Lal Sharma, member of Parliament by 
publishing the apology and clarification on the 
front pale of 8.2.1989 issue of our newspaper. 
Copy thereof is enc:losed for perusal and 
consideration. 

We may again reiterate that we never had 
any intention of lowering the dignity or prestige 
of Shri Chiranji Lal Sharma and try our best to 
keep the high standard of journalism.' 

Since the Navbltarat Times, has already made 
adequate amends for the inadvertent lapse on 
its part, I am treating the matter as closed. I, 
however, fully share the agony of the Hon'ble 
member. I would, therefore, like to emphasise 
that the newspapers should be extremely careful 
while publishing news reports about the 
members. It would be better if they confum the 
authenticity of the report before rushing to 
publish such items in the newspapers and that 
too prominently on the front page as in the 
instant case." 

Point or prlvDeae 

484 
LOK SABHA 

(1988) 

Alleged t:lUting of nJkctiollS on " member ",.d tlte 
Howe by " newspaper 

Facti of the cue and reference to the Committee of 
PrlvUeles 

On 14th March, 1988, a member (Prof. Madhu 
Dandavate) sought to raise in the House the matter 
regarding publication of an article in the press 
involving another member (Shri Kamal Nath) and 
stated that "a very serious situation has developed. 
One member of this House, Mr. Kamal Nath is 
alleged to have two illegal accounts". Shri Kamal 
Nath then stated, inter alia as follows:-

"Sir, the IndiGn Express today lias carried an 
article making grave charges of violation of the 
law against me. I would like to uphold the 
highest traditions of public life and would 
request this august House, everybody sitting 
bere-it is not a question of this side or tbat 
side-to appoint a Committee of only three 

members of the Opposition to be appointed by 
the opposition themselves in consultation with 
you to find out about the veracity and the 
illegalities contained in tbe article of tbe [ndi",. 
Express today and to give a finding on the 
cbarles Blainst me .... This bas been raised. 
After all, it is not a question involving every 
member of this House. It is not a charge against 
me it is a charge against a member of 
Parliament. I am willing to submit myself to an 
enquiry by three members of the Opposition. 
Let there be a Committee of three members of 
the Opposition only ... " 

Tb, Speaker, thereupon, observed that "you bave 
to come under some rule, under some motion and 
then I will consider it." 

2. On 15th March, 1988, Sarvasbri Harish Rawat, 
Satyendra Narayan Sinha, Prof. N.G. Ranga and 
Prof. K.V. Thomas, members gave separate but 
identical notices of questions of privilege against 
[ndian Express, Fi,."nciGl Express and JaIlS""" for 
publishing in their issues of 14th Marcb, 1988, an 
article by Shri Arun Shourie, captioned "An M.P. 
and two Accounts" which was allegedly tendentious, 
misleading, false and derogatory. 

3. The impugned article1 read as follows:-
"Amonl Rajiv Gandhi's acquaintances the 

media focusses on the Bachchans. But there 
are others too. Among them the one from 
Doon School: the low proflle Kamal Natb. A 
businessman, he shot into prominence during 
the emergency as one of Sanjay Gandhi's 
hatchetmen. When Mrs. Gandhi usurped tbe 
board of this newspaper, Kamal Nath was 
Sanjay's bully on the board. Till Sanjay's 
death Kamal Natb was much on display as a 
factotum in tbe inner-most circles. He was 
one of the select who could 'get things done'. 
He could, for instance, persuade the 
Government to band a contract of one 
hundred and seventy-five million dollars for 
the purchase of SOO,OOO tonnes of High 
Speed Diesel and 300,000 tonnes of kerosene 
to a 'firm'-you won't mind my reminding 
you of the Kuo Oil Company-which 
was nothing but a sign-board in 
Hong Kong and had a paid up capital 
of fifty dollars only, because of which 

1The anicle •• Do publilhed in FlNIItCiIII E1cpl'U8 dilled 14th March, 1988 ud ita HiDdi venion _ publilbed in JtuISIIIIII dIIted 
14th March, 1988. 
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'mistake', as the Government eventually 
acknowledged in Parliament, the country 
lost between Rs. 9 and 12 crore! 

Such was his justly fabled clout. With 
Sanjay's death he fell a bit from grace. 
There were suggestions about accounts not 
having been rendered to the satisfaction of 
the powers that then were. 

The misunderstandings, were obviously 
cleared up. Since 1980 Kamal Nath has 
continued to represent Chindwara, Madhya 
Pradesh, in the Lok Sabha. But this time 
round he has studiously kept a low profile. 
And has busied himself with constructive 
tasks in what he has specified as his 'special 
interest' in the Lok Sabha's Who's Who 
that is. 'rural development' . In pursuit of 
which he has been intsrumental in setting 
up the country's second Doon School in 
Chindwara, the poverty striken district he 
represents. 

The DubGi AccolUll-It now turns out that as 
long ago as 1981 and 1982 the 
Government got to know at least two of 
the foreign accounts that one of his 
firms-E.M.C. Steelal Ltd.-was even 
then maintaining illegally abroad. 

On September 23, 1981 the Government got 
to know that E.M.C. Steelal Ltd. 
maintained an account in 'Dubai at the 
Algemene Bank Nederland N. V. (P. O. 
Box 2567, Dubai). The Government also 
got know the number of the account 
Number 9528.3. And also that on 
September 9, 1981, this account received 
six million seven hundred fifty thousand 
thirty-four dinars-tllat is about Rs. 2 
Clore at the then prevailing rate of 

~  the Chartered Bank in 
Dubai. 

On October 13, 1981, the Enforcement 
Directorate asked the Reserve Bank 
whether E.M.C. Steelal Ltd. had been 
permitted to maintain any account 
abroad. The Reserve Bank replied on 
November 10, 1981. It told the 
Directorate that it had not given any 
permission to E.M.C. Steelal to 
maintain any foreign currency account 
abroad. It also told the Directorate that 
the company had not informed the 
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Reserve Bank that it was maintaining 
any foreign account. 

But Kamal Nath was involved-not just a 
member of Parliament, but one know to 
be the hatchetman of the ruling family. 
The Calcutta office of the Directorate 
was therefore not the one to move 
without arming itself with a directive 
from Delhi. 

Accordingly, on January 2, 1982, A.K. Roy 
Chowdhury, the Deputy Director, 
Enforcement, stationed at Calcutta sent 
all the information to his head office in 
Delhi seeking directions on what should 
be done in the matter. 

In his letter to N. S. Bindra, the Director of 
Enoforcement, Chowdhury made it a 
point to mention not just the E.M.C. 
Steelal Ltd. was maintaining the foreign 
account, not just that the Reserve Bank 
had stated that 'captioned company have 
not been given any permission to maintain 
such foreign currency account' but in 
addition that 'our enquiry reveals that 
company belongs to (sic.) Sri O. M. 
Khosla and Mahendra Nath. Sri 
Mahendra Nath is the father of Sri Kamal 
Nath, MP. They reside at Robinson 
Street, Calcutta'. 

But the head office knew Who's Who as well 
as Calcutta and so it too dodged the 
query. 

This is bow A. K. Banerjee, the Special 
Assistant to the Director of Enforcement, 
phrased the reply in his letter of 
February 2, 1982. 'I am directed to refer 
to your letter .... and to say that the 
matter was placed before the Director of 
Enforcement who desires that you being 
Officer on the spot may take a decision 
after taking into consideration aU facts, 
circumstances and material available, 
including the original intelligence with 
you'. 

How zealous are our enforcers. The man, in 
Calcut.ta instead of acting asks the boss 
in Delhi. The boss does not reply 
himself. He asks his Special Assistant to 
do so. That hapless man also shakes off 
the responsibility, 'I am directed to ... 
and to say lbat .. .' And the directive 
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puts the matter back to Calc:utta. 

All that Calc:utta through prudent, to do 
therefore was to initiate an inquiry to 
establish what it already knew. The 
'Enquiry Report' of March 12, 1982, stated 
that Kamal Nath was a director of the 
company, and his father, Mahendra Nath, 
was its Chairman. 

Twice warned, the Calcutta Office, 'taking into 
account' as directed, 'aU facts, 
circumstances' shut the file tight. 

The Saudi Account-Unfortunately  that very 
month-that is in February 1982-the 
Government learnt of the second foreign 
account that this company of Kamal Nath 
was maintaining abroad. It obtained proof 
of the fact that Kamal Nath's E.M.C. 
Steelal Ltd. had account number 12.84.037 
in the Albank Alsaudi Allhollandi in 
Riyadh, Saudi Arabia. In fact, the 
Government later obtained the bank 
statement regarding this account which 
showed that the account had at that time a 
~  balance of seven million seven 
hundred and eighty-nine thousand for 
hundred and fifty-four riyals-that is, of 
about Rs. 3 crore at the then prevailing 
exchange rate. 

Further information too became available, 
details about the actual devices-under 
invoicing and the lot-which were being 
adopted by Kamal Nath's company to 
accumulate foreign exchange abroad. But 
Calcutta took all of two years to muster 
courage to do anything about it. 

And what did it do? 

On September 22; 1984, it forwarded the bank 
statement, etc. and the inquiry report to 
the head office in Delhi. 

A fair proposal-But times changed. 
Information suggests that eventually 
action was in fact initiated. The decisive 
and ultimate action. And the same 
information sUllests that it was nipped 
in the bud. And at the intervention of 
Delhi. 

The charle here is as grave as it can be: a 
company of a member of Parliament has 
had foreign accounts, the Government has 
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bad knowledge of the accounts and of the 
fact that the accounts were illelal; and by 
what we are told the decisive action that. 
was commenced was called off, the 
evidence handed back and destroyed mid-
stream at the intervention, of the man's 
Partons. 

If the charge is true the conduct of a member 
of Parliament scandalises Parliament no less 
than that of Tulmohan Ram did in the 
Pondicherry Licences case. If it is untrue, I 
am guilty of scandalising the institution, and 
thereby breaching its privilege. 

'But what is the use of your producing these 
thinp again and again? Those are 
shameless fellows. They will just shrug this 
one off too'. 

But sometimes even the shameless have to at 
least pretend to be a little ashamed. 
Remember Amitabh Bachchan? He had to 
resign merely because of a fact about his 
brother. A fact involving at that time no 
more than Rs. 60 Laths to 85 lakhs. Now 
we have amounts going far beyond Rs. 5 
crore. Will Kamal Nath be less honourable 
than even Amitabh Bachchan? The 
outcome thus will depend not on what this 
member of Parliament does as against what 
that one did. It wiIJ depend upon what 
Parliament itself does. 

Will it set Committee of the House to examine 
the matter; a matter involving sums far in 
excess of the ones involved in the 
Tulmohan Ram Case? 

'But it is the use of another Committee. 

The Committee will discover not just the 
conduct ot one membet ot 'PatUament. B'j 
eumining the deposits into and 
withdrawals form these two accounts it will 
discover other, even more vital accounts of 
a party. 

'But that's just another pie-in-the-sky. Even if 
the documents were in existence at any 
time, they must all have been destroyed by 
now.' 

Not true. As of day before yesterday all the 
relevant documents existed in Calcutta. 
Moreover, the facts are within the . 
knowledge not just of at least six members 
of Parliament, but of 50 to 60 officers who 
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were involved in the follow up action. 

'But what is the use? Even if the documents 
, exist today, they will be destroyed ~  

moment your article comes out. Who will 
give the Committee a shred of papers to 
establish anything? I will, if Parliament so 
directs. Documents that establish: 

(i) the existence of the accounts; 

(ii) the deposit of above Rs. 2 crore into 
the Algemene Bank Nederland, Dubai; 

(iii) the balance of about 3 crore in the 
Albank Alsaudi Alhollandi, Riyadh; 

(iv) the fact that the Government knew that 
. the accounts existed and that they were 
illegal; 

(v) the fact of the inquiries to get the truth; 

(vi) the sorts of things that were being 
found as a result of the inquiries; 

(vii) and the abrupt end to the chase on 
orders from Delhi. 

A fair proposal?'. 

4. The members have inter alia alleged in their 
notices that the said article is "tendentious, 
misleading, false and derogatory. The article is a 
comtempt of the member of Parliament and the 
Lok Sabha of which the member is a part. The article 
brings down the reputation of the Lok Sabha in as 
much as it falsely depicts the character of its member 
making the people to look down upon the institution. 

S. On 16th March, 1968, Shri Kamal Nath also 
gave a notice of question of privilege against 
Shri Arun Shourie, author of the article and stated 
inter alia that "the allegation contained in the said 
article is false and is a pernicious attempt to bring me 
down in the estimation of the public at large. This 
constitutes a breach of privilege and contempt of the 
whole House." 

6. On 21st March, 1988, Shri Kamal Nath handed 
over to the Speaker, a copy each of two letters dated 
26th November, 1980 and 22nd August, 1981, issued 
by the Reserve Bank of India, Calcutta (duly 
authenticated by him.) wherein it had agreed to the 
opening of two bank accounts by Mis. E.M.C. 
Steelal Ltd., Calcutta-one in Riyadh, Saudi Arabia 
and another in Dubai, for smooth execution of the 
contract subject to certain conditions laid down in the 
letters. As per directions of the Speaker, a copy each 
of the said 1eUer was forwarded to the Ministry of 
Finance (Department of Economic Affairs) on 21st 
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March, 1988, for furnishing a factual note thereon. 
The Ministry of Finance (Department of Economic 
Affairs) confirmed vide their note dated 21st March, 
1988, that the two letters from the Reserve Bank of 
India (Exchange Control Department), Calcutta to 
Mis. E.M.C. Steelal, Calcutta were authentic. 

7. On llnd March, 1988, when Prof. Madhu 
Dandavate, Sarvashri Satyendra Narayan Sinha and 
Kamal Nath sought to raise the matter, the Speaker 
with the consent of the House referred the matter to 
the Committee of Privileges for examination and 
report. 

Findings and recommendations of the Committee 

8. The Committee of Privileges after examining 
Shri Harish Rawat, Prof. K. V. Thomas, 
Shri Satyendra Narayan Sinha and Shri Kamal Nath, 
members, Shri Arun Shourie, Editor Indian Express, 
Shri N. S. Jagannathan, Editor, Financial Express, 
Shri Prabhash Joshi, Editor, Jansatta and also after 
considering all the relevant documents, in their 
Fourth Report presented to the House on the 7th 
March, 1989, reported inter alia as follows:-

(i) " ... The issues that arise out of the impugned 
article and on which the Committee have to 
take a considered view are two-fold, namely 
(i) whethel the two accounts referred to by 
Shri Arun Shourie in his article were "illegal" as 
alleged by him, i.e., whether they were opened 
without the prior permission of the Reserve 
Bank of India; and (ii) whether Shri Shourie 
had east reflections on Shri Kamal Nath as an 
MP in particular and on Parliament, its 
Committees and members in general, and 
thereby committed breach of privilege and 
contempt of the House. 

After a careful analysis of the evidence, both written 
and oral specially the submissions made by 
Shri Shourie, the well established precedents 
and the rulings of Presiding Officers in both the 
Houses on cases of a similar nature, the 
Committee have reached the following 
conclusions. " 

(ii) "So far as the allegation that the accounts were 
'illegal' is concerned Government have stated 
that MIs. E.M.C. Steelal Limited, Calcutta, had 
actually opened accounts in Riyadh, Saudi 
Arabia and Dubai in pursuance of the 
permissions <granted by the Reserve Bank of 
India, Exchange Control Department, Calcutta, 
vide their letters of 26th November, 1980 and 
22nd August, 1981; that the numbers of these 
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accounts were 12.84.037 and 9528 respectively 
(the . same as mentioned by Shri Shourie in the 
impugned article) and that the RBI Exchange 
Control Department, Calcutta, was empowered 
in the year 1980 to grant permission to firms to 
open foreign accounts. In view of the 
information furnished by the Reserve Bank of 
India to the Ministry of Finance as conveyed to 
the Committee vide their letter of 2nd June, 
1988, to the above effect the Committee cannot 
but reach the conclusion that the assertion of 
Shri Kamal Nath that the accounts were opened 
with prior permission of the Reserve Bank of 
India is correct." 

(iii) "The Committee regret to point out that there 
has been a miserable lack of coordination 
among the concerned authorities in this case. It 
is indeed very surprising that the Assistant 
Director, Enforcement Directorate, Calcutta 
Zonal Office should have made inquiries from 
the Exchange Control Department, Central 
Office, Reserve Bank of India, Bombay 
whether they had given permission for opening 
the accounts in question instead of ascertaining 
the facts from the Branch of the RBI located in 
Calcutta itself. The RBI, Bombay, in turn, gave 
a cautious reply to the effect that 'we do not 
appear (emphasis added) to have given 
permission to the captioned company to 
maintain foreign currency account abroad nor 
do they appear (emphasis added) to have 
declared the same to us'." 

(iv) "Content with such a bureaucratic reply, the 
Bank did not care to advise the Enforcement 
Directorate to check up with the Calcutta Office 
under whose jurisdiction the company was 
registered and located. It was in pursuance of 
such ill-founded and uncoordinated action that 
the premises of the firm were raided. The 
Committee are not concerned about the follow-
up action taken by the Enforcement Directorate 
in the matter and the final outcome thereof. 
What they are concerned with is the effect of 
such vaguely-worded communications and lack 
of coordinated action on the reputation of Shri 
Kamal Nath, MP, who happens to be on the 
Board of Directors of the Company. The 
Committee take a very serious view of the 
clumsy manner in which the matter was handled 

by the Enforcement Directorate including its 
Zonal Office in Calcutta on the one side and 
the Reserve Bank of India on the other. The 
Committee would like the Government to issue 
suitable instructions 1 in this regard to all 
concerned to avoid recurrence of cases of this 
nature in future." 

(v) "In so far as the impugned article is concerned, 
the Committee find that even though 
Government have categorically stated that the 
accounts were opened with the prior permission 
of the Reserve Bank of India, reputation of a 
member of Parliament has been damaged all the 
same. It is indeed surprising that Shri Shourie 
should have chosen to rake up the case after so 
many years. In fact, even the inquiries in the 
case had been completed by June, 1985, i.e., 
three years earlier. Shri Shourie himself gave 
out that one reason for not contacting Shri 
Kamal N ath before the article was written was 
that Shri Kamal Nath would destroy evidence 
and he was so influential that he got him 
dismissed from his job in the Indian Express 
(while Shri Kamal Nath was on its Board of 
Directors). It is no surprise, therefore, that he 
had an animus against and scores to settle with 
Shri Kamal Nath. It was as a consequence of 
such thinking that he seized the opportunity of 
clandestinely making the inquiries from the 
employees of Shri Kamal Nath and secured 
information to be able to publish the present 
story." 

(vi) "Notwithstanding Shri Shourie's protestations 
that his only aim was to expose the so called 
coterie surrounding the Prime Minister, of 
whom he thinks Shri Kamal Nath is one, the 
Committee cannot help thinking that the real 
reason why Shri Shourie had chosen to malign 
Shri Kamal Nath might have been the animus 
which he bore against him. Had Shri Shourie's 
intentions been really so honest and straight 
forward, the proper course for him would have 
been to check up the facts with Shri Kamal 
Nath himself before publishing the article. 
Originating from the delayed information 
supplied by Shri Kamal Nath's own employees, 
there was all the more reason for Shri Shourie 
to exercise all care and caution, for it was quite 
likely that certain disgruntled employees might 

lEDforcemcnt Directorate, Ministry of f"lIWIce. Govel'lUDellt of India issued inIIructiooI .xte their Cimdu (Tech.) Order No. 2119. dated 
18th May. 1989 that tbele be followed strictly. 
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have had their own axe to grind. That a 
seasoned journalist of Shri Shourie's standing 
deliberately chose not to do so, speaks for 
itself." 

(vii) The very heading of the article viz., 'An M.P. 
and two Accounts', gives to a lay reader the 
distinct impression that it is the conduct of a 
member of Parliament wbicb bas been brougbt 
into question. The Committee bave, therefore, 
no doubt in their mind, particularly in view of 
the strong language and harsh expressions used 
in the article that Shri Shourie's objective was 
to bring down Shri Kamal Nath as a member of 
Parliament in the eyes of the public. The 
member's image has suffered irreparably." 

(viii) "In this connection, the Committee have taken 
pains to study the  constitutional position, well 
establisbed precedents and rulings of Presiding 
Officers in both the Houses of Parliament and 
they find that the position is quite well settled, 
namely the House may not invoke its penal 
powers unless a libel upon a member of 
Parliament concerns his character or conduct in 
his capacity as a member of the House and is 
based on matters arising in the actual 
transaction of the business of the House. Where 
a Member's complaint is of such a nature that if 
justifaed, it could give rise to an action in the 
courts, it cannot form the subject of a request 
to the House to invoke its penal powers. Thus, 
in tbe case of a question of privilege regarding 
an article captioned. 'The President's Visit', 
published in the Sunday Observer-a Bombay 
Weekly-dated 29th April. 1984, which 
allegedly cast reflections on Shri Khushwant 
Singh, a member of Rajya Sabha, .the 
Committee of Privileges in their Twenty-SIxth 
Reportl, inter alia, reported as follows:-

·Having read the references, the Commitee has 
come to the conclusion that the references and the 
innuendos do not concern the character and 
conduct of Shri Khushwant Singh as a member 
of Parliament and as such do not amount to a 
breach of privilege'." 

(ix) "In a similar ruling given in Lok ~  on 
19th March, 1986 in the case of Shn Ram 
Swaroop Sabbarwal and others, Speaker, Dr. 
Jakhar ruled as follows:-

'It is well-established that in order to constitute a 

2. Presented to Rajya Sabha on 18th January. 1985. 
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breacb of privilege, any libel or charge apinst a 
member of Parliament must concern his 
character or conduct in bis capacity as a 
member of tbe House and must be 'based on 
matters arising in tbe actual transaction of the 
business of the House'." 

(x) "In an earlier case in Lot Sabba wbere one 
political leader was reported in a 
newspaper to bave said in a public speech 
that the representatives of a political party in 
tbe legislatures were 'people whom oy First-
Class Magistrate would round up', and were 
'men without any appreciable means of 
livelihood' the question of privilege was 
disallowed by Speaker Ayyangar. The 
Committee thus find that the concept of 
privilege has been given a very restrictive 
interpretation so far. Some members of the 
Committee were strongly of the view that in 
tbe changed situation, our Parliament is not 
bound to follow the precedents of the House 
of Commons." 

(xi) "Article 105(3) of the Constitution 
provides:-

'In other respects, the powers' privileges and 
immunities of each House of Parliament and 
of the members and the Committees of eacb 
House, shall be sucb as may from time to 
time  be defined by Parliament by law, and, 
until so defined, shall be those of that House 
and of its members and Committees 
immediately before the coming into force of 
section 15 of the Constitution (Forty-fourth 
Amendment) Act, 1978'." 

(xii) "As originally enacted, the above clause 
provided that 'the powers, ~  and 
immunities of each House of Parliament and 
of the members and the Committees of each 
House shall be such as may, from time to 
time, be defined by Parliament by law, and 
until so defined, shall be those of the House 
of Commons of the Parliament of the United 
Kingdom and of its members and 
Committees at the commencement of the 
Constitution' . Reference to the' House of 
Commons of the United Kingdom was 
deleted by Section 15 of the Constitution 
(Forty fourth Amendment) Act, 1978, wbicb 
came into effect from 20th June, 1979." 
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(xiii) "No comprehensive law has so far been 
passed by Parliament to define the powers. 
privileges and immunities of each House and 
of the members and the Committees thereof. 
In the absence of any such law. the powers. 
privileges and immunities of the House and 
of the members and the Committees thereof 
continue to remain the same as were 
available to us at the time the Constitution 
came into force. It is. therefore. clear that no 
new privileges can be claimed or created 
excepting those that were available to us on 
26th January. 1950. The Committee are.aIso 
conscious of the fact that members of 
Parliament are not above the law in matters 
that have no nexus with the business of the 
House." 

(xiv) "In so far as the question of privilege is 
concerned. the Committee are of the view 
that the impugned article comes perilously 
close to criticising the conduct of Shri Kamal 
Nath. as a member of Parliament with an 
intent to malign him. It does not. however. 
constitute a case of privilege in view of what 
has been said in the preceding paragraphs." 

(xv) "So far as the question of breach of privilege 
and contempt of the House is 
concerned. the Committee find that many 
passages of the article have quite rightly 
agitated not only the members who have 
given notices of questions of privilege but 
also the Committee. Particular attention of 
the Committee was drawn to the following 
passage:-

'But what is the use of your producing these 
things again and again? Those are shameless 
fellows. They will just shrug this one off too.' 

This passage does not cast reflection on the 
members of Parliament in general and on 
Parliament itself. 

That Shri Shourie was quite conscious that 
the tone and tenor of his article was not only 
defamatory vis-a-vis Shri Kamal Nath but 
might also constitute contempt of the House. 
is quite clear from the following 
obscrvations:-

'If the charge H. true. the conduct of a 
member of Parliament scandalizes Parliament 
no less than that of Tulmohan Ram did in 
Pondicherry Licences case. If it is ~ I 
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am guilty of scandalizing the institution and 
thereby breaching its privilege· ... 

(xvi) "In his evidence before the Committee. 8hri 
Shourie explained that he had written 
the article in the manner of a dialogue as in 
the Upanishads where a reader asks a 
question and the author gives a reply. He 
further tried to clarify that the article had 
nothing to do with members of Parliament as 
luch. According to him. "it is a description 
of the coterie ... If I had been so foolish as to 
refer to members of Parliament as 'shameless 
fellows', then in my successive three articles I 
would not have pleaded for setting up of a 
Committee to examine this illegality· ... 

(xvii) "On further questioning by the Committee 
Shri Shourie affirmed:-
, ... This sentence has absolutely notbing to do 
with members of Parliament. 
These sentences were about the coterie 
around the Prime Minister.. . The decisive 
reasons show that this is a mis-reading. 1 am 
sure it is unintended and 1 am SO",'." 

(xviii) "Subsequently. Shri Shourie in letter dated 
31st October. 1988. addressed individually 
to the members of the Committee and a copy 
endorsed to the Secretariat for 'record'. has 
stated that be bas 'received' a copy of the 
draft Report of the Committee. Commenting 
upon certain portions of the draft ~  as 
being 'gross distortion' of 'what I said and 
wrote in as much as 'an attempt is being 
made to make out that I expressed regret for 
what I had written'. 8hri Shourie has 
Itated:-
'My request therefore is please decide what 
you will. but please do not do so under any 
misapprehension that I regret what I wrote· ... ' 

(xix) Since Shri Shourie has taken care not to 
publish the contents of the ..draft Report, 
the Committee cannot hold him guilty. of 
breach of their privilege or ~  of the 
House. The Committee also rcaIise that it 
would be futile for them to ask 8hri Shourie 
to divulge the source from which he 
'received' the Report. Nevadbcless, the 
Committee cannot but take a llllllliaus view of 
the grave impropriety on his part in 
addressing letters individually tcnIIe members 
of the Committee thereby -.eeking to 
influence their collective judgement in the 
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matter. If at aU he had any submission to 
'make, he should have written to the 
Chairman. The way he has cholCn to act in 
the matter only exposes the thin veneer of his 
regard to Parliament and its Committees so 
loudly proclaimed by him in evidence. 

The entire tone, tenor and style of the 
article definitely smacks of disrespect of 
Parliament and its members and Shri Shourie 
did not even have the decency of expressing 
regrets." 

(xx) "While deprecating such behaviour on the 
part of a journalist in Shri Shourie's position, 
the Committee 

would, in the highest traditions of this august body, 
not like to deflect from the correct and judicious 
stand taken by them in silhilar cases in ~ past. The 
Committee are entirely in agreement with the 
observations I made by a predecessor Committee that 
it adds to the dignity of one and all if power in a 
democratic system is exercised with restraint; the 
more powerful a body .or institution is, the greater 
restraint is called for, particularly in exercising its 
penal jurisdiction. The Committee would, however, 
like to caution 'Shri Arun Shourie and writers of his 
ilk to be more careful and restrained in their writings 
particularly about those who are in public life and 
whose conduct is ever exposed to public gaze." 

(xxi) "The Committee would also like to observe 
that Sarvashri N.S. Jagannathan and 
Prabhash Joshi, Editors of Financial Express 
and Jansatta should be more discreet in 
future while publishing such articles in their 
newspapers. " 

(xxii) "The Committee consider that the House 
would best consult its own dignity and in 
keeping with the lofty traditions of 
Parliament, choose not to take any further 
notice of the matter." 

(xxiii) "The Committee recommend that no further 
action be taken by tbe House in the matter 
and it may be dropped." 

9. Three members of tbe Committee submitted a 
jOint note disagreeing witb tbe findings and procedure 
of the Committee. The note was appended to the 

lFirst Repon (SHelub Lot Sabba). 
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Report of the Committee a10nawith I note by the 
Committee on certain  comments made by the 
members in their joint note. 

ActIoa takea by the Rouse 

10. On 9th March, 1989, Prof. Madhu Dandavate, 
a member moved the foUowing motion:-

"That this House do consider tbe Fourth Report of 
the Committee of Privileges p.rcsented to the 
House on the 7th March, 1989." 

'!be motion was put to vote of the House. After 
division, the motion was negatived. 

48S 
LOK SABHA 

(1996) 

Point of prlvlleae 

Alleged nfkctions on members tIIId 1M Horue by 
Additional Sessions Judge, Delhi 

Facts or the aue and ruUDI by the Speaker 
On 27 February, 1996, Shri Georle Fernandes, I 
member, gave notice of a question of privilcse 
against Shri S.N. Dhingra, Additional Sessions Judie, 
Delhi for having allegedly committccl a breach of 
privilege and contempt of the House by cuting 
reflections on members and the House while Passinl 
an order on the application of Shri Kalp Nath RBi, 
another member, (who was lodged in Central Jail, 
Delhi in connection with a criminal case) for 
permission to attend the proceedings of the House. 

Shri Fernandes quoted in his notice of question of 
privilege excerpts from the order of the Additional 
Sessions Judge, Delhi, which were widely ~  in 
the National Press. Some of the remarks objected to 
by Shri Fernandes. were as follows:-

"In today's India MPs and Ministers think it . 
privilege if they get a chance to sit at the feet of 
underworld Dons and base businessmen, to get 
secret donations from them and to let their 
blessings ... most of the time of nation's most 
prestigious institutions i. e. Lok Sabba and Rajya 
Sabha has been wasted at the hUle cost .to national 
exchequer by causing walk outs, pandemoniums, 
creating fish market scene and Halla Gulla ... 1be 
;x»litics seems to have become the most profitable 
business of the day wherein the individual enjoys 
the fruits of political power and be becomes bolder 
of several new accounts in the Indian and forcian 
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banks and these accounts fatten day in and day 
out ...... 

Shri Fernandes contended in his notice that the 
observations made by Shri Dhingra were tent amount 
to 'gross contempt of the House' and also amounted 
to a 'breach of privilege'. Shri Fernandes sought the 
permission of the Speaker to raise the matter on the 
floor of the House as a question of privilege. 

2. On 11 March, 1996, Shri Mani Shankar Aiyar, 
another member, gave notice of a question of 
privilege against Shri S.N. Dhingra, Additional 
Sessions Judge, Delhi, "for his remarks against 
politicians as a class," in another order dated 
24 January, 1996 in a case relating to Shri H.K.L. 
Bhagat, Ex-MP. 

3. The same day when Shri Rabi Ray, member, 
sought to raise in the House, the matter ~  to 
Shri S.N. Dhingra's remarks in Shri Kalp Nath Rai's 
case the Speaker (Shri Shivraj V. Patil) observed as 
follows:-

"I would like to read out what the hon. leaders of 
the parties in principle, not exactly in the same 
words, wanted that an expression to the views 
expressed by them in the House should be given on 
the floor of the House. In the meeting of the leaders 
of the parties held in my Chamber, I was asked to 
give expression to the views of the Members of 
Parliament regretting and resenting the sweeping 
observations made against the Parliament and the 
Members of the Parliament. Before it could be done, 
the High Court of Delhi has expunged the 
objectionable observation and has said as follows:-

"In the present case, there was no occasion for 
the learned Additional Sessions Judge to make 
comments either against the Parliament or its 
proceedings or against the Parliamentarians or 
politicians. He ought to have confined himself to 
the specific issue before him and dealt with the 
said question and nothing else." 

Lords Corman in Duport Steel Limited versus SAS 
Weekly Law Report 142 has observed as follows:-
"If people and Parliament come to think that the 
judicial power is to be confined to nothing other 
than the Judges' sense of what is right, confidence 
in the Judicial System will be replaced by fear of it 
becoming uncertain and arbitrary in its 
applications ... 

Again Abraham Lincoln has said as follows:-
"Nearly all men can stand adversity. But if you 
want to test a man's character give him power." 
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This statement applies again in the quotation of what 
the judge of the High Court has said:-

"This statement. applies to aU forms of power 
including the judicial power, judicial power also 
requires to be used with great restraint. In fact, 
greater the power, greater is the need for restraint. 
The learned Additional Sessions Judge totally 
exceeded the normal limitations imposed by 
Judicial restraint in making uncalled for 
observations against the Parliament, its 
proceedings, Parliamentarians and politicians. The 
remarks extracted above are hereby expunged." 

These are the views expressed by the hon. High 
Court. What has been done by the High Court, this 
is what I am saying, is very judicious and meets the 
ends of justice and can be appreciated. And that is 
the spirit in which all the wings of the State should 
function in the interest of justice welfare of the 
people and unity of the country. Mistakes committed 
by the individuals here or there should not reduce the 
respect and regard the persons working in all the 
wings of the State have for one another, for the 
people and the State and the unity of the country, 
and should not be corroded or reduced. The balanced 
judicious and correct Constitutional approach 
adopted by all weuld be in the interest of the people, 
the ends of justice and the unity of the country. 

I think, in view of these developments and 
observations by the High Court, nothing more need 
be done by this Parliament." 

Thereafter, when Sbri Mani Shankar Aiyar, while 
welcoming the Speaker's observations, drew attention 
to the aUeged derogatory remarks of the said Judge 
in his earlier order in January, 1996, as mentioned by 
him in his notice of question of privilege. The 
Speaker, thereupon, observed:-

"You have given me the notice; and the copy is 
here. I have not given the consent to the 
notice ... the extracts of the judgement ~  all those 
things are before us; and YQP have said in your 
notice also, the remarks relate to politicians. Of 
course, the parliamentarians are also politicians; 
and yet what has been said by the higher judiciary 
is just and proper. This august House is of the 
view that the same principle may be applied to 
what has been said or done which should not have 
been said or done." 
The matter was thereafter closed. 



~  Digm 

Point 01 frivllege 

486 

RAJYA SABHA 

(1959) 

Unfair and mendacious reporting of proceedings of 
the House and casting reflections on a member 

For details of the case please see summary No. 321 
at p. 473 ante. 
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RAJYA SABHA 

(1962) 

Point 01 Privilege 

Reflections on a member on account of his speech 
in House by a newspaper 

Faets of the case and action taken by the House 

On the 8th May, 1962, Shri Bhupesh Gupta, a 
member,  drew the attention of the House to a 
report published in the Murasoli, a Tamil 
newspaper, dated the 5th May, 1962, regarding 
his speech made in the House on the 
Presidential Address. He stated: 

"In that issue of the paper it is said, 'Is' he a 
Communist Leader or a goonda leader'? Then it is 
said that 'when he got his applause from the 
House blind fury over-powering him, he spoke 
like a goonda leader. This is how the 
Communist leader, Mr. Bhupesh Gupta, spoke 
like the Razakar leader, Kassim Rizvi'. Then a 
cartoon is given in which I and the 
Congressmen are goondas." 

Shri Bhupesh Gupta added: 

"It is a gross breach of privilege. Even so, I would 
not bring a privilege motion here but I would like 
that the opinion of the House should be made 
known." 

Shri Gupta did not pursue the matter further and it 
was treated as closed. 

Point of PrivDep 

488 

RAJYA SABHA 

(1963) 

Casting reflections on a member by a newspaper 
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Facts .f the case and reference to the Committee of 
PrivUeps 

On the 8th May, 1963, Shri Bhupesh Gupta, a 
member, gave notice of a question of privilege 
arising out of certain writings contained in an 
article entitled "BHUPESH UNMASKS 
HIMSELF-COMMUNIST TRICK TO 
DESTROY INDIAN UNITY" appearing in a 
Delhi weekly Organiser, dated 18th March, 
1963. The artick. "'elated to certain observations 
of Shri Bhupesh Gupta in the course of his 
speech in the House on the 4th March, 1963. 
Shri Bhupesh Gupta had taken objection to the 
following passages of the article:-

"But was it ignorance or something worse? It is 
significant that Mr. Gupta's charge follows the 
appearance in an openly pro-Communist news-
weekly of Bombay of a news item making the 
same charge in almost the same language. 
Could it be that the weekly and Mr. Gupta 
entered into a league-the paper to give its 
news stunts and appearance of truth and the 
Communist leader to create a state of confUsion 
in which alone they expect to thrive? 

I suspect the inspilation of the Bombay weekly and 
Mr. Bhupesh Gupta is the same-it is Peking. 

When the Chinese masters have found Mr. Birla to 
be an evil, how could their Indian servants of whom 
Mr. Gupta is a leader, find it otherwise?" 

2. ·The Chairman (Dr. Zakir Hussain) referred the 
matter to the Committee of Privileges. 

Flndinp and recommendations of the Committee . 

3. The Committee of Privileges, after considering 
the written explanation of, and hearing, Shri K.R. 
Malkani, Editor of the Organiser, in the Fourth 
Report laid in the Table of the House on the 18th 
September, 1963, reported inter alia as follows:-

(i) "In reply to questions put to him Shri Malkani 
stated that in publishing the impugned article it wu 
not at all his intention to show any kind of 
disrespect of Parliament or to prevent a 
member of Parliament from discharging his 
duties. He viewed Parliament with the higbest 
regard, for.there was nothing above Parliament. 
He explained that he had published the article 
in a certain context. It never struck him that he 
was doing something even remotely affecting 
the position of members of Parliament. He had 
been editing this paper for nearly fiteen yean 
and a thing like the present had never happened 
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before. If it was the Sense of the Committee 
that the matter was serious he would accept 
that, and he would tender his apology." 

(ii) "In view of the explanations given by Shri 
Malkani, the Editor of Organiser and the apology 
tendered by him, the Committee recommends 
that no further action be taken by the House in 
the matter." 

Action taken by the House 

4. On the 20th September, 1963, the Chairman of 
the Committee of Privilege (Shrimati Violet Alva) 
moved the following motion in which was adopted by 
the House:- . 

"That the Fourth Report of the Committee of 
Privileges laid on the Table of the Rajya Sabha on 
the 18th September, 1963, be taken into 
consideration and having considered the same 
the House agrees with the recommendation 
contained in the Report." 
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RAJYA SABHA 

(1963) 

Point of Privilege 

Alleged reflections on the conduct of members by 
an outsider 

Facts of the case and reference to the Committee of 
Privileges 

On the 1st May, 1963, A.M. Tariq, a member 
,raised a question of ~  against one 
Shri 'Krishnaraj M. D. Thackersey of Bombay 
arising out of certain statements contained in an 
affidavit filed by Shri Thackersey in Suit No. 
319 of 1960 before the High Court of Judicature 
of Bombay . As ,a plaintiff Shri Thackersey in 
his affidavit had inter alia stated that two 
defendants had entered into a conspiracy with 
members of Parliament to get questions put and 
, speeches made in Parliament about him and his 
business with a view to malign him. The 
impunged paragraph of the affidavit to which 
objection was taken were as follows:-

"12(b) The lst and the 4th Defendant obviously 
managed to circulate the said pamphlet amongst the 
members of Parliament with a prearranged 
conspiracy to have speeches made and questions 
put to the Ministers of the Government on the 
basis of the pamphlet, so that thereafter the 
speeches and questions so put and answers 
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thereto given in Parliament may be got 
published with impunity in the newspapers as 
being part of the Parliamentary proceedings 
throughout the length and breadth of the 
country under the guise of the same being 
privileged publications. Accordingly, they 
caused some of the members'" of the Rajya 
Sabha, particularly those belonging to the 
Communist Party to fire at the Government 
question after question based on the said 
pamphlet. These questions were duly answered 
by the Ministers concerned and the 
authoritative answers given by the Ministers 
show how false ~  unfounded the allegations 
in the said pamphlet were. These questions 
were put and answered in the Rajya Sabha on 
the 25th February, 4th March and the 
12th March, 1963. 

13. I say and submit that the applications made in 
the said issues of the Blitz dated the 9th and 16th 
March, 1963, under the guise of being reports 
of Parliamentary proceedings have been 
deliJ?erately and maliciously made by the lst 
and the 2nd Defendants in conspiracy and co-
operation with the 4th Defendant against myself 
and the members of my family and the concerns 
in which we are interested with a view to lower 
and prejudice us in the estimation of the Indian 
public and to cause harm and damage to our 
reputation and credit. I further say that the said 
Defendants deliberately engendered and 
instigated the proceedings in the Parliament by 
supplying false and unfounded information and 
materials to some of the members of the 
Parliament against us, as has been amply 
proved by the authoritative answers given by 
the Ministers and Deputy Ministers concerned 
to the questions put to them by the members 
and that the sole object of the said Defendants 
in causing the said questions to be put was to 
indirectly re-publish the same false and 
defamatory allegations and insinuations which 
had been made against us in the said issue of 
the Blitz dated 24th September. 1960. They 
knew full well that under the said Order, dated 
the 14th February, 1961, the said allegations 
and insinuations could not be directly or 
indirectly published by them in any manner 
whatsoever and that the publication thereof 
would be wrongful and a contempt of this 
Hon'ble Court and yet they wrongfully resorted 
to the above device of having the matter 
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debated in the Parliament and then pJ'Ctending 
to publish the Report of such Debate in the said 
issues of the Blitz as purporting to be fair and 
accurate reports of Parliamentary proceedings. I 
say that in the first instance the report of the 
Parliamentary proceedings as published in the 
said two issues of the Blitz ~ not fair and' in 
one respect not even accurate that the reports 
are coloured and embellished with sensational, 
misleading and defamatory headings and 
comments and that the publications are actuated 
by the malice and grudge which the said 
defendants entertain towards me and the 
members of my family and our concerns. I 
accordingly submit that the said publications are 
not at all entitled to any immunity or privilege 
as being fair and accurate reports of any 
Parliamentary proceedings." 

2. The House referred the matter to the 
Committee of Privileges. 

Preliminary Report of the Committee 

3. The Committee of Privileges in their Fifth 
Report presented to the House on 16 December, 
1963 recommended that the decision on the 
complaint should be kept pending till the final 
disposal of the contempt application by the Bombay 
High Court in relation to which the affidavit of Shri 
Thackersey had been filed. The Committee further 
recommended that the time for presentation of the 
final report should be extended till the High Court 
had disposed of the said application. 

4. The Hpuse agreed with the recommendation 
contained in the Report on the 17th December, 1963. 

FlodiDp and ~  of the Committee 

5. The Committee of Privileges in 'their Eighth 
Report presented to the House on the 7th December, 
1966, reparted inter alia as follows:-

(i) "At its meeting held on November 5, 1966, the 
Committee considered the matter further. At that 
meeting it was brought to the notice of the 
Committee that while an appeal was pending 
belare the Bombay High Court from the 
judgment in the main suit relating to this· case, 
it was understood that by consent no order was 
made::-"On the contempt application so that the 
said .3pplication stood dispose4 of. In view of 
thi&.pasition, the Committee decided that the 

l11ae remalb to wbich uceptioa _ taiteD were u foUows:-

matter need not be kept pending any longer and 
should be disposed of." 

(ii) "After careful consideration of the contents of 
the paragraphs, the Committee have come to the 
conclusion that it is not possible to hold that the 
paragraphs contain any direct or explicit 
insinuation against any member of the Rajya 
Sabha. In any case the statements contained 
therein are not free from ambiguity. The 
Committee would accordingly recommend to 
the House that the matter should not be 
pursued further." 

Action taken by tbe House 

6. On the 10th December, 1966, the House agreed 
with the Report of the Committee. 
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RAJY A SABHA 

(1964) 

Point of privilege 

AUeged casting of aspersions on members of the 
House by a Minister in his speech in the House 

Facts of the case and rullna by the Deputy Chairman 

On the 17th March, 1964, Shri Bhupesh Gupta, a 
member sought to raise a question of privilege with 
regard to certain remarksl made by the Finance 
Minister, Shri T. Krishnamachari during his speech in 
the House on the previous day. Shri Gupta aUeged 
that the Finance Minister had tried to malign the 
Communist members and thus prevented them from 
discharging their functions as members of Parliament. 
He also desired those remarks to be expunged from 
the proceedings. 

2. The Deputy Chairman (Shrimati Violet Alva) 
refused .her consent to tht' raising of the matter on 
the floor of the House. 

Point of prl.uege 
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RAJYA SABRA 

(1966) 

Au.,.ti conlemJlt of the House ad of II 
PtzrlUunentllry Committee by certain statements 
"",de by·" Minister in the House and before the 
Comminee 

"'I ..., .. a Coapeu man of the black variety but 1 am Dot a traitor to the eouDtry u every Communist is." 

72S 
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Facts of the case and rullol by the Chairman 

On the 12th August, 1966, Sarvashri Bhupesh 
Gupta and Raj Narain, members, sought to raise a 
question against Shri C. Subramaniam, Minister of 
Food & Agriculture regarding certain statements 
made by him before the Public Accounts Committee 
and which were later on commented upon by the 
Public ~  Committee in their Fiftieth and 
Fifty-fifth Reports. The members alleged that Shri 
Subramaniam was guilty of suppressing facts and 
misleading the Public Accounts Committee and 
obstructing its investigation and therefore committed 
breach of privilege of the House. 

2. Shri M.C. Chagla, Leader of the House, stated 
that the members had not come out with the facts to 
prove their allegations. 

3. Shri Subramaniam stated that he had appeared 
before the Committee with their permission in order 
to place all the facts before them and the Committee 
had appreciated the evidence given by him. He 
denied the allegations that he in any way tried to 
mislead or pressurize the Committee or tried to give 
false facts. As regards certain portions of his evidence 
commented upon by the Committee, he added, it was 
a matter of interpretation and he thought his 
contention was correct one. 

4. The Chairman (Dr. Zakir Hussain) reserved his 
ruling. 

5. On the 17th August, 1966, the Chairman 
observed inter alia as follows:-

"1 have carefully considered the notices and the 
submissions made. I have come to the 
conclusion that no case of breach of privilege or 
contempt of this House is involved." 

Point of privUeae 
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RAJYA SABHA 

(1966) 

Alleged reflections on Parliament by a newspaper 

Facts of the case and reference to the Committee of 
Privileles 

On the 23rd August, 1966, Sarvashri Sunder Singh 
Bhandari, Niranjan Varma and V.M. Chordia, 
members gave notice of a question of privilege in 
respect of certain observations contained in the 
editorial of an Urdu Weekly 'Aina' of August 15, 
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1966, published from Srinagar. The members took 
objection to the following observation in the 
editorial:-

"Our new generation cannot remain ignorant like 
some of the members of our Parliament and 
every effort aimed at making ignorance the 
touch-stone of nationalism should be 
frustrated. " 

2. The members contended that the above 
observations were grave insult to Parliament and 
therefore constituted a breach of privilege of the 
House. 

3. On the 25th August, 1966 the Chairman 
(Dr. Zakir Hussain) referred the matter, under rule 
203 of the Rules of Procedure and Conduct of 
Business in the Rajya Sabha, to the Committee of 
Privileges. 

Findings and recommendations of the Committee 

4. The Committee of Privileges, in their Sixth 
Report presented to the ~  on the 1st September. 
1966, reported as follows:-

"Having read the article as whole, the Committee 
came to the conclusion that there was no breach of 
privilege or contempt of the House involved in 
the matter, the Committee reports to the House 
accordingly. " 

Action taken by the House 

5. The House adopted the Report of the 
Committee on the 5th September, 1966. 
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RAJYA SABHA 

(1966) 

Point of privileae 

Casting reflections upon the members by an outsider 

Facts of the case and reference to the Committee of 
PrivUeaes 

On the 9th September, 1966, Shri Arjun Arora, a 
member raised a question of privilege in the House 
arising out of certain statements contained in a letter. 
dated the 1st September, 1966 by Shri Ram Gopal 
Gupta of Kanpur. The letter of Shri Gupta was 
printed and copies thereof had been received by 
several members. Shri Arjun Arora took objection to 
the following portions of the letter:-

"It is to be regretted tha.t for some time past a 
calculated, false and malicious propaganda is being 
carried on, on account of political and personal 
animosity and rivalry against my brother 
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Shri Ram Ratan Gupta, by lOme persons with 
subtiety using the floor of the Houses for such 
purposes against my family members, business 
CQncerns and companies. During the last session 
of the Parliament, some questions were put 
firstly in the Rajya Sabha and later on in the 
Lok Sabha about the alleged write off of the 
income-tax demand against my firm to the tune 
of RI. 30 lacs. It would be seen from the 
questions themselves that though they were 
couched in general terms but they were aimed 
and directed towards us and the general form 
was only a subterfuge." 
• • • • • 

"In the present session again questions have 
been tabled by the same member and with same 
purposc .... Put in the correct perspective, the 
whole matter will have a diferent look and it 
will be" evident that these tacties are being 
employed by interested persons to pressurise 
the administration to harass us". 

"It is well known that a close friend of these 
interested persons is being prosecuted at our 
instance for misappropriation of money and 
falsification of accounts and statutory Books of 
a Company in which we hold substantial 
interest. " 

2. On a motion moved by the Leader of the House 
(Shri M. C. Chapa) the matter was referred to the 
Committee of privileges. 

FIodlnp and recommendations of the Committee 

3. The Committee of Privileges, after considering 
the explanations offered by Shri Ram Gopal Gupta, 
in his letter dated the 4th November, 1966 in relation 
te the complaint in their Seventh Report presented to 
the House on the 7th December, 1966, reported inleT 
alia as follows:-

(i) "It is well-established that written imputations 
affecting members of Parliament may amount to 
a breach of privilege without being libels under 
the Common law provided such imputations 
concern the character or conduct of a member 
in that capacity. It is also established that 
reflection upon members, the particular 
individuals not being named or otherwise 
indicated, are equivalent to reflections on the 
House." 

(il) In his letter of November 4, 1966 Shri Ram 
Gopal Gupta has chosen to expatiate at length 
on the need for condification of the law of 
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privileae. For the purpose of disposina of the 
present complaint, this Committee is not called 
upon to 10 into that question. The Committee 
must proceed to enquire into the complaint 
under the existing constitutional position. The 
Committee, however, feels constrained to 
observe that the language used by Shri Gupta in 
his letter is in parts highly objectionable and, in 
fact aggravates the offence. Posing the question 
'what remedies, if any, are available to an 
average citizen who finds himself defamed on 
account of any utterance made agBiDst him in 
the House of Parliament', Shri Gupta observes: 

'If these utterances are repeated outside the House 
there is the law of defamation to which recourse 
can be had to seek redness. In this particular 
case, sufficient provocations and temptations 
were offered to certain members to carry the 
courage of their conviction outside the precincts 
of the House and to face the consequences 
thereof. Unfortunately I am driven to the 
conclusion that discretain proved to be the 
better part of their valour and they decided not 
to repeat their allegations in the public. 'This 
obviously has afforded them the protection of 
Art. 105(2)'. 

The Committee regrets that Shri Ram Gopal 
Gupta, who was himself a member of this 
House for six years, has chosen to make an 
assertion of this nature, which, to put it mildly, 
shows an utter lack of understanding of the true 
concept of the privilege of freedom of speech in 
Parliament. " 

(iii) "A perusal of the impunged passages in 
Shri Ram Gopal Gupta's letter of September 1, 
1966, will show that they clearly attribute 
motives to members in putting questions 
concerning Sri Ram Rattan Gupta (Brother of 
Shri Ram Gopal Gupta) and his firm. Thus the 
statement that-

'for some time past a calculated, false and 
maliicious propaganda is being carried on on 
account of political and personal animosity and 
rivalry against my brother Shri Ram Ratan 
Gupta by some persons with subtlety using the 
.floor of the House for such purposes against my 
family members, business concerns and 
companies clearly makes serious imputations 
casting reflections concerning the conduct of 
members in their capacity as such members. 
Further, the allegation that 'these tactics are 



beinl employed by interated perIODS to 
preuurile the administration to barau us' is a 
direct reftec:tion OD the cbarlCter ud conduct of 
members.' 

(iv) ''Thro'Jpout his IeoJtby aplaoation, Sbri Ram 
Gopal Gupta has said notbiq iD aplaaatioo of 
the imputatiODJ ud refiectioDS he .... thoupt 
fit to make OD the conduct of the memben. 00 
the other hud, he h .. justified them ad put 
forward a plea that he is entitled to do 10." 

(v) "The Committee notes that iD the concludiDg 
paragraph of his letter of November 4, 1968, 
Shri Gupta has stated-

'If in their wisdom, the Committee are inclined to 
think tbat howsoever unintended it WH, I did out-
step the limits imposed by law, I do not have 
the slightest hesitation to bow down to the 
verdict of the Committee aod offer my 
unconditional and ~  apoloJles for 
having circulated to the members my letter of 
September 1,' 

Ordinarily, the Committee would bave considered 
an apology of his nature as sufficient mitiption 
of a charge of breach of privilep but, as 
already stated earlier, the whole teDOr .of ·:the 
explanations offered by Sbri Ram GopaJ GUpta 
in relation to the specific c:baqes of breach of 
privilege is unrepentant and self justifyiq." 

(vi) "In the circumstances, the Committee must 
hold that the letter of Shri Ram Gopal Gupta of 
September I, 1966, po se constitutes a gross 
breach of privilege and contempt of the 
members of the House and the House itself and 
that the breach of privilege has been aggravated 
by the explanations given in his letter on 
November 4, 1966." 

(Vii) "At its second sitting held on November S, 
1966, tbe Committee considered the question of 
punishment. In view the Committee took of the 
nature of the offence, it was decided at that 
meeting to recommend to the House: that Sbri 
Ram Gopal Gupta be summoned to appear 
before the bar of the House and be 
reprimanded ... 

(viii) "Since the Committee came to its conclusions 
stated above a letter was received by the 
Chairman of the Committee from Sbri Ram 
Gopal Gupta dated November 22,1966. In this 
letter Shri Ram Gopal Gupta has tendered an 

uncooditioDBI ud unqualified apoJoay for 

c:ircuJa'" to members of the Rajya Sabba his 
letter of September I, 1966. He .... said, that 
be is deeply lOrry for any offeace or hurt his 
letter of September I, 1966, or his subsequent 
letter of aplaoation of November 4, 1966, may 
bave cause to uy member of the Rajya Sabba 
or to the HOUle itself. He adds: "I wrote the 
two Ietten ooIy with a view to pIacin& before 
the members a ICDIe of what I felt to be a 
leptimate pievance of mine, but I had no 
iDteatioa at any time to cut reflections on or 
attribute motives to members in the ctiscbarge 
of their Parliamentary duties: I DOW realise that 
my Ietten may have outstepped the limits 
imposed by law and that I should not therefore 
Jape written them." 

(b) "In view of this submission of Shri Gupta, and 
in view of his unconditional and unqualified 
apology, the Committee hu now come to the 
conclusion, in modification of its earlier 
decisiOD, that the House would best consult its 
own dignity by taking no further notice of the 
matter. The Committee accordiinalY 
recommends that no furdler ac:tiOD be taken by 
the House in the mauer." 

Adloa taken by the IIoaIe 

4. On the 10th December, 1966 the House adopted 
the report of the Committee. 
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RAJYA SABHA 

(1967) 

PoInt of prlYllep 

Alleged reflections on the proceedings 0/ the House 
by II MWSPtlpO. 

Facti of tbe cue aDd .,.... by tbe C ........... 

On 29th March, 1967, Sbri Bhupeah Gupta, a 
member drew the attention of the House to the 
following report appearing in the Inditm Express, of 
that momin,: 

''The now-familiar pastime of bai'" Generals 
Kaul and Cbaudhuri occupied half of the question 
hour in the Rajya Sabha." 

Sbri Gupta contended that the aforesaid news-
report wu a malicious and unfair comment and 
constituted a breaclCor privilege. 



The Chairman (Dr. Zakir Hussain), trcatiq the 
matter as closed, observed as foUows: 

"We in this House are very anxious not to have 
differences with the prell, and we leave DWly 
thin .. unnoticed which otherwise we may have 
noticed. But this in my opinion is ablOlutely 
unfair and the prell aIIo owes this House a 
duty. In reportinl the proceedinp, the 
reportinl must be ablolutely objective and 
opinions, lugeations and iDlinuationa mould 
not be broupt in. Otberwile, this HoUle wiD 
have to take a IerioUi view of the matter." 

PoIat 01 prlYllep 
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RAJYA SABHA 

(1967) 

Alleged NfleetloM by • member on 'M conduct 0/. 
member 0/ th, o,h" HoUle. 

facti 01 the cue aad rullq by the CIIaInaaa 

On the 30th May, 1967, durinl the COUI'Ie of a 
debate in Rajya Sabha, Shri Shcel Bhadra Yajce, a 
member, made the followinl allelation: 

"When the Report of the Vivian BOle Commillion 
was beinl diac_d, even thoup there were 750 
memben of Parliament. Sou-Jain did not find 
a linlle member to lameDt, and Dr. Ram 
Manohar Lobia, a member of Lot Sabha, had 
to take Rupeel one Iakh and OD receiviq that 
amount his lipaturu were takea." • 

2. On the 5th June, 1967, Shri RajDaraia, another 
member IOUpt to raiae a queatioD of breach of 
privilele on the around that the above alle .. ~  

made by Shri Shcel Bhadra Ya;ce was malicioUl;' 
untrue, blleleu and defamatory of Dr. Ram 
Manohar Lobia. This, he felt, constituted a breach of 
privile,. and contempt of the House and requeated 
that the matter be referred to the Committee of 
Privilepl for appropriate action or that Shri Sheel 
Bhadra Yajce Ibould apolo... and withdraw his 
char,.. 

3. AI Shri Yajce WIS DOt preaent in the House, the 
Chairman (Shri V.V. Girl) obaerved as follawa: 

"I would like to have Sbri Yajce'l views in the matter 
but I would not allow Shri RajDaraia to nile it 
as a quation of privile,.." 
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4. On the 6th June, 1967, Shri Shcel Bhadrl Yajce 
made the foUowina. ltatement: 

"IllY it is c:orrec:t and it is a fact, and I am prepared 
to prove it. I am aot prepared to withdraw it. 
You IIid that I mould express my rept if my 
alleptioa is falae. In case it is faile, I would 
upreII my repta. But I know that the report 
that I have received is from a reUable lOurce 
and I would produce everthina as and when 
aec:euary and therefore. I think that they are 
correct in _poet of Sabu Service 'Party, and I 
am not prepared to drop it.· 

De Chairman asked Shri Yajce to lubitaDtiate his 
alleption. 

5. On the 19th June, 1967 the Chairman treatiq 
the matten as cIoIed, Obaerved IS foUoWl:-

"On June 10, 1967, Shri Yajce AW me at my requelt. 
I asked him whether he knew direcdy and from 
his personal kaowledae anytbinl about Dr. 
Lobia takinl one lakh of rupee. as allepd by 
him. Shri Yajee replied in the nelative. De!l I 
IS out to him that heuaay evidence, had in his 
poIICIIion for makinl the c:harp. He admitted 
that he had aone. I pointed out to him that 
heanay evidence, had no value 10 far as my 
preaent enquiry was concemed and asked him 
therefore, to file a writteD Itatement. 

Shri Sheel Bhadra Yajee has lince filed a ltatement 
before me. In the Itatement, Shri Vajee admita 
that he made the aIIelation alaiDlt Dr. Lohia 
baaed on certain 'clrcumatantial' evidence. He 
has lubmitted: 

'I Dever Aid that the money was Jiven to Dr. Lobia 
in my preaeace. I bad DO inteation to defame 
Dr. Lohia, and there was no coDlpiracy by me 
to defame him and to mislead the House. Shri 
Rajaaraia in his lpeech delCribed my Coqreaa 
Party and Conarell Govemment as orderly of 
the Birla Empire and I had to pay him in the 
IIJDC coin.' 

I want to make it clear that memben, who are not in 
a position to lubttutiate chari. of the nature 
made in the prelCnt case Ibould DOt make IUch 
Itatementa. AUelatioDl and counter-ailelatioDl 
of this nature by memben detract from the 
dipity of Parliament. AI has been well Itated 
by M.y, 'Good temper and moderation are the 
characteriltiCi of parUamentary lanlUa ... 
Parliamentary lanlUlle is never more  delirable 
than when a member is canvuainl the opinioDi 
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. and conduct of IUs opponents in debate. ' I 
would like to add that it would be a good rule 
to observe that membcn of one House should 
not use the freedom of speech on the floor of 
the House to make allegations or charges 
against members of the other House. ~ Shri 
Yajee has stated that he had no intention to 
defame Dr. Lohia or to' mislead the House, I 
would like the matter to rest here. I hope Shri 
Sheel Bhadra Yajee would take note of what I 
have stated." 

Polat of prlYUep 

496 
RAJYA SABHA 

(1967) 

Alleged reflections on tM conduct 0/ membus tutd 
proceedings 0/ ParlilJment by a newspaper 

Fact of the case and reference to the Committee of 
PrivUeps 

On the 5th June, 1%7 the Chairman informed the 
House that he had received notice of a question of 
privilege from Sarvashri Krishan Kant, Chandra 
Shekhar, Rajnarain and G. Murahari, members 
against the Editor of Hindustan, a Hindi Daily for 
certain observations contained in an editorial 
captioned "Niradbar, Aoargal Wa Anuchit" 
published in its issue dated the 2nd June 1967. 

2. The Chairman gave his consent to the raising of 
the matter and permitted Shri Krishan Kant to ask 
for leave of the House, which he did. ~ no member 
dissented, the leave was granted. 

3. The English translation of the caption and the 
passages in Hindi, complained as objectionable by the 
members was as follows: 
"BASELESS, ABSURD AND IMPROPER 

(i) But it is a matter of regret that certain members 
of Parliament did not analyse this report from 
the point of view of the basic object but only 
used it as a medium f9r a personal or party 
propaganda or for defaming a particular 
institution or an individual. 

(ii) Before making the Hazari Report a ground for 
tbe debates, the members of Parliament should 
have examined whether the report was true, 
authentic and impartial. 

(iii) The storm raised in Parliament over such an 
unscientific, unauthentic and audacious Hazari 
Report and the bogey of Birla-Empire raised 
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in the spirit of a missionary and with the zeal 
of a crusader has in its root 10 much of 
crookcdncls timidity and perversity which 
pcrbapl had never been displayed on the floor 
of Parliament before. 

(iv) The qucstiOB is whether the display of 
absurdity venom. character assassination and 
lack .of wisdom from the forum of Parliament 
on thebuis of the Hazan Report was in 
keeping with the dignity of the Parliament 
and its members." 

The members contended that the editorial had 
attacked. the members of Parliament in a most 
deplorable and miachievous way by eastin, reflections 
and there wu a deliberate attempt to briog the 
members of the House into disrepute. This they felt. 
constituted a breach of privilege and contempt of the 
House. 

4. After lOme discussion, the Minister of External 
Affairs and the Leader of the House (Shri M.C. 
Chagla) moved, and the House adopted, the 
following motion: 
"That the complaints of breach of privilege raised by 

the Shri Krishan Kant, Shri Chandra Shekhar, 
Rajnarain and Shri G. Murahari, be referred to 
the Committee of Privileges with instruction to 
report before the end of the ncxt session." 

P'IndInp and reeommeadatloD of the Committee 
S. The Committee of Privileges, in their Ninth 

Report presented to the House on the 14th August, 
1967, reported inter alia as fonows: 

(i) A perusal of the impugned editorial wiD leave 
no doubt in the mind of anyone that it has 
been written in bad taste and without a sense of 
responsibility. While the Committcc is 
conscious that the Press should have the liberty 
to express freely its views without fear or 
favour on matters of public importance, it 
should not be abused by distorting facts and 
attributing motives. The offence becomes more 
serious if such distortions are indulged in 
relation to proceedings of Parliament and 
motives are attributed to members of 
Parliament .... 

It does not require any argument to come to the 
conclusion that these and certain other similar 
Itatements in the editorial article make serious 
reflections on the cbl.ractcr and proceedings of 
the Puliament and on the conduct of its 
members and thereby tend to bring the 



Parliament and its members into disrepute. This 
is a clear case of breach of privilege and 
contempt .of the House." 

(ii) "Having come to its finding, the Committee 
would like to take note of the fact that 
Shri Joshi, the Editor of the Hindu.tlllJ hu 
tendered an unconditional apology: 

'May I, at the outset, submit that it wu ~  the 
intention of the author of the editorial to offer 
any indignity or odium to the august House. At 
any rate, without loing into any other upect of 
the matter. I express my deep and unqualified 
regret for any offence caused to the House or 
any hon. member thereof. I hope that the 
Committee as well u the House would accept 
this expression of regret and would accordingly 
discharge the notice'." 

(iii) "The Committee would not like to look at this 
matter with a view to punish an offending 
person who commits a breach of privilege. If 
the finding in the present case serves u  a 
warning, that in the Committee's view, should 
satisfy the requirements of the case. In any 
case, in view of the apology tendered by the 
Editor of the paper and the expression of 
regret by him, the Committee would 
recommend to the House that no further 
action need be taken in the matter." 

Actioa tUm by the BOIIIe 

6. No further action was taken by the House in the 
matter. 

Point of pmDep 
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RAJYA SABHA 

(1967) 

Alkged refI«tions 011 the conduct of members and 
proceedin" of PlU'lit.uMnt by a MW,ptlpeT. 

Fada of the cue ... nfenaee to the CemIIIlttee of 
PrlYileps 

On the Sth Jac, 1967 Sbri Chandra Shekhar, a 
member lOupt to raise a queation of privilege 
against the Editor of the HbJdusto Times for certain 
obaervationa coataiDed in a feature article captioned 
"National Affain" with a ~  "Sbadel Of The 
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Star Chamber", published in its issue dated the 4th 
June, 1967. Shri Chandra Shekhar quoted the 
fonowing passages of the article u objectionable: 

(i) "The ~  has only to be put in this 
manner to recognize the absurdity of it. But 
this is precisely what it amounts to if we arc to 
take with any seriousness the wild charges 
which have been flung in Parliament agaim! 
the Birlu." 

(ii) "The question ~ now arises is how far can 
we go in allowing Parliament to behave like 
some kind of a star chamber sitting in 
judgement on individuals and institutions who 
have no means of defending themselves 
without undermining democracy itself. There 
arc a hundred ways in which malefactors can 
be brought to book-even if tCley happen to be 
Birlu-but there are not many remedies 
against those who usc the freedom of an open 
democratic society for the express purpose of 
subverting it." 

(iii) "The first thing to do is to establish some 
norms in public discussion, not only in 
Parliament but outside it. The century-old 
libel iaw is completely obsolete in to-day's 
conditions. It hu become an instrument in the 
hands of blackmailers and subverters. That 
law must be changed at once and brought in 
line with modem law in this matter elsewhere 
in the democratic world." 

(iv) Restraining members of Parliament is more 
difficult but while privilege may continue to 
apply to what is said in Parliament, that 
privilege need not extend to published reports 
of discussion in Parliament." 

Shri Chandra Shekhar contended that the article 
had offered indignities to the House and its members 
and the author of the article bad tried to indicate that 
the members, while debating the Hazari Report, had 
adopted means to subvert parliamentary democracy. 
This, he felt, constituted a breach of privilege and 
contempt of the House. 

2. After the House granted leave to the matter 
bein, raised, the Minister of External Affairs and the 
Leader of the House, (Shri M.C. Chap) moved, 
and the House adopted, the foUowin, motion: 

"That the complaint of breach of privilege railed by 
Shri ~  Shekhar be referred to the 
Committee of Privileles with instructions to 
report by the end of the next _ion." 
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FIDdinp and recommendatioDl or the COIDIDIttee 

3. The Committee of Privile,es in their Tenth 
Report presented to the HoUle u the 14th 
AUlUSt, 1967, reported iDter Ilia u foUowa: 

(i) "The Committee hu sone throupt the 
impugned article in the HiadllltalJ Times 
carefully. It it true that the writer of the 
article hu uiod Itron, lanauaae and hu 
expreued himlClf equally Itronpy in 
relation to certain dilcuuions that toot 
place in the Rajya Sabha concernin, the 
HoulC of the Birlu. NevertheleSl, the 
Committee feels that it il not neceuary to 
attach undue lianificance to luch writinp 
and thereby brio, them within the ambit 
of the privUeae of the HoUle. The article 
taken u a whole doea not in the opinion 
of the Committeo, CODltitute a breach of 
privilege of contompt of tho HoUlO. In 
this connection the Committee would lite 
to quote, with approval, what Mr. 
Gladstone oblCrved in a privile,e CalC in 
the HoulC of CommoDl in what wu 
known 81 The Times calC in 1888: 

'Breach of privile,e it a very wide net and it would 
be very undelirable that notico mould be takon 
in thit HoulC of aU CUOI in which hon. 
members arc unfairly criticized. Breach of 
privile,e it not exactly to be defined. It it rather 
to be held in the air to be oxcrc:iaod on proper 
occaaions whon, in the opinion of the HOUle, a 
fit cue for its oxercile occurs. To put this 
weapon unduly in force it to invite a combat 
upon unequal terms wheresoever and by 
whomsoever carried on. . . . . Indeed, it is 
absolutely necouary that there mould be 
freedom of comment. That freedom of 
comment may, of COUrlO, be occuionaUy 
abulCd; but I do not think it is bocomln. the 
dignity of the HoUle to notice that abUie of it' ... 

(il) "In the view taken by the Committee, in the 
circumstancol of the CalC, the Committee 
recommonds that no action is called for on this 
complaint. " 

AcUoa tak_ by the H_ 

5. N? further action wu taken by the HoUle in tho 
matter. 
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RAIYA SABRA 

(1967) 
..... t flPrl .... 

AlMptl njZectioIU on 1M contlllCl 0/ " nwmbo by 
1M PMmbos o/IM otIID Howe 
FactI fl the cue and naIIna by the CbaIrnum 

On the 22Dd June, 1967, Sbrl Bhupem Gupta, a 
member IOUpt to raise a question of privilo,e on tho 
around that Sbrl Arjun Arora, another member, wu 
made the lubject-matter of a privilele motion and 
ICCUIed in tho other HoUle on the 211t June, 1967, 
for the charael levelled by him apinst the two 
Ministers bein, in the pay of Birlu vi,-a-vis the 
.tatement made by the Prime Miniater exoneratiDJ 
them. This, he felt, coDltituted a breach of privileae 
and contempt of the HoUle. 

2. The Chairman (Sbrl V.V. Giri), observed u 
foUowa:-
"I have Jiven areat attention to tbit matter. We have 

diaculICd tbit qUCltion almost ad nauseum, and 
havin, Jiven lOme \ coDlideration and havin, 
heard the hon. member Mr. Bhupeah Gupta my 
point of view is this. The point is no action wu 
taken by the other HoUle apinst our member. 
If action had been taken we would have taken 
notice. We mould not dilCuu what hu 
happened in Lot Sabha. The Speaker Itated 
that he could have takn action himaelf but he 
wu in doubt and he thoupt it better to leave 
tho matter to the juclpment of the HoUle 
whother the complaint Ihould be reforred to tho 
Chairman of the Rajya Sabha for nec:euary 
action. In fact I have read the Lok Sabba 
motion. I do not want to road it .. aiD. In view 
of this I feel that DO further diacuuion on this 
matter mould tako place." 

PolDt or prl.uep 
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RAIYA SABRA 

(1967) 

AU.,.tl r.flectiolU on 1M contilU:l 0/ " "..".kr by " 
newlpapo 
,... or tile caM aad ....... by the C ........... 

On the 24th November, 1967, Sbrl Rajnarain, a 
member, IOUpt to raiae a question of prtvileae 
.. aiDat tho Times 01 India on the aroUDd that tho 



following news item, published in its issue of the 
same day, cast reflcctioDS on the conduct of Shri 
Loknath Misra, another member: 

"In an obvious attempt to divert the fury of the 
House against the Birlas, the Swatantra 
member. Mr. Lokanath Misra, asked whether it 
was a fact that the Home Minister's brother's 
son, Mr. Ashok Chavan and IUJ brothcn-in-law 
had practically aD the apDCics for Bid. ill 
Maharashtra. " 

This, he felt attributed motives to a IIICIIlber mel 
therefore, constituted a breach of priYilcac. 

2. The Chairman (Shri V. V. Girl) liked 
Shri Raj Narain to give a notice in writiDg and Iddcd 
that he would then look into the matter. 

3. On the 29th November, 1967, the Chairman 
informed the House as follows: 

"At the sittin, of the House on November 24, 1967 
Shri Raj Narain SOUJht to raise a qucstioa of 
privilege in relation to a DeWS item appcariq in 
the Times of IndU of that date. I oblcrwcl at 
that time that Shri Raj Narain should &ive me a 
notice in writiJl,. SIari Triloki Sin", and 
Shri Raj Narain sublBitted a notice on the same 
day. 

After receiving the notice, I directed the Secretary 
to write to the Editor of the Times of bJdia and 
enq .... e from Ilim whether he wished to .ay 
anythillg in the matter before I took further 
action. The Raident Editor of the newspaper 
has, in his reply dated November 28, 1967, 
made the following submission: 

'I want to assure the honourable Chairman of the 
Rajya Sabha that in publishin& the particular 
passage in the report it was far from our 
intention to attribute any motive to 
Mr. Lokanath Misra or any other honourable 
member of the Rajya Sabha. If, however, the 
passage in question has, by any chance, been 
misunderstood. I want to express my sincere 
regret for the inadvertence in publishing the 
passage. 

I do want once a,ain, to usure the honourable 
Chairman of the Rajya Sabba that the Times of 
India has always stood for protec::tinc the dipity 
and privilegcs of lodia'i sovercip Parliament 
and would ncver say or do anythin, that would 
in any way detract from its dignity.' 

In view of this cxprcas of regret by the Editor, I 
feel that the matter need not be pursued further 
and should be treated as dosed." 

733 

4. The matter wu then closed. 
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RAJYA SABHA 
(1969) 

AIkrM ...,.;o.u Oil 1M Hou# by " "..".w 0/ 1M 
otMr HOII# ill II preu "'*1'MIII. 

On the 24th December, 1969, Shri Krishan Kant, a 
member, IOuJht to raise a question of privilege 
apinst His Highness Maharaja Sriraj Meghrajji 
Dhran,idhra, member, Lok Sabha, for issuing a 
statement to the Press, aDe,cdly castiDg upcrsiODl on 
the HoUle. The impugned preas ltatement inter .na, 
read as undcr:-

''The .... ing of the resolution in the Rajya Sabha 
opiniq that the Government should take steps 
for the abolition of the privy purses and 
pri¥iIeps of euulcrs was reminiscent of the way 
the iaitial J'eIOlution was pushed through a 
quorua-Jea A.I.C.C. 

11le HOUle, the senior of our two national 
... mbliea, was apia over-borne by elements 
cWteatly in aliance to which it seems to have 
become subject." 

Shri ICrisban Kant alleacd that in. IUJ preas 
statement, Maharaja Dhranaadbra had cost 
upcrsiODl on the working of the House and OD 
its members and thus had coDlDlittcd a breach 
of privilege of the House. 

2. After a brief discussion, disallowing the question 
of privilege, the Vice-Chairman (Shri Akbar Ali 
Khan, who was in the Chair) ruled inter alia as 
foUow5:-

...... .I have also DOLed that this very matter had 
been taken up with the Chairman and he in IUJ 
full power and discretion disallowed it. That is 
ceoup for me not to aDow tIUJ matter to be 
raised apin .... the fact that the person who hu 
made this remark is a member of the other 
House, &iva me still further CODIideratioD that 
we should restrain oursclva. So, I disallow 
permillion to raise this matter." 
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Point of privileae 

SOl 

RAJYA SABHA 
(1970) 

Alleged derogatory remarks against a member by 
another member in the House. 

Facti 01 the cue aod ruling by the Deputy Chairman 

On the 1st April, 1970, Shri M.S. Gurupadaswamy, 
a member stated that on the 31st March, 1970 
Shri Niren Ghosh, another member had made certain 
derogatory remarks in the House against Shri Raj 
Narain, another member. He said that Shri Niren 
Ghosh had remarked that Shri Raj Narain was in the 
pay of Shri C.B. Gupta. Shri Gurupadaswamy urged 
the Deputy Chairman (Shri B.D. Khobragade), who 
was then in the Chair, to ,ask Shri Ghosh to withdraw 
his remarks and to express regret. 

2. After some discussion, the Deputy Chairman 
observed as under. 

"Actually Mr. Niren Ghosh should not have used 
such language. Such remarks are not in 
consonance with the dignity and decorum 
of the House. Perhaps he might have used 
this language in the heat of passion. But 
undoubtedly the language used was 
deprecatory and hon. members should not 
use such language which will mar the 
dignity and decorum of the House. We 
have discussed the matter at length. The 
reports have a1lready been prepared and, 
therefore, it will not be possible to 
expunge these remarks of something like 
that. But such deprecatory language 
should not be used and I hope Mr. Niren 
Ghosh also in future will not use 
deprecatory language. He should not use 
such language and no other hon. member 
also should use such lailguage." 

Point 01 privilege 

502 

RAJYA SABHA 
(1970) 

Reflections on members by II Mwspllper 

Facti of the cue and action taken by the House 

On the 17th December, 1970, Shri A.P. 
Chatterjee, a member, sought to raise a question of 
privilege against the printer and publisher of Kenl. 
Kaumudi, a Malayalam daily, for publishing a news 

report that Shri Bhupesb Gupta, another member 
had stated at one of his election meetings in Keraia, 
that the Marxist members had opposed the 
Constitution (Amendment) Bill regarding Privy 
Pucses after accepting bribe. In this connection, 
Shri Chatterjee stated that according to a letter 
received by him from the Chairman, Rajya Sabha, 
Shri Bhupesh Gupta had denied that he had made 
any such'speech. It was further stated in that letter 
that the printer and publisher of Kcrala Kaumudi had 
offered their regrets for ~  the said news 
report and that the matter was therefore being 
treated as closed. Shri A.P. Chatterjee urged that the 
matter should not be treated as closed and it should 
be brought before the House. 

2. The Deputy-Chairman (Shri B.D. Khobragade) 
observed that the printer and publisher of the Kerala 
Kaumudi had been asked to publish their  regret in 
the newspaper, as desired by Shri A.P. Chatterjee, 
and their reply was awaited. 

3. On the 5th April, 1971, the Chairman, 
(Shri G.S. Pathak) informed the House:-

.... I received notices of breach of privilege 
on the 9th November, 1970, from ~  A.P. 
Chatterjee and Shri K. Subramania Menon 
against Shri Bhupesb Gupta, a member of 
this House, and also against the editor, 
printer and publisher of Kerala K.WDudi a 
Malayalam daily, published from 
Trivandrum, in ~  of a news report 
published in the said daily in its issue dated 
the 16th September, 1970, to the effect that 
Shri Bhupesh Gupta at an election meeting 
held at Kayamkulam on the 14th September, 
1970, had stated that the Marxist M.Ps. bad 
received bribe from the former rulers and 
vested interests and had opposed the Privy 
Purses Bill. 
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The matter was referred, under my 
direction to Shri Bhupesh Gupta and 
Shri Sukumaran, printer and publisher of the 
said daily, enquiring whether they had 
anything to say in the matter. 

Shri Bhupesh Gupta in his letter dated the 
20th November, 1970, stated that he had 
never uttered those words or expressed any 
such views at attributed to him in the said 
news item. In view of this, there was no case 
of breach of privilege against Shri Gupta and 
I withheld consent accordingly. 

Shri Sukumaran, printer and publisher of 
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the Kerala Kaumudi in his letter dated the 
27th November, 1970, explained the 
circumstances in which the impugned news 
item came to be published in his paper. In 
the letter Shri Sukumaran pointed out that 
Shri Bhupesh Gupta's speech was published 
by them in good faith and that since 
objection had been taken to it by some 
members, he expressed regret  and requested 
that his regret may be conveyed to those 
members. 

Thereafter, the Rajya Sabha Secretariat 
asked Shri S. Sukumaran to publish in a 
prominent place in the paper his expression 
of regret for the publication of the offending 
news item. Shri Sukumaran has since then 
published an apology on the first page in the 
isSue of Kerala Kaumudi of 23rd December, 
1970, under the caption 'We regret'. 

In view of the expression of regret made 
by the printer and publisher of the Kenla 
Kaumudi if the House agrees, the matter 
may be treated as closed." 

The House agreed and the matter was 
closed. 

Point of privilege 

503 
RAJYA SABHA 

(1973) 

AUeged reflections on Rajya Sablul in a speech by a 
member in Lok Sablul as reported by a 
newspaper 

Facts of the case and ruIin& by the Chairman 

On the 31st March, 1973, Shri V.K. Sakhlecha, a 
member, sought to raise a question of privilege 
arising out of a speech in Lok Sabha by Shri Bibhuti 
Mishra, a member of that House on the 30th March, 
1973, while moving his resolution for abolition of the 
Rajya Sabha, as reported in the Hindi daily 
Hindustan of the 31st March, 1973. While raising the 
matter, Shri Sakhlecha stated, inter alia, as foUows:-

"Sir, I would like to draw the attention of this 
august House to a news item entitled 'Rajya 
Sabha Rajncctik Bhrashtachar Ka 
Kendra-ShriBibhuti Mishra' published in 
today's Hindustan. Shri Bibhuti Mishra who 
is a senior Congress member has made a 
statement to this effect in Lok Sabha. 
Shri Mishra has moved a private member's 
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resolution for abolition of the Rajya Sabha 
in which he has stated that the Rajya Sabha 
is a centre of political corruption. Sir, my 
contention is that this is casting aspersions on 
this House.... Rajya Sabha is a body 
constituted under the Constitution .... 

Several members of this House have been 
elected many times to State Legislatures and 
Lok Sabha. It is a clear breach of privilege of 
this House and its members to say that they 
have never faced elections. 

Sir, to say that aU the members who come here 
are elected through political corruption is 
absolutely wrong and this would lead to a 
breach in relations between Lok Sabha and 
Rajya Sabha. 

I submit that if Shri Bibhuti Mishra has not said 
that the Rajya Sabha is a centre of political 
corruption, then the newspaper concerned 
has committed a contempt of this House by 
publishing the proceedings in this manner. In 
that case, I may be allowed to raise a 
question of privilege under rule 187. If he has 
made such a contemptuous comment about 
this House, then you should write to the 
Speaker of that House to withdraw such 
words ... People read the newspapers and not 
the proceedings. It has been published by the 
newspaper that the Rajya Sabha is a centre 
of political corruption and this amounts to 
contempt of this House and its members." 

2. After some discussion, during which several 
members desired the matter to be referred to the 
Speaker, Lok Sabha, the  Chairman (Shri G.S. 
Pathak) observed as follows:-

"I think that the tradition has been that each 
House and its members show proper respect 
to the other House and its members. I am 
sure this House and its members will always 
follow this tradition. I wish the best of 
relations to prevail between the two Houses 
and the respective members thereof. I shall 
communicate the views ~  here to the 
Speaker. I also wish to say that newspapers 
should be very careful in matters like this. If 
Lot Sabha proceedings have not been 
correctly reported by any newspapers, it is 
for the Lok Sabha to take action proceedinp 
in relation to this matter shall be sent to the 
Speaker." 
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3. On tbe 30tb April, 1973, tbe Chairman informed 
tbe House, inter alia, as follows:-

"I wrote to him (the Speaker) on the 2nd April, 
1973, enclosing the relevant extracts of the 
proceedings of tbe Rajya Sabba of Marcb 31, 
1973 for such action as be might tbink 
appropriate. The Speaker in his reply dated 
the 5th April, 1973, made the following 
observation:-

, . . .. .. I have gone through the speech of 
Shri Bibhuti Mishra, as contained in the Lok 
Sabha cyclostyled debate of March 30, 1973. 
I find therefrom that Shri Bibhuti Mishra did 
not say in his speecb what is attributed to 
him in the aforesaid caption of the news 
report. 1 am sending herewith a copy of the 
day's debates of Lok Sabha for your perusal. 

fully share your views about the cordial 
relations between the two Houses of 
Parliament and also their members. 

Obviously, that newspaper has given a highly 
misleading caption. We are taking up the 
matter with the Editor of the newspaper. 

1 also appreciate the concern as shown in the 
speeches of the hon. members of your 
House. Please assure them on behalf of the 
Lok Sabha and also myself that we hold them 
in utmost respect and high regard'. 

On the 22nd April, 1973, 1 received another 
communication from the Speaker with which he 
forwarded a copy of the announcement he had made 
in the Lok Sabha on the 19th April, 1973. 
Therefrom, I observe that the Editor of Hindustan 
had issued a correction in the issue of the paper 
dated the 2nd April, 1973, wherein it had been stated 
that Shri Bibhuti Mishra, M.P., did not say in his 
speech that 'Rajya Sabha Rajneetik Bhrashtachar Ka 
Kendra-Shri Bibhuti Mishra.' 

The Editor also expressed regret and requested the 
Speaker to condone the error on the part of the 
paper. I also find that in view of the explanation 
given by the Editor and the correction published by 
him, the Lok Sabha has closed the case. At the end 
of the said announcemen:, the Speaker also 
observed:-

'May 1 take this opportunity to appeal to the 
hon. members to use necessary restraint and 
not say anything in this House which may 
bring disharmony between this House and 
Rajya Sabha.' 

In tbe circumstances, 1 am treating the matter as 
closed. 

Polot of privile&e 

S04 
RAJYA SABHA 

(1974) 

Casting reflections on the House in a communication 
allegedly written by the President of a Co-
operative House Building Society to Lt. 
Governor of Delhi. 

Facts or the case and reference to the Committee or 
privDeae 
On tbe 10th May, 1974, Shri Bhairon Singh 

Shekhawat, a member, sought to raise a question of 
privilege against Shri Jagjit Singh, President, New 
Friends Co-operative House Building Society, for 
casting aspersions on the House in a letter dated the 
7th May, 1974, alleged to have been written by him 
to Shri Baleshwar Prasad, the then Lt. Governor of 
Delhi. While producing a photostat copy of the 
impugned letter. Shri Sbekhawat contended that the 
language used in the letter and more particularly the 
following two sentences written tberein amounted to 
breach of privilege and contempt of tbe House :-

"I have assessed the situation and feel it wiD not 
be possible for me and committee to stand 
the opposition in view of the Court's attitude 
and its further exploitation in Parliament and 
Papers, unless full support from police and 
Registrar, Societies is afforded much more 
than ever. 

Since you are busy due to riots in the City, 1 will 
give the notice in newspapers only when 1 get 
green signal. It is good that ParliamClJt closes 
on or before the 13th May, 1975." 

2. On a motion moved by Shri Shekhawat, tbe 
matter was referred to the Committee of privileges by 
the House. 
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FiDdinp and recommendations of the Committee 

3. The Committee of Privileges, after examining 
Sarvashri Bhairon Singh Shekhawat and Jagjit Singh 
and also on perusing the material called for by the 
Committee from the then Lt. Governor of Delhi and 
Shri Jagjit Singh, in their Fifteenth Report, PJellCDted 
to the House on the 18th February, 1975, reported 
inter alia as follows:-

(i) ...... the Committee examined the different 
aspects of the statement made by 
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Shri Shekhawat in the light of letters received 
from Shri Jagjit Singh and the Lt. Governor 
of Delhi wherein both of them had denied 
having written or received such a letter. The 
Committee felt that since Shri Shekhawat had 
neither seen the original letter nor had any 
knowledge of its present where abouts and 
also because of his inability to produce 
before the Committee the person who had 
given him the photostat copy of the 
impugned letter or to give any help to the 
Committee in the matter, a stage had been 
reached where it was not possible for the 
committee to lay hands on the original letter 
even if it existed. The Committee, therefore, 
had perforce to decide the case on the basis 
of the materials already before it." 

(ii) "After giving its careful consideration to the 
matter, the Committee did not feel satisfied 
about the genuineness of the photostat copy 
of the alleged letter of Shri Jagjit Singh, In 
view of this, the Committee did not like to 
examine on merits the question as to whether 
or not the contents of the alleged letter 
constituted a breach of privilege or contempt 
of the House." 

(iii) "The Committee, however, felt that any 
member who would desire to raise a question 
of breach of privilege in the House on the 
basis of any document should be circumspect 
and should satisfy himself about its 
genuineness before-hand." 

(iv) "In the view taken by the Committee and in 
the circumstances of the case, the Committee 
recommends that no further action be taken 
by the House in the matter and it may be 
dropped." 

Action taken by the House 
4. No further action was taken by the House in the 

matter. 

Point of privDeae 

505 
RAJYA SABHA 

(1978) 

Alleged disrupect shown to the Howe by a Minister 
by leaving in the midst of a discwsion on a 
nuuter relating to his Ministry 

For details of the case please see summary No. 213 
at p. 348 ante. 
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Point of priviJeae 

506 
RAJYA SABHA 

(1978) 

Alleged objectionable remarks mtlde by a Minister 
against a member in the Howe 

Facts of the cues and rulinl by the Deputy 
Chairman 

On the 25th July, 1978, Shri Bhupesh Gupta, a 
member, while asking supplementary to a Starred 
Question stated, inter alia, as follows:-

..... Now Sir, I should like to know whether 
these factors were taken into account. I think 
while the hon'ble Minister was speaking, I 
felt he was almost speaking like an EEC 
Commission agent, how good EEC will 
be ... ". 

2. Replying to the above remarks, the Minister of 
Commerce and Civil Supplies and Co-operation 
(Shri Mohan Dharia) stated as under:-

"There is no question of prompting. My hon. 
friends know about agents. Those who have done 
nothing else but agency work of other 
countries cannot understand our language, 
unfortunately. But we are not of that type." 

3. A little later on the same day, Shri Bhupesh 
Gupta sought to raise a question of privilege against 
the Minister of Commerce and Civil Supplies and Co-
operation (Shri Mohan Dharia) for saying during the 
course of answering supplementaries to the Starred 
Question that II Agents of other countries only ask 
questions like that". While raising the matter, 
Shri Bhupesh Gupta stated, inter alia, as follows:-

...... He has made certain most disparaging, 
unworthy remarks ... The matter should go to 
the Privileges Committee ... Sir, sometimes 
from the opposition, when we ask questions 
as private members, we do have some side 
remarks, sometimes in a humourous way and 
sometimes also in an acrimonious way 
perhaps. But the kind of reply Mr. Dharia 
gave I did not expect from him .... 
Well it is not the way to answer questions 
and unfortunately, the Chair also did not pull 
him up ... .1 am not interested as luch in a 
privilege motion. You know it very well, I 
am not one of those who rush to the 
Privileges Committee but it does involve 
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some of the privileges of the members; it is 
"not to be said directly or indirectly that they 
are the agents of other countries .. .! do not 
ask Mr. Dharia to express regret or do 
anything like that. I should be very happy if 
he says he is sorry for what he said. And it 
would be good enough to tender an apology 
to the House, not to me. I am not 
important .... .if Mr. Dharia does not express 
regret, I can tell you I for one will not allow 
Mr. Dharia to speak in this House. You have 
the powers to expel me from the House. Let 
it be known to the country that Bhupesh 
Gupta has been expelled from the House for 
having not allowed Mr. Dharia to 
speak.. .. This is not a threat. I say this out of 
anguish and feeling about a person for whom 
I have almost an affection." 

2. The Minister of Commerce (Shri Mohan Dharia) 
thereupon stated inter alia, as follows:-

"Mr. Deputy Chairman, Sir, at the outset I 
would like to make it very clear that when 
my friend, Mr. Bhupesh Gupta, feels agitated 
and when his feelings are hurt, equally my 
feelings are hurt. But the context should not 
be lost. I do appreciate the advice of Mr. 
Bhupesh Gupta that whether he is a member 
or a Minister nobody should be arrogant. I 
would never like to be arrogant. If I happen 
to be arrogant against him, it pains me 
perhaps much more than being arrogant 
against anybody else. " 

During the course of the question-perhaps 
Mr. Bhupesh Gupta might have forgotten 
or perhaps he might not have-the hon'ble 
Bhupesh Gupta said: 

'Now, Sir, I should like to know whether these 
factors were taken into account. I think while the 
Hon 'ble Minister was speaking. I felt he was 
almost speaking like an EEC commission 
agent, how good EEC will be'". 

Is this the language to be used by Mr. Bhupesh 
Gupta? And, Sir, if such sort of language is 
used by Mr. Bhupesh Gupta and if some 
retaliation is there, then Mr. Bhupesh Gupta 
should have the sportsman spirit. I have 
here. Sir, this statement by Bhupesh Gupta 
and also my statement which I read .. These are 
from the Rajya Sabha records (uncorrected): 

'There is no question of prompting. My Hon. 
friends know about agents. Those who have done 
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nothing else but agency work of other 
countries cannot understand our language, 
unfortunately. But we are not of that type.' 

I feel that both these statements should go to the 
Privileges Committee and there is no question of 
apologies, there is no question of regrets ... If 
Mr. Bhupesh Gupta is prepared to withdraw 
I wUl withdraw my part of the statement. 
Otherwise I would very much like that this 
affair should go to the Privileges 
Committee . .If I have committed something 
wrong, certainly I will come before this 
House and apologise. But under threat that 
Mr. Dharia" will not be allowed to speak in 
this House, he knows very well that under 
threat I have never worked. If Mr. Bhupesh 
Gupta is under that impression, I am sure 
this House will take care. It will not allow 
such members who will rJot abide by the rules 
of this House." 

3. While closing the matter, the Deputy Chairman 
(Shri R.N. Mirdha) observed as under:-

"We do not have a motion for discussion. So 
there is not going to be any discussion on it. 
Mr. Bhupesh Gupta raised a point. I do not 
take it as a privilege motion because there 
are procedures for making a privilege 
motion. What I believe is that he was hurt on 
a certain point and due to his seniority and 
all the respect for him we gave him time to 
express his views. Mr. Dharia also expressed 
his own point of view. If either of them 
wants to send the matter to the Privileges 
Committee, we have a procedure for that. 
But we are not going to treat this as a 
privilege motion right now. That is why I say 
that we leave it at this and go over to the 
next item. Let them think about it calmly and 
coolly and see if it is to be proceeded further 
or left at this." 

Point of privi1eae 

507 
RAJYA SABHA 

(1980) 

Certain allegations against a member made by a 
Minister who was a member of the other Howe 

Facts of the case and roHna by the Chairman 
On 6th August, 1980, Shrimati Margaret Alva, a 

member, while speaking on "The Working of the 
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Ministry of External Affairs" stated, inter alia as 
foUows:-

"We have really been known ...... for our positive 
support to the freedom fighters, particularly 
in South Africa. I would here like to say that 
during the Janata regime I had in this House 
raised the question of the sale of the 
Centurian Tanks, which had been sold as 
scrap and which ultimately found their way to 
South Africa with Indian markings and which 
did create a very bitter impression among our 
friends there. I have just come back from 
London, and what I heard there shocked me. 
The same Mr. W.R.M. Michele who is an 
agent for arms supplies to the Pentagon as 
well as the racist regime in South Africa-I 
could give you his address-it is: 30, Milners 
Street in London. He is receiving here a 
V.I.P treatment, I am told, to negotiate 
purchase of 200 more Centurian Tanks from 
the present Government." 

2. On 18th August, 1980, Shrimati Alva, while 
making a statement regarding "Alleged Deal for Sale 
of Spare Parts of the Centurian Tanks", stated inter 
alia, as follows:-

...... The spare parts deal has been rushed through 
by the Government under the directions of the 
Minister of State for Defence Production ... 
There have been objections from the Army 
Headquarters. I also want to point out that the 
Ministry of External Affairs which is normally 
consulted in these matters, has not been 
consulted ... And here I would like to say before 
this House that this Mr. Michele whom I had 
named in this House has been ringing me up 
frantically from London for the last week trying 
to tell me that I should not create problems for 
him and that he is a very good and honest man 
not an agent of the Pentagon as I had said.". 

3. On 17th November, 1980, the Minister of State 
in the Department of Science and Technology 
(Shri C.P.N. Singh), a member of Lok Sabha, made 
a personal explanation in the House refuting the 
allegations made against him by Shrimati Alva and 
stated inter alia, as follows: 

"In her statement Smt. Margaret Alva had asserted 
thatMr. Michele had been ringing her up frantically 
from London during the preceding week 
requesting her not to create problems for him. 
Sir, I have evidence to show that Smt. Margaret 
Alva had ~  the initiative of calling him up 
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during her visit to London sometime in the end 
of July or early August 1980. Since Mr. Michele 
was abroad, she had left a message asking him 
to contact her on her return to India. I am not 
sure as to why an han. Member of this House 
should have taken this initiatives. I leave it to 
the han. Members to draw the interference." 

4. On 20th November, 1980, Shrimati Margaret 
Alva, referring to the statement of the Minister of 
State in the Department of Science' and Technology 
stated, inter alia as follows:-

"I wish to say in reply that I categorically deny this 
allegation as being untrue aimed at deliberately 
misleading the House and bringing me into 
disrepute. It is calculated at questioning my 
integrity and conduct as a Member of this 
House. And I may add, Sir, that I retain my 
right to go to the Privileges Committee on 
this." 

Subsequently, several members demanded that the 
matter be referred to the Committee of Privileges. 
The Chairman (Shri M. HidayatuUah) observed, inter 
alia, as ~

"The point is you move me in that behalf. I will 
first ask the Minister about the evidence in his 
possession and then decide ..... " 

•  •  • • 

"I have to protect the honour of everyone of you. I 
have to protect the honour of Mrs. Alva if there is 
any aspersion on her integrity, I have to protect 
the integrity of the Minister equally-aU without 
any favour to anybody. I shall go into this and 
decide." 

s. On lSth December, 1980, when Shri P. 
Ramamurti, a member, sought to raise the matter in 
the. HoUse the Chairman observed inter alia, as 
foilows:-

"The nature of the probe has been communicated 
to Mr. Sezhiyan nd Mrs. Alva by me and the 
question is pending, how to give effect to the 
contradictorY statements between the Minister 
and Mrs. Alva .... because, whichever way one 
looks at it, one of them would be found to be 
misleading the House, whichever way you look. 
Now that this Contradiction has arisen, I am 
going through it very carefully." 
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6. ,On 26th March, 1981, the Chairman informed 
the House as follows:-

"Hon. Members will recall that I had sent a matter 
of privilege raised by ShriEra Sezhiyan and 
Shrimati Margaret Alva against Shri C.P.N. 
Singh, Minister of State for Defence, to the 
Committee of Privileges. They will also recall 
that Shrimati Alva on 12.8.1980 made a 
statement alleging certain things against the 
Minister. The gist of it was his dealings with 
one Michele and the House' already knows 
about these allegations. Shri Singh asked for an 
opportunity to give a personal explanation and 
in his explanation included a counter-charge 
against Shrimati Alva for which he said he had 
evidence in his possession. His allegation was 
that Shrimati Alva had herself tried first to get 
in touch with Michele on phone in London and 
later he had a telephone conversation with her 
from London on her return to New Delhi. 

Normally there is no counter-personal explanation 
after the first; otherwise a matter will have no end. 
But as the Minister had indulged in a 
countercharge. Shrimati Alva was allowed to 
contradict him. The privilege motion followed 
on the ground that the Minister had deliberately 
made a misleading statement about Shrimati 
Alva's attempt to ring up Michele in London 
and a challenge was thrown that he should 
substantiate the truth of his statement that he 
had evidence in his possession. 

I had assured the House on 20th November, 1980, 
that I would first ask the' Minister about 
the evidence in his possession and tben decide 
what to do because, as I said, I had, to protect 
the honour of everyone of you and I had to 
protect Shrimati Alva's fair name. If there was 
any aspersion on her integrity and I had to 
'protect the Minister also. 

I referred a special issue to the privilegeS 
Committee for a finding because the Minister 
is not a Member of this House but of the Lok 
Sabha and if the' finding was adverse to the 
Minister, I would have had to consider the next 
step. The issue I raised was: 

'Is the statement made by the Minister in the 
House supported by the evidence or41ot or was it a 
misleading statement?' 

The Privileges Committee has now sent its finding 
after considering the matter on 13th January, 
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6thFebruary ,6thMarch,13thMarehand17thMareh 
1981. The entife verbatim record of the 
proceedings before the Privileges Committee is 
before me and I have carefully read it. 
, 

The finding of the Privileges ~  is that Shri 
Singh made his statement on the strength of a 
document in his possession, which I find is a 
letter from, Michele, and that he did not 
deliberately make a statement in the House 
which he knew or had reason to believe was 
misleading. The Committee went further and 
observed: 

'At the same time -he Committee has no reason 
whatever to disbelieve Shrimati Alva's statement 
made in the House on 20.11.1980 denying that 

" she ever tried to contact Mr. Michele either in 
London or in India.' 

The Committee therefore, suggested that the 
matter be allowed to rest there and be not pursued. 

I have personally and independently looked into 
this matter carefully and I have reached the 
same conclusions. It is a pity that when I 
allowed the personal explanation of the 
Minister, I took it on trust; otherwise I would 
not have allowed him to stray into a counter 
allegation against the Hon'ble Member, I have 
read the transcript of the tapes. There is 
nothing at all in them to prove that Shrimati 
Alva rang up Mr. Michele in London. If 
anybody is to be blamed it is Michele and I 
think the Minister should not have placed 
implicit trust in what he said. I am also of 
opinion, on an examination of dates, etc., that 
Shrimati Alva's statement is absolutely truthful 
and there is no stain on her integrity. The 
Committee has also given the same finding. I 
also agree that the Minister himself was misled 
by Mr. Michele and should not have made this 
counter-charge on such doubtful evidence. 

With these observations which protect the fair name 
and integrity of Shrimati Alva, I treat this 
matter as closed." 

Point of PrivUege 

508 

RAJYA SABHA 
(1980) 

CllSting IlSpersions on members of ParlUunent by 
Police Official in a press interview 
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Fa. of the cue and raIIq by the Speaker 
On 5th December, 1980, the Chairman (Shri M. 
HidayatuDah) informed the House as foDows:-

"Sbri Satya Pal Malik and Shri Sadasbiv Bagaitkar, 
Members Rajya Sabba, had given notices of 
breach of privilege of the House against the 
former S.H.O. of Bagbpat. Sbri Gaur, and the 
Editor of a weekly 'Pancbjanya' for insulting 
language about Members of Parliament in a 
press interview I take serious note of this. Shri 
Gaur denied having given any such interview. I 
called upon the Editor to explain the conduct of 
the newspaper. The Editor said that the news 
item was printed bona fide on information the 
newspaper had. The Editor however, had 
expressed his apologies and assured me that it 
was not his intention to be insulting to the 
Members of Parliament. In view of his regrets I 
am treating the whole matter as closed. The 
newspapers should be courteous while referring 
to the Members of this House. I shaD take very 
strong note if newspapers do not follow this:" 

The matter was, thereafter, closed. 

PoInt or PrlYilep 
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RAJYA SABHA 
(1980) 

Certaill allegations by a member against a Minister 
who was a member 0/ the other House and 
publicoJioll 0/ MWS reports Oil the basis 0/ the 
allegations. 

Facts of the cue ad reference to the Committee of 
PriYIIeges 

On 23rd December, 1980 Sarvasbri Syed Sibte 
Razi, F.M. Khan, Bhagatram Manhar, N.K.P. Salve, 
P.N. Sukul and Shrimati Manorama Pandey, 
members, gave notice of a question of privilege 
against Shrimati Margaret Alva, a member, for 
making certain allegations in the House on 18th 
August 1980, apiast Shri C.P.N. Singh, the then 
Minister of State in the Ministry of Defence and a 
member of Lok Sabha. The notice was also against 
the Editors, Prioteis and Publishers of news 
magazines, Blitz, Sunday and Maya for publishing 
news reports in dleir maPzines on the basis of the 
allegations made by Sbrimati Margaret Al¥a. 
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The members had, in their notice stated, inter ali. 
as follows:-

"Smt. Alva in a speech made on the floor of the 
House on 18.8.1980, cast serious aspersions on 
the integrity conduct and character of 
Shri C.P.N. Singh, member of Lok Sabha and 
Minister of State. The allegations casting serious 
aspersions on integrity, conduct and character 
are listed below: 

(i) 'The spare parts deal has been rushed 
through by the Government under the 
'directions of Minister of State for Defence 
Production ..... • 

(ii) 'Mr. Singh bas to make \lP the lost privy purse.:.' 
(iii) 'Rs. 50.00 lakhs have been paid. I will tell 
you where.' 

(iv) 'They (Janata Pany) were earning 
commision by sellina them (tanks) then 
and you arc earning' commissions by 
selling them now.' -

These allegations are false scandalous and did 
incalculable damage not only to the integrity 
and character of Shri C. P. N. Singh but also 
bring into disrepute this House Shri C. P. N. 
Singh in his statement made in the Rajya Sabha 
on 17th November. 1980 by way of personal 
explanation under Rule 241 of the Rajya Sabha, 
Rules denied all the above anegations. 

On the basis of these allegations, reports havc 
appeared in the issue of 'Blitz' dated 9th 
August, 1980 and subsequent dates. 'Sunday' 

~  14th September. 1980, and 'Maya' of 
October. 1980; which are equally distorted. 
baseless and derogatory to Shri C. P. N. Singh. 
Thus there is a prima fBCie case of privilege 
against Smt. Margaret Alva and the Editors, 
Printers and Publishers of the three publications 
referred to." 

2. On' 7th May, 1981 the Chairman (Shri M. 
Hidayatullah) referred the matter to the Committee 
of Privileges for examination, investigation and 
report. However. on 8th May. 1981. the Chairman 
directed that the consideration of the question by the 
Committee should stay so that he could give Sbrimati 
Alva an opportunity to offer her comments and 
decide on the future course of action. Accordingly, 
on 12th May. 1931 a letter was adclressed to Shrimati 
Alva. inviting her comments on the notice .. After 
considering the comments of Shrimati Alva, the 
Chairman direCted the CommiStee on 13th July. 1981, 
to proceed with tbe CODIICScration of the question. 
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Flndlnl and recommendation of the" Committee 

3. The Committee of Privileges, in their Twenty 
Third Report, presented to the House on 
12th March, 1982, reported inter alia as follows: 

(i) "Shri Syed Sibte Razi and other members giving 
. notice objected to the following allegations 
made by Shrimati Alva in the House regarding 
the sale of spare  parts of Centurion Tanks:-

'The spare parts deal has been rushed through by the 
Government under the directions of Minister of 
State for Defence Production'. 

(ii) 'Mr. Singh has to make up the lost privy light 
purse .. .' 

(iii) 'Rs 50.00 lakbs have been paid. I will tell you 
where'. 

(iv) They (Janata Party) were earning commission 
by selling them (tanks) then and you are 
earning commission by selling them now'. 

While the fIrSt three of tht:se allegations were made 
by her on August 18, 1980, the fourth one was 
made earlier on August 6, 1980. 

The members' objection was that the said 
allegations cast serious aspersion on the 
integrity, conduct and character of Shri C.P.N. 
Singh. Further, the allegations were false, 
scandalous and damaging to the integrity of 
Shri Singh. The allegations, it was contended in 
the notice, brought the Rajya Sabha into 
disrepute. " 

(il) "Shrimati Alva's contention on each of the 
above impugned statements was that while the 
first and the fourth allegations quoted above 
were made by her as a legitimate criticism of 
the Government policy and conduct of a 
Minister which a member was entitled to do in 
the national interest and in the discharge of 
duties as a member of Parliament the second 
and the third allegation were made by her not 
in her main speech but as 'off-the-cuff remarks 
casting no particular aspersion on Shri C.P.N. 
Singh. Shrimati Alva further contended that· 
when she said that Rs. 50.00 Iakbs had been 
paid, she hlld not stated as to who or whom 
they were paid. In other words, she had not 
named the Minister." 

(iii) "The Committee has considered the impugned 
statements and Shrimati Alva's comments in all 
aspects. The Committee is of the opimon that in 
view of Shrimati Alva's clarification that the 

particularallegationswere'off-the-cuff'remarksi.e. 
not premediated or made deliberately to cast 
aspersions on the integrity of Shri C.P.N. Singh, 
and her own contention 
that there was no basis for these allegations, the 
matter need not be pursued further. The 
Chairman had by his ruling in the House on 
March 26, 1981, treated the entire episode as 
closed. The Committee also feels that the issue 
need not be reopened. The Committee, 
therefore, recommends accordingly." 

Action taken by the House 

4. No further action was taken by the House in the 
matter. 

Point of prlYllep 

510 

RAJYA SABHA 

(1981) 

Alleged ~  of the House by a MiiJister and 
alleged casting of reDecUolJS OD the MiDi.ter by a 
journalist 

For details of the case please see summary No. 283 
at pp. 486-489 ante. 

Point of prlYllep 
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RAJYA SABHA 

(1981) 

Alleged casting of relJectiOlJs OD members by a 
Dewspaper 
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Facti of the cue ad nun. by the CbaInnan 
On 22nd December, 1981, the Chairman (Shri M. 
Hidayatullab) observed in the House as follows:-

"On December 7, 1981 Shri A.G. Kulkarni gave 
notice of breach of privilege against Shri Prem 
Shankar lha in respect of a signed article entitled 
'Black Money and Crime' which was published that 
day in the Times of IDma, the article commences with 
the following sentence: 

'Dacoits, smugglers and bootleggers are now 
honoured member of the Legislatures.' 

On 8th and 14th December, Shri Kulkarni 
mentioned this matter in the House. I then assured 
the House that I would give my ruling on tbe 
subject. 

In accordance with the practice of tbe House, I 
directedtbatthewritermaybeaskedtoexplain. The 
Editor Shri Girilal Jain, bas chosen to reply. 
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The Editor has made the point that as there is 
no referencc at all to Rajya Sabha, the matter 
can not be raised here. This is disingenuous in 
the extreme. General statements of this type 
may not escape only because, when examined 
piecemeal, none of the Houses of Parliament or 
Leaislatures aln be held to be direc:tly referred 
to althouah the statement must be held to cast a 
slur on aU of them. It is then not a libel of any 
particular member or of any particular House 
but a libel in Ifou. 

One does not taow what the writer or the Editor 
KeD to achieve by luch alwccpin. calumny. It is 
pUrpolely made general to afford shelter to the 
writer agaiDJt ac:tion from a member of a House 
of LeJislature and also from individual Houses 
of Lepslaturcs. Indeed, the Editor gives himself 
away when he says; 

'As you know the country's libel laws as they stand 
expose a newspaper to the risk of iAvitina the charge 
of defamation and the harusment it causes (if) 
it names any IepsJator. If we do not name any 
one it doci not foUow that the newspaper is 
impupilll the intearity of all lcplaton in the 
COUDtry. The Enllish la.ale does not admit 
of any luch interpretation.' 

Therefore, if you arc afraid to charge a newspaper 
for being in the pay of a foreign country, you have 
only to say that all of them are in the pay. The 
wording has been cleverly chosen not out of 
one's strength of conviction but out of fear of 
another kind of conviction. When Shri Kulkarni 
spoke of the 'permissive atmOlpbere' in the 
country the Editor protested that it implied that 
the delcriptioa was applicable to the Times of 
bJdi.. The impupcd sentence mentions 
'dacoits', 'smuglen', 'bootleggers' and 
leaislaton. ' This profUIC employment of the 
plural Dumber discloses an intention to traduce 
icPlative institutions FDerally and it may weD 
have been deliberately employed to show that 
IeJislaton arc universally tainted. This 
construction the Enalilh lan.ualC does admit. 

The questioD, however, remains whetber tbe 
CUItoIIl and usaae of this and other Parlia-
m... allow that notice be taken of such 
scurrility. On the whole, aU agree that such 
writinp arc beneath notice and may be treated 
with contempt. I accept this conclusion in tbis 
cue. 

Sbri Ku1kami also referred to some observations I 
made in another case. I bad then said: 
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'Newspapers always look into things closely and 
critically. ' 

I beld that the writer there was 'doing a journalistic 
duty ac:c:ording to his lights.' That writer had 
interpreted tbe evidence in a way which was not 
acceptable on a proper examination of facts. 
His fault was that wbile reaching a conclusion, 
be used intemperate language and I deprecated 
this. I left him free to hold his own views while 
he did his journalistic duty, only pointina out 
that evidcocc did not really lead to his 
conclusion. 

This cue bas not even this saving grace but as its 
generality is destructive of its own purpose. I have 
chosen not to take action. It is only when a 
point is reached and the writing ceases to be 
journalistic vapouring and becomes an improper 
obstruction to the functioning of Parliament and 
its members by patent falsehood or otherwise, 
that action to the extent of punishment is called 
for. Then the House will never hesitate to do itl 
duty towards itself. This is not that case and 
what I have said is sufficient and I let the 
matter st .. "d." 

Pomt or prfvlleae 

512 

RAJYA SABHA 
(1983) 

Casting of reflections on members in Q press interview 
by (I foreign IIIItiolllll 

Facts or the cue and relereace to the Committee or 
PrIvlJeaes 

On lOth and 11th August, 1983, Shri Shiv Chandra 
Jha and Shri Era Sezhiyan, members, aave 
separate notices of a question of privileae aaainst 
Slari Swaraj Paul a London based industrialist who 
was not a national or citizen of India, for allegedly 
castin, reflections on Shri R.R. 'Morarka and 
Shri Ja,dish Prasad Mathur, the then members, in 
a press interview publisbed in a Bombay weekly 
SJUUllry Observer in its issue dated 7-13 August, 
1983 The members' complaint related to the 
following observations in the interview:-
"What is really disgraceful is this M.P. J.P. Mathur 

and that first class thief R.R. Morarb. These 
people make statements in Parliament that I am 
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inveatiDl Mrs. Gudbi'l black money from 
Swiss BUD. If they have the courle let them 
make this Itatement in Londoo-and I wiD not 
leave them for the rest of their liva Because 
thac idiots do not know what ltatemenfl to 
make. ADd it is dilpaceful that Puli_ent 
IhouId have aJlowed them to act away with it." 

Shri Sezbiyan bad allo requested that action be 
taken apiJut the Editor, Printer and Publilher of 
the SUlItMy 0IMetv0r for publisbiq the im,uped 
iateview. 

Later on, SIIri L.K. Advaoi, a member, also pve 
a notice of • queatioa of privilep apialt 
Shri Swaraj Paul and the Editor, Printer and 
Publisher of the SUllCUY ObM:rver for allepd breach 
of privilep and contempt of the House ariIia, out 
of the same matter. 

2. On lit DecelDber, 1983, the Chairman (Shri M.. 
HidayatuUab) after c:oasiderin, the notices of' 
question of privilep and the explanations received 
from the Editor of the Sunday Observer and 
Sbri Swaraj Paul on the matter, referred the mater 
to the Committee of Privileles with the foUowia, 
obtervatioal:-

"I have fouad DO pidaace in any of the boob on 
the subject of ParliaIDeatary practice • to the 
jurisdictiGa over a penon who is not a aatioaal 
or a citizen of India, and the procedure to 
follow in lada CUCI. AI this is a cue of &n& 
ilDpreasioa, I cooIidcred it proper to refer the 
cue to the Committee on Privilc,a under 
Rule 203 of the Rulea of the Council of Statel 
for aamiaatioa and report to me. AI to the 
DeWlplper, that will be taken up later." 

FIadIap aDd ............ tIou of the CaauaIt ... 

The ComlDittee of PriYile&es in thoir Twenty-fifth 
Report .... ted to the Houae OIl 

18th Janury. 1985, reported iIIt. aIM • 
foDowI:-

(i) "At itllittiq held on DecelDber 2,. 1983. the 
eo.iaauttee decided to refer the issue reprdiq 
the jurildic:tiaa of the Committee over fonip 
aatioaall .. ..y breacb of priYileae or 
cooteapt c itted by them while in India to 
the Attoraey Geaem of India for 
opinion ••.. 'l1Ie opiniaa of ~ AttbJDCy Geaeral 
wu received by ... Committee in February, 
1984 .•. ~ .0otCl that the Attorney 
General hu expraseil the view that Parliameot 
CIO aerciIe jurisdiction in peno .. 
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apinlt a foreign national for contempt 
committed by him within the country." 

(ii) "It is now weD established that it is a breach 
of privileae and contempt of the House to 
make speeches or to print or publish aoy 
libels reflecting on the character or 
proc:cedinp of the House or its Committees, 
or on any member of the House for or 
relatin, to his character or conduct u  a 
member of Puliament. Words or writillp 
re8ectiD, on the House or its memben have 
CODItaady been punished on Ibe priDcipie that 
such acts tend to obstruct the House in the 
performance of its functioDi by dilDioishina 
the respect due to it. It hu further been held 
that written imputationl affectin, a member 
of Parliament may amount to breach of 
privile,e without beini libels at common law. 
provided such imputations concern the 
character or conduct of the member in that 
capacity. " 

(iii) "In his letter dated AUJUSt 31, 1983. 
Sbri Swaraj Paul hu, in a lenathy 
uplaaatioa. justified the impuped 
oblcrvatioal in the interview. He bu 
IUbjectod the speecIreI of Shri Morarka and 
Sbri Mathur to a detai1ed analysis and clolc 
autioy with the purpGIC to refute thele 
lIandcrous attacks 00 my family. my 
companies and myself u untruthful, 
unjustified aad damacial to oar leptimate 
intereatl in Britain u well u in India. 
. Sbri Paul hal also contended that the words 
'&n& c:luI thief' and 'idiots' used by him 
related wbolly to the concerned mombon u 
individuals and referred to tboir paonl 
conduct outside more than inside the House. 
So fu u the aprcuioD 'dilJraceful' in 
relatioD to Parliamont was concerned he hu 
Itatod that it wu 'no more than a IeJitimate 
apreuioo of opinion' OD his part." 

(iv) "After careful coDlidcratioa the Coauaittco 
feeII that tbe apIanatioa 01 Sbri p.at in 
jUfCifiAtioa of his impupod remarks is 
neither conaeot nor conviac:la,. The 
Committee feels that Sbri Paul hu used 
ItrODJ and intemperate words to dCIcri_ the 
IpCOCbea of Sbri Morarka and Sbri Mathur in 
tho Rajya Sabba and reacted to thom in. baste 
and in a banh manner. it is unfortunate that 
Sbri Paul Ihou)d have UIed objectiouble 
words in relation to Parliament and its 
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_ben. While members of Putiameot are 
DOt abo¥e critic:iIm, thiI akic:iIIa; the 
Committee feels, should be flir, factual and 
couched in temperate Jaaauaac. The 
Committee iI constrained to obIeno that wbile 
Sbri Paul bad a right to refute the allcgations 
made apiost him. by Sbri Mathur and 
Sbri Morarka, he bad transgrcued the limits of 
fair comment on or criticism of the specc:hcs of 
the two members. The threat held out by him 
against them is also, to say tbe least, ludicrous. 
Wbat is worse is that throughout his len&tby 
explanation, Sbri Swaraj Paul bas not said 
anything in expiration of the aspersions cut by 
him on the members as well as 00 the 
institution of Parlbncnt itaclf; on the other 
hand be b. justifacd them and put forward a 
pica tbat be was entitled to do 10. The 
Committee expresses ~ displeasure at thil 
stance of Sbri Paul." 

(v) "The Commiuee DOtes that at the be&inDini of 
biI written Itatement, Sbri Paul b. Itated as 
follows:-

'I should be Fateful if you would convey to 
the Hon. Chairman and to an Hon. members 
that nothing I said in any way was intended as 
a reflcc:tion on the Rajya Sabha wbose bonour 
and dipity I wbolly rcapcct. AI a life long 
admirer and upholder of India'. Parliamentary 
democracy. I Ibould deeply rearet if any 
remarb attributed to me were to be construed 
•  a breach of Parliamentary privilege.' 

The Committee would have much 
appreciated if Shri Paul bad appropriately 
tendered an apology. Nonetheless the 
Committee is inclined to accept the above 
words of Shri Paul in a spirit of forgiveness 
and to recommend tbat the House will serve 
its own dignity if it proceeds no further in the 
matter." 

(vi) "So far • the Editor of the ~  'Sunday 
Observer' is concerned, the Commattee notes 
his explanation that he bad published 
Shri Paul's interview, whicb was taperccorded, 
ipsissima "elba at the instance or insistence of 
Sbri Paul. It would bave, bowever, been ~  

if the Editor bad used a little circumspectIOn 
and omitted the impugned words wben tbey 
were not in good taste and defsmatol! of 
members of Parliament instead of mecbamcaUy 
reproducing and living them publicity in print. 
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Be tbat • it may, tIac C .... Pittee rtCOID'IM"'dI 
daat • in the cue of Sbri $w .. j Paul, DO 
ICIioa oced also be lakca .... the Editor, 
Printer and Publisher of the Weekly. 

(vii) "The inltant cue bas alia broupC iDto focua 
an I11118voury upect of the ..uer. TIle 
CoDItitutioa prantcol to membon freedom 
of speech and action in Parliament. This 
freedom does not, however, involve any 
unrestrained Iiceoce of speech within Ibc walls 
of the House. It iI ...-the rules of 
Parliamcatary debate aacI cIeconuD to make 
defamatory .... mea.. or "pdoaI of 
iDc:riminatory Dalure ...-.. y penon and 
the poIitioa II aU tM wane if lUCIa aIIe,atioDl 
are made ...... .--who are Dot in a 
poIiiion to cIcIad tMmIeheI on the floor of 
the liGUle. The pri¥ileac of &eedoIII of .peecb 
can o."1Iy be ICCUI'Cd if members do DOt abulc 
it. Ia tbis collDCClioa, abe Committee may like 
to quote wilb adv...... the foUowillJ 
oblcrvatiODl from a Report of 1be HOUle of 
CommoBl Committee of priviIe .. :-

The privilcac of freedom of apeech is an 
importa .. t and IlCCCIIar)' clement in the work 
of Parliament. However, becaUIC of the 
immunity it confen, i.. IIIiIuIe CaD have 
serioul effectl. Your Committee are well 
aware tbat from time to lime Members, in 
their anxiety to make 1beir point, may usc 
their privilcp of freedom of IpeeCb in a way 
which because of the harm which it may do to 
other important riabts or freedoms and tbe 
disproportionate damage wbich may result to 
individuals who could otborwisc seek the 
protection of the Courts of Law, would ~ 
regarded by otber members as qUite 
unjustifiable. Your Committee therefore 
consider it right to emphasise the obltfation 
upon all Memben to have re.ard, in any 
decisioo to make ltatcmcots in the House, 
which if made oUliidc tbe House, would be 
defamatory or even criminal, to the wide-
Ipread effect of IUch .. temenll when reported 
through newspaper reports and broadcull or 
proc::ecdinp and to the prejudice and pouibly 
undeserved injury which may  result individual 
citizens wbo bave neither remedy DOr ript of 
reply.'" 

The Committee is in fun agreement witb 
these oblcrvatioDi. The Committee, bowever, 
regrets that Shri J.P. Mathur in makin. 
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baseless allegations against the then Prime 
Minister failed to observe the self-replatory 
and salutary reltraintl while ellerciliaa hiI 
right of freedom of speech in the HoUle." 

(viii) "With theae observationa, the Committee 
recommends that the matter may be allowed 
to rest there and be not pursued further." 

Action taken by the House 

4. No further action was taken by the HoUle in 
the maner. 

Point 01. prlvllep 

S13 

RAJYA SABRA 

(1983) 

Alleged casting 0/ nfl«tioru on members GIld the 
Howe by a member in a newspaper collUM 

Facts or the cue and ruling by the ~ 

On 16 AUIUlt, 1983, the Chairman (Shri M. 
Hidayatullah) observed as folloWl:-

"A number of bon. members have given notice of 
breach of privilege against Shri KhUlhwant Singh, a 
member of our House and a profeuional 
journalist. This is in respect of his well-known 
column headed 'With Malice Towards One and 
All' appeuing in the Hindwtara Times of the 
6th (If this montb. The first gravemen .of tbeir 
chuge is that in that column, Shri Khushwant 
Singh has extracted and indirectly applied to 
members of our Puliament certain passages 
from the writings of an English author. That 
author had criticised politicians generally and 
in particular the members of Parliament for 
voting in their own favour to raise their own 
emoluments. 

That there has been criticism in England over tbe 
move of members of the British Parliament to vote 
increase in their pay packets is a fact well-
known. The English author described them as 
overpaid and over-privileged. The English 
author had Used very strong languaac, but the 
impugned writing, after quoting the passages, 
asked whether anyone in India could use the 
same lanpage about the members of the 
Indian Puliamcnt and get away with it. The 
impugned writing avers here that Indians also 
do not bold politicians in esteem and altbough 
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people speak of tbem 81 'a buncb of tbieves' 
JlODC darea .. y that in writinC or in print. 
After quotiq lOme very aiulilll pMMFI from 
the EqIiab author, tile impupcd writiq lOCI 
OR to proaaiIe that the writer would bimlelf 
YOW ...... the propoeed iIKlIHIC in the 
emol ..... n .. of tbe members. 

Thus Sbri Kbusbwant Singh has used another 
writer's words but described the original context in 
whicb they were used and in this clever 
IIWIIlCr DOt expoled himlelf. As he is a 
member of Parliament and thUi potentially a 
poIiticiaa what he .. ys applies to bim allo. He 
is c:ueful enough DOt to .. y anytbln. dlrec:tly 
about any member aod baa only drawn a 
pwaUol. He remiDdl onc of Dr. JobDlOD who 
wiIhina to critic:ile a lawyer said, 'Sir, I could 
.. y many tbinp about bim but I mUit not 
fol'let that he is an attoraey'. Shri Khushwant 
Singh II aware of tbe Privileces of this HOUle 
and thUi menta the description of Addison by 
Pope 'wWin. to wound but afraid to strikc'. 
He may be left to bis wishes and also to his 
fean. If politica is bad and mcmbership of 
Parliament II not to be commcnded. It ia aood 
for him to remember that a man is known by 
the company be keepl. 

Nat the impuped writin. aoes on to discuu 
another topic which II beaded: 'What is a 
dopbody?' It is aplained by him that his 
apreuion wu applied fint to a midshipman, 
the juniOnDOit officer on a naval ship, and it 
wu next applied to a new member of 
Puliameat. I have not Iookcd into thc 
ctymoloey of tbe word. I Kcept what he says. 
The writer is himself a member of Parliament 
and a new member to boot, so presumably he 
is himself a dogsbody. But the bon. member 
goes on to givc an account of what he calls 
homo sapieru ambitionicus. As there is no sucb 
cxpression in Latin, I take it that a dogsbody 
may be entitled to, use dog Latin: What he 
perhaps means, is ambitious. That word is 
almost never used in the finer sense of 
amibition, namely, eagerness for praise. power, 
glory, etc. but is used to describe the low 
character of a person wbo obsequiously and 
oftcn illegally courts public favour. Those who 
canvas for praise. ctc. are described by the 
word ambillD. Then follows a delcription of 
CIuuMIa&s, that II flatteren and tbia COnfUlDl 
that Sbri lCbuabwant Sinp is anactin. thoac 



~  ~  

who oblequioully aDd illelaUy seek public 
favoun. He, ~  paenliIea and tan all 
members with tile lime brub. 

AI I do DOt lit ill tile Roue after U DOOR, I ~ 

DOt beeD privIlepd to lee the beIlaYiour of 
~  if uy ud equaUy I ~ Dot _0 
the hoo. member in operation. But it is 
certainly wrona to lable dO&JllaticaUy every 
member of a party as dopbody and describe his 
behaviour .. canine fawning for favour. 

A dOl iI a do .. whether be be sbaay or smooth 
becauc u Macbeth said, they are III 'dept by the 
name dol'. Therefore, for one dopbody to c:aU 
another clop body names .YOUR of a mild cue 
of DoJberrylam. Indeed there are many 
cIouerels ud IampooDl written on memben of 
Parliament. ODe IUCb II very famoua but I will 
DOt recite it bere. Such wdtiop are not worth 
ICrioua aota ud I ~  therefore, decided to 
drop thil matter with thac remarks". 

PoIat of prlYII .. 
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RAIYA SABHA 
(1984) 

Car"'" reflectlou 011 • """'w by • ",w""".r 

FactI or the cue ud nftnaee to the Committee or 
PrI ...... 

On 10th May. 1984. Shri Kb'!lhwant Sinab. a 
member, lave notice of a question of privilege 
regarding an article captioned "The President's Visit" 
published in the SlUIdlJy Db,,,,,,,. a weekly of 
Bombay dated 29th April, 1984. allegedly cutiq 
reflections on him. 

2. The impugned article written by one Mukesh 
Vatsyayana. cootained iIal,r alia two references to 
Shri Khushwant Singh. At one place the writer 
describing tbe sculptures of female form said "I wish 
Sardar Khushwant Singh wu bere. He is the only 
right person to talk about tbese beautiful women". In 
the next paragrapb also Sbri Kbuabwant Singh's name 
wu mentioned in more or less the same context. 

00 26tb July, 1984, the Chairman (Shri M. 
HidayatuaUab) referred the matter to the Committee 
of Privileps for their viewa. 

747 

Fladlnp and recommtDdatlooa of tbe Committee 

3. The Committee of Privileges, in their Twenty-
Sixth Repon, presented to the HoUle on 
18th J&auary. 1985, reported ~  aWz u 
foUoWl:-

(i) "Havilll read tbe references, the Committee 
bu come to the conclusion that the 
references, and the innuendos do not 
concern the cbaracter or conduct of 
Sbri Kbusbw&a' Sinp u a member of 
Parlilmeat, ud • such do not amount to 
breac:b of privleF." 

(Ii) "However, the IItide itIClf, Ia the opinion of 
the CommI..... ill ICnII'I'iIoua and 
irrapoIIIIbIe. It ill ID ~  bad tute and a 
tiiat OIl • joumaIiIdc writlD.. The Committee 
has no&ed that in an .... of the mapziae 
dllted May 13-19. 1984. the Bdltor bad 
pubUlb4ld the ro. .. apolou:-

'1be AprD 29. 1984 ilaue of the Sunday Oblerver 
badc:arriedaautic:lebyMukeah Vatayayana, titled 
"The Praldeat's Vllit". Since tbe article hu 
been taken in lOme quarten to be a factual 
report, we wish to make it clear th.t it wu a 
humour article, with complete absence of 
malice. It wu not intended to cause offence 
either to the President of Indi. or to the Sikh 
community. If it hu. we .poIOlisc· ... 

(iii) "Notwitbatanding the above, such humour is, 
in the opinion of tbe Committee not humour but a 
pervenioo of it. The writer has denigrated and 
demeaned the person of the President. Such an act 
and the article deserve to be strongly condemned by 
all. The Committee bu no doubt tbat, u stated by 
tbe Leader of the House (Shri Pranab Mukherjee) in 
the Rajya Sabba on May 9, 1984. wben this matter 
wu raised, Government wiD take suitable action 
against the writer etc. of IUch an article within the 
framework of the law." 

Action takea by the HoUle 

4. No further action wu taken by the House in the 
matter. 

Polot 01 Prh11eae 

SIS 

RAJYA SABHA 

(1986) 

Alleg,d Gltempt to de/tim' $Om, memb,n by 
m",tiora;rag tM;r names Ira a charge-,hfft filed in Court 
by polic, 
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Fact. of the case. and rulinl by the Chairman 

On 18th March. 1986 the Chairman (Shri R. 
Venkataraman) observed II follows:-
"Just before the c:urrent se.ion commenced, I bad 
received privilele& notices pven by 
Shri P. Upendra. Shri M.S. Gurupaduwamy. Slari 
pyarelal ~  and Shri S.P. Malaviya 
pointing put that their names were mentioned in 
the charge sheet in the Ram Swaroop espionage 
case which had been given wide publicity thereby 
tarnilbina their public imaae and dcterriDJ them 
from discharain, tbeir duties u Membel'l of 
Parliament. Referrin, to certain excerpts from the 
characsheet.-Shri Khandelwal and Shri Malaviya 
stated that their conduct u membel'l wu soupt to 
be questioned by implyin, in the charae-sheet that 
they have been puttin, questions in Parliament at 
the behest of certain foreign powel'l and had thus 
succumbed to extraneous influences in the 
ditcharae of their parliamentary duties. 
Shri Upendra and Shri Gurupaduwamy ccntended 
that there wu 'a clear motive to defame and brin. 
down their reputation' and tbis bad 'adversely 
affected their rlahta and priviteles.· Prof. C. 
Lakshmanan and Shri B. Satyanarayana Reddy 
also supported the contention of these members in 
their separate notices. 

I have given most anxious consideration to the 
matter. It is well JCttled that in order to constitute 
a breach of privile,e any libel or charle a,ainst a 
member of Parliament must concern his cbaractef 
or conduct in Jiis capacity u  a member of the 
Houac and must be 'bued on matters arilin, in the 
actual tranMCtion of tbe buaineu of the House.' 
Similarly. vague cbaraes against members without 
imputing any mala {ules are not treated by the 
House as a contempt or breach of privilege. In this 
context, I feel that the mere mention, of names of 
members in the charge-sheet in the Ram Swaroop 
Espionage case explaining the modus operandi 
adopted by the accused Ram swaroop for 
establishing contacts for furtherance of his dubious 
pursuits per se does not imolve any ".,. {. on 
tbe part of the members concerned. 

Moreover. these members have neither been 
implicated as co-accused persoos nor even cited as 
witnesses. 

The' Prime Minister himself is repprted to have 
stated on this issue u follows:-

'One point to bear in mind relardinl ... (I am 
omitcin, reference to members of the other House) 
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all those whose names have been mentioned in the 
c:ase-is that none of tbeac people have been 
cbaraed witb anything. There is no chaqe as such.' 

The Home Minister, in a communication addreaecl 
to me hu confirmed that in the relevant case the 
only accused perlODl are Shri Ram Swaroop 
Sabharwal and Shri Javed Siddiqui and no charges 
have been laid against any other person. 

Since it is apparent that no charges have been made 
apiDIt the members of this House, no question of 
breac:b of prlvile.e arises and I withhold my consent 
for raWna the matter u Ul iuue of breach of 
prtvileF either of the HoUle or of its members. 

I wish, however, to add that tbouJb I have 
withheld my consent to the raJaiq. of the iuue 
either u  a privUep or gtjacrwile, I am not 
obUvious to the feelinp of tbe coacemed members 
in the matter. As pubHc mon and political leaden. 
thoy are quite ~  exerciled and concerned 
over the newspaper reports about them. I, 
therefore, afforded them an opportunity to make 
pel'lODal explanation. in the Hou$C wbich is the 
hipest forum available to its members. The 
members concerned have clarified their poRtions 
before tbe Parliament and the country. I feel that 
the matter should be allowed to rest with theae 
remarks." 

Point of PrlYlIep 
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RAJYA SABHA 

(1986) 

Casting of aspersions on members by " person in " 
press sltJlemenl 
Facts or tbe case and ruling by the Cbalrman 

On 5th August, 1986, the Chairman (Shri R. 
Venkataraman) observed as follows:-
"Dr Bapu Kaldate by a notice of breach of privilege 

has invited my attention to certain observations 
of Acharya Rajneesh reported in the Nav 
Blulrat Times of August 3, 1986. Acbarya 
Rajneesb is reported to have told a reporter of 
. the Nav BlllUat Times tbat 'Members of Indian 
Parliament arc mentally under developed. If 
investigations are made, they would be found to 
have a mental age of 14 only· ... We generally 
treat such remakrs beneath our notice and I 
propose to do so in this case also. It is 
inconsistent with our dignity to attach any 
importance to the vituperative outbursts or 
irresponsible statements of a frustrated person. 
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It would be better if the godmen leave the 
good men alone .. .I expect news papers not to 
give publicity to i.rresponsible statements against 

~  of ~  By doing so, they are 
not dOing any servIce to the great institution of 
Parliament. Nav Bharat Times should have 
exercised judgement before giving publicity to 
Acharya Rajneesh's ludicrous statement about 
Members of Parliament. With these 
o&scrvatiodl I close the chapter." 

Point or PrivOeae 
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RAJYA SABHA 

(1990) 

Alleged clISling of nfl«tiollS on the Clulirman by 1111 
Ex-M.P. 

Fad. of the cue and actloa tak.a by the HOUle 

On 24th May, 1990, Shri K.K. Towary, an Ex-
M.P., issued a Preu st.tement in which he allc.edly 
cut reflections on the Chairman. 

2. The impuaned Preas .tatement as reported in 
several newspapers of 24th May, 1990, reads as 
foUows:-

"Dr. Shankar Dayal Sharma's utterly 
outra,eoul and totaDy impermissible outbursts 
a.aiDit the members of the officially recopised 
opposition in the Parliament are unprecedented 
and srossly violative of the rules, norms and 
dignity of the House and also the biSb standards 
of conduct set by his very distinJUilhcd 
predecessors. 

Dr. Sharma'. hysterical rantinas· have not served 
the cause of democracy u his simulated dramatics 
were clearly aimed at ,aagins the only 
opposition party and ita members who were 
discharaiaa their conatitutional and patriotic 
obli,ation to expose the rulers of the day who 
arc perfectiDa the final blue print of India'. 
accond partition in Kuhmir and  unabuhedJy 
patronisins murderers and bandita as their Chief 
Ministers and Ministers to .ubven the very 
foundation of our democratic polity. 

Dr. Sharma'. c:oacom for the dipity of the HoUle 
in retrOlpoet ICCDII to be leas than aenuine if one 
recaDs his meek and SOticitoUi fCIPODJC' when 
the preIOIlt rulen used to hold the HoUle to 
ransom to( weeks toeethcr on mOlt. ftimay 
grounda whea they were in the opposition. 

The country is passing through most perilous times 
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and .the. likes of Dr. Sbarma who are holding. 
constltutlonal positions should not sHow their offices 
to be manipulated for political propaganda in favour 
of the ?resent rulers wbo have brought the country to 
the bnnk of complete. dismemberment. 

The fact that Dr. Sharma chose to launch his most 
vitriolic and undignified deDunciatiCln a,ainst the 
Conaress(I) members and allowed lUI outbunta 
to stay on recorda rondon him unfit to prcaide 
over the House." 

3. On the same day. several memben raiaod tbe 
maUer in the House. After some dilcuuion tbe 
Minilter of Information and Broadcutinc' .nd 
Parliamentary Affain (Sbri P. UpeDdra) moved the 
followin, resolutl'ln:-

"This Houaere501ves that Shri l.l. Towll')' be . 
iI.ued notice re,ardinl hil .tatolDont publiabed 
in the newspapers today which hu broupt the 
office of the Chairman or ~  Sabha to 
indipity and con.titutoa coatompt of thJI 
House. If it is confirmed that Sbri ~  Tewary 
bas issued rhlt Itatemont. tho House furthor 
resolves that Shri Tewery be .ulDJllonod to tho 
Bar of this Houae before the end of the current . 
session and be reprimanded. H 

Shri P. Shiv Shanker, a mombor. acconded tho 
resolution. The resolution wu unanimously 
adopted by the HoUlO. 

4. On 30th May. 1990, the Deputy Chairman 
informed the HOUle u follows:-

.. .... AI Hon'ble members are .ware, the HoUlO 
had unanimously adopted a RoIolution OD May 
24. 1990. reprdina conlolilpt of tho HoUlO by 
Sbri K.K. Tewll')' by a ltatcmont purportina to 
be issued by him and publilbed in the 
newapapen on that day. By the laid RCIOlution, 
the HoUle had delired that 'if it is confirmed 
that Shri IC.K. Towary bu iuued th.t 
.tatameDt, Shri Towary be summoned to the 
Bar of t!lc HoUle before the ond of the current 
Souio& and be reprim.Dded .... • 

ID pursuance of the ReIohatioD, Secretary-
General had SCDt • letter to SIIri Towary OIl 
May 24, 1990, uIdn& him to c:oafirm whether 
he had iuuod the aaid ltatemeat. 

ID billettor datod May 27, 1_, Sbri Towuy 
did DOt in 10 many worda confirm whctMr be 
issued the laid .tatcMCDt. Therefore, another 
letter wu sent to him yesterday, May 29. 1990. 
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asking him to state whether he had issued the 
said statement. He was given time upto 10.30 
A.M. this morning to sent his reply. At about 
11.45 A.M., we have received a letter from 
Shri Tewary. Therein, he has, inter alia stated 
th.t he has publicly withdrawn tbe statement. 
He has, thus, admined havina made the 
statement Shri Tewary will, therefore, be called 
to receive the reprimand tomorrow at 11.00 A.M." 

S. On 31st May, 1990, at about 11.05 hours, the 
Deputy Chairman informed the House 81 follows:-

To 

"Hon'ble members, we had fixed 11 A.M. 
today to administer reprimand to Shri K.K. 
Tewary, for contempt of the House. The 
Secretary-General, Rajya Sabha, had received a 
letter this mornina from Shri K.K. Towary, 
statina and I quote: 

The Secretary-General, 
Rajya Sabha, 
Parliament House, 
New Delhi. 

Sir. 

Acknowlodpna the rcccipt of the summons to 
receive reprimand of tho Rajy' Sabha dated 
30.5.1990, I have to lubmit as under:-

That in 10 far as tbe lummons is founded on a 
mere confirmation of the press Itatement and without 
any consideration of my defence contained in my 
reply dated 30th May 1990, I am entitled to the writ 
petition of the Supreme Court aeainst the said 
summons and or any other or further action in 
pursuance thereof. 

That I propose to avail of this constitutional 
remedy under article 32 of the Constitution of ~  

in terms of order dated 30th May 1990 of Speaal 
three-Jud,e Bench of the Supreme Court, passed in 
my writ petition No. 656 of 1990. By this order, the 
Supreme Court while dismissine the writ petition in 
view of your letter dated 24th May 1990 ukin, for 
my reply with comments, if any, by 28.5.1990, was 
pleBlCd to lrant me the Uberty to move the Supreme 
Court a,ain in cue there wu no consideration of the 
comments or no opportunity for defence. 

That in view of the foroaoin,. I have to request 
tbat the time for rcceivin, the sentence.of reprimand 
may kindly be extended by the au,ust House .... 

• .... by twenty-four hours so that I may exbaust 
the judicial remedy on 31.5.1990.and present myself 
before the Bar of the House only on 1.6.1990 for the 
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needful in tenns of such orders as may be passed by 
the Hon'ble Supreme Court on the fresh writ petit.on 
filed by me. 

Yours sincerely. 

K.K. Tewary.' 

I would like to echo the feelings of the House that 
Shri K.K. Tewary havin, been a member of the 
Parliament for quirCJ sometime and havine been 
a Minister should not have approached the 
Court in a matter of contempt of this House 
which was too seriOUI. This House fervently 
hopes that the Supreme Court would ~  

itself from interfering in this matter. respechng 
the authority of this House and its Chair. 

Since the contemner has sought for time, lest we 
Ihould be understood as being vindictive, the 
House may arant him the time till 4.00 P.M. 
today to appear and receive the reprimand." 

On the same day. at about 11.35 hours, the Deputy 
Chairman moved the following motion:-

"That Mr. K.K. Tewary be eiven time till 
4. O'clock today." 

The motion was adopted. 

Again at about 16.40 hours, the Deputy Chairman 
informed the House as follows:-

.... "I have been informed by tbe Secretary-
General who got confirmation from the 
Reeistrar of the Supreme Court that Shri K. K. 
Tewary's petition has been disallowed, 
dismissed .... It was just an information to the 
House. Officially it miaht come tomorrow, or 
something. 

But, if I JO through the letter which Mr. K.K. 
Tewary has written, he said that he will present 
himself before the Bar of the House only on the 
1st of June. 1990 for the needful in terms of 
such order as may be palled by the hon. 
Supreme Court on the writ petition filed by 
him. He himself has offered to come tomorrow. 
he hu committed himself to it. Now. we have 
to decide the time, whether it is eleven O'clock 
or twelve O'clock. That is all ... The gentleman 
himself hu committed in writing." 

It wu decided that Shri K.K. Tewary might be 
called at 11 O'clock on lst June, 1990. 

6. On 1st June, 1990, at about 11.00 hours, the 
Deputy Chairman observed as follows:-

"The House will now administer reprimand for 
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the act of contempt committed by Shri K.K. 
Tewary. 

I urge upon all the members to observe silence 
while the contemner is being reprimanded so that 
the authority of the House and the significance of 
the occasion are realized." 

Immediately thereafter, the Deputy Chairman 
asked the Deputy Director of Security if Shri Tewary 
was in attendance. The Deputy Director of Security 
replied in affirmative. The Deputy Chairman then 
directed the Deputy Director of Security to produce 
him at the Bar of the House. Shri Tewary was then 
brought to ~  Bar of the House. The Deputy 
Chairman tben seated in her Cbair) reprimanded Shri 
Tewary as follows:-

"K. K. Tewary, this House bas deplored the grave 
act of misdemeanour for which you bear 
responsibility· in committing contempt of tbis House. 
The House is pained that a citizen of India should 
ever bave been so at fault and apparently be 
unrepentant thereafter. 

This House, tberefore, reprimands you and a more 
severe penalty is not administered only in the hope 
that througb introspection you would realize the 
seriousness of your misdemeanour towards tbis 
House and to the sacred system of parliamentary 
democracy. 

I now direct you to withdraw." 

Sbri Tewary tben withdrew. 

Point of privUep 
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RAJYA SABHA 
(1991) 

Alleged casting of reflections on a member by a 
newspaper 

Facts of the cue and refereace to the Committee of 
PrlvUeps 

On the 10tb January, 1991, Shri A. G. Kulkarni, a 
member, gave notice of a question of privilege 
against tbe Reliance Industries Limited and the 
Business and Political Observer, an English daily, for 
allegedly casting reflections on bim in a press release 
issued by the Reliance Industries Limited and 
published in the newspaper Businus and PolitictJl 
Observer in its issue dated the 10th January, 1991. 
The relevant· portions of the press release, to wbich 
objection was taken by the member, read as 
follows:-

"All the allegations .... are 'malafide and already 
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been refuted in tbe Press on January 2, 1990. 
Mr. Kulkarni's lonptandina dubious 
connections with our busiaeu rivals, Bombay 
Dyeing are well known. His brother is formally 
associated with that  Company's Board of 
Directors. Therefore, any malicious and 
irresponsible comment he makes about Reliance 
bas to be viewed in this context and bis 
personally motivated relationship with Bombay 
Dyeing. This is not the first time that he has 
attacked Reliance in Parliamen.--at the bidding 
of his hidden masters.' 

•• •• •• 
'That he chooses to launch such attacks in the 
House where we are personally unablt to 
defend ourselves is a measure of the gross abuse 
of the privileges accorded to him as an M. P.'." 

2. The impugJ;'_ed press release was issued by the 
Reliance Industries Limited after Shri A. G. Kulkarni 
made a Special Mention in the Rajya Sabha on 7 
January, 1991 regarding financial irreaularities and 
mismanagement in some Nationalised Banks 
including UCO Bank and also stated that the 
Reliance Industries had been advanced a loan of 
Rs.· 60 crores. Shri Kulkarni contended that the said 
press release instead of clarifying its position and 
denying the allegations, attributed malafides and 
improper motives to him which clearly impinged 
upon his right to speech in Parliament and thus 
constituted a breach of privilege. 

3. On the 26th February, 1991, the Chairman 
referred the matter to the Committee of ~  

for elamination, investigation and report. 

Fladinp aad recommendation or tbe Committee of 
PrlvUeees 

4. The Committee of Privileges, after examining in 
person Shri B. N. Uniyal, Editor-in-Cbief, Shri Baljit 
Kapoor, Printer and Publisher of the Businus tmd 
Political Obserw!T and Shri Tony ~  Group 
Adviser, Corporate Communications. Reliance 
Industries Limited, and considerial all t'he relevant 
documents, in their Twenty-eichth Report preaeated 
to the House on 26 July, 1991 repdrted intn-alUI u 
follows:-

(i) "The Chairman-cum-ManaJinl Director of 
RIL in bis letter dated March 26, 1991, 
expressed his inability to appcu before. the 
Committee due to indifferent health. He 
inter-alUl stated that be held both the au:ust 
Houses, its members, as well u the members 
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of the Committee of Privileges in the highest 
regard. On his part there had never been any 
intention to show any disrespect to 
Parliament or its working. He viewed the 
functioning of Parliament with the highest 
respect and it had never been, nor would it 
be, ever his intention to malign the House or 
its members in any way." 

(ii) "Shri B. N. Uniyal, Editor-in-Chief, and 
Shri Baljit Kapoor, Printer and Publisher of 
the 'Business and Political Observer' 
appeared before the Committee. Shri Uniyal 
on his own and on behalf of Shri Kapoor 
stated that the report was published in the 
paper in good faith on the basis of a press 
release issued by the RIL. He felt that 
possibly it could have been treated with 
more caution and submitted that it was 
inadvertent and was not intended to malign 
the House or Shri Kulkarni. He, however, 
tendered an unconditionel apology and 
expressed regret for the same." 

(iii) "The Group Adviser, (Shri Tony Jesudasan) 
Corporate Communications, RIL made the 
following submission before the Committee:-

'On January 7, during a special mention on 
the crippling sickness in nationalized banks, 
Shri A. G. Kulkarni made an unsubstantiated 
allegation stating that the company, of which 
I am a spokesperson, was a threat to 
democracy. The said statement was widely 
quoted in the Indian press. Shri Kulkarni's 
charge, in effect, alleged that my company 
was not only unpartriotic but that its actions 
were undemocratic. Consequently, provoked 
by the gravity of Shri Kulkarni's charge. I 
reacted in an emotional manner and issued a 
press statement-copy of which has been, I 
think, circulated-alleging that Shri 

~  consistent attacks since 1985 in 
,Parliament against Reliance Industries were 
the result of his association with our business 
rivals, Bombay Dyeing. While I have been 
guilJY of overreaction, it was never my 
intention to malign the House or 
Shri Kulkarni. 

As the tradition of Parliamentary privileges 
accords Members the right to condemn 
anybody in the House without pmg that 
person the right to defend himself in the 
House at the time that 1m allegation is being 

made, I acknowledge that my remarks on 
Shri Kulkarni may have violated the sanctity 
of Parliamentary discussions. If so, for this 
misdemeanour I tender my sincere and 
unconditional apology to the House." 

«iv) "In view of the regrets  expressed and 
unconditional apology tendered by all 
concerned, the Committee recommend that 
no further action be taken by the House in 
the matter." 

Actioa taken by tbe House 

5. No further action was taken by the House in the 
matter. 
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RAJYA SABHA 
(1992) 

Point of privilege 

Alleged casting of aspersions on a member and the 
House by a newspaper. 

Facts of the case and reference to tbe Committee of 
PrlvDeles 

On 11 August, 1992, Shri Ghufran Azam, a 
member, gave a notice of -question of privilege 
against the Editor and the Reporter of Dainik 
Jagran, a Hindi daily published from Kanpur for 
allegedly casting aspersions on the member and the 
House in a news report published in its issue dated 28 
May, 1992 under the caption "Sansad Mein Prashno 
Ke'Zariye Swarth Poorti Kame Wala Giroh Sakriya". 

2. Shri Azam inter-alia contended in his notice that 
the said newS item mentioned that a gang was 
involved in making Members of Parliament ask 
questions for their personal benefit, which implied 
wilful involvement of Members and thus affected 
their image not only in the eyes of other Members 
but also in the eyes of the people. Shri Azam also 
charged the paper with indulging in malicious 
propaganda against him personally through the said 
news item. 
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3. On 12 August, 1992, the Chairman referred the 
matter to the Committee of Privileges for 
examination, investigation and repolt. 

F1ndlap and recommendatioal of tile Commfttee 

4. The Committee of Privileges after considering 
the written ~  of and examining in person 
Shri Narendra Mohan, the Editor aod Dr. Ramesh 
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Verma. The Reporter, Dainik Jagran, in their Thirty-
fifth Report presented to the House on 30 December, 
1993, reported inter alia as follows:-

(i) "Shri Narendra Mohan, the Editor, Dainik 
Jagran, in his comments dated August 22, 
1992 inter-alia stated that the impugned news 
item was published at the instance of his local 
reporter (Dr. Ramesh Verma) on the basis of 
information supplied by the local police 
intelligence and two of the local M.L.As., 
without seeking any permission from any of 
his superior and without the knowledge of 
the Editor, Printer or Publisher. His 
explanation was sought and he was 
reprimanded for the lapse. He was no longer 
in the employment of the said newspaper, 
having already resigned. The Editor averred 
that the news item was published without any 
ill-intention or motive to defame or to cast 
any reflection on Shri Ghufran Azam or any 
Member of Parliament and offered an 
unconditional apology and prayed for 
condonation of the lapse." 

(ii) "Dr. Ramesh Verma, the Reporter, Dainik 
Jagran submitted that he had filed the 
impugned news item on the basis of a 
complaint made by the Kanpur Hotel 
Restaurant Association and the information 
provided by tWe) local M.L.As. Refuting the 
version of the Editor, he stated that the 
same was published with the knowledge and 
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consent of local Editor, Shri B.K. Sharma. 
He. however, admitted tbat be did not check 
the veracity of the contents of the news item 
before publishing the same and expressed his 
regrets and tendered unconditional apology 
for his writing in deroptory words about 
Members of Parliament." 

(iii) "Shri Narendra Mohan, the Editor of the 
newspaper, reiterated his earlier ve!'lion and 
submitted that Dr. Ramesh Verma who was 
overaD in-charge of local news section 
publisbed the impugned news without 
consulting the local Editor, Shri B.K. 
Sharma. He also expressed his sincere 
regrets and tendered unqualified apology in 
the matter." 

(iv) "The Committee feels that tbe impugned 
news item was derogatory and arossIy unfair 
to Members of Parliament. It was, 
apparently, published without the necessary 
verification and attention to facts expected 
from any Newspaper of standing. However, 
having regard to the regrets expressed and 
apologies offered by the Editor as well as 
the concerned reporter of Dainik Jagran, 
the Committee recommends that the matter 
may be treated as closed." 

Action taken by the HoUle 

S. No further action was taken by the House in the 
matter. 
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PARLIAMENT OF INDIA 

(1954) . 

Pomt of privDeae 

Alleged casting of reflections on the Rajya Sabha by a 
member of the Lok Sabha 

Facts of the case and reference to the Committee of 
PrivDeges 

On the ~  May, 1954, Shri Rajagopal Naidu, a 
member, ra.lsed a ~  of privilege in the Rajya 
Sabha alleglOg that Shn N.C. Chatterjee, a member 
of Lok Sabha, in his concluding remarks at the 
31st Session of the All-India Hindu Mahasabha held 
at Hyderabad on 10 May, 1954, speaking about the 
Special Marriage Bill passed by the Rajya Sabha, was 
reported to have characterised the Parliament as a 
"wonderful Parliament" and referred to Rajya Sabha 
in the following tenns: 

"The Upper House which was supposed to be a 
body of elders seemed to be behaving 
irresponsibly like a pack of urchins." 

He added that the remarks were II reflection on the 
proceedings of the House and a violation of the rights 
and privileges of the House. They also amounted to 
an indignity offered to the House. Such acts on the 
part of responsible persons tended to obstruct the 
House in the perfonnance of its functions by 
deminishing the respect due to it. 

He, therefore, requested that steps might be taken 
to investigate into the matter. 

2. TIae Chainnan thereupon observed as follows: 

"I see that he has characterised 'Parliament' as a 
'wonderful one', which incrudes the House of 
the People. First of aU, we have to ascertain if 
the reports themselves are correct; and then we 
haye to find out what steps we have to take, if 
the reprots are correct." 

3. On 12 May, 1954, Shri N.C. Chatterjee raised a 
questiOJl of privilege in Lok Sabha and stated tbat 
late _ the previous night he was served with the 
following notice ~  CS 21(2}54-L dated the 
11th May, 1954, issued by the Secretary of 
Rajya Sabha: 

"I am directed to refer to the speech delivered by 
you at the concluding session. of the AU-India 
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Hindu Mahasabha held at Hyderabad on the 
10th May, 1954, as reported in the Statuman 
and certain other English newspapers of Delhi 
on the 11th May, 1954, and to state that 

~  to the said report you appear to have 
said ID the course of that speech, while referring 
to the Special Marriage Bill recently passed by 
the Council of States, that it was a 'wonderful 
Parliament' which was considering the Bill and 
that the Upper House 'which is supposed to be 
~ body. of .elders seems to be behaving 
Irresponsibly bke a pack of urchins'. The words 
quoted ha ... e· been made the subject matter of a 
question o( privilege raised by a member of the 
Council of States at the sitting of the Council 
today on the ground that they constitute a 
reflection on the proceedings of the House and 
a violation of the rights and privileges of the 
House. It has "been further contended that these 
words amount to an indignity offered to the 
Council of States. Before the Chairman takes 
further action in the matter, I am directed to 
request that you will kindly intimate to this 
Secretariat whether the statements attributed to 
you have been correctly reported in the 
newspapers, particularfy the Statumlln. 

2. I am further to request that an immediate reply 
to this communication may kindly be sent." 

He stated that it was an extraordinary procedure 
that a member of Lok Sabha had been served with a 
notice like that by the Secretary of Rajya Sabha. It 
suggested that there had been a breach of dipity and 
violation of the rights and privileges of the Upper 
House and lowering of the prestige of that House. If 
any judgement or adjudication had to be made or 
given, it had to be made by the Lot Sabha or by the 
Speaker. "  "  " ". 

Quoting May's Parlillmentary Practice, be Itated 
tUt if there was any offending member, or if he had 
committed" any offence, it was the Speaker and 
Speaker alone, and Lot Sabha and Lot Sabha alone 
wbidl could make an enquiry and pass judgment as 
he was amenable to the jurisdiction of that House 
only. 

Concluding he stated that it was usurpation or 
infraction of their rights and privileges by the other 
HGuse or by the Secretary of that House, and some 
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procedure might be laid down to guard the privileges 
of the members. 

4. The Prime Minister (Shri lawaharlal Nehru) 
stated that the incident referred to had nothing to do 
with Lok Sabha. It had occurred outside, and it was 
question whether a member of Lok Sabha behaving 
or misbehaving outside should come and seek the 
shelter of Lok Sabha for his behaviour, or 
misbehaviour outside which had nothing to do with 
the House. If a member did something outside the 
House, it was in his capacity as a citizen, not as a 
member of the House. The Hindu Mahasabha was 
not a part of the House. 

The present question was whether an inquiry about 
the veracity of a report was justifiable or not. It was 
very easy to refer to privileges of this House and that 
House, but there were somethings which occurred 
outside these Houses and an inquiry about them was 
normally made. When the House did not know. what 
that action was, it seemed rather premature and 
going beyond the facts of the case. 

5. The Speaker (Shri G.V. Mavalankar) thereuPon 
observed as follows: 

"I am unable to carry conviction. I am not 
deciding anything on the merits. The only 
question is what is the nature of this inquiry 
that has been made, and whether the 
procedure followed is the correct one, or 
some other procedure has to be followed. 
Whatever is decided will equally apply when 
some memben of the other House makes 
speeches outside even in his private capacity 
with reference to the conduct of the 
proceedings in this House. If this House 
decides that there is no jursidiction the course 
will be in that direction. But we must try to 
find out and see what should be the correct 
procedure. That is the only point .... I am not 
taking on myself the burden of deciding this 
thing. It is' an 'important issue, to my mind, 
which cannot be disposed of immediately." 

6. On the 13th May, 1954, the Speaker informed 
the House that he had received the following letter 
on the previous evening from the Chairman of the 
Rajya Sabha: 

"At the sitting of the Council of States yesterday 
(11th May, 1954) a Member sought my 
permission to raise a question of privilege in 
respect of certain statements reported to 
have been made by Shri N.C. Chatterjee, 
relating to the passing by tho Council of 

States of the Special Marriage Bill, in the 
course of a speech made by him at 
Hyderabad on 10 May, 1954, as President of 
the All-India Hindu Mabasabha, at the 
concluding session of the Mahasabha and 
published in the local newspapers. 
According to the newspaper reports, 
Shri Chatterjee is alleged to have said that it 
was a 'wonderful Parliament' which was 
considerting the Bill, and that the Upper 
House 'which is supposed to be a body of 
elders seems to be behaving irresponsibly 
like a pack of urchins'. Under my directions, 
the Secretary of the Council has written to 
Shri Chatterjee enquiring whether the 
statements attributed to him have been 
correctly reported in the newspapers. 

As Shri N.C. Chatterjee happens to be a member 
of the House of the People, I am writing this to 
you." 

The Speaker stated that in the light of this letter 
which he had received from the Chairman of the 
Rajya Sabha, he should have personally thought, if 
the House agreed, that the matter might be thrashed 
out in the Privileges Committee of the House where 
there would be ample time to discUss those things. 
They might consult the members of Rajya Sabha 
formally or informally and it would be better if the 
Privileges Committees of both tbe Houses came to a 
common agreed decision about the procedure. That 
was his suggestion, but it was for the House to 
decide. 

7. The Prime Minister stated that it was not the 
first time that such a question had arisen. About a 
year and a half ago, or a little more there was a case 
of a member of the other House; who had made a 
speech and the Privileges Committee demanded an 
explanation from him. At present, nobody had been 
summoned by anybody only a courteous letter had 
been sent. When the Chairman of the other House 
had asked information about the correctness of the 
speech, was that letter to be kept pending so tbat the 
Privileges Committee might consider about the 
procedure? That was a great discourtesy to the 
Chairman of the other House. 
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8. The Speaker thereupon observed as follows: 
"I have seen the proceedings, which he (Leader of 

the House) referred to, on the question of a 
member of that House -Sbri 
Sundarayya-being called upon to give an 
explanation. On a preliminary examination I 
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, can say that even assuming everything else to be 
on all foun, that was a case of voluntary 
submission to the jurisdiction of this House. It 
was perfectly competent for any member of that 
House on being summoned to come and say just 
as what Mr. Chatterjee has. said .... " 

"The ultimate object is of coune to ascertain the 
truth of it. The whole tenor appean to me to be 
that of a writ. I may be wrong on that point and 
people may differ in their interpretation. That is 
why I think the question is important, so far as 
the procedure is concerned and if the House 
agrees I will refer it to the Privileles Committee 
here and now. U the matter were one of simply 
asking for the correctness of the statement it 
stands entirely different. To my mind, it is not 
in the nature of a request. What the Chairman 
has written is unexceptionable. I should sUllest, 
even without going into what the hon. Leader 
of the House has said as to whether the 
question should stand over, and withou·: 
prejudice to what the Privileges Committee may 
ultimately decide over the question of 
procedure. I should suggest to Shri Chatterjee 
that h.e may make a statement, give it to me 
and I can pass it over to the Chairman of the 
Council of States. That will satisfy the 
Chairman's desire to have facts and that will 
also not prejudice the decision on the 
procedural question." 
•  •  •  • 

"With agreement on the question that the matter 
be referred for consideration to the Privileges 
Committee of this House as also the Privileges 
Committee of the other House, and that they 
may jointy consult and come to agreed 
concluions. I do not think we need raise any 
kind of controveny at this stage . which I am 
sure, will not be to the dignity of either 
House." 

9. On the 14th May, 1954 Shri P. Sundarayya a 
member, clarifying his position in the Rajya Sabha 
stated that when he submitted his explanation, he 
thought in due regard to both Houses of Parliament, 
that it was his duty to do so and especially as a 
member of Rajya Sabha when he was charged with 
those things. That should not be construed that he 
had let down the dignity or the right of Rajya Sabha 
or of its memben or especially the authority and 
dignity of the Chair. 

10. Shri B.C. Ghose, another member, quoting 
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MIIY's . PtlTlillmmltlry Practice, stated that if any 
compllunt was made against any individual member 
or against any of the officen of the other House, the 
usual mode of proceeding was to examine into the 
fact and then lay a statement of that evidence before 
the House of wbich the person complained of was 
member or officer. What  they were doing was merely 
enquire into the facts of the case and then if the fatts 
were proved to be ~  and if they wanted any action 
to be taken against the member. concerned tBe • 
correct procedure' y.'ould be to forward their 
recommendations to the Speaker of. the other House 
and it would have been for him to take any action or 
not to take any action against the member. 

He therefore, felt that the procedure which they 
had followed  in that matter, namely, that of asking 
for informatic.IJ from the member concerned was 
quite correct. He therefore, requested that the matter • 
might be referred to the Committee of Privilegea for 
investigation and report on the foUowing three 
points: 

(i) general matter of procedure. 

(ii) particular case referred to by 
Shri Rajagopal Naidu. 

(iii) the procedure followed by them in that 
particular case. 

11. Pandit H.N. Kunzru, another member, stated 
that it was obvious from the letter ~  it was only a 
request for information. Shri N.C. Chatterjee had not 
been asked to appear before Rajya Sabha or any of 
its Committees. He did not, therefore, undentand 
how the Speaker came to regard the letter sent to 
Shri Chatterjee as a writ rather than as a request for 
information. It was very painful that on matten on 
which the Britisb Parliamentary practice was settled, 
there should be no unnecessary misundentandings 
between the two Houses of Parliament. He, 
therefore, sUllcsted that the Chairman and the 
Speaker might settle that matter between themselves 
in order to avoid the occurrence of such painful and 
undignified incidents in future. 

12. The Chairman thereupon obsell/ed as followa: 

"Now, so far as the procedure adopted by us in 
this matter is concerned I am satisfied that it is 
in conformity with the practice of the British 
Parliament and also the previous practice of our 
own Parliament. But since some 
misuncientanding has arisen-I have seen in the 
papen; I have had no official information-the 
two Committees of Privilegea are requested to 
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meet and chalk out of a procedure to be 
adopted in the future so far as such incidents 
are concerned. I have not received any other 
communication or any official information on 
that matter .... That matter will rest there ..... 
We will await developments." 

13. On the 15th May, 1954, the Cbairman 
informed the Rajya Sabha that be had received a 
letter from the Speaker enclosing a statement by 
Shri Chatterjee. He asked the Secretary to read 
that statement, which the Secretary read as follows: 

"I delivered a speech for about an hour on the 
concluding day of the All-India Hindu 
Mahasabha Session at Hyderabad on the 9th 
May, 1954. My speech lasted from 10-30 p.m. 
to about 11-30 p.m. A substantial portion of 
my speech was devoted to the consideration of 
the Special Marriage Bill and its effect on 
Hindu social system. The Press reports contain 
certain bare summaries of what I said. 

In the course of my speech I criticised tbe 
introduction of a revolutionary change in the 
said Bill without any mandate from the 
nation. I am as zealous as anybody else of the 
dignity of the Parliament of which I am a 
member. 

I could not possibly have any intention to defame 
the Parliament or to lower the dignity of 
either House. But I wanted to emphasise the 
desirability and necessity of taking the 
mandate of the Electorate for a radical 
change, namely, divorce by consent, in such 
legislative measures. I was criticising the social 
reformers who sponsored sucb radical change 
in the Bill. 

The sentence attributed to me has been taken 
out of its context and published with material 
omission. 1 commented tbat the Council of 
States was the Upper House, and therefore, 
as the House of Elder Statesmen they were 
expected to act as a ~  Chamber. 

What I said that some of the over-zealous 
radicals of the Upper House, which is 
supposed to be a body of Elders, seemed to 
be bebaving irresponsibly like a pack of school 
boys or pack of urchins. 

1 conveyed that some members seemed to forget 
the revising role of the Upper House. My 
reference was only to such members who were 
responsible for introducing sucb radical change 
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in the Bill as 'Divorce by mutual consent' , 
which was also opposed by the Government 
and by a substantial section of tbat House. 

From what 1 bave said it will be clear that it is 
not correct to allege that 1 said anything 
contemptuous of the Council of States or 
offered any indignity to that House. 1 
criticised not the Council as such but only 
some members of the Council of States." 

14. Shri Abdul Razak, another member, 
suggested that the covering note of the Speaker 
might also be read. The Chairman thereupon read 
the note as follows: 

"I send to you herewith the following: 

(i) a copy of letter dated the 13th May, 
1954 from Shri N.C. Chatterjee, 
member, House of the People. 

(ii) a copy of the statement received by me 
from Shri N.C. Chatterjee covering the 
point on which you wished to have 
information from him as mentioned in 
your letter to me dated the 11th instant. 

Both 'these were received by me at 10-45 p.m. 
last night and 1 am sending them to you at 
the earliest possible opportunity. 

I also send herewith a copy of the proceedings of 
the House of the People yesterday (13th 
instant) in connection with Shri Chatterjee's 
motion. This will give you a full picture of 
what bappened in the House of the People. 

1 might here invite your special attention to my 
suggestion made in the House that the 
question of procedure should be settled by the 
Privileges Committees of both Houses by 
agreement as far as possible. I may state also 
by way of extra caution that the copy of the 
proceedings that 1 am sending to you is an 
uncorrected copy and it is just possible that 
some verbal corrections here and there may 
be made by members to whom the 
proceedings are sent for correction." 

15. Sbri K.S. Hegde, another member, stated 
that two questions arose: One was, between the 
letter and the report published in the paper, which 
should be treated as the correct one. The second 
was, even if the letter as it stood was found to be 
true, whether it did not constitute contempt of the 
House. He, therefore, suggested that both those 
questions might be referred to the Committee of 
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PrivileJCs for further investigation. 

16. The Chairman, thereupon, observed as follows: 

"In the meantime, -IS I have just read to you, the 
Speaker bas suggested that the Privileges 
Commi.ttees, of both the Houses should evolve 
an agreed common procedure for such matters. 
I want. the House to be co-opentive and 
friendly 'to this sugation. I, therefore, requat 
the Privileges Committee of the CouadI to 
evolve, in coDSultation with the Privilcaa 
Committee of the Lok Sabha an agreed 
procedure by mutual consent to be followed in 
matters when any complaint regarding breach of 
privilege is made against a Member of either 
House of Parliament. I am anxious that this 
Committee should come to a decision by 
agreement and consent at a very early date. If 

Findlnp and recommeDdatiuDs of the CODUDlttees 

17. The Committee of Privileges of Lok Sabha and 
Rajya Sabha, in their 10int Report, presented to both 
the Houses on the 23rd August, 1954, came inter .li. 
to the following unanimous conclusions: 

(i) "The Committees have considered carefully the 
procedure followed in tile Parliament oftbe United 
Kingdom in such cases. The Committees 
observe that the British procedure falls in two 

~  dealing with iaitiatioD of case and 
conducting of enquiries to be completed by tile· 
House in which a complaint is made; and the 
odler relating to taking proper measures for 
reaching findings and conclusions and deciding 
as to the nature of punishment (if any) to be 
dealt with by the House to which the offending 
member belongs. The Committees note that this 
procedure is based on some ancient cases and in 
modern times there has been no case in the 
U.K. in which this procedure has actually been 
followed." 

(ii) "Article 10S(3) of our Constitution provides as 
follows: 

In other respects, the powers, privileges and 
immunities of each House of Parliament, and 
of the members and the committees of each 
House, shall be such as may from time to 
time be defined by Parliament by law, and, 
until so defined, shall be those of the 
House of Commons of the Parliament of the 
United Kingdom, and of its members and 
committees, at the commencement of this 
Constitution. 
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The Committees consider that this Article equates 
only the privileges of our Houses otP.rliament with 
those obtaining in the House of Commons in 
the United Kingdom and docs not make it 
obligatory on our Parliament to follow the same 
procedure as obtains in the United Kinadom. 
The Committees feel that we are completely 
free to prescribe our own procedure and by 
consent from conventions which would be 
llllitabic to our requirements or circumstances. If 

(iii) "Havina fully considered aU tllese matters, the 
Committees are of the opinion that the 
foUowia. procedure should be followed in a 
ease where a member or officer or servant of 
one House is alleged to have committed a 
breach of privilcle or contempt of the other 
House:-

(a) When a question of breach of privilege is 
raised in any House in which a member, officer or 
servant of the other House is involved, the 
Presiding Officer shall refer the case to the 
PresidiDa Officer of the other House, unless 
on heariq the .... ber who raises the 
questioa or perusiq any doc:umcDt where tbe 
complaint is baled on • docameat, he is 
.tisfied that DO brucb of pri¥iI&t,e hu·been 
coaunitted or the matter is too IriYiaI to be 
taken notice of, in which cue he may 
disallow the motion for breach of privilege, 

(b) Upon the case being so referred, the 
Presiding Officer of the other House shall 
deal with the matter in the same way as if it 
were a cue of breach of privilege of that 
House or  of a member thereof. 

(c) The Presiding Officer shall thereafter 
communicated to the Presiding Officer of the 
House where the question of privilege was 
originally raised a report about the enquiry, 
if any, and the action taken on the 
reference," 

(iv) "It is the intention of the Committees that if 
the offending member, officer or servant tenders an 
apology to the Presiding Officer of the House in 
which the question of privilege is raised er the 
Presiding Officer of the other House to which 
the reference is made, no further action in the 
matter may be taken after such apology it 
tendered." 
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(v) "The Committees suggest that if the 
recommendations contained in 
paragrapbs (iii) and (iv) above are 
accepted, then rules on the subject in 
identical terms may be framed and 
incorporated in the Rules of Procedure 
of each House." 

Actloo taken by the Houses on the Report 
18. On the 2nd December, 1954, 'the Chairman "Of 

the Joint Sitting of the Committees of Privileges 
(Dr. Kailas Nath Katju) moved in the Lok Sabba the 
foUowing motion:-

"This House approves the recommendatiOlll 
contained in the Report of the loint Sitting of 
the Committees of Privileges of the Lok Sabba 
and the Council of States which was presented 
to the House on the 23rd August, 1954." 

The motion was put and adopted. 
19. On the 6th December, 1954, the Leader of the 

House (Shri C.C. Biswas) moved the following 
motion in the Rajya Sabha:-

"That this House approves the recommendations 
contained in the Report of the Joint Sitting of 
the Committees of Privileges of the Lok Sabha 
and the Council of States, which was presented 
to the House on the 23rd August, 1954." 

The motion was put and adopted. 
20. On the 8th December, 1954, the Chairman 

informed the Rajya Sabha that he had received a 
letter from the Speaker. Lok Sabha, enclosing a 
statement by Shri N.C. Chatterjee. The statement 
read thus: 

"Since the question of privilege has been raised 
and the procedure has now been settled may I 
request you to inform the Chairman that I did 
not intend any disrespect to the Rajya Sabha or 
the Members thereof? But if a wrong 
impression has been conveyed, I am sorry for 
it." 

The Chairman lhought that in view of the 
statement, they might treat the matter as closed. 

Point of privlleae 

521 
LOK SABHA 

(1970) 

Alleged reflections on the conduct of. II member 0/ 
Lok SlIbhll by II member 0/ RlljYII SlIbhll 
For details of the case pI. see summary No. 447 at 

p. 658 ante. 
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Polat of prl ..... 

S22 
LOK SABHA 

(1970) 

AUegtllioru by II member in RAjya Sob'"' 0/ bribery 
0/1'Mmbers lor voting _pinst a BUl ill Lok Wha 
For details of the case please see summary No. 78 

at p. 147 mte. 

Polat of prl ..... 

S23 
LOK SABRA 

(1971) 

ReIne,," 01 a quatiDn 01 privikge by 1M S[H4Iur, 
Tamil Nadu LegislaliVf! Assembly, to the Spetlker, 
Lok Sabha, ;" rupeet 01 certain remar/a ma. by a 
member in Lok Sabha 

Facts of the cue and rullDa by the Speaker 
On the 13th July, 1971, during the discussion on 

the Calling Attention Notice regarding the Cauvery 
Waters Dispute, Shri N. Shivappa, a member, made 
inter· alia the following remarks in the House:-

...... Why should the Tamil Nadu Government 
come forward and create all this balla-gulla. I 
do not understand. The agreement is subsisting 
till 1974. So, why should they make all this 
kalata and balla-guna, till then .... 1" 

2. On the 14th July, 1971, in the Tamil Nadu 
Legislative Assembly, the Chief Minister of Tamil 
Nadu referred to the above remarks made by Shri N. 
Shivappa in Lok Sabha and stated tbat the words and 
expressions bana-guna and kalata, allegedly used by 
Shri N. Shivappa, were derogatory to the dignity of 
the Tamil Nadu Legislative Assembly. He urged the 
Speaker, Tamil Nadu Legislative Assembly to take 
appropriate action in the matter. 

Thereupon, the Speaker, Tamil Nadu Legislative 
Assembly, ruled that the impugned remarks made by 
Shri N. Shivappa in Lok Sabha, affected the dignity 
of the House and prima-facia constituted a breach of 
privilege of the Tamil Nadu Legislative Assembly. He 
also observed that he would refer the matter to the 
Speaker, Lok Sabha, for appropriate action, in 
accordance with the established JUOCedure and 
practice in regard to ..a complaint of breach of 
privilege by a member of one Legislature against a 
member of another Legislature. 
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3. On the 16th July, 1971, Shri S.M. Krishna and 
other members of Lot Sabha sought to raise a 
question of privilege in the House against the Tamil 
Nadu Legislative Assembly and its Speaker for 
interfering with the proceedings of Lot Sabha on the 
Calling Attention Notice on Cauvery Waters Dispute 
on the 13th July, 1971. 

4. After some discussion. the Speaker inter-alia 
observed as foUows:-

...... 1 think we should observe restraint in this 
matter ud let us wait for the communication from 
the Speaker of the Tamil Nadu 
.ASlembly ... when I receive the communication. 
1 Iball place it before the House." 

s. Oa 12 August. 1971. the Speaker informed the 
Lok Sabha tIlat in reply to a reference received by 
him from the Speaker, Tamil Nadu Legislative 
Aueably, he bad wtJten a letter on the 29th July. 
1971, informing him as follows:-

"From the Lok Sabha Debates. dated the 
13th July, 1971 (copy of relevant extracts 
enclosed) it may be seen that Shri Shivappa had 
used· the words 'kaJata' and 'halla-gulla' in 
respect of the Tamil Nadu Government and not 
the Tamil Nadu Legislative Assembly. 

Moreover, a question of privilege would not arise 
in respect of anything said by a member on the 
floor of the House. 

In the circumstances, I am treating the matter as 
closed." 

The Speaker, alJo observed that he was not giving 
his sought to the question· of privilege which was 
sought to be raised by Shri S.M. Krishna and others 
against the Tamil Nadu Legislative Assembly and its 
Speaker. 

TIle matter was, tbereafter, closed. 

Pofat 01 prMlep 

S24 

LOIC SABHA 

(1973) 

Alkged re/kctio,. Oil lIN IMmb.,., of Rajya Sabha in 
a speech of a IIIGIIbe' 111_ Lot SabJuz tIS reported by 
a newspap.,. 

Facts 01 the case ad action taken by the Bouse 

On tbe 19th April, 1973, the Speaker (Dr. G.S. 
Dhillon) informed the House that he had received 
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the following letter dated April 2. 1973, from the 
Chairman, Rajya Sabha:-

"The speech of Shri Bibhuti Mishra, M.P. in the 
Lot Sabha on the 30th March, 1973, while 
moving his resolution for abolition of the Rajya 
Sabha as reported in the Hindi daily Hindus/an 
in its issue of March 31, 1973, under the caption 

~~~~~~ ~~ 

was the subject-matter of ::O!)1e discussion in Rajya 
Sabha in its sitting held nn March 31, 1973. I 
am forwarding the relevant extracts of the 
proceedings of the Rajya Sabha which also 
include the observations which I made on tbe 
subject in the House for your consideration and 
for such action as you may think appropriate. 
You will no doubt agree with me that both 
HQuses of Parliament and their members should 
treat the other House with utmost respect and 
consideration and the best of relations should 
prevail between the two Houses and the 
respective members thereof. I shall be glad if 
you would kindly inform me about the action 
you take in the matter." 

2. The Speaker added that he had replied to the 
Chairman, Rajya Sabha, by his letter of April 5. 
1973, as follows:-

.. .... .1 have gone through the speech of Shri Bibhuti 
Mishra as contained in the Lok Sabha 
cycloltyled Debates of March 30, 1973. I find 
therefrom that Shri Bibhuti Mishra did not say 
in his speech what is attributed to him in the 
aforesaid caption of the news report. 1 am 
sending herewith a copy of that day's Debates 
of Lok Sabha for your perusal. 

fully share you views about the cordial relations 
between the two Houses of Parliament and their 
members. 

Obviously that newspaper bas given a highly 
misleading caption. We are takina up the matter 
with the Editor of the newspaper. 

also appreciate the concern as shown in the 
lpeeches of the Hon 'ble members of your 
House. Please assure them on behalf of Lok 
Sabha and also myself that we hold them in 
utmost respect ud high regard." 

3. The Speaker also informed the House that the 
Editor of the  Hindustan who was asked to state for 
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his consideration what he had to say in the matter, in 
his letter dated April 16, 1973, stated as follows:-

" ...... Shri Bibhuti Mishra, M.P., did not say in his 
speech in the Lok Sabha that 

~ lI'1I ~ 1IIfiII{ 151 ~ t I' 
the heading therefore in so far u it stated that it 
was from a speech of Shri Bibhuti Mishra is also 
incorrect. The mistake however arose this way: 
Shri S.M. Banerjee, member, Lok Sabha, who 
followed Shri Bibhuti Mishra, spoke the words 
to the effect set out in the caption. The 
reporter, who covered the proceedings 
unfortunately, did not make a note that 
Shri Bibhuti Mishra had ended his speech and 
what followed in the report that he had taken 
was part of the speech of Shri S.M. Banerjee. 
By reason of this mistake the report which the 
Hindustan got read as if Shri Bibhuti Mishra 
had spoken the words to the effect set out in 
the caption and this was the origin of the 
mistake. Immediately the mistake was 
discovered, I published a correction in the issue 
of the paper Hindustan date April 2, 1973 and I 
am forwarding herewith a clipping of this 
portion. I would only add that this correction 
was published on the front page and in as 
prominent a position as that occupied by the 
original report and in as bold a type as that 
employed in reporting the speech of 
Shri Bibhuti Mishra in the issue of the 31st 
March, 1973. It would be Seen that the error 
was bonafide and was due to the reporter 
treating a part of Shri S.M. Banerjee's speech 
as coming from Shri Bibhuti Mishra. I greatly 
regret the error which was unfortunate. 

Lastly, I would seek the indulgence of the Hon'ble 
Speaker to point out that the official report of 
Shri S.M. Banerjee's speech shows that the 
words, or words to the like effect, were used by 
him in describing the manner in which some of 
the members of the Rajya Sabha have come to 
occupy their places. 

Finally, I will conclude with a request to the 
Hon'bIe Speaker to condone this bonafide error 
on the part of the paper." 

4. The Speaker then observed as follows:-

"In view of the explanation given by the Editor 
and the correction published by him in the 
newspaper if the House agrees, the matter may 
be treated as closed. 

I hope the House agrees. 
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I shall also inform the Chairman, Rajya Sabha, 
accordingly. 

May I take this opportunity to appeal to the Hon. 
members to use necessary restraint and not to 
say anything in this House which may bring 
disbarmony between this House and Rajya 
Sabba. 

5. ne Speaker accordingly sent a letter to the 
Chairman, Rajya Sabha informing him of the position. 

PolDt or prlvUeae 

525 
LOK SABHA 
(1980) 

(i) Alleged misleading information given to the 
House by Ministers regarding the reported 
arrest of a police officer; and 

(ii) Alleged derogatory  reference to Parlillmmt 
made by a Chief Minister during his press 
conference when a privilege ma"er was 
pending before the House. 

For details of the case please see summary No. 255 
at pp. ~  ante. 

PolDt or privilege 

526 
LOI( SABHA 
(1981) 

Allegation against a member by a member of the 
other  House. 

For details of the case please see summary No. 472 
at p. 626 ante. 

Point of privileae 

527 
LOK SABHA 
(1981) 

Certain observations made about a member 
(Minister) in the other House by the Chairman 
For details of the case please see summary, No. 473 
at pp. 626-27 ante. 

Point or privUege 

528 
LOK SABHA 
(1981) 

Reported statement by a Chief Minister regarding 
the policy of reservation for Scheduled CAsta and 
Scheduled Triba on which Lok Silbiul Iuul pllSsed II 
Resolution unanimously 

For details of the case please see summary No. 474 

-' ' 
; .. " 
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Point 01 privUege 

529 
LOK SABHA 
(1982) 

Reported proposed summoning of a member of Lok 
Sabha before a LegislJJtive Assembly in connection 
with a question of alleged breach of privilege and 
contempt of that Assembly by the member 

Facts 01 the case and ruUnI by the Speaker 

On 4th October, 1982, Shri Mani Ram Bagri, a 
member, sought to raise a question of privilege 
regarding reported proposed summoning of Shri Atal 
Bihari Vajpayee; ... another member, before the 
Rajasthan Vidhan Sabha in connection with a 
question of alleged breach of privilege and contempt 
of Rajasthan Vidhan Sabha by Shri Vajpayee for 
alleging in a Press statementl that the candidate 
belonging to his party for election to Rajya Sabha 
had been defeated because "some Opposition 
M.L.As. had been purchased". 

2. On 7th October, 1982, the Speaker (Dr. Bal 
Ram Jakhar) observed as follows:-

"On 4 October, 1982, Shri Mani Ram Bagri had 
sought to raise question of privilege regarding 
reported proposed summoning of Shri Atal 
Bihari Vajpayee, a member of this House, 
before the Rajasthan Vidhan Sabha in 
connection with a question of alleged breach of 
privilege and contempt of the Rajasthan Vidhan 
Sabha by Shri ~  

I have not received any communication in this 
behalf either from Shri Atal Bihari Vajpayee or 
from the Rajasthan Vidhan Sabha. The House 
may however like to know that a similar case 
had arisen in 1962 in the Gujarat Legislative 
Assembly relating to an article in a paper 
alleging that money had been passed to get a 
particular candidate elected at the election to 
the Council of States. The matter was referred 
to the Privileges Committee of Gujarat 
Assembly which thoroughly examined the 
subject and gave a learned Report in which they 
had inter alia stated that a member while voting 
at such election is acting in the capacity of a 
voter of the electoral college and not in the 
capacity of a member of the House .... that the 

1 AI publilhed in RtljIuIhIm Pfllrilul, I Hindi newspaper, dl. 4-4-1982. 
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allegation of bribery and corruption made in the 
said news item against the .... members do not 
concern the character or conduct of the 
members in that capacity and do not cast 
reflections upon the members of the House for 
or relating to their service therein, and 
therefore, there is no breach of privilege of the 
House. The Report of the Privileges Committee 
was adopted by the Gujarat Legislative 
Assembly. 

As Hon'ble members know it is a well established 
convention that if a prima facie case of breach 
of privilege or contempt of the House is made 
out against a member who belongs to another 
House, the matter is reported to the Presiding 
Officer of that House for taking such action as 
he considers necessary. In fact, in pursuance of 
the decision taken at the Presiding Officers' 
Conference, Rajasthan Vidhan Sabha had, as 
early as December, 1958, passed a resolution to 
the effect that if any member of a House of any 
other Legislature in India or the Indian 
Parliament was involved in any case of alleged 
contempt or of a breach of privilege of the 
Assembly, the Speaker would refer the matter 
to the Presiding Officer of the House to which 
the member belonged. 

I have no doubt that all concerned would take the 
relevant facts into account while dealing with 
this sensitive and important issue." 

Point of prlvilece 

530 
LOK SABHA 
(1984) 

Reference of a question of privilege against a Union 
Minister and member of Lok Sablla by a 
Legislative Assembly to thei, Committee of 
Privileges. 

Facts 01 tbe C8Sl' and ruIlna by the Speaker 
On 22nd August, 1984, the Speaker (Dr. Bal Ram 
Jakbar) observed as follows:-

"Prof K.K. Tewari has sought to raise a question 
of privilege regarding reference of a question of 
privilege against Shri Jagan Nath Kauabal, a 
member of this House and the Union Minister 
of Law, Justice and Company Affairs on 21 
February, 1984, by the Andhra Pradesh 
Legislative Assembly to their Committee of 
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Privileges for allegedly turning down the resolution 
paged by the Assembly proposing abolition of the 
LegiJlative Council of Andbra Pradesh. 

I have not received any communication in this 
behalf either from Shri Jagan Nath Kaushal, the 
Minister of Law, Justice and Company Affairs 
or from the Speaker, Andhra Pradesh 
Legislative Assembly. 

As Hon'ble members know, it is a well established 
. convention that if a prima facie case of breach 

of privilege or contempt of the House is made 
out against a member who belongs to another 
Legislature, the matter is reported to the 
Presiding Officer of that Legislature for taking 
,such action as he considers necessary. This 
convention was established in pursuance of the 
recommendations contained in the Report of 
the Committee of Speakers adopted by the 
Presiding Officers' Conference on 17 
September, 1956. 

I may also add here that as laid down in Article 75(3) 
of the Constitution, the Council of Ministers is 
collectively responsible to Lok Sabha; the 
responsibility is joint and indivisible. There is 
no specific provision in the Constitution laying 
down the individual responsibility of a Minister 
and his accountability to Parliament for the acts 
of omission and commission in his departmental 
charge. 

In the present case, the Minister of Law, Justice and 
Company Affairs is stated to have informed the 
Chief Minister of Andbra Pradesh on 31 
December, 1983, that 'Oovernment of India 
have carefully considered the matter. They have 
not found it possible to agree to the proposal 
for undertaking legislation for abolition of the 
Legislative Council in Andbra Pradesh. 

Article 169 of the Constitution under which the 
resolution for abolition of the Legislative 
Council of Andbra Pradesh was passed by the 
Legislative Assembly, does 110t have the effect 
of imposing any obligation on the Government 
of India to take action for initiating legislation 
in Parliament for the purpose. This question 
also figured before Lolc Sabha in 1970 and in 
reply the then Law, Minister had made a 
statement on 8 December, 1970 that 'parliament 
has to exercise its discretion and judgement; 
for, the word used in the Article is "may" and 
not .. shall"..... "May" denotes discretion and 
therefore  Parliament is not bound blindly to 
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implement the State Assembly resolution. The 
Parliament cannot only choose the time for 
implementation of the resolution but also decide 
against it. The answer ..... is therefore that it is 
optional.' 

It is, therefore, in my opinion, exclusively for the 
Government to cbooee tbe time and oc:cuiOD to 
initiate leaislation on • particular subject and 
bring it before Parliament. Moreover, even if it 
is considered to be a violation of constitutional 
provisions contained in ~  169, it is a 
matter to be decided by courts' and no question 
of Parliamentary privilege would arise. 

I have no doubt that all concerned would take the 
relevant facts into account while dealing with 
this sensitive and important issue." 

Point of privilege 

531 
RAJYA SABRA 

(1967) 

AUeged reflections by a IMmber on the condUCt of a 
IMmber of the other House. 

For details of the case please see summary No. 495 
at pp. 651·52 ante. 

Point of privlJeie 

532 
RAJYA SABRA 

(1967) 

AUeged ~  on the conduct of a ",.,.. by 1M 
members of 1M alMr HOllIe. 

For details of the case please see SUllUaary No. 498 
at p. 664 ute. 

Point of privilege 

533 

RAJYA SABRA 
(1969) 

AUeged aspersions on the House by a IfIDnIHr of 1M. 
other House in a prus statemeru. 

For details of the case please see summary No. 500 
at p. 655 ante. 



PoiDt of pmDeae 

534 
RAJYA SABRA 

(1973) 

Alkged .,qI«:tioIu 011 RajyG 5Gb"" ill .. $peecIt by • 
IMmber ill Lok 5Gb"" ., reported by • MW8pIIpIr. 

For details of the cue pIeue ~ IUI!UIlII')' No. S03 at 
pp. 6S7-SS ante. 

PoIDt of priYIIeae 

535 
RAJYA SABRA 

(1980) 

em... Quqatimu .piII.rt • matbcr IfIIIIk by • 
MiiW., wlro WGI • 1MInbcr 0/ tIN otMr HOIIN. 

For cIet8a of the CMe pIaIe JICIe -.awy No. sm 
at pp. 660--62 .Ie. 

, S36 
RAJYA'SABRA 

(1910) 

CD1tIiII tI&rfIIioIu by • IfWIftber .,tIbut .. M __ 
wllO WIll • ,..."... of tIN odwr HOIIH _ 
pllblialioll 0/ .... NpOrt CHI tJw IHuU 0/ ... " 
".".,... 

For dctaiJs of the CMe pIeue JlCleIUllUDUY No. S09 
at pp. 663-6t ..... 

--==-
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PoIat of PrlYDeae' 

537 

LOK SABHA 

(1958) 

PmfIuIIuN dUclosun of 1M proceedings of IIIId 
ClUtin, of N/kcJiolU Oil tJae Joint Committee on 
II Bill. . 

For details of the cue please see summuy No. 114 
at pp. 221-24 1liiie . 

. Point of prlYil. 

538 

LOK SABHA 

(1965) 

• Ctl.Sling reflection on tJae report of a Parliamentary 
Colnmiuee. 

Fildl . of the cue and ruUnI by the  Speaker 

On the 19th April, 1965, Sarvashri Brij Raj Singh 
and Ram Sewak Yadav, members, sought to raise a 
question of privilege arising out of a statement given 
to the Press by a Spokesman of Bharat SewK Samaj 
which appeared to be a rejoinder to the report of the . 
Public Accounts Committee on the Bharat Sewak 
Samaj and certain remarks alleged to have been 
made by Shri B. K. Chandiwala, Chairman, Delhi 
Pradesh Bharat Sewak Samaj, at a public function to 
the effect that the Public Accounts Committee's 
Report was· like Miss Mayo's repOrt. 

2. The Speaker (Sardar Hukam Singh) informed 
the House that he had received a letter of apology 
fro.. Shri Chandiwala which stated inter llliII as 
follows:-

"I am informed that lOme of my remarks are liable 
to be conslrUed as being disrespeCtful towards 
Parliament. 1 have never been in Parlament and 
I do not know the intricacies and technicalities 
of Parliamentry practice and procedure ...... . 

I have, however, been all my working life a social 
worker and a humble foUower of Gandhiji.. ... 

I, therefore, respect freedom and democ:rac:y and 
nothing could be farther from my mind than to 
.y anything which is inconsistent with the 
dipity and prestige of parliamentary 
iDltitutioll .... 
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I never intended to cast any aspersions on the 
conduct of the Public Accounts Committee or 
its members. My whole reference was to the 
summuy as has appeared in the press. Still, I 
take this opportunity of stating that I should 
have been more care:ul in choosing my 
expression, and I have no hesitation in 
tendering my sincerest regret and apology for 
the same." 

3. Durin'g the debate, the Minister of Law and 
Social Security (Shri A. K. Sen) stated that 
Shri Chandiwala's remarks charaderising the Public 
Accounts Committee's Report like Miss Mayo's 
Report which had a particular innuendo, did amount 
to casting a reflection on the Public Accounts 
Committee but he felt that the letter of apology made 
sufficient amends and the House should accept it. 
With regard to the Press statement of the Spokeman 
of B.S.S. Shri Sen was of the view that so long as 
motives were Dot imputed, 10 long as reflections were 
not cast on the conduct either of Parliament or of 
members of Parliament or of any Committee of 
Parliament, auy citizen had a riJin to place such 
reports as he wanted to place in answer to criticisms 
which were made alainst the conduct or management 
of any institution, with which he 'Was connected, 10 
long as such expression did not ~  to up' 
reflection on the conduct of' ComlflAtees er 
Parliament JIC its Members. 

'4. After lOme debate, the Speaker o&8ervCd inter 
alia as follows:-··. . 

" ..... the Committees of the House are entitled to 
the same respect u this House is.' Every IICCtion 
is represented there. We do not disc:uu even 
the reports because we prClume tbat they hpc 
the sanctity of the IUWlimoua deciIionJ of the 
House when aU the sections are repl'CICnted 
there. They come' to decisions that are 
unanimous; they have 10 far been unanimous 
and the dignity lies in that fact aU the more. 
Therefore, if anybody cut any reflection on the 
decisions or conduct of the Committee reaUy 
that is a .mach of privilege. There is no doubt. 
TMre arc two noticea. One is a statement by 
dac ofIicial. It wu DO business of any official to 
COllIe out with a ·statement immediately after 
the report had been published. I will rcqUClt 
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the Government that lOme action should be 
taken agaiDst him if he has done it. He should 
realise that it is not his job. When the report of 
the Committee comes before the House; then if 
the Government wishes to say anything and 
contest any finding or conclusion or 
recommendation of the Committee, it has every 
right to put up its own cue and send it on to 
me and I will forward it to the. Chairman of the 
Public Accounts Committee. The Committee 
shall again have a look into those facts and 
defences and arguments and then if they could 
not ~ among themselves both the 
statements' shaD be laid on the Table of the 
House. That is the procedure that is to be 

~  Ii is very unfortunate that one official 
went to the Press immediately after this report 
had been presented and wanted to justify aD 
those in the absence of scndinl them to· the 
Committee itseH ..... 

Therefore, I will ask the hon. Minister who might 
be having those people to deal with them they 
must explain to them. So far as the explanation 
is concerned, that might be left here. There is 
nothing to be done further except the request 
that 1 have made to the Government that they 
mould make aU the Officen and am those 
connected with these IOCieties alia to take care; 
they must take cure that the recommendationa 
of. the Committee are not to be critised in this 
public manner as h .. been done just ..... ow ..••• 

The second thing is about the remarks of 
Mr. Chandiwala. 1 was present with the hon. 
Prime Minister. The whole House bas agreed 
that this is a clear breach of .privileac; there is 
no doubt about·it. I do not think that anybody 
can put a defence there. He bas tried to txplain 
that .... be offers an apolou at the end and says: 
'if I bave committed any disrespect, I am sorry 
for it and offer apologies for that.' 1 think the 
House would be adding to its dignity if it 
allowed the matter to rest there. I· hope that if 
this House bas not taken any action at this 
moment this should not be considertd that it 
would not take any action in future if aythina· of. 
that IOrt is repeated. It is a serious matter and 
everybody concerned should take note of. this." 
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LOIC SABHA 

(1965) 

Point of ~ 

Publictllioll 0/ II newlreport colllllilling COIIIIIIelll$ 011 
1M Report 0/ II PlI1'IiI»rwllWy Co1lllllilt«. 

Facti of the cae aad nIereIM:e to the Committee ol 
Prl¥llepl 

On ~ 6th May, 1965, 8hri 8. M. Banerjee, a 
member, raised a question of privilege regarding 
publication of a newsreport in the lndillll NtIIioll, 
Patlltl dated the 17th April, 1965 and in the Hindu, 
dated the 19th April, 1965 containing certain remarks 
allegedly made by the Minister of Home Affajn 
(Shri G. L. Nanda) in a public speech at Arrah 
(Bibar) about the Report of the Public Accounts 
Committee of Lok Sabha on Bbarat Sew. Samaj, 
which he had subsequently denied in a preIS report. 

m 

2. The Speaker (S. Hukam Singh) then observed 
inter alUJ as foUows:-

"We had scnt that no notice to the newspapers 
concerned, the Indillll NtIIion and the Hindu. We 
had asked them if they had to say anything in 
this respect. We did act a very prompt reply 
from the Hindu, which bas expressed regret. It' 
says: . 

'The original report of Mr. Nanda's speech in Arab 
was received by us from the United Press of 
India and publilbed in the usual course. In the 
light of Mr. Nanda's denial of any reference to 
the PAC report on BSS, we have already asked 
the news aacney concerned as to how the WIOq 
report was issued by it to its newspaper 
subscribers. Meanwhile, we have published the 
Minister's contradiction· and can only expl"Cll 
regret for haviq inadvertently but boM JiM. 
attributed to tbe Minister remarks which, it 
transpires, be never made. We would alia ask 
you to convey to the bon. Speaker our 
assurance that it was DOt our intention to 
commit a breach of privilep of the Lot $abba 
or its Public Accounts Committee'. 

I think that regret is sufficient 10 far as this is 
concerned. . 

So far as the second one is concerned-TIw IIfllUln 
NtIIiolt-we wrote a letter to the Indilm NtItioII 
on the Drd April, 1965. But he has not sbowa 
even the courtesy of lCknowledging the letter or 
sendin& any reply to 111. Under the 
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circumstances, I think the House would like to 
refer this matter to the Privileges Committee so 
far as this is concerned." 

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

I'IIIdIDp and recommendatlcms of the Committee 

4. The Committee of Privileges, in their First 
Report, presented to the HoQSC on the 19th August, 
1965, reported inter tUia as foDows:-

(i) "At the first littinl held on the 10th May, 1965, 
the Committee noted that the Editor of the 
Indian Nation had since by a letter dated the 
5th May, 1965 received in the Lok Sabha 
Secretariat on the 7th May, 1965, expressed 
regret for the publication of 'an inaccurate 
report regarding certain remarks of the Minister 
of Home Affairs at a public function at Arrah' 
and had assured that 'it was far from our 
intention to calt any reflection OD the Public: 
Accounts Committee of Loll: Sabha OD B.S.S." 

(u) "The Committee also noted that a press report 
containing the denial issued by tIH: Minister of 
Home Affairs was promptly published in the 
Indian Nation dated the 23rd April, 1965." 

(Ui) "The Speaker before giving his consent to 
Shri S. M. Banerjee, M.P., to raise the question 
of privilege in the House on the 6th May, ~  

bad in accordance with the established practice, 
given an opportunity to the Editor of the Indian 
Nation, Patna, to state for the consideration of 
the Speaker what he had to say in the matter. 
A registered (Acknowlegement Due) letter to 
this effect was sent to the Editor of the Indian 
Nation on the 23rd April, 1965, which was 
received by him on the 26th April, 1965. The 
reply from the Editor Indilln Nation, was 
however, received only on the 7th May, 1965." 

(iv) "The Committee feel that if the Editor of the 
newspaper had replied earlier or . even sen! an 
interim reply. the House and tbe Committee 
would have been saved of the time and vexation 
in_ considering this matter." 

(v) "The Committee recommend that the reilct 
. expressed by the Editor Indilln Nation be 

accepted and that no furthcr action be taken by 
the House in the matter." 

ActIoa tak_ It!' the B_ 

5. No further action was taken by the House in the 
matter. 

Point of priYilece 

S40 

LOK SABHA 

(1965) 

CflIting flIper,io", on a Parliamentary Comminee 
by a newspaper 

Facts of the cue and acdoo takeD by the Bouse 

On the 16th August, 1965, the Speaker (S. Hukam 
Singh) informed the House tIIat his attention was 
drawn to an article under tile beading "Service or 
Slander?" published in the Bharat lyoti, Bombay, in 
its issue dated the 16th May, 1955 which allegedly 
contained aspersions on the Public Accounts 
Committee of Lok Sabha. The article stated inter 
alill : 

"The Reports of the PAC are becoming 
increasingly audit reports, similar to those of 
tile Auditor-General, rathor than review 
reports; and are thus becoming increasinaIy 
superfluous where they are not positively 
mischievous in their impact and incidence." 

The article had also used in relation to the Public 
Accounts Committee the phrases "absence of 
understanding of the underlying social objectives to 
public: undertakings" and "the P.A.C. does not 
appear to understand that loans in most commercial 
transactions .... are in fact continuously repaid and 
equally continuously renewed, ....... " 

The Speaker added that under his direction, a 
letter wu addressed to the Editor of The Bluuat 
lyoti, Bombay, asking him to state what he bad to 
say in the matter. 

2. The Editor in ~ reply had It.ted inter tUia : 

" .... .It was not meant even remotely to be 
disrepectful to the Parliamentary _Committees. 

I am sorry that any such impression should lIII've 
been created ..... Let me assure you that the 
article could be interepreted in the manner 
stated by you had not even remotely occurred 
to me in publishillJ· it. 

I trust that this explanation wiD make the position 
clear and satilly the Speaker that the purpoac of 
this article was not, is not never intended to 
cut aspersions or to show any disreapect to 
Parliamentary Committee. 

Criticism of the Public ACC9unts Committee is 
made in good faith and in a constructive spirit 
and I hope it wou(d be taken in the same spirit. 
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• •  • • 
If any disrespect to, or, aspersions on, the 
Public Accounts Committee of the Lok Sabha is 
read into the article in question, I am really 
very sorry." 

4. In view of the explanation and the expression of 
regret made by the Editor, the matter was closed. 

Point of prlvUeae 

541 

LOK SABHA 

(1965) 

Comments on the Report of a Parliamentary 
Committee by an official in newspapers 

Facts of the case and action taken by the House 

On the 16th August, 1965, the Speaker (S. Hukam 
Singh) informed the House that his attention was 
drawn to a letter to the editor under the caption 
"Khadi Commission" published in the Times of 
India, New Delhi, dated the 26th May, 1965, an 
article under the caption "Working of Khadi and 
Village Industries Commission" which appeared in 
the Economic Times, Bombay, dated the 21st May, 
1965 and an article under the caption "Public 
Accounts Committee and the Commission" published 
. in the Jagnti Bombay, dated the 20th May, 1965. The 
letter to the editor and the articles, written by the 
Director of Publicity, Khadi and Village Industries 
Commission, Bombay contained· comments on the 
recommendations and observations made by the 
Public Accounts Committee of Lok Sabha in their 
38th Report regarding the Khadi and Village 
Industries Commission. 

The Speaker added that the matter was taken up 
with the Department of. Spcial Security for suitable 
action in the light of die nihng give him on the 19th 
April, 1965 in the case of Bharat Sewak Samaj, has 
the findings and recommendations of a Parliamentary 
Committee should not be contested upon. in a public 
statement or in the Press by any official or 

~  of a body whose working has been 
examined ~ ike Committee. 

2. In reply, the Department of Social Security 
forwarded a copy of the letter from the Chief 
&ecutive Officer of the Khadi and Village Industries 
Commission, which stated, inter qlia as foDows:-

"The Director of Publicity of the Commission 
issued a letter to the Press, which appeared in the 
Times of India, Bombay. in the Economic 
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Times, Bombay, and also in the Jagrili. Tbia 
letter was written solely as a reply to the 
comments and criticisms of the Preas about the 
working of the Commission. 

..... there was neither the intention nor an effort to 
call into question publicly any of the 
observations of that august boy. The 
Commission begs to assure the P.A.C. that 
neither the Director of PubJiaity nor the 
Commissioner did have, has or can have any 
intention or desire_ to disrespect the P.A.C. 

The Commission as weD as the Director of 
Publicity feel sorry that they have been 
responsible for creating a feeling of 
dissatisfaction in the mind of the P.A.C. If 
there is anything in the . article , however, to 
which exception can be taken, both the 
Commission and the Director of Publicity feel 
sorry for it and . apologize. " 

3. In view of the explanation and apology tendered 
by the Chief ~  of the nadi and 
Village IndustJi!ts Commission, the matter was 
closed. 

PoIDt ~ pd ..... 

542 

LOK SABHA 

(1966) 

ClUting reflectioras upon 1M SpeaJcn tI1td I'MIfIhrs 
of a PIIrlitIIM1tI4ry Committee 

For details of the case pI. s. summary No. 429 at 
pp. 586-88 ute. 

Point or ~ 

543 

LOIC SABHA 

(1966) 

AHeged contempt of the House aDd of a 
Parliamentary Committee by certain statelDea" made 
by a Minister in the House ud befom the 
Committee. 

For details of the case please see summary No. 432 
at pp. 590 IUJte. 



Privileges Digest 

Point of Privilege 

S44 

LOK SABHA 

(1969) 

Aspersions cast on a Parliamentary Committee 
in an article published by a newspaper 

Facts of the case and reference to the Committee 
of Privileges 

On the 11th April, 1969, Shri George 
Fernandes sought to raise a question of privilege 
in respect of an article entitled "Success Story of 
Trombay Fertiliser" , published in the Financial 
Express, Bombay, dated the 1st April, 1969, 
allegedly casting aspersions on the Committee on 
Public Undertakinp, which inter alia read as 
follows: 

"A senior official' of the plant told this 
correspondent during a recent VISit that 
COPU (Committee on Public Undertakings) 
must have been confused about the vanous 
foreign contractors in the plant. When the 
contract was signed in 1962, Chemicos were 
undoubtedly in the lead ... 
But many in the plant felt disgusted at the 
ill-timed report of COPU which to quote 
one 'brought back the dirty linen for a 
second wash in the public'. Trombay has 
taken two years to bring out its true image. 
True, it can face the storm now. It is to be 
hoped that the COPU report would tum out 
to be nothing more than kindling the dead 
fire. " 

2. On the 16th April, 1969, the Minister of 
Petroleum & Chemicals and Mines & Metals 
(Dr. Triguna Sen) made a statement in the 
House on the matter in which he stated that the 
Industrial Correspondent of the Financial Express 
had visited the Trombay Factory along with 24 
other press correspondents and 11 members of the 
United States Information Service as part of a 
group sponsored by the latter and the General 
Manager had categorically denied that he ever 
discussed the Report of the Committee on Public 
Undertakings with the correspondents. 

3. Shri George Fernandes moved the following 
motion which was adopted by the House: 

"That the question of privilege in respect of 
the article entitled "Success Story of 
Trombay Fertilizers' published in the 
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Financial Express Bombay, datcd the 1st April, 
1969, be referred to the Committee of Privilege 
for investigation  and Report." 

Financial Express, Bombay and the General 

4. The Committee of Privileges, after calling for 
written explanations of the Editor of the Financial 
Express, Bombay, and the General Manager of 
the Trombay Unit of the  Fertilizer Corporation of 
India and examination of the Editor in person, in 
their Seventh Report, presented to the House on 
the 8th August, 1969, reported inter alia as 
follows: 

(i) "The Committee examined on oath, Shri G. 
M. Laud, Editor, Financial Express. During 
his evidence, Shri Laud stated that he as 
editor of the newspaper. took full 
responsibility for the impugned article written 
by his Industrial Correspondent and added 
that it was not his intention or the 
Industrial Correspondent concerned to cast 
any aspersions on the Committee on Public 
Undertakings. When the Committee pointed 
out to the witness the objectionable passages 
in the Financial Express, he expressed his 
sincere ~  for the lapse and tendered his 
unqualified apology. He then submitted to 
the Committee the following written 
statement which he undertook to publish in 
the Financial Express, Bombay. 

'It has been pointed out by the 
Committee of Privileges to me that the 
following passages occurring in the article 
entitled "success Story of Trombay 
Fertilizer" by our Industrial Correspondent 
published in the Financial Express, 
Bombay, dated the 1st April, 1969, cast 
aspersions on a Parliamentary Committee, 
and therefore, constitute a breach of 
privilege and contempt of the House: 

(i) A senior official of the plant told this 
correspondent during a recent visit that 
COPU must have been confused about the 
various foreign contractors in the plant.' 

(ii) 'But many in the plant felt disgusted at 
the ill-timed report of COPU which to 
quote one "brought back the dirty linen 
for a second wash in the public".' . 

(iii) 'It is to be hoped that the COPU report 
would tum out to be nothing more than 
kindling the dead fire.' 
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It was not the intention of Industrial 
Correspondent or of the Editor to cast any aspersions 
on the Committee on Public Undertakings of 
Parliament. I express my sincere regret for this lapse 
and tender my unqualified apology." 

(ii)"The Committee feel that in view of the 
unqualified apology tendered by the Editor, Financial 
Express, Bombay, no further action need be taken 
against, the Editor or the concerned Industrial 
Correspondent of the newspaper." 

(iii) "The Committee are satisfied that the officers 
of the Trombay Unit of the Fertilizer Corporation of 
India have no hand in the publication of the 
impugned article." . 

(iv) "The Committee recommend that no further 
action be taken by the House in the matter." 

Action taken by the House 

S. No futher action was taken by the House in the 
matter. 

Point of privllece . 

545 
LOK SABHA 
(1972) 

Reflections on a Parliamentary Committee contained 
in a Written Statement filed by Government before a 
Commission of Inquiry and certain reported 
statements made by Government Counsel before that 
Commission 

Facts of the case and reference to Committee of 
Privileaes 

On the 7th April, 1972 Shri Indrajit Gupta, a 
member, raised a question of privilege regarding 
certain reported statements relating to the 66th 
Report of the Committee on Public Undertakings 
(Fourth Lok Sabha) ~  to have been made 
before the Pipelines Inquiry Commission (Takru 
Commission) by the Counsel appearing for the 
Government. Shri Indrajit Gupta stated that 
according to the following news report circulater by 
the U.N.1. and published in the Patriot. New Delhi 
and Hindustan Standard, Calcutta, in their issues 
dated the 2nd April 1972, the Counsel appearing for 
the Government made derogatory remarks about the 
Parliamentary Committee:-

"They (Counsel) argued that tl!e Commission 
should pay no heed to the 'feelings and comments' 
expressed in the report. For instance the Committee 
on Public UnCiertakings' charge that instead of 
holding the officials responsible for lapses, the 
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Government had made 'persistent effort to slur over 
their dereliction of duty' and I that a departmental 
inquiry should be held against them was 'merely a 
finale on an emotional note' and no action had been 
recommended. " 

While raising the question of privilege Shri Indrajit 
Gupta stated inter alia as follows:-

"I would just quote the relevant paragraphs from 
the recommendation of the Committee on Public 
Undertakings wbich are being referred to as being 
sometbing based on emotion and tberefore, not 
worthy of being taken into consideration .... 

"The Committee also feel compleUed to record 
their feeling that, instead of bolding the officers 
responsible or their lapses, there appears to have 
been a persistent effort to slur over their dereliction 
of duty and to fix the responsibility though copious 
facts to substantiate such lapses have come on record. 
The Committee would, therefore, like the 
Government to take immediate steps to bring to 
book the guilty officers on the basis of the evidence 
that is already available. The least that could be done 
is to proceed departmentally without delay against 
the officers concerned under the relevant 
Government servants Conduct Rules. The Committee 
feel that Government, in the larger interests of the 
public sector, should not allow a feeling to go around 
that officers can commit such grave lapses and 
indulge in dereliction of duty with impunity and go 
unpunished. ' 

They (Counsel) have exceeded their 
prerogatives and their rights, and this 
amounts to a definite breach of privilege of 
the Committee and, therefore, breacb of 
preivilege of Parliament. And I would 
request you to take this into consideration 
and forward it to the Committee of Privileges 
so that they may go further into the details of 
the matter. 

In the reply of the Ministry of Petroleum and 
Cbemicals. Government of India, to tbe 
application dated 21st March, 1972 of the 
National Committee. and Shri Arun Roy 
Cbowdhury, for reconsideration of the terms 
of reference and tbeir scope, wlaicb is a 
publisbed document, it is stated at page 7. 
para 18: 

"The Committee on Public Undertakings 
Report merely records a feeling that a section 
of officers slurred over the illegal actions of 
the guilty officers who were involved in tbe 
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two contracts. The word 'feeling' is 
significant. The Committee on Public 
Undertakings has not formed an oplDion. 
The P.U.C. Report has not recommended to 
the Government to investigate and enquire 
into the 'slurring over by certain officers of 
Government IRlAOC'." 

2. Thereafter, the Minister of Law and Petroleum 
and Cbemicals (Sbri H.R. Gokhale) stated inter ali, 
as follows:-

"Much that the hon. member said would 
have some substance if the newspaper report 
to which reference was made was correct. It 
is true that two counsel are appearing for the 
Ministry before tbe Takru Commission, and 
the two counsel are Mr. K. V. Dadachanji 
and Mr. Ram Panjwani .. .1 have asked both 
the counsel as to the facts in the matter. 
Both bave stated tbat the newspaper report 
in question is wrong and distroted and that 
they ne\ICr uttered the expressions imputed to 
them in the newspaper report or any 
expressions derogatory to the Committee on 
Public Undertakings. 

I would submit that the Counsel certainly had 
the right to interpret what was the 
recommendation contained in the 66th 
Report. The paragraph to which reference 
was made by the hon. member is certainly 
the relevant paragraph. There the word used 
is that they have a 'feeling' etc., The 
argument before the Com,?ission. was ~  

this was only a record of an Impression which 
the Committee had formed, but this was not 
a positive finding or a recommendation, 
because it was argued, wherever the 
Committee wanted to make a 
recommendation or a positive finding, they 
have specifically said so. But in this 
paragraph, they have only recorded a ~  

which means it was not a recommendation or 
a finding but an impression ~  the 
Committee had formed on the basiS of the 
evidence placed before them. This ~ ~  

only thing said before the CommISSion 
according to the two counsels. 

.... At no time had the Government taken up 
the position that the 66th ~  was 
irrelevant and should not be looked anto and 
so on. Even in the written reply filed in 
answer to an application of Mr. Arun Roy 
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Chowdhury and the National Committee by 
one of the counsel appearing for the 
Government, the position taken was the 
same, viz., the basis of the whole enquiry is 
tbe 66th Report of the Public Undertakings 
Committee. The difference was only this: 
which past of it is the recommendations or 
finding and which part is merely recording an 
impression. Surely, the Counsel had the right 
to argue this before the Commission. 

... My enquiry about what they told the Court 
shows that they (Counsel) ~  not tell the 
Court wbat is reported in tbe newspapers. 
They categorically denied it...It could never 
bave been the attitude of tbe Government to 
say that the Committee on Public 
Undertakings, ReROrt should be brushed 
aside or sbould not be looked at or it is only 
an emotional finale of what they have said 
earlier ... The only thing they have said was 
the interpretation of that particular 
paragraph, saying it is not. a 
reco'llmendation. It is for the Court to deCide 
whether it was a recommendation or not. 
Thllt is all I have to submit. So I would say 
that there is no basis for the complaint which 
the hon. member has made". 

3. After some discussion in the HoUle, the Speaker 
observed inter ali, as follows:-

..... We have a convention ... tbat whenever a 
newspaper report is contradicted and there is 
a dispute about the veracity or the truth 
about the newspaper report, we refer that to 
the paper concerned and invite their 
comments. 

.. .1 fail to understand and how all the three 
newspapers could be wrong and only tbe 
Counsel could be correct. That is the reason. 
We have to listen to them .... 

I have not relished wbat was said by them 
(Counsel). They are taking shelter under 
certain words that it was the feeling. The 
report as it appears, is that all of,tbem who 
were members of the Committee made these 
observations under emotional stresses. I 
bappened to be the Chairman of the 
Committee on Public Undertakings before. I 
took over as Speaker, and this matter was 
taken over by them. 

... after a lot of discussion and 
consideration, we came to certain conclusion. 
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and those conclusions were cast in a very 
polite language. But that does not mean that, 
if we expressed in a fine language, in a very 
cultural language, you could relegate it to the 
position 'feelings'.  This is an August 
Committee of the House. All these 
Committees represent the whole House and 
they have the same privileges, the same 
protection, as the House itself. 
• • • 

.. .if the observations of the Committee were 
to be treated so lightly and if tbe sovereignty 
of the House was to be subjected to the 
whims of the bureaucrats, God help us. So, 
what I am proposing to do is that I will have 
the version from those papers". 

4. On 18 April, 1972, when Shri Indrajit Gupta, 
again raised the matter in the House the Speaker 
while referring the matter to the Committee of 
Privileges observed inter alia as follows:-

"I have received the information from the 
news agency correspondent concerned in 
which he says that the information published 
was correct; he had just reproduced the 
proceedings in the Commission. I asked the 
Minister concerned. Of course besides the 
information he gave 'to us he said that the 
advocates deny it. So I expressly told him to 
get this information from the Chairman of 
the Commission. The Commission has 
informed us that they do no keep detailed 
regular records or reports of the proceedings. 

I have been very seriously considering the 
matter. This is a unique case in which three 
important parts of society were 
concerned ... ourselves that is, this House ... we 
claim certain freedoms and also 
privileges ... the press ... they too claim certain 
freedoms and privileges .... and the ~  

profession. 
• • • • • • 

The Minister said that the advocates did not 
say what they are alleged to have said. Even 
if he had just said, he did say it, we were 
bound to review the matter in its proper 
perspective. The field of advocacy is very 
wide with a lot of latitude and freedom. Even 
when'we go in appeal from a lower Court to 
a High Court or from a High Court to the 
Supreme Court, we say, the judgement is 
erroneous fallacious, and very often, we say 
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the judgement is perverse. In respect of these 
low courts against whom an appeal goes to 
higher Courts, they have their own privileges 
and protections also. The field of advocacy is 
so wide that they too have full protection. 

So, I think, considering all these various aspects of 
the question, the best thing is that the Privileges 
Committee should examine all these issues, not with 
a set view that we have to disturb the freedoms and 
privileges claimed by all these three parts but with a 
view to finding out facts. It is not essential that they 
must give their findings. 

They can consult the Speaker also if they 
think that I can be helpful to them-of 
course. I do not bind them by saying tbis and 
they can examine various aspects of the 
matter as they think proper. 

The Minister said that the advocates had 
not said it. Even if they had said it they were 
advocates-it is the profession of advocates 
to interpret, before a Court or a 
Commission. Of course, they act with 
freedom in the field of their own profession. 

I think, the Committee will keep this in 
view and not encroach upon the liberties 
which their profession claims. So, I entrust it 
to the Privileges Committee for 
examination. " 

FlDdlnp and recommendations or the Committee 
5. The Committee of Privileges after hearing in 
person Shri Indrajit Gupta, in tbeir Fourth Report" 
presented to the House on the 11th May, 1973, 
reporterd inter alia as follows:-

(i) "The Committee decided, in the first instance, 
to call for the opinion of the Ministry of Law 
and Justice on the question of the professional 
privileges enjoyed by the Counsel before a 
Commission of Inquiry and by the Press 
Correspondents in reporting the proceedings of 
a Commission of Inquiry vis-a-ws the powers, 
privileges and immunities of Parliament and its 
members, particularly in the context of the 
present case." 

(ii) "The Committee, thereafter, examined in. 
person Shri Indrajit Gupta, M.P." . 

(iii) "Shri Indrajit Gupta, M.P. in his evidence 
before the Committee stated tbat the impugned 
remarks made by the Counsel appearing on 
behalf of the Ministry of Petroleum' and 
Chemicals, before the Takru Commission, 
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amounted to a breach of privileges as they 
tended to denigrate and ridicule the 
recommendations contained in the 66th Report 
of the Committee on Public Undertakings. The 
Counsel was speaking before the Takru 
Commission according to the brief supplied by 
the Ministry and he was elaborating the 
arguments contained in the written statement 
filed by the Ministry before the Takru 
Commission. His complaint was, therefore not 
against the Counsel who had the liberty to 
elaborate the arguments in his own language, 
but against the Ministry of Petroleum and 
Chemicals who had supplied to the Counsel the 
brief or statement which contained the following 
objectionable paragraph which the Counsel was 
elaborating:-

"The PUC Report merely records a feeling that a 
section of officers slurred over the illegal actions 
of the guilty officers who were involved in the 
two contracts. The word 'feeling' is significant. 
PUC has not formed an opinion. The PUC 
Report has not recommended to the 
Government to investigate and enquire into the 
slurring over by certain officers of Government! 
IRUOIC. 

(Paragraph 18 in the Statement of the Ministry of 
Petroleum and Chemicals dated the 30th March, 
1972 filed before the Takru Commission)." 

(iv) "In fact, Shri Indrajit Gupta stated before the 
Committee inter alia as follows:-

'My quarrel is not with the Counsel, because. f 
believe that Counsel was speaking to. a 
particular brief and in doing 59, he is entitled, 
as an Advocate to use certain language and all 
that. But the basic brief is also available. It is a 
public doeument; it is a Written Statement filed 
before the Takru Commission as the reply of 
the Ministry of Petroleum and Chemicals ..... 

I am not concerned with what Mr. Dada Chanji 
said. He bas' got that much liberty to elaborate 
the arguments and use such expression. But 
what was the argument which' he was 
elaborating? The argument was contained in the 
brief given to him by the Ministry .... My quarrel 
is not with his argument but with the attitude of 
the Ministry towards the Committee on Public 
Undertakings. " 

(v) "After discussing the matter with Speaker, the 
Committee requested the Minister of Petroleum 
and Chemicals to appear before the Committee 
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and to apprise die Committee of his views in 
the matter. Shri Dev Kanta Borooab, the 
Minister of Petroleum and ehemicals 
accordingly appeared before the Committee on 
the 13th March, 1973 Jlnd made the following 
statement:-

'I have gone through the papers of this case. I have 
no hesitation in saying that the following 
paragraph contained in the Statement of 
the Ministry of Petroleum and Chemicals 
dated the 30th March, 1972, filed before 
the Pipelines Inquiry Commission (Takru 
Commission) was not properly worded:-

"The PUC Report merely records a feeling that a 
section of Officers slurred over the illegal 
actions of the guilty Officers who were involved 
into the two contracts. The word 'feeliog' is 
significant. PUC has not fOl1ll!"d an opinion, the 
PUC Report has not recommended to the 
Government to investigate and enquire into the 
slurring overby certain Officers of 
Government/IRlIIOC" . 

I offer my sincere apology to the Committee of 
Privileges and the House for the inadvertant use 
of the words in the above paragraph based on 
incorrect appreciation of the findings of the 
Committee, which are not in consonance with 
the dilnity of Parliamentary Committee. There 
was no intention either to belittle the 
Committee on Public Undertakinp or ita 
recommendations contained in the 66th Report 
(4th Lok Sabha) of that Committee or to cast 
any aspersions on the Committee. 

I hope the Committee will accept my apology on 
behalf of my Ministry and agree to close the 
matter'." 

(vi) "The ~  appreciate the readiness with 
which Shri Dev Kanta Borooab, the Minister of 
Petroleum and Chemicals, conceded that the 
impugned paragraph in the Statement filed be-
fore the Takru Commission by the Ministry of 
Petroleum and Chemicals was bued on 
incorrect appreciation of the findings of the 
Committee on Public Underkings." . 

(vii) "In view of the explanation and the sincere 
apology tendered by the Minister of Petroleum 
and Chemicals On behalf of his Ministry, the 
Committee are of the opinion that the matter 
does not require any further action by the 
House and may be dropped." 

(viii) "The Committee recommend that no further 
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action be taken by the House in the matter 
and it may be dropped." 

Action taken by the House 

6. No further action was taken by the House in 
the matter. 

Point or PrivUeae 

546 

LOK SABHA 

(19.12) 

Reflections on a Parliamentary Committee. 

Facts of the case and action taken by the House 

One Shri Mahabir Parshad Gupta, in a letter 
adderssed to the Speaker, complained 
regarding omission of a  . paragraph from his 
petition reproduced in the Fourth Report of 
the Committee on Petitions (Fifth Lok Sabha) 
presented to the House on the 23rd May, 
1972. In his said letter, Shri Gupta also made 
the following disparaging remarks against the 
Committee on Petitions:-

"We also. wish to draw your kind attention to 
the intriguing omission of an important 
paragraph by the Petition Committee while it 
reproduced the petition upto the paragraph 
deleted.... It is surprising 2,000 subscribers. 
We wonder why the petition has been 
reproduced in a mutilated form. 

We are sure that you will ~  with us that 
such a tampering with the petition' submitted 
to the Parliament is highly improper and calls 
for an inquiry. We request you to enquire 
into this grave impropriety and ensure the 
incorporation of the omitted paragraph." 

Shri Mahabir Parshad Gupta also enclosed with 
his letter a copy of a statement issued by him at a 
Press Conference on the 5th June, 1973, and 
published in the Motherland, New Delhi dated the 
6th June, 1973,' which read inter alia as follows: 

"It is intriguing while reproducing our ~  

to the Parliament in its report, the 
Parliament Committee has omitted an 
important paragraph. The following is the 
paragraph deleted .. .It is surprising that this 
paragraph should have b,een shut out from 
the proceedings of the Petition Committee 

while our entire petition has been 
reproduced. 

...... As regards our demands that the Subscriber 
should be informed through the Registered 
letter before effecting disconnection of the 
phones for the non-payment of the bills, the 
Parliament Committee has made a hall-
hearted recommendation in putting the onus 
on the subscribers. The Parliament Committee 
wants such of the subscribers wanting a 
registered letter should write to Delhi 
Telephone District. But this is not a 
reasonable and practicable suggestion ..... 

2. The Committee on Petitions who considered 
the matter at their sitting held on the 11th 
August, 1972, observed1:-

"The Committee were of the opmlon that 
certain remarks made by Shri Mahabir 
Pershad Gupta in his letter, dated the 24th 
July, 1972, addressed to the Speaker, Lok 
S"abha, and in his Press statement issued on 
the 5th June, 1972 (a copy of which he had 
enclosed with his aforesaid letter to the 
Speaker) cast reflections on the character and 
proceedings of the Committee on Petitions 
and therefore, Prima facie constituted a 
breach of privilege and contempt of the. 
Committee and the House." 

3. Shri Mahabir Pershad Gupta who personally 
appeared before the Committee on 1 September, 
1972, as directed by the Committee made inter 
alia the following statement:-

"I regret it very much..... I was unaware of the 
law. Had I known it. I would not have made 
the impugned remarks ... .I regret 
unconditionally .... 1f it amounts to a breach of 
Privilege of the Committee, I regret 
unconditionally. " 

4. The Committee thereupon decided that, in 
view of the unqualified apology tendered by Shri 
Mahabir Pershad Gupta,the matter might be 
treated as closed. 

S. No further action was taken in the matter. 

IMinutes of the sitting of Committee on Petition held on 11·8-1972 aDcl"I-9-1972 laid on the Table of Lot Sabba on 21.12-1972. 
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Point of Privilege 

547 

LOK SABHA 

(1974) 

Alleged reflections on a Parliamentary Committee 
by an Officer in an affidavit field by him before a 
Commission of Inquiry. 

Facts of the case and ruUng by the Speaker 

On the 30th April, 1974, Shri Madhu Limaye, a 
member sought to raise a question of Privilege 
against Shri C.R. Das Gupta of Indian Oil 
Corporation for filing an affidavit on the 8th 
February, 1971 before the Pipelines Inquiry 
Commission (Turu Commission) appointed by 
Government in pursuance of recommendations 
contained in the 66th Report of the Committee 
on Public Undertakings (Fourth Lok Sabha) 
allegedly controverting the facts as contained in 
the said Report of the Committee on Public 
Undertakings. While raising the question of 
Privilege, Shri Limaye stated inter alia as 
follows:-

"The Committee (on Public Undertakings) in its 
66th Report presented by it during the 4th Lok 
Sabha, reported inter alia as follows:-

'It is also on record that the Managing Director was 
acting on his own in his dealings with Snams as 
well as Bechtels in vital matters concerning the 
capacity of the Pipeline, bypassing thus the 
authority both of the Board of Directors and 
Government. ' 

The Committee further observed in its 33rd Report 
(5th Lok Sabha) as follows:-

'In the opinion of the Committee, reference of this 
I?articular matter under (a) (ii) to Commission 
of Inquiry was not warranted. In the context of 
these recommendations an enquiry would have 
been in order for the specific purpose of fixing 
responsibility for the grave lapse pointed out by 
the Committee .... The Committee expect the 
Government to defend and pursue their 
recommendations contained in their 66th 
Report of the Fourth Lok Sabha (1969-70) on 
Indian Oil Corporation (Pipelines Division) in 
letter and spirit before the Commission of 
Enquiry with the same sense of urgency that 
was markedly evident from the above 
report .... .' ' 

Instead of it, the Government through Shri C.R. 
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Das Gupta filed an affidavit controverting the 
facts contained in the conclusions of the 
Committee as were evident from the following 
paragraph of the affidavit:-

'These facts would indicate that neither the 
Managing Director bypassed the Board in his 
dealings with Snam and Bechtels in vital matters 
concerning the capacity of the Haldia-Barauni-
Kanpur pipeline nor the Amendment of the 
Contract adversely affeted the capacity of the 
pipeline, and therefore, the question of any 
negligence on the part of anyone in the I.O.C. 
does not arise'." 

2. Shri Limaye contended that the aforesaid 
paragraph in the affidavit of Shri C.R. Das' Gupta 
constituted a breach of Privilege and contempt of .the 
Hosue and might be referred to the Committee of 
Privileges. 

3. After some discussion on the ~  the 
Speaker (Dr. G.S. Dhillon) observed inter &lia as 
follow:-

"I have examined it very thoroughly. But I think 
Mr. Das Gupta never made any reference to 
the Pubiic Undertakings Committee ..... just 
filed the document before the Takru 
Commission without direct or indu-ect reference 
to the Public Undertakings Committee .... The 
difficulty in sending it to the Privileges 
Committee is this. The Commission is already 
seized of if and might not want that there 
should be any clash. I will keep it pending and 
we shall discuss it later no .... so far as his 
appointment (appointment of Shri C.R. Das 
Gupta as Chairman of I.O.C.) is concerned. I 
shall ask the Government to make this position 
clear if they want to." 

4. On the 10th May, 1974, the Minister of 
Petroleum and Chemicals (Shri O.K. Barooah) made 
a statement in the Hosue explaining the 
C'lTcumstances leading to the appointment of 
Shri C.R. Das Gupta, as Chairman of the I.O.C. 

5. On the 2nd August, 1974, disallowing the 
question of Privilege the Speaker observed inter alia 
as follows:-

"I have examined the matter carefully. 1 find that 
Shri C.R. Das Gupta in his affidavit filed before 
the Pipelines inquiry Commission (Takru 
Commission) on the 8th February, 1971, had 
not made any derogatory reference, direct or 
indirect to the Committee on Public 
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Undertakings. Further the affidavit was filed by Shri 
C.R. Das Gupta before the Pipelines Inquiry 
Commission (Tabu Commission) about two years 
prior to the apologies and corrections made by 
Sarvashri P.R. Nayak and S.S. Khera. I am, 
therefore, of the view that on the facts of this case, 
on question of Privilege is involved in the matter." 

Point of privilege 

548 

LOK SABHA 

(1978) 

Allegations made by a member against another 
member and a Parliamentary Committee in the 
House 

For details of the case please see summary No. 464 
at p. 622-23 ante. 

Point of privilege 

549 

LOK SABHA 

(1979) 

Certain observations made by a Counsel and a 
Judge of a the Calcutta High Court regarding the 
recommendatiOns of the Committee on Public 
Accounts contained in its Report. 

Facts of the case and ruUng by the Speaker 

On 16th April, 1979, the Speaker (K.S. Hegde) 
informed the House that Shri Jyotrimoy Bosu, M.P., 
had given a notice of question of Privilege regarding 
certain observations by a counsel and a Judge of the 
Calcutta High Court on the recommendations of the 
Public Accounts ~ contained in their 176th 
Report, (Fifth Lok Sabha) in paragraph 9.1 to 9.16 
Disallowing the notice of question of privilege, the 
Speaker ruled as follows:-

"Shri Bosu has given notice of a privilege motion 
under Rule 2221223 of the Rules of Procedure 
and Conduct of Business in Lok Sabha against 
Mr. Justice TaTUn Kumar Basu, a Judge of the 
Calcutta High Court in respect of a judgement 
delivered by him on March 8, 1978, in 
Grindlays Bank Ltd. vs. ITO. Therein, the 
petitioner Grindlays Bank Ltd. had challenged 
the validity of notices issued on them by the 
Income-tax Officer under Sectiops 148 of the 
Income-tax Act, 1961 in respect of the 
assessment year 1958-59, 1966-67 to 1970-71. 
This case was tried along with another case 
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which is not relevant for the present purpose. 
Therein the Judge was considering the scope. of 
the expression information found in Section 147 
(b) of the Income-tax Act. Various contentions 
were raised in that case .. Most of them are not 
relevant in these proceedings. 

It appears to have been contended on behalf of 
the Income-tax Officer that the report of the 
Public Accounts Committee constituted an 
'information' within the meaning of Section 
147(b). The contention appears to have been 
rebutted by the Counsel for the petitioners. 
Relevant observations are found at pp. 727-728 
of the Income-tax Report (1979) 116 I.T.R. 
They read as follows:-

'Lastly, Dr. Pal submitted that the report of the 
Public Accounts. Committee could not be an 
"information" because the Committee did not 
form any opinion as to the allegations of under-
assessment but had merely indicated the 
allegations made by one R.P. Gupta, who is the 
ex-employee of the petitioner bank, and was 
dismissed by the bank, on 13th November, 
1971. It was pointed out that unlike in the case 
of R.K. Malhotra vs. Kasturbhai Lalbhai (1977) 
199 ITR 537 (S.c.) on which Mr. B.L. Pal 
relied, there was no formation of opinion or 
view of the Public Accounts Committee'. 

'All that was stated was that there were 
allegations by Mr. Gupta and investigations 
were in progress. It was submitted that the 
notice under S. 147(a) or S. 147(b) could not be 
issued merely for investigation. (See the 
Supreme Court decision in the case of 
Chhugamal Rajpal vs. S.P. Chalhiha (1971) 79 
ITR 603 and the case of Sheo Nath Singh vs. 
ACC (1971) 82 ITR 147).' 

'Lastly Dr. Pal pointed out that, in the recorded 
reasons, there is no mention of the Public 
accounts Committee Report and consequently, 
it did not lie in the mouth either of Mr. H.P. 
Rov who had filed the affidavit or of Mr. B.L. 
Pal who argued the case before me that this 
report of the Public Accounts Committee 
constituted "information" justifying the 
reopening. As I have already indicated, 
according to Dr. Pal, the Public Accounts 
Committee did not form any opinion. . 
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Even assuming that the PAC had formed any 
opinion which could be an "information" within 
the meaning of s. 147(b) of the Act, it was 
submitted that the opinion must be of a person, 
body, authority or authorities competent and 
authorised to form the opinion of pronouncing 
the law as was held in the case of R.K. 
Malhotra v. Kasturbhai Lalbhai (1977) 109 ITR 
537 (SC). It was submitted that the Public 
Accounts Committee was not competent to 
form such an opinion. 

In my view, the contention of Mr. Pal must be 
accepted. On the materials and on the 
submission made. I find that even for the 
assessment years, 1969-70 and 1970-71, there is 
no "information" within the meaning of 
s. 147(b) of the Act which could justify  the 
reopening. " 

As the contempt alleged is said to be against the 
PAC. I thougJtt it desirable to get the opinioR of the 
PAC before deciding upon the next step. I 
accordingly referred the matter to the PAC. 

The PAC opined that as the learned judge had 
accepted ~ first two of the three contentions 
advanced before him, it was not necessary for him 'to 
make a reference to the competency of the Public 
Accounts Committee to form an opinion constituting 
"information" within the meaning of section 147(b) of 
the Income-tax Act.' The Committee proceeded to 
observe: 

"The Judge was not called upon to pronounce 
the judgment on this aspect and by accepting 
Dr. Pal's contention in this regard, he expressed 
an opinion which in view of the implications 
involving the working of a Committee of 
Parliament could have been avoided. to 

In the opinion of the PAC it is competent to form 
an opinion which would constitute 'information' both 
in fact and in law under section 147(b) of the 
Income-tax Act. 

It felt that the decision of the judge on this point 
will detract from the Committee's effectiveness in 
general and in matters pertaining to the vital area of 
taxation by the Union Government in particular. 
Consequently it felt that appropriate measures should 
be taken in order to meet the legal position arising 
out of the said pronouncement. The Committee 
refrained from expressing any opinion as to whether 
there was any breach of privilege of the PAC. It 
opined that question should be decided in 
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accordance, with the procedure laid down in the 
Rules of Procedure and Conduct of Business in Lot 
Sabha. 

Let me assume (without deciding) that the view of 
the learned Judge on the question of law formulated 
above is incorrect. What foDows then? An incorrect 
decision by itself either on  a question of law or on a 
question of fact does not amount to a breach of 
privilege of the House or its members. No malice is 
attributed to the Judge. A wrong decision bu to be 
corrected by adopting procedures recognised by law 
and not by taking punitive action against tbe 
concerned Judge. The theme of committed Judges is 
alien to our jurisprudence. The rule of law runs 
through the viens of our constitution. Any idea of 
subordinating the judiciary to the other organs of the 
State is repugnIJnt to our Constitution. Each organ of 
the State functions within the limits laid down by the 
Constitution Harmony and mutual respect and not 
confrontation. between the various organs is the very 
prerequisite of our polity. Difference of opinion 
should not be viewed as a contempt. Courts of law 
have stuck down many laws enacted by this 
Parliament as being beyond its competence. That 
does not amount to disrespect for this House. 

It is well recognised that Parliament is the most 
important and most powerful organ of the  State. But 
under our Constitution, Parliament is not 
omnipotent. Power without restraint is self-
destructive. Restraint is inbuilt in our Constitution. 

As a face of the restraint, Courts have been given 
the power to decide about the validity of laws 
enacted by the legislatures or a rule made by a rule-
making authority or decision taken by an official. 

The protection of the privileges of this House and 
its members is very important. The power conferred 
on this House to punish for any breach of its 
privilege is very large. Therefore, the same has to be 
used sparingly and only in appropriate cases. There is 
no question of any breach of privilege in this case. 

In this view. it is not necessary for me to go into 
lhe question whether the present proceedings are 
barred by Article 121 of the Constitution, which 
prescribes that no discussion shall take place in 
Parliament with respect to the conduct of any Judge 
of the Supreme Court or of a High Court in the 
discharge of his duties except upon a motion for 
presenting an address to the President, praying for 
the removal of the Judge as hereinafter provided. 

For the reasons mentioned above, I am unable to 
accord. my consent to the motion before me." 
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2. The matter wu, thereafter, closed. 

PolDt or priYlleae 

550 
LOK SABHA 

(1980) 

Alleged derogatory remllrlcs mIlde by former 
Chairman 0/ a Public Undertaking in a prus 
interview regarding cmain reports 0/ a 
Parliamentary Comminee 0/ 1M previous 
Lok Sabha and its Chairman. 

Facts of the cue and reference to the Committee or 
PrlvUep 

On 22nd January, 1980, Shri Jyotirmoy Bosu gave 
notice of a question of privilege against Shri J.R.D. 
Tata, former Chairman of Air India, in regard to 
certain remarks made by Shri Tata in a press 
interview to the P.T.1. on 28th May, 1979, a 
reported in newspapers on 29th May, 1979, in respect 
of the 42nd, S2nd and S3rd Reports of the 
Committee on public Undertakings OD Air India. The 
press-interview, as it was reported in The Times of 
India dated 29th May, 1979, read, inter alia; as 
follows:-

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

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

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

'I was sorry at seeing so important a part of the 
machinery of Parliament misused, as it seems to have 
been in this case, to subserve personal opinions or 
creeds.' 

Even though every effort was made to educate the 
Committee on the special character and features of 
this 'most fiercely competitive of all inter-national 
industries', it was abundantly clear to him that Mr. 
Jyotirmoy Bosu, Chairman of the Committee had 
'made up his mind in advance to write an adverse 
report'. 

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

• • • • 
"Referrin& to the Committee's remark that Air 

India executives have been Iivina like maharaja at 
the cost of the poor millions of the conntry. Mr. Tata 
said it wu a cheap gibe and outrageous, 18 put it 
mildly." 

• • • • 
"It also provide its own sad evidence of how far, or 

should I say how low, some elected representatives of 
the people are prepared to go to satisfy political or 
ideological ends, irrespective of the harm and loss of 
prestige thereby caused not only to those so unfairly 
attacked but also to the public sector as a whole, Mr. 
Tata added." 

2. On 2nd February, 1980, the Speaker (Dr. Bal 
Ram Jakhar) while referring the matter to the 
Committee of Privileges, observed inter alia, as 
follows:-

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

This notice had come up during the last Lok Sabha 
and the then Speaker had given his consent under 
rule 222 and the matter was referred thereafter on a 
motion in the House to the Committee of Privileges. 
Before, however, the Committee of Privileges could 
give their Report, the Lok Sabha was dissolved, 
Since Shri Jyotirmoy Bosu, who had moved the 
matter in 1979, is pressing it gain, I give my consent 
under rule 222." 

3. Thereafter, the following motion moved by 
Shri Jyotirmoy Bosu was adopted by the House:-

784 

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

Flodin .. aod recommendations of the Committee 
4. The Committee of Privileges, after hearing 

Shri J.R.D. Tata, in their First Report, presented to 
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the House on 8th May, 1981, reported inter alia as 
follows:-

(i) "The Committee examined on oath 
Shri J.R.D. Tata on 12 July, 1980. During 
the course of his evidence, Shri Tata 
tendered apology more than once. As a 
matter of fact in the very beginning of his 
evidence he stated that he had nothing to add 
to the letters written by him to the Speaker 
in July, 1979 and on 1 February, 1980, 
'except to express sorrow'. Even in the letters 
to the Speaker, Shri Tata had expressed 
regret in respect of some portions of his 
statement. In ilis evidence before the 
Committee to a specific question: 'Did you, 
or did you not say': 

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

Shri Tata replied: 'I said this, undoubtedly, and I 
have apologised  for it.' 

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

At the end of the evidence Shri Tata again 
repeated 'If I used any words derogatory to 
Parliament, or its Committee, of course, I 
unconditionally apologise'. 
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(ii) "While what has been quoted above who 
reflect the urge of Shri Tata to sincerely 
uphold the dignity of Parliament, its 
Committee and the Members, it cannot be 
overlooked that his evidence at of places 
bristles with slight contradictions. The 
Committee feel that his evidence should be 
read and construed as a whole ~  than 
portions being torn out of context. It is in 
this context that the Committee think it 
appropriate to arrive at a proper conclusion 
after taking all the facts into consideration. 
The Committee feel that it adds to the 
dignity of one and all if power in a 
democratic system is exercised with restraint; 
the more powerful a body or institution is 
the greater restraint is called for particularly 
in exercising its penal jurisdiction." 

(iii) "The Committee are of the view that 
considering the totality of the facts and 
circumstances of the case including the 
apology tendered by Shri J.R.D. Tata 
during his evidence before the Committee 
the House would best consult its own 
dignity by taking no further notice of the 
matter." 

(iv) "The Committee recommend that no further 
action be taken by the House in the malter 
and it may be dropped." 

Action taken by the House 

6. On 19th August, 1981, Shri Jyotirmoy Bosu 
moved the following motion in the House:-

"That this House do consider the First Report of 
the Committee of Privileges presented to the 
House on the 8th May, 1981." 

After some discussion, the motion was negatived 
by the House. 

Point of Prh1Jeae 

551 

RAIYA SABHA 
(1966) 

Alleged contempt of the Howe and of a Parlillmentary 
Comminee by certain statements mIlde by a Minister in 
the Howe and befon the Comminee 

For details of the case please sec summary No. 491 
at pp. 647-48 antc. 
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PROVISIONAL PARLIAMENT 
(1950) 

PolDt of prh'UeJre 
ReBection on the impartiality of the Speaker 
Facts of the case and action taken by the House 

The Amrita Bazar Patrika, Calcutta, in its issue 
dated the 3rd March, 1950, published an editorial 
lJRder the heading "M.P.'s Privilege", which cast 
reflection GIl the impartiality of the Speaker in 
connection with a NIiJlg given by him on the 
28th February, 1950, disalloWint two adjournment 
motions relating to the externment member. while 
the Parliament was in session. 

The editorial in question read, inter alia, as 
follows: 

"Unless the privilege of a member of Parliament 
has been drastically curtailed under the new 
Indian Constitution, of which we do not profess 
expert knowledge. Speaker Mavalankar's ruling 
on the subject of externment from Delhi of 
Prof. Shibban Lal Saxena, a sitting member of 
the Indian Parliament, is open to grave 
objection. 

Mr. Mavalankar's further citation of the Bombay 
precedent that in that State a member holds 
prior consultations with the Speaker of the 
Assembly about the admissibility or otherwise 
of a proposed adjournment motion is, to say the 
least a shocking revelation. It is an unheard of 
practice, reflecting on the neutrality of the 
Chair comparable to a public prosecutor holding 
prior consultation with the Judge before 
instituting a case. Such parliamentary outrages, 
so far as our knowledge goes, have not been 
perpetrated elsewhere. Mr. Mavalankar, who 
was the Speaker of Bombay's Upper House 
before he became President of the Indian 
Legislative Assembly, spoke from his personaj 
knowledge. And if the practice is still being 
continued in Bombay, it is up to the members 
of that State Assembly to immediately see that 
it is discontinued, not to speak of its adoption 
in the Indian Parliament as suggested by 
Speaker Mavalankar." 
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2. Under the directions of the Speaker, the 
attention of the representative of the Amrita Bazar 
Patrika in the Press Gallery of Parliament was drawn 
to the editorial which cast reflection on the 
impartiality of the Speaker. The representative of the 
Amrita Bazar Patrika promised to write to his Editor 
on the subject. 

3. The Editor of the Amrita Bazar Patrika, in his 
letter dated the 21st March, 1950, addressed to the 
Speaker stated inter alia as follows:-

" .... I assure you no such reflection was meant, or 
could be meant, by the article in question. The 
wording of some comments. I recognise with 
regret, was unnecessarily strong;... I am very 
sorry the article was not more moderate in 
tone." 

Speaker was, however, not satisfied with this 
expression of regret and suggested to the Editor of 
the Amrita Bazar Patrilka the advisability of 
correcting iii the next issue of his paper the 
misrepresentation "as a matter of journalistic 
propriety and truthfulness." 

The correction was accordingly published in the 
Amrita Bazar Patrika dated the 29th March, 1950, 
under the heading "By the Way", which inter alia 
read as follows:-

...... we regretfully discover now, we were unfair in 
our judgment over the ruling of the Speaker of 
Parliament, Shri Mavalankar. We consider it 
our duty to correct ourselves in so far as it may 
tend to reflect on the Speaker's judgment, now 
that fasting episode is over and Prof. Saxena's 
full right of membership of Parliament 
restored." 
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PARLIAMENT OF INDIA 
(1951) 

Point of PrivileJre 
Casting reflections on. the Chair's impartiality 
Facts of the case and ruODI by the Speaker 

On the',2Oth September, 1951, Shri Amolakh 
Chand a member, drew the attention of the 
House to a cartoon which appeared in the 
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Indian News Chronicle dated the 
20th September, 1951, under the caption 
"Putting the Clock Back". The member alleged 
that the cartoon had depicted the Deputy 
Speaker and certain other members as 
obstructing the progress of the Hindu Code and 
also' suggested that the Deputy Speaker who 
was discharging the functions of the Speaker in 
the latter's absence, and who was alleged to be 
opposed to the Bill, was responsible for the 
delay. 

2. The Deputy Speaker (Shri M. Ananthasayanam 
Ayyangar), who was in the Chair, thereupon 
observed as follows:-

"I have received this cartoon published in the 
Indian News Chronicle. I think it shows my 
likeness. It is a cartoon of a clock where both 
tbe hands are being held up by some of the 
hon. members who have spoken against this 
Bill, bit underneath the very pendulum is said 
to the' held intact, not moving iorward or 
backward, by a representation of myself. 
Casting aspersions on the Chair is not only 
unjustified and undignified but here it is also 
opposed to the facts. 

Therefore, I will look into this matter. It is a very 
serious matter-it does not matter whosoever 
may be in the Chair-to cast aspersions on the 
Chair. The moment the House feels that the 
person who occupies the Chair for the time 
being is not doing justice, it knows what to do 
so far as that person is concerned. But it is not 
for outsiders to caricature and it is an aspersion 
on the whole House. I shall look into this 
matter and then find out what action should be 
taken". 

3. Shri T.N. Singh, another member stated that 
since it was rather an important matter, it should not 
be postponed and the House might express its 
disapproval then and there. 

The Deputy Speaker, however, reserved his ruling. 
4. On the 21st September, 1951, the Deputy 

Speaker informed the House that he had received the 
following letter from Shri Deshbandhu Gupta, 
Managing Editor of the Indian News Chronicle: 
"My dear Shri Ananthasayanam Ayyangar. 
I am informed that you took exception ·to the cartoon 

which appeared in the Indian Newe Chronicle 
yesterday morning under the caption 'Putting 
the Clock back'. You are reported to have 
expressed the view that the cartoon was 

calculated to cast aspersions on the Chair. I am 
very sorry that the cartoon has given cause for 
offence to you personally or in the capacity 'of 
the Deputy Speaker. The cartoonist assures me 
that it was remotest from his intention to show 
any disrespect to the Chair or to the House and 
joins me in assuring you of the desire of the 
Indian News Chronicle to uphold the dignity of 
both. 

The theme of the cartoon as you will kindly see is to 
illustrate the current situation in Parliament in 
which in spite of the Chairman's desire to 
regulate the debate so as to conform as nearly 
as possible to time schedule some members 
participating in the debates have endeavoured 
to prolong the debate and thereby hold the 
progress of the Bill. I am assured by the 
cartoonist that in introducing the Deputy 
Speaker in the cartoon in this role he had no 
other intention. While regretting that anything 
in the cartoon should have given cause to you 
for offence. I hope you will be good enough to 
accept this explanation and our sincere 
assurance that there was no intention 
whatsoever of showing disrespect to the Chair 
and the House." 
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5. Shri Radhelal Vyas, a member suggested that 
the matter might be referred to the Committee of 
Privileges. 

Dr. Deshmukh, another member suggested that 
Shri Deshbandhu Gupta who was also a Member of 
the House, should be made to apologise to the 
House. 

Pandit Thakurdas Bhargava another member stated 
that the newspapers had a right to criticise anybody 
and everybody but so far as aspersions on the Chair 
were concerned, he took strong exception to them. 
He therefore urged the Speaker to take action against 
the person concerned in case the apology was not 
considered satisfactory. 

6. The Deputy Speaker thereupon observed as 
follows:-
"So far I am concerned. I am satisfied with what he 

has written. It is therefore unnec:essary to 
pursue the matter. If, however any hon. 
member feels that this letter cast. aspersion on 
him. We shall look into it. At present I do not 
think any aspersion it cast on any hon. member 
or on the House. 

This letter consists of two parts. So far as the Chair is 
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concerned and the privilege of the House is 
concerned, the matter may be left to me. I am 
satisfied with what he has written. If, however, any 
hon. Member feels that it casts any aspersion on 
him, he may meet me in my chamber and we shall 
discuss the matter." 

Point or PrivUege 

554 

LOK SABHA 
(1960) 

Casting aspersions on the Speaker and the House 
in a printed pamphlet 

For details of the case please see summary No. 
424 at pp. 626-627 ante. 

Point or Privileae 

555 
LOK SABHA 

(1960) 

Casting aspersions on the Speaker by a news-
magazine 
Facts or the case and ruling by the Speaker 

On the 17th November, 1960, the Speaker 
(Shri M.A. Ayyangar) informed the House that he 
had received notice of a question of privilege from 
Shri A.M. Tariq, a member, regarding the 
following passage published in the Time, a weekly 
magazine, dated the 26th September, 1960:-
"At session's end, irate Speaker Ayyangar 

scheduled a 30-minute debate on Air-India 
International's flip public relations image, then 
cancelled the debate after friends of the 
airline management asked him to tone down 
the attack." 

2. He also informed the House that he had 
subsequently received the following letter. dated the 
15th November. 1960, from Mr. James Shepherd, 
the local correspondent of the Time:-
"With very genuine regret I 'apologize on behalf of 

Time Magazine and myself for the unfortunate 
mis-statement of fact regarding yourself which 
appeared in the item entitled. The Dangers of 
Wit published in the September 20. 1960 issue 
of Time. In reporting the references made in 
the Lok Sabha to the publicity campaign of 
Air-India International the magazine had said 
that a debate which had been scheduled was 
cancelled by you after friends of the air-line 
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management asked (you) to tone down the 
attack. This is, of course, a complete error of 
fact. 

Since then the magazine in its issue of November 
14, 1960, has published a letter from 
Mr. A.M. Tariq, M.P. in which he has drawn 
attention to our error. 

In explanation for this error I can only say that the 
editors of Time had been misinformed of the 
real reason as. to why the debate was not 
held. I do not offer this explanation as an 
excuse but only as a statement of what 
happened. It is the policy of Time to report 
events as accurately as is possible and this 
makes us all the more regretful of the mistake 
we have made. 

Once again permit me to assure you that we are 
extremely sorry." 

In view of the letter of regret, the Speaker added 
that the House might be pleased to close the 
matter. 

3. The matter was closed in accordance with the 
general sense of the House. 

556 
LOK SABHA 

(1964) 

Point or Privileae 
Casting reflections on the Speaker by a newspaper 
Facts or the case and ruling by the Speaker 

On the 23rd September, 1964, the Speaker 
(Sardar Hukam Singh) informed the House that he 
had received two notices of questions of privilege 
given by Sarvashri Mani Ram Bagri and Hem 
Barua members, regarding certain allegations made 
against the Speaker in the Indian Times of 
20 September, 1964. The newspaper had aUeged 
that the Speaker had built a house and amassed 
wealth after becoming Deputy Speaker and that he 
had been writing to some Industrialists to give 
advertisements to a newspaper, the Spokesman 
started by him. The Speaker observed:-
"If I have done any of these things, certainly I 

should not be here in the Chair. I want it to 
be clarified. Therefore, besides the two 
members, who have given notices, Shri Hem 
Barua and Shri Bagri, I would request some 
other leaders of the Opposition also to join in 
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that group whicb I will request to see me. I will 
place aU the facts before them. 

2. Shri Hem Barua explained that be gave notice of 
a question of privilege because he did not like that 
sort of nasty campaign against the Presiding Officer 
of the Supreme and Sovereign forum of the nation by 
a newspaper which would undermine the prestige of 
tbe Speaker and the House and that the writer, 
editor, and printer of the newspaper must be brought 
to book. Sbri Barua added that the Speaker need 
into clarify his position to tbe memben. 

3. Sbri Bhapat Jha Azad said that an enquiry by 
the memben would be setting a bad precedent. The 
newspaper whicb bad made the allegation was neitber 
published regularly nor it had any standing and wu 
of no consequence, and any action by the House 
would only give undue publicity to the newspaper. It 
was not a question of privilege and the House sbould 
not take note of it. 

4. Dr. Ram Manohar LOhia said that the Speaker's 
position was like tbat of tbe President and nothing 
should be said or written against bim and that any 
enquiry into the allegations would not be a proper 
thing. 

5. The Prime Minister (Shri Lal Bahadur Shastri) 
said that he agreed with the views expressed by 
Dr. Lohia. Any mud-slinging against the Speaker 
affected equally, the Sovereign body and the nation. 
But it was more importaJlt to 'consider the status of 
the newspaper which was making the allegations. If it 
was an important and a regular newspaper, action 
could be taken against it. In this cue the newspaper 
could be proceeded against under ordinary law, but it 
was not proper to raise the matter in the House as a 
question of privilege. The Prime Minister added that 
if the Speaker desired he might call Shri Barua or 
any other member interested in the matter to meet 
him, but as far as he was concerned, the Speaker's 
statement in the House that the allegations were 
incorrect was final and a last word. 

6. The Speaker said that he was grateful to the 
House for the sentiments expressed by memben and 
added that he did not take recourse to law courts as 
it was not worth-while and he thought it fit to take 
the help of memben to look into the matter and then 
whatever they suggested might be made known to the 
House. 

7. On the 3rd October, 1964, tho Speaker, while 
disallowing the question of privilege, observed inter 
alia as follows:-
"The members from all sides of the House had 

expressed affection in abundance for me. The 
Leader of the HoUle had advised that the 
matter might be left there without any notice 
being taken of the publication. I felt 
overwhelmed with gratitude for the indulgence 
shown IUld confidence expressed. But in spite of 
that I had offered to put the whole case before 
the leaden of the Opposition groups. 

I made a written request to the leaden to come to 
my Chamber at 2.30 P.M. on the 
25th September, 1964, Sbri Mani Ram Bagri 
informed me, tbe previous evening, that he bad 
an urgent business in his constituency and could 
not attend. He further told me that Dr. Ram 
Manohar LOhia would represent him 
(Shri Bagri) also. 

On the day of the meeting, but some time before the 
meeting, Dr. LOhia informed me that on 
principle, he was opposed to such a meeting, as 
he had expressed clearly on the floor of the 
LOk Sabha and he would not attend. My efforts 
to penuade him could not succeed and he did 
not come. 

Shri N. G. Ranga, Shri Hiren Mukerjee, Sbri U. M. 
Trivedi, Sbri Frank Anthony and Shri Hem 
Barua were kind enough to assemble in my 
Chamber. I had brought aU records with me 
and began to explain my position. But all of 
them unanimously rejected my offer and refused 
to look into the papen, though we bad cursory 
talks over some issues. 

Today we are adjourning sine die. The notices bad 
been kept in abeyance. Even if it be indirectly, 
the conduct of the Speaker is sure to be 
discussed if the privilege motions are admitted. 
Therefore this cannot be done. The discussion 
can only take place wben a direct motion for 
the removal of the Speaker is there. Hence, I 
disallow these two motions. 

In the end, again, I must reiterate that I have no 
words to express my feelings and deep sense of 
gratitude to aU memben for the confidence 
reposed in me and the indulgence shown to me 
since I took over office and more particularly 
on the day these notices were tabled here." 



Point of priviJese 

557 

LOK SABHA 

(1966) 

Outing reflections upon the SpeaJcer and memben of 
a Parlitunenttuy Committee 

For details of the case please see summary No. 429 
at pp. 586-88 ante. 

Point of pril'ilep 

558 

LOK SABHA 

(1965) 

Attributing mala fides 10 the Speaker in a Writ Petition 
filed before High Court by a member -

For details of the case please see summary No. 109 
at  pp. 207-211 ante. 

Point of pril'ilep 

559 

LOK SABHA 

(1966) 

Casting reflections on the Speaker by an outsider 

Facts of the case and reference to the Committee of 
Privilege 

On the 18th August, 1966, Shri Madhu Limaye, a 
member, raised a question of privilege against one 
person styling himself as Colonel Amrik Singh alias 
Shri K.S. Sahi with regard to a letter, dated the 
4th August, 1966, written by him to the Speaker, 
Lok Sabha which mentioned of a document alleged 
to have been signed by Shri Jit Paul, partner of the 
firm • Amin Chand Pyarelal' showing an entry of 
payment of a sum of rupees forty thousand against 
the name of Sardar Hukam Singh, Speaker, Lok 
Sabha. In his letter addressed to the Speaker, Col. 
Amrilt Singh inter alia stated as follows:-

• • • • 
"A vital document submitted on record with 

statements uls 164 Cr. P.C., shows details of 
bribe money paid to several persons, signed by 
the said Shri Paul, and a sum of Rs. 40,000 is 
shown against your name. The existence of 
these documents has been admitted by the 
Government before the High Court in 
proceedings relating to the connected cases (Cr. 
Writ. No. 18-0/65). 

• • • • 
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... in order to confirm what I hayc stated you hayc 
only to ICC and read the documents admitted by 
Goycrnment in Cr. Writ 18-011965 before His 
Lordship Mr. Justice S.K. Kapur of the Punjab 
High Court." 

2. While raising the matter, Shri Limaye urged that 
~  ~ Singh should be asked to produce 
eVIdence ID support of his allegation about the 

~  of the document pertaining krShri Jit Paul, 
and m case of his failure to do 50, be should be 
severely punished. But if it was proved that such a 
document existed, then Jit Paul should be punished 
for making such a serious allegations against the 
Speaker. 

3. After some discussion, tbe matter was referred 
to the Committee of Privileges. 

FIDdIap and recommendatlolll of the Committee 

4. The Committee of Privileges, after examining 
Col. Amrik Singh in person, in their Eleventh 
Report, presented to the House on tbe 
30th November, 1966, reported inter ali. as 
fOllows:--

(i) "Colonel Amrik Sinp, in his letter dated the 
4th August, 1966 addressed to the Speaker, 
Lok Sabha, had stated that the existence of tbe 
document signed by Shri Jit Paul and showing a 
sum of Rs. 40,000 against the name of the 
Speaker, Lok Sabha, had been admitted by the 
Government before Mr. Justice S.K. Kapur of 
the Punjab High Court in Cr. Writ Petition 
No. 18-0/1965." 

(ii) "The Committee, tberefore, deputed 
Sarvashri Frank Anthony and V.C. Parashar, 
Advocates and members of tbe Committee, to 
go personally to the Circuit Bencb of the 
Punjab Higb Court at New Delhi and inspect 
the records of the Cr. Writ Petition No. 18-0/ 
1965 and all other documents connected 
therewith, so as to find out whetber the relevant 
document mentioned by Col. Amrik Sinp in 
his letter dated the 4th August, 1966 addressed 
to the Speaker, Lot Sabha, exiited. Sarvashri 
Frank Anthony and V.C. Parashar, accordin&iY, 
went to the Circuit Bench of the Punjab High 
Court at New Delhi on the 22nd August, 1966 
and examined the records of the Cr. Writ 
Petition No. 18-0/1965. Thereafter, certifiCd 
copies of the relevant records in that cue (viz. 
copy of Index, Memorandum of Parties. Writ 
Petition, Affidavit of Petitioner, Annexure, 
Government's reply dated the 26th February, 
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1965. and order of Mr. Justice S.K. Kapur 
dated the 26th July. 1965) were also obtained 
by the Committee from the Registrar of the 
Circuit Bench of the Punjab High Court at New 
Delhi." 

(iii) "The Committee. however. could not find any 
mention of the document in question either in 
the Government's reply dated the 
26th February. 1965 to Col. Amrik Singh's Cr. 
Writ Petition No. 18-D/65 or in the order of 
Mr. Justice S. K. Kapur dated the 26th July 
1965 on the said Petition." 

(iv) "The Committee find that the statement made by 
Col. Amrik Singh in his letter dated the 
4th August. 1966 addressed to the Speaker, 
Lok Sabha. that the existence of the document 
in question had been admitted by the 
Government before Mr. Justice S. K. Kapur of 
thc Punjab High Court in Cr. Writ Petition No. 
18-D/1965. is not correct. No such document is 
evcn mentioned either in the Government's 
rcply or in Mr. Justice S. K. Kapur's order." 

(v) "Since the document in question was not 
mentioned in the records of the Cr. Writ 
Petition No. 18-D/65 as stated by Col. Amrik 
Singh in person about the existence of the 
document the Committee accordingly called and 
examined Col. Amrik Singh twice on the 
lst September and 4th October, 1965." 

(vi) "On the 1st September, 1966, when the 
Committee questioned Col. Amrik Singh about 
the existence of the doC"ument in question, he 
deposed that he had filed the document in 
question along with some other documents in 
some Court at Ambala in a case against him. 
He said that he had already filed applications in 
Courts at Ambala and Delhi applying for the 
retnn or recovery of the documents, that the 
District Magistrate at Ambala had returned his 
application stating that the documents were not 
traceable. 

The Committee, thereupon directed Col. Amrik 
Singh to furnish by the 20th September, 1965, 
the document in question or a certified copy 
thereof, certified copies of the applications 
made by him to the courts for the return or 
recovery of the documents and the orders of the 
Courts concerned on his applications certified 
copy of the petition or application made by him 
when the document in question was filed !>y him 
in the Court and a certified copy of the Order 
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Sheet or the original thereof in that case (Case 
No. 3143 State VI. Amrik Singh, as given the 
Col. Amrik Singh). He was also directed to 
appear again before the Committee on the 
4th October, 1966." 

(vii) Non of the above-mentioned documents were, 
however, produced by Col. Amrik Singh in 
spite of the clear directions of the Committee. 

When Col. Amirk Singh again appeared before the 
Committee on the 4th October, 1966, he alleged 
that the District and Sessions Judge, Delhi had 
given a finding to the effect that the records in 
Col. Amrik Singh's case (including the alleged 
document signed by Shri Jit Paul containing an 
entry of payment of Rs. 40,000 against the 
na'1le of Sardar Hukam Singh, Speaker, 
Lok Sabha) 'have been tampered with and 
certain vital documents have been removed'. 

The Committee, thereupon, directed Col. Amrik 
Singh to submit the documents, asked for by 
the Committee earlier, together with a certified 
copy of the alleged findings of the concerned 
District  and Sessions Judge. Delhi by the 
31st October, 1966, at the latest." 

(viii) "Col. Amrik Singh, however, did not produce 
any documment asked by the Committee. On 
the 31st October. 1966, he simply sent an 
'affidavit' regarding the applications which, he 
stated, he had filed in certain courts for 
certified copies of some documents." 

(ix) "The Committee observe that Col. Amrik Singh 
has, in spite of the ample opportunity given to 
him by the Committee, failed to furnish either 
the alleged document (stated to be signed by 
Shri Jit Paul) or a certified copy thereof. He has 
also failed to produce any of the other 
documents asked for by the Committee on the 
1st September and 4th October, 1966." 

(x) "The Committee consider that it is futile to 
pursue the matter any further with Col. Amrik 
Singh for the production of the document in 
question or a certified copy thereof. He has not 
submitted even certified copies of the 
applications which he stated he had made to the 
Courts from time to time for the return of the 
documents and the orders of the Courts 
thereon." 

(xi) "The Committee have, therefore, reached the 
conclusion that Col. Amrik Singh is unable to 
substantiate ~  allegation that the relavant 
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document referred to in his letter dated the 
4th August, 1966, stated to be signed by Shri Jit 
Paul and containing an alleged entry of payment 
of sum of Rs. 40,000 against the name of Sardar 
Hukam Singh, Speaker, Lok Sabha was in 
existence or the same was even filed in the 
Courts." 

(xii) "The Committee are of the opinion that the 
conduct of Col. Amrik Singh in writing a letter 
to the Speaker, Lok Sabha, alleging the 
existence of a document of this nature, which 
he is unable to substantiate, is very 
reprehensible and is a grave affront against the 
honour and dignity of the office of the Speaker 
and amounts to a gross breach of privilege and 
contempt of the House. This has been further 
aggravated by him by approaching a member of 
Parliament. Shri Madhu Limaye, and handing 
over to him a copy of his letter addressed te· the 
Speaker, Lok Sabha. The aforesaid conduct of 
Col. Amrik Singh alias K.S. Sahi ;s most 
condemnable and deserves severest reprimand." 

(xiii) "The Committee are, however. of the view that 
the process of Parliamentary investigation 
should not be used in a way which would give 
importance to irresponsible or reckless 
statements or to persons of no consequence 
making such statements. The Committee feel 
that it would be inconsistent with the dignity of . 
the House to give undue importance to a person 
of the antecedents of Col. Amrik Singh by 
pursuing the matter any further." 

(xiv) "The Committee are of the opinion that the 
House would best consult its own dignity by 
taking no further notice of the matter. The 
Committee accordingly recommend that no 
further action be taken by the House in the 
matter." 

(xv) "The Committee. however. feel that members of 
Parliament should be very discreet in 
entertaining and raising such matters in the 
House and unless they are genuinely satisfied 
about the authenticity of the information as well 
as the antecedents of the person giving that 
information, they should not seek to raise ~ 

matters in the House based on such reckless 
allegations. " 

Action taken by the House 

5, On the 2nd December, 1966, the House adopted 
the Report of the Committee. 
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Point of pri", 

560 

LOK SABHA 

(1966) 

Casting reflections on the Speaker by a member 

Facts of the cue aDd reference to the Committee of 
Privllqes 

On the 24th August, 1966, after the Speaker 
(Sardar Hukam Singh) had withheld his consent to 
the raising of a question of privilege against the 
Minister of Home Affairs (Shri G.L. Nanda) for an 
alleged misleading statement made by him in the 
House denying a newsreport published in the 
Statesman, dated the 10th August, 196'5 regarding the 
activities of the Left Communist Party, Shri Madhu 
Limaye, a member made the following remarks:-

"For this reason, Mr. Speaker, I ask you today to 
resign from the membership of the Congress 
Party. So long as you do not leave the Congress 
Party, the dignity and decorum of this House 
cannot be maintained." 

2. The Speaker, thereupon, observed:-

"These are reflections against the Speaker. I will 
refer this matter to the Committee of Privileges 
that they might consider it. That is a clear 
breach of privilege. There is a reflection against 
the Speaker," 

When some memebrs raised a point of order 
regarding the reference of the matter to the 
Committee of Privileges, the Speaker said that he 
would consider it. 

3. On the 25th August, 1966, the Speaker referred 
to the remarks made by Shri Madhu Limaye in the 
House on 24 August, 1966, and observed that 
Shri Madhu Limaye had made those remarks after he 
(Speaker) had given a ruling which meant that the 
ruling given by him was partial and that he would not 
do justice as long as he ,was a member of the 
Congress Party. The Speaker added that although he 
was not a member of the Congress Party, the fact 
whether he was a member of the Congress Party or 
not, was not relevant. as the remarks of Shri Limaye 
attributed partiality to the Speaker and thus cast 
reflections on the Speaker. 

4. Shri Madhu Limaye then said that if the Speaker 
was not a member of the Congress Party, he would 
withdraw his remarks. 
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5. After some discussion, the Speaker observed:-

'Now the question which was raised by Mr. Kapur 
and then again by Mr. Limaye that be 
withdraws wbat be said, comes. I do not know 
wbat tbat would mean. It was only a reflection 
on' tbe House and, therefore, if tbe House 
deems it sufficient I bave no objection I have no 
particular malice. 

But there is one advice that I would give; if he, in 
specific terms says tbat be regrets it, then it 
might be excused." 

6. Sbri Madbu Limaye, however, said that he had 
no regrets but that be ~ Withdrawn bis remarks 
unconditionally. 

7. The Speaker, tbereupon, observed that in tbat 
case tbe matter stood referred to the Committee of 
Privileges as be had already ruled. 

Flodinp and recommendations of the Committee 

8., The Committee of Privileges, after examining 
Shri Madbu Limaye in penon and after considering 
his written statement, in their Tenth Report 
presented to the House on the 2nd November, 1966, 
reported inter alia as follows:-

(i) "On the 6th September, 1966, Sbri Madhu Limaye 
made the following statement before the 
Committee explaining that he had no intention 
of casting any reflection on the Speaker or 
attributing partiality to him in his rulings:-

'In raising the demand that I did that day, I had no 
intention of ·casting any reflection or aspersion 
on the Speaker. I also did not question his bona 
fides; nor did I intend to convey that any of his 
rulings were tainted by partiality. I was merely 
raising a theoretical issue and I would like to 
state that I had been 'agitating this for a pretty 
long time and it had nothing to do with the 
discussions or ruling given thal day. If it has 
caused any misunder-standing. I would like to 
clear it. I ~ also like the Committee to 
convey to the Hon. Speaker my highest regards 
for him and his office'." , 

, (ii) "The Committee are of the opinion that in view 
of the above statement of Shri Madbu Limaye, 
no further action be ~  in the . matter. " 

(iii) "The Committee recommend that no further 
action be taken by the House in the matter." 

Ac:tIoa taken by the B ... 

9. No further action was taken by the House in·the 
matter. 

PoInt 01 prtYilep 

561 
LOK SABHA 
(1966) 

Alleged CllStillg of tlSpemons 011 Lot Sabha, ia 
members tIIId the SpeQ/cer by a newspaper 

Por details of the case please see summary No. 434 
at pp. 593-946 ante. 

Point of prtYilep 

S62 
LOK SABHA 
(1969) 

Misreprue1ltlltioll of a member's speech tIIId CllSting 
reflections 011 the Chair by a newspaper 

For details of the case please see summary No. 297 
at p. 454 tIIIte. 

Point 01 prtYilep 

S63 
LOIC SABHA 
(1969) 

Circulatioll to Prus of a distorted summary of a 
member's speech in the House CllSting reflections, 011 
Deputy Speaker. 

Facts of the case and adion taken by the Bouse 

On the lst August, 1969, Shri S.M. Banerjee, a 
member, raised a question of privilege against 
Shri A.P. Jain, Executive Secretary of the Swantantra 
Parliamentary Party for circulating 'to the Press a 
summary of the speech of Sbri M.R. Masani, another 
member, delivered by him in the House on the 
25th July, 1969, and quoted in an article, entitled. 
"The Week in Parliament" published in the 
Hilldusttlll Timu, dated the 27th July, 1969, which 
misreported Shri Masani's speech and cast reflections 
on the Deputy Speaker .. The portion of the article 
taken objection to read as follows: 

"Opposing the (Bank) Nationalisation Bill, 
Mr. Masani said that the Deputy Speaker had 
allowed himself to be used by the Prime Minister 
in presenting the Supreme Court with the 
accomplished fact of a Bill." 

2. The Deputy Speaker (Sbri R.K. Kbadilkar) held 
over further consideration of the matter. 

3. On the 5th August, 1969 the Deputy Speaker 



wormed the House that he had received the 
foUowing letter from Shri A.P. Jain, Executive 
Secretary of the Swantantra Parliamentary Party:-

"I have looked into the matter referred to in 
your letter No. 17143/CII69, dated 1st August, 
1969 addressed to Prof. Ranga and would like to 
explain the circumstances in regard to this 
development. 

A Press summary of Mr. M.R. Masani's speech 
regarding Bank Nationalisation'delivered by him 
in the Lok Sabha on the 25th July, was prepared 
from the preliminary notes available to our 
office. Copies were circulated to the press soon 
after the speech was actually delivered on the 
floor of the House with a view to being of 
service to the press. 

Two errors were inadvertently committed by the 
Office: 

(i) We forgot to mention on the top of the copies 
'subject to departure' as is likely to happen in . 
case of extempore speeches such as this one. 

(ii) The need for deleting a few words which had 
not actually formed part of the actual speech 
was overlooked because of haste and did not 
come to our notice. 

The departure in the summary from the actual 
text of the speech was not intentional and there 
was no desire whatsoever to cast any aspersion 
on the Hon'ble Deputy Speaker or the privileges 
of the Lok Sabha. 

~ 

1 tender my unqualified apology for this lapse 
and request you kindly to coovey this to the 
Hon'ble Deputy Speaker and to the House." 

4. The Deputy Speaker added that he had also 
received the following letter from Shri N.G". Ranga, 
Leader of ~  Swatantra Parliamentary Party:-

"Dear Sir, 1 received your letter No. 17/43/CII 
69, dated the lst August, 1969 regarding notice 
of questioo of privilege and forward herewith a 
Ieber 1 have received from Mr. A.P. Jain, 
Executive Secretary of the Swantantra Party in 
Parliament, in which he has explained the 
circumst-=es and has tendered an unqualified 
apology to the Hon'ble Deputy Speaker and the. 
House. 

I trust tbat the amends which are being made in 
good faidl will be accepted by the Hon'ble 
House." 
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The Deputy Speaker then observed: ..... 

The party has tendered its apology and amends 
in good faith. Normally, we do not pursue such 
cases any further and I do not want to make any 
departure on this occasion. Moreover, the whole 
thing has been replied to by the leader of the 
Swantantra Party ..... After amends have. been 
made by the party, I close this matter. This 
matter is closed." 

The House agreed and the matter was closed. 

564 
LOK SABHA 
(1971) 

Point or prlvllep 
Alleged refkcti01lS on the Deputy Speaker by a 
newspaper 

Facts of the ease and reference to the Committee· or 
PrlvDeces . 

On the 23rd June, 1971, Shri Era Sezhiyan, a 
member" raised a question of privilege against the 
Editor, Printer and Publisher of the U. Kyrwoh /cQ 
Rilum a Kluui Language news weekly of Shillong, for 
publishing in its issue dated the 12th June, 1971, the 
following news item;-

"RI. 75fY· per month for refugees Chairman. It is 
learnt that Mr. G.G. Swell has been appointed 
Chairman of Bangladesh Refugees on a salary of 
Rs. 7SQI.. per month. Friends, how do you feel 
about it? It is because of this that the· 
A.P.H.L.C.; world is now quiet? This is the real 
patriot, is he not?" 

Shri Era Sezhiyan contended that is was a false and 
defamatory imputation and cast a reflection on the 
office of the Deputy Speaker. of Lok Sabha and 
brought it in disrepute and therefore, constituted a 
breach of privilege and contempt of the House. 

2. After some discussion the Speaker (Dr. G.S. 
Dhillon) observed as follows:-

"I will refer this to the Editor 'Of the paper. 
After I receive the reply, I will consult 
Mr. Sezhiyan and the Deputy Speaker. If they 
are satisfied, I will drop it. Otherwise this will go 
to the Privileges Committee." , 

3. On the 5th August, 1971, the Speaker informed 
the House inter alUl as follows:-

"In reply to a letter sent to the Editor of the said 
neWlp8per, Shri U.L.L.D. Basan, describing 
bimlelf as the Ex-editor of the said newspaper, 
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stated that he had resigned as the Editor, Printer 
and Publisher of the paper since 22nd June, 
1971, due to ill-health. He added inter alia as 
follows:-
.... the news-item was really a letter to the Editor 
from C.M. Lyngdoh dated 10th June, 1971 and 
the letter was published as a news item instead 
of a letter to the Editor .... 
... .It is not my intention to ridicule or speak 
contemptuously against the dignity of the House 
of the People or of the Office of the Deputy 
Speaker. I am very sorry, I caused pains to the 
Hon'ble member of the House of the People. 
I am sorry also I hurt the feelings of Prof. G.G. 
Swell and apologise for the same as well as the 
delay in sending my reply. 
In the above circumstances, I fervently appeal 
and pray that the hon. Speaker may be pleased 
to drop the matter and for which act to kindness, 
I shall remain ever grateful. ,. 

A letter was addressed to Shri Basan on 20th July, 
1971 to have his contradiction and regret in respect of 
the impugned news item published prominently in the 
next issue of the U Kyrwoh ka Rilum and to send a 
copy thereof for my information. Another letter was 
addressed to Shri C.M. Lyngdoh, the alleged author 
of the impugned news letter. C/o Shri Basan. asking 
him to submit by 31st July, 1971. for my 
consideration what he might have to say in the 
matter. 

No reply. has however. so far been received from 
either of them. 

In the circumstances. if the House agrees, the 
matter may be referred to the Committee of 
Privileges. " 

The House agreed and the matter was referred to 
the Committee of Privileges. 
Findings lind recommendations of the Committee 

4. The Committee of Privileges in their second 
Report. presented to the House on the 6th August, 
1973. reported inter alia as follows:-

(i) ··The Committee decided to give an 
opportunity to Shri U.L.L.D. Basan, ex-Editor 
of the U KYI"woh Ka Rilum, Shillong, and 
Shri C.M. Lyngdoh, the alleged author of the 
impugncd news letter to appear before the 
Committee to have their say in the matter." 

(ii) ··Since Shri U.L.L.D. Basan, had in his letter, 
dated the 13th July. 1971, stated inter alia that 
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he had resigned as the Editor, Printer and 
Publisher of the U Kyrwoh ka Rilwn, from the 
22nd June, 1971 on account of his ill-health, 
an enquiry was made from the Government of 
Meghalaya. The Government of Meghalaya in 
their reply dated the 7th October, 1971, stated 
that one Shri S.R. Moksha, member, District 
Council, Jaiaw Pdeng, Shillong, had taken 
over as the new Editor, Printer and Publisher 
of the U Kyrwoh Ka Rilum and that 
approximately one thousand copies only of the 
said newspaper were circulated which indicated 
a below average popularity of that weekly 
newspaper ... 

(iii) "Shri U.L.L.D. Basan, in his letter dated the 
8th September, 1971, stated that in spite of his 
best efforts he had not been able to trace 
Shri C.M. Lyngdoh and that he himself was 
unable to appear before the Committee due to 
his poor health and lack of financial resources 
to come to Delhi. He had further stated that 
he had published prominently his earlier letter, 
dated the 13th July, 1971, containing his 
contradiction and regret, in another Khasi 
language newspaper ka Pyrta U Riewlum dated 
the 25th July, 1971. He requested the 
Committee to accept his apology." 

(iv) "Subsequently, the Civil Surgeon, Shillong, 
who examined Shri U.L.L.D. Basan at the 
instance of the Committee stated in his 
medical certificate that Shri Basan could travel 
to Delhi by Railway journey only with 
difficulty and with' escort and that even if 
Shri Basan travelled by Air, an escort would 
be advisable. 

The Committee felt that in view of Shri Basan's 
poor health, it was not necessary to enforce his 
attendance before the Committee." 

(v) "The Committee considered---.a suggestion that 
as Shri U.L.L.D. Basan had not got his letter, 
dated the 13th July, 1971, containing his apo-
logy, published in the U Kyrwoh Ka Rilum 
and as he was no more its Editor, Printer and 
Publisher, the present Editor, of U Kyrwoh Ka 
Rilum might be asked to publish 
Shri U.L.L.D. Basan's said letter of apology in 
that newspaper. 

The Committee, however, observed that the 
new Editor, Printer and Publisher of the 
U Kyrwoh Ka Rilum cannot be held 
responsible for the publication of the 
impugned news 
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report by the former Editor, Printer and 
Publisher, Shri U.L.L.D. Basan, and that the 
new Editor, Printer and Publisher cannot be 
compelled to publish in his newspaper the 
letter of apology of Shri U.L.L.D. Basan in 
respect of the impugned news report. The 
opinion of the Ministry of Law and Justice on 
the matter is also the same." 

(vi) "As the letter of apology, dated the 13th 
July, 1971, written by Sbri U.L.L.D. Basan, 
to the Speaker, Lok Sabha, was published in 
the Ka Pysta U Rewlum, Khasi newspaper of 
Shillong, dated the 25th July, 1971, without 
Shri Basan's signature underneath (although 
his name was mentioned in the caption and 
introduction thereto), the Committee desired 
Shri Basan to republish his aforesaid letter in 
the U Kyrwoh Ka Rilum or any other 
newspaper of Shillong under his signature. 

Shri U.L.L.D. Basan in his letter dated the 
21st March, 1973, to the Committee stated 
inter aJiD that he had tried his best to get a 
press for printing all relevant papers in 
connection with the case, but without 
success." 

(vii) "The Committee observe that Shri U.L.L.D. 
Basan has apologised for publishing the 
impugned news-item in his newspaper and has 
also published his letter of apology in a Khasi 
newspaper Ka Party U Riewlum of Shillong. 
The Committee also note that Shri Basan has 
made efforts to get a press for printing the 
relevant papers, including his letter of 
apology, but his efforts have not been 
successful. " 

(viii) "Taking into account all the circumstances of 
the case and also the apology tendered by 
Shri U.L.L.D. Basan, the Committee feel 
that no further action need be taken in the 
matter." 

(ix) "The Committee recommend that the matter 
be dropped." 

Action taken by the BOUIe 

5. No further action was taken by the House in 
the matter. 
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565 
LOK SABHA 

(1972) 

Reflections 011 Depwry Spetllur in a telegram 
Addressed to him regarding conduct of proceedings 
by him in the House. 
Facts of the case and action taken by the Bouse 

On the 30th August, 1972, Sbri R.N. Sharma, a 
member, sought to raise a question of privileae 
against Shri Mani Ram Bagri, General Secretary, 
Socialist Party, for casting reflections on the Deputy 
Speaker (Shri G.G. Swell) in a telegram addressed 
to the latter in regard to the conduct of proceedings 
of the House by him. The impugned telegram read 
as follows:-

"Shri Sitaram Singh and Shri Shiv Shankar 
Prasad Yadav raised the question of famine and 
starvation in Rajya Sabha and Lok Sabha 
respectively. You have acted cowardly by 
suppressing this issue. Therefore, you are guilty 
of ignoring Rajya Sabha, Lok Sabha and crores 
of hungry people. 1 condemn your this action 
and at the same time commend the brave 
persons like Sarvashri Sitaram Singh and Shiv 
Shankar Prasad Yadav. Do not disallow such 
questions. This is not your durbar. It is the 
House of the People." 

2. During the discussion on the matter, 
Shri Madhu Dandavate stated that Sbri Maoi Ram 
Bagri was not the General Secretary of the Socialist 
Party but of a dissident group thereof. He also 
raised the following point of order:-

"If any member of the House receives a 
telegram and there is no confirmation through a 
signed letter or through any other agency , 
whether you would permit the matter to be 
raised in the form of a privilege motion?" 

Thereupon the Speaker (Dr. G.S. DlJillon) ruled 
as follows:-

"I admitted it because the question of Chair was 
concerned .... Any way for future guidance, 1 
think when such telegrams come, no action can 
be taken unless they are verified." 

3. The Minister of Parliamentary Affairs (Sbri Raj 
Babadur) stated inter alia as follows:-

...... whatever Mr. Mani Ram Bagri'. credentials 
may be.... They have been belied just now by 
Mr. Dandavate ..... we might perhaps be JivinI 



too much importaDce ad publicity to him. which 
be mipt be yeariDa for. Altboup this 
COIIItitutes clearly a breada of priYileae and iDsuIt 
to the HOUle, I would eamestIy plead that we 
mould not aUow him, if he is the author of it, to 
succeed in his ambition. I request my friends, 
Mr. Sharma and Mr. Sathe to reconsider it, 
wbether they would still like to prell it in thele 
c:irc:umstances, because -the objective is clear." 

4. Shri G.G. SweU stated inter. as foUows:-

...... .1 would like to make this distinction that 
there is a difference in functioning in this House 
as a member of the House and in running the 
House. I was not functioniq as a member of the 
HOllIe; I w .. functioniq as tbe Speaker of the 
Houe at that time, running the affairs of tbe 
House. Now we have to coDlider this very very 
cucfuUy whether it is open to anybody in this 
country to speat disparagingly of the running of 
this House, not of how we function. That is the 
question to be considered ..... I do not want to 
injeCt a new political life to Sbri Mani Ram 
Bagri, especially when a friend like Profeuor 
Dandavate has just DOW m.puted that he was 
even the Genenl Secretary of the Soc:iaIiIt Party. 

I would request my coUeques DOt to prell this 
motion. I am quite happy that the HoUle is ODe 
with me that the way in which this HCMUe runa 
mould not' be subject to criticilm and 
condemnation from outlide." 

s. In view of the fcelin, exprcued in the House 
Shri R.N. Sharma did not press his question of 
privilege. 

PaID, 01 privn.e 

S66 
LOK SABHA 

(1974) 

Misleading Mws-item concerning Spealur published 
by /I newspaper 

For details of the case please see summary No. 309 
at page 464 tulle. 
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567 
LOK SABHA 

(1977) 

Alleptl tle/tIIMlOry re"",,/a by .. member in tIae 
Hou. .bout tM Spalcer 0/ previous Lok Stlblul 

hctI 01 abe c.e ... ,... ItJ abe SpeM .. 

On the 16th Ncwember. 1977. Sbri C.M. Stephen a 
member, pve notice of a queation of privileae 
apiDs' Shri Madbu Limaye, another member, for 
having made alleged defamatory and contemptuous 
remarks in the House about the Speaker of Fifth Lot 
Sabha during the coune of his speech in the House 
earlier that day on a question of privilege apina' 
Shrimati Indira Gandhi. the former Prime Minister. 
Sbri Limaye had, inter lilia, stated as under:-
"Since she had a two-third majority. the Speaker was 

always under the fear of being removed if he 
acted to uphold the dignity and privileges of the 
House. The result was that the sanctity of the 
House .... " 

2. As directed by the Speaker (Sbri K.S. Hegde), 
tbe matter was referred to Sbri Madhu Limaye for his 
comments. 

3. On tbe 29tb November, 1977, Sbri C.M. 
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Stephen sought to raise the matter in the House and 
enquired about the ruling of the Speaker in the 
matter. The Speaker informed him that comments 
from Shri Madhu Limaye were awaited. 

4. On the 7th December, 1977, wbile witbholc:ling 
his CODlCDt, the Speaker ruled. as follows:-
"I bave ,one through the English translation of the 

ltatcmeat made by Shri Madhu Limaye when 
his privileae motion against Mrs. Gandhi. the 
former Prime Minister, was taken up. During 
the coune of his statement, he observed as 
foUows:-

'When Shrimati Indira Gandhi 80t two-thirds 
majority, she was continuously working towards 
the subversion of the procedures and the risbts 
of this House. Not only that. mOlt dangerous 
thing was that the Prime Minister's Secretariat 
became all powerful and even started 
dominating the Lot Sabba Secretariat. Which 
questioas should be accepted for disc:ussion, 
which mould be rejected and which questions 
should carry incorrect replies-aU this w .. 
decided in the Prime Minister's Secretariat. 
Since she had a two-thirds majority, the 
Speaker was always under the tear of being 
removed if he acted to uphold tile dignity and 
privileges of tbe House. The result was that the 
sanctity of the House (InterruptiOfU) the people 
removed Interruptions'. 

The inference drawn by Sbri Madhu Limaye may or 
may not be correct. But I am of the opinion 



dlat theIc obeervatioas do not amount to a 
breac:b of privileae either of the House or of the 
former Spater. I. this view, it is DOt MCelSary 
for me to dec:ide the que&tion whether a former 
Speaker .... ..y priviIeJe. 

Heace, the COIIIe.t IIkod for UDder Rule 222 is not 
IfIDted." 

PoIat ~ ,mDeae 

S68 

LOIC SABRA 
(1978) 

Reflectiolts 011 the Spetllcer by II l'MIIIber ill the 
House 

Fads of the cue and IICtion tUeD by the Bouse 

On the 8th March, 1978 during the Question Hour, 
when Sbri Mohd. Shafi Qureshi a member was not 
permitted by the Speaker (Sbri K.S. Hegde) to put 
more suppleqlentaries to Starred Question and the 
Speaker. passed on the next Question. Sbri Qureshi, 
addressing the Speaker, remarked:-

"You have ruined this Parliament. You are not fit to 
be in ~  Chair... You are partial." 

The Speaker thereupon asked Sbri Qureshi either 
to withdraw the expression or the matter would be 
referred to the Committee of Privileges. Sbri 
Qureshi, bowever, refused to withdraw the impugned 
remarks made by him apinst the Speaker. 

2. Immediately thereafter, Sbri Kanwar La! Gupta, 
another member, moved the foIIowiDa motion, which 
was adopted by the House:-

"That the remarks made by Mr. QureIbi be referred 
to the Privileges Committee." 

3. As there were noisy scenes in the House, tbe 
Prime Minister (Sbri Morarji Desai) intervened and 
stated inter tUill, as foUows:- . 

" ... if the members then say that you are unfit to be a 
Speaker, that you have ruined... Is it also right 
that hon. members should come here near The 
Speaker and show all these things. I do not 
know under what rule that is justified....... I do 
not know what will happen ... We have pledJed 
ourselves to see that the Speaker is belped in 
seeing that tbe work goes on smoothly. Even if 
we have any dissatisfaction with the Speaker it 
would be wrong for us, totaUy wrong for us, to 
disrespect the Speaker in any way by words or 
by gestures... But here. to disrespect the 
Speaker, I consider, is criminal. Let us not do 

801 

it. It is a crime apinIt cIemocncy, if I ... y .. y 
so. It is not a right tbiaa ... " 

4. Sbri C. Subramaniam, another meabel' stated u 
under:-

"I would like to Jive this aaurance that it will not be 
the intention or the attempt of the OppoIitioa 
to disrespec:t the Speaker in any way. If any 
such tbin& has happened or. if any suc:h 
impression bas been created, I would like to 
tender an apology on behalf of the OppoIilion. 
But certainly if a certain matter, in wbicli we 
are interested, is bypaued we have to briil, it • 
to your notice in the proper manner pouible. If 
there bu been any improper manner adopted 
by rushin, there, certainly it abould liot have 
been done, but it was because of the PIIIioDi 
roused by the other side (llllenupitms). We are 
prepared to cooperate fuUy to maintaUJ tbC 
dignity of the Speaker and to see' that 
proceedinp are conducted in an orderly 
manner." 

S. Shri C.M. Stephen, anotber member, IUbmittted 
that in view of wbat Sbri Subramaniam bad stateCl the 
motion for reference of the matter to the Cdmmittce 
of Privile,es might be dropped. 

6. The Speaker then observed " foUows:-

"But be has not withdrawn the rempic ... He bu to 
withdraw it; oa his behalf another cannot 
withdraw... this is not the fint time. Every clay 
Mr. Qureshi bas been makin&.1OIIle upenion, 
whether right or wrona." 

7. The Prime Minister interveniD, apjn in the 
discussion, stated iIItn _  • folIowI:-

" ... I do not see why they should' JlOt withdraw the 
remarks whicb are absolutely ~  I do Dot 
know what kind of PrestiF it is. But if they are 
not withdrawn then I cannot say anytbina. 
ThOle words have to be withdrawn. How can it 

~ on the record like that?" 

At that ItaF, the Speaker adjourned ~ HOllIe for 
ten minutes. 

8. When the House reo_bled after toll minutel, 
Sbri Mohd. Sbafi Qureabi, wbile witbdrawiq Ids 
remarks, stated u under:-· 

"Sir, I am ob6pd to the Leader of the House and to 
my own leader Sbri Subramaniam and other 
coUeques... Sbri Krisbtaa Kant and Sbti 
Stephen who have made an appeal and said 
that whatever remarb have been made. I am 
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very sorry for wbat bu bappened in this House. 
I meant no disrespect to tbe Chair and if any of 
my utterances have given sucb an impression I 
have no hesitation in withdrawing it." 

9. The Prime Minister then appealed that in view 
of tbe withdrawal of the impugned remarks by Shri 
Mohd. Shafi Qureshi the privilege motion might be 
dropped. The House agreed and the matter was 
dropped. 

PoIat III prtYilep 

569 

LOK SABHA 

(1980) 

Quling reflet:tiolU oratM impartilJlity of the Speaker 
by a rMmber ill a Press statement 

Facts of the cue and ruDnl by the Speaker 

On 27th March, 1980 Shri Eduardo Faleiro, a 
member, gave notice of a question of privilege 
against Sarvuhri George Fernandes, Ram Vilas 
Puwan, Samar Mukherjee, Jyotirmoy Bosu, Madbu 
Dandavate, Indrajit Gupta and Chitta Buu, 
members, for cuting aspersions on the Speaker as 
reported in ncwspapers. While referring to the 
relevant news items which appeared in the Hi"dll8ttlfl 

fimal and the PlIIriorl dated 27th March, 1980 under 
the captious "Opposition says Speaker partial" and 
"Opposition protest to Speaker" respectively, Shri 
Faleiro stated in his notice, inter 11114, as foUows:-

II •• ~  leaders yesterday represented to the 
Deputy Speaker their strong objection to the 
manner in which the Opposition was being 
treated in Parliament. It is further reported that 
the said leaders and M.Ps. felt that the SpuJcer 
Will not jum:tioraing in tIfI impIIrtial milllMr u he 
had disallowed adjournment motious pertaining 
to matters of urgent public importance. 

Not satisfied with casting serious aspcnious on the 
Speaker, the above mentioned M.Ps. made the 
same public by repeating them to the Press." 

2. The concerned members, the Editor of the 
Ptltriot and the HiNl.lI8ttlfl Times, the Editor and 
General Manager, United News of Indian and the 
General Manager, Press Trust of India were asked to 
state what they might have to say in this matter. 

3. On 11th June, 1980, the Speaker (Shri Bal Ram 
Jakhar), informed the House as foUows:-

"Sbri Eduardo Faleiro bad given notice of a question 
of privilege on 27th March, 1980, apillst 
Sarvasbri George Fernandes, Ram Vila 

IThe news report published in the Hindustan TUna read II follows:-
··OPPOSmON SAYS SPEAKER PARTIAL 
NEW DELHI. March 26 (UNI)-Opposition leaden today waited upoa the Deputy Speaker to ~ their ItrOII& objec:tiOll to the 
manner in which the Opposition was being treated in Parliament. 
They registered their protest against the rejection of adjournment motions lent by them on the blockade of ADam, murder of a IlUCIeDt iD 
Delhi and incidents of atrocities on Harijans. 
They felt that me Speaker WII not functioninl in an impartial manner lI'be bad diullowed adjournment motionl pertaiDina to matten of 
uracnt public importance. 
They appealed to the Speaker and the Deputy Speaker to give lpecial treatment to the Opposition and aIlepd that the ru1illa party _ 
usinl ill numeric:aJ lupremacy to luppreu the voice of dillent. 
Those who called on the Deputy Speaker in the ablence of the Speaker were: 
Mr. George Fernandes and Mr. Ram Vilas Paswan (Lok Dal). Mr. Samar Mukherjee and Mr. Jyotirmoy Bon (CPl·M). Prof. Madbu 
Dandavate (Janata). Mr. lndrajit Gupta (CPl) and Mr. Chitta Bllu (Forward Bloc)." 
Z The news report published in the Patriot read as follows:-
··oPPOSmON PROTEST TO SPEAKER 
LEADERS of the Opposition in the Lok Sabha on Wednesday conveyed their ·strong protest' to Speaker Balram apinst rejection of their 
adjournment motion in the House reportl PTl. 
The decision 10 meet the Speaker and convey their strong objection top the Speaker's attitude WII taken at a meeting convene by the Lot 
Dal in the morning. 
Besides the Lok Dal leaden. the meetinl wal attended by the reprelentativel of the Janata Party. CPl. aM and Forward Bloc. 
The Congreu U leaden who could not attend the meeting had conveyed his conlent to the decisions of the meeting convened by tbe Lot 
Dal, Mr. Ram Vilas Paswan, Otief Whip of the Lok Dal told newsmen. 
Mr. Paswan said the Speaker had rejected the adjournment motions lent by different leaden on the blockade of Assam murder of a 
students in Delhi, and atrQcities on Scheduled Castes and otber weaker IeClions. 
The meeting felt that the Speaker hll net been functionins in an impartial manner and he appean to bave decided DOt to admit any 
adjournment motion pertainin, to matten of urpIIt public importance. 
When a delegation went to meet the lpeaker penoully and convey their protest the Speaker WII not pretent iD his chamber. So the 
deleption met Deputy Speaker. G. Lakshmanan and urged to convey their protest to the Speaker. Mr. Puwan said. 
ThOle attending the meeting included Mr. Georae Fernandes and Mr. Ram Villi Paswan (Lok DIl). Prof. Samar Mukherjee and 
Mr. Jyotinnoy Bosu (CPI·M). Prof. Madbu Dandavate (Janall). Mr. lndrajit Gupta (CPI). Mr. Chitta Buu (Forward Bloc.)." 
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Puwa, Samar Mukherjee, Jyotinaoy Bosu, 
Madbu Dadvate, IDdrajit. Gupta ad Chitta 
B.u, M.Ps. for c:aatiq upenion on the 
Speaker, ., reported in the Hilubuttl1l Times 
and the PIIIriot of 27th Muda, 1980. 

When Shri EduradQ Faleiro IOUght to raise the 
matter in the House. I had observed that • per 
established practice, the members concerned 
had been requested, in the first instance, to 
state what they might have to say on the matter 
fot .my consideration. 

ihe members concerned, the Editors of the 
Hindusttl1l Times and the Patriot as also the 
UNI and the m ~ asked to state what they 
might have to say in the matter. 

The Editor and General Manager of UNI stated in 
his reply that the impugned news item 
circulated by UN[ was bued on a signed 
statement issued by Shri Ram Vii. Powan. 
The General Manager of the m in. his reply 
also stated that the impugned news item 
circulated by them was bued on a Press 
briefiD& by Sbri Ram Vilas PasWID. 

Shri Ram Vilas Paswan hu DOW tendered UllClualified 
apoIosY for his statement reported in the Prell. 

The unqualified apolOlY tendered by Shri Ram Vilas 
Paswan may be ac:cepted and the matter may be 
treated as closed." 

The matter was, thereafter, closed. 

570 

Point of prlYll. 

LOK SABHA 
(1981) 

Comments by a journalist in an article published in a 
newspaper on a ruling given by the Speaker 

Facts of the case and ruIIq by the Speaker 

On 1st December, 1981, Dr. Subramaniam Swamy, 
a member, gave notice of a question of privilege 
against Shri Inderjit of India News and Feature 
Alliance for making inter alia, the following 
comments in an article published in the TribuM 
dated 1st December, 1981, on the ruling given by the 
Speaker (Dr. Balram Jakbar) on the 28th AUlUSt, 
1981,· regarding censoring of mail and tappiag of 
telephones of members:-

"In retrospect, it was neither right nor proper for the 
Chairman or the Speaker to have relied on the 
ruling of the Madras Speaker and quoted the 
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Australian preoodeat without refereace to its 
bacqround and the c:in:umstaacea obtainina at 
the time. Leadina ,.,uamentary experts in 
Canberra were astounded that the Australian 
war-time precedent had been quoted jn the 
peace-time India of today. The POll Office Act 
of 1898 was desiped to serve the coloaial 
lIlasters. It should be annulled. But, for the 
moment there iI need for the Speaker and the 
Chairman to reconsider their ruliDp bued 
unfortunately on .. war time precedent. A  . 
SpecUl Committee MOuld be set up by 
Parliameat to COIIIider the entire question of 
c:easorship durina. peace time.... Let the whole 
matter be eumiaecl afreIh in the best intorelt 
of truth and our dovelop,iq democracy." 

2. On 19th February, 1982, the Speaker oblervecl 
asfollowa: 

"Dr. Subramaniam Swamy had pven notice of a 
breach of privileJe apiIIIt Shri IDderjit, a weD 
kDown jOumatist, who had written two artidea 
.in which he had raised the pertinent point 
wbotber the oriliDal report liveD by tile 
Committee of Privile.. of AUltraiia bad, in 
fact., been lOne into before the ruIiq bad been 
pvea by tbe Chair. Dr. Subramaniam Swamy 
had also met me lubsequeDdy in the Chamber 
and then raised the subject in the House in 
De'c:ember lut IDd I had told him that we were 
making earnest efforts to Jet a copy of the 
Report of the Privileles Committee from 
Australia. 

I have now got a copy of the Report and have lone 
through it carefully with a view to see if the 
previous ruling given by me required any 
material modification. I have come to the 
conclusion that the rutin, need not be modified. 
It, in fact, has already ICrved the purpolC of 
drawing pointed attention to the omnibus 
provilions for censorship at all timea u existin, 
in the Indian Post Office Act, 1998. I find that 
members have already taken initiative to table 
Private Members' Bills to effect amendlnents to 
the Indian POlt Office Act, 1898 and this would 
naturally afford an opportunity to the House 10-
go into' all upeets of the matter. 

May I also take this ~  of thankin, my 
distinguished friends for underlinin& the Deed to 
consllit the original report of the Committee of 
Privileaes of Australia, rather than merely 
relying on a secondary iource?" 



PoInt fIl .......... 
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LOK SABRA 
(1985) 

Outing of tupersions on the Spell/cer by Il mmaber ill 
tM House 

Facti of the cue aud· .ctioD lak.. by the Houe 

On 10th . December , 1985, Sarvuhri V. Kilbore 
Chandra S: Dca and K.P. UDDikrisbnan, members, 
sought to raise the matter of sealing of certain 
rooms in the Parliament House. These rooms were 
allotted to parties for being used as party offices and 
were stiU being retaiDed by those parties eveDafter 
their numerical streDgth in the prescnt Lok Sabba 
bad fallen sbort of minimum ten as required under 
tbe rules for  allotment of rooms. While raising tbe 
matter, Sbri K.P. UDDikrisbaan uttered some 
insinuatory remarks to wbicb umbrage was taken by 
the Speaker (Dr. Bal Ram Jakbar). On being asked 
to withdraw the same, Sbri Unnikrisbnan wanted to 
know what tbe insinuation was. The Speaker 
observed inter alia as foUows:-

"You said that 1 bave been showing all the 
discourtesy. 1 have been showing all the 
courtesy aU the time. 1 am at your 
disposal ... First you withdraw your insinuation 
and tben I will listen to you ... You said that I 
have been discourteous to you." 

Shri K.P. Unnikrishnan then stited as follows:-

"I am not going to withdraw. 1 am not going to be 
cowed down ... 1 am sorry, Sir, 1 cannot comply 
with your request." 

2. Tbe Speaker then observed as follows:-

"I know 1 have to do certain things as entrusted to 
me by rules and regulations laid down by you, 
not by me. 1 am bound to carry out tbose 
things and they might be unsavoury things 
which are not likeable for some people. 1 bave 
to do those things because you have entrusted 
that task to me .. .In the last one year I have 
been trying to do that for an amicable solution 
among all the parties. 1 am not against any 
party. If they lose at the poUs, that is the 
business of the people or the luck they have. 1 
caDDot make them members, 1 cannot add to 
their numbers and 1 canaot detract from their 
numbers ..... For the last so many months-this 
is the 12th month now-I have had this 
problem of offices ... 1 have met them not ~  

but about twellty times. 1 have met leaders of 
all the JIOUpi. Everybody WUtl it. But tbey 
have put lOme rules and 1 have to act 
ac:c:ordin& to that ... 1 think Mr. UJUIikriIlman 
you have been with me so many times 
reprdina this very thina and 1 have· tried to 
solve this ac:cordin& to the rules but when the 
tbinp come to a pall 1 have no option ... Either 
you withdraw your insinuation or withdraw 
from the House." 

Sbri UDDikrisbnan, thereupon, stated "I regret, I 
dUlIlot comply with your instructions", and left the 
House. Some other members also then walked out 
of the House. 
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3. The Speaker then observed inter alia as 
foUows: 

"I have limited number of rooms. We do DOt allot a 
room to a party havin& Iesa tban 10 members. 
It should be made very clcar ... We will then be 
bound to allot rooms to Akali Dal, Muslim 
League, National Conference, Revolutionary 
Socialist Party, Forward Block also. There are 
5 or 6 such parties which have 5-6 members. 1 
cannot give rooms to all of them. I told them 
not once but on a number of occasions. After 
that 1 had no other alternative. Party members 
were asking me as to why was 1 not locking 
the rooms." 

4. The Minister of State in the Ministry of 
Parliamentary Affairs (Shri Ghulam Nabi Azad), 
thereafter, moved the following motion which was 
adopted by the House:-

"That Shri K.P. Unnikrishnan, a member of the 
House, be suspended from the service of tbe 
House for today on account of his insulting 
conduct towards the Chair." 

Point of prlYilep 

572 
RAJYASABRA 

(1983) 

Alleged Ctuting of reflections on the Clulir by Il 
jour11ll1ist 

Facts or the case and ruUna giveD by the CbairmaD 

On 29th July, 1983 the Chairman (Sbri M. 
Hidayatullah) observed as follows:-

"Shri Vithalbhai M. Patel bas given notice of breach 
of privilege against Sbri Kuldip Nayar for his 
write-up under the heading 'Parliament must 
be given back its dignity' published in' the 



weekly magazine 'Sunday' of July 24-30, 1983. 
Amoni other thinp, Shri Kuldip Nayu had 
made the following observatioDS in that write-
up' 

'But in India, the Lot Sabha Speaker and the Rajya 
Sabha Chairman behave as if they have to carry 
the Government on their shoulden. Both, more 
loyal than the queen, come to the rescue of tbe 
Government whenever it is driven to a comer.' 

I am omitting one sentence which is specially directed 
apinst the bon. Speaker who can properly look 
after himself. I do not see why this statement 
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should worry the hon. Member when it does 
not worry me. I thank God that he did not 
endow me with the brand of imputiality which 
joumalists, like the praent one, probably 
profess. I have the brand of impartiality which a 
perIOn haviq to decide conflictin& c:laimI must 
have. Mr. Justice A.N. Sen of the Supreme 
Court is reported to have said recendy: 

'We have to do justice. We do not have to 
please Editors'. 

I say the same in this context, and having said it. I 
suuest to the hon. Member to ipore it as I do 



REMOVAL OF MEMBER FROM HOUSEIPRECINCTS 
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PolDt or prlYlleae 

573 

LOK SABHA 
(1965) 

Removal 01 " ~  from tM precincts 01 1M House 
"Iter' the risin, 01 LoIc StlblatJ IUlder or." 01 
Speaker. 

Facts or the cue and I'IIIlq by the Speaker 

On the 28th April, 1965, Shri Mani Ram Bagrl, a 
member, sought to raise a question of privilege 
regarding the alleged forcible removal of Swami 
Rameshwaranand, another member, from the 
precincts of the House on the previous day by the 
Watch &: Ward Staff. 

2. Disallowing the question of privilege, the 
Speaker (Sardar Hukam Singh) observed illler aliG 
as foUows:-

...... .I cannot allow any demonstrations etc. within 
the precincts of the House. I myself had 
ordered that so long as the House was sitting 
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Swamiji could sit or move about anywhere 
within the precincts of the House. But if he 
wisbed to stay after one hour of the risin, of 
the House, be had to take my permission. In 
tbU cue when Swamiji stayed beyond one 
hour of the risina of the House, he was 
requested to JO out. Swamiji said that he 
would not ao out of his own accord but 
would prefer to be carried away. I have 
learnt that Swamiji was not draaed but was 
taken away by the Staff on shoulders. 
Therefore, there is no question of breach of 
privile,e in the matter." 

PoInt of prlYlJeae 

574 

RAJYA SABHA 
(1972) 

Eviction 01 " member from the ParlitJmelll Howe 
Estate 

For details of the case please see summary No. 175 
Ilt p. 316 tIIIle. 



RESCISSION OF RESOLUTION 



Privileges Direst 

Point of privilege 
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LOK SABHA 
(1970) 

Rescission by the House of a resolution adopted by 
it earlier regarding pWlishment to be given by 
Government to an official for having commined a 
breach of privilege and contempt of the Houfe. 

Facts of the case and reference to the Committee of 

PrivIJe&es 

On the 2nd December, 1970, the Lok Sabha, after 
considering the 12th Report of the Committee of 
Privileges (Fourth Lok Sabha), adopted the following 
resolution:-

"That this House having considered the Twelfth 
Report of the Committee of Privileges presented to 
the House on the 24th November, 1970. In 
which Shri S. C. Mukherjee, the then. Deputy 
Iron and Steel Controller has been held to have 
deliberately misrepresented facts and given false 
evidence before the Committee on Public 
Accounts and committed contempt of this 
House, do resolve that he be summoned before 
the bar of the House and be reprimanded and 
the House to further recommend that the 
Government in the light of gravity of the 
offence administer to Shri S.C. Mukherjee 
maximum punishment under the law and report 
the same to this House." 

2. In pursuance of the above decision of the House 
on the 2nd December, 1970, Shri S.C. Mukherjee 
was summoned at the Bar of the House and 
reprimanded by the Speaker in the name of the 
House on the 9th December, 1970. 

3. On the 3rd December, 1970, a written 
communication was sent to Ministry of Steel and 
Heavy Engineering inviting their attention to the 
following recommendation contained in the resolution 
adopted by the House on 2 December, 1970, with the 
request that necessary action in the matter might be 
taken:-

..... and tile House do furhter recommend that the 
Government in the light of gravity of the offence 
administer to Shri S.C. Mukherjee maximum 
punishment under the law and report the same 
to this House." 
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4. On the 25th April, 1973, Shri Madhu Limaye, 
M.P. drew the attention of the House to the non-
implementation of the aforesaid recommendation 
contained in the resolution adopted by the House on 
the 2nd December, 1970. 

S. The Minister of Steel and Mines (Shri Mohan 
Kumaramangalam) stated inter-alia as folloWl:-

"He (Shri S.C. Mukherjee) submitted a Petition to 
your (Speaker) requestingthat his case be reviewed. 
That Petition was dismissed by you on the 
31st December, 1971. On the lst January, 1972, 
a hearing (by Commissioner of Departmental 
Enquiries) took place of the charge against him. 
In that hearing, he requested that the 
transcripts of the evidence that had been given 
by him before the Public Accounts Committee, 
may be made available to him. I, thereupon, 
requested you whether these could be made 
available to him. On the 1st March, 1972, you 
indicated that it would not be possible to make 
available to Shri Mukherjee any of the records 
of this House or any committee of this House, 
because these matters were final and had been 
decided here. No outside authority could sit in 
judgement on what took place in this House. I 
entirely appreciated that position. But the 
difficulty then arose as to what ~  

Mr. Mukherjee's rights in relation to the charge 
framed against him. Hon. members must be 
aware that under article 311 of the Constitution 
every Government servant has a right to show 
cause against the punishment proposed to be 
inflicted on him and therefore has a right to 
defend himself and ask for material and cross-
examine witnesses. In ~  of your ruting that 
these materials could not be made availabe to 
him--with which I entirely agree-I Was 
naturally in a dilemma. I could not instruct the 
disciplinary proceedings against him to continue 
because the disciplinary proceedings would 
obviously be invalid if he was not permitted to 
have aU the material with which he could 
defend himself. I, therefore, also really could 
not prove the· case against him. Thus began a 
legal conundrum; I spent home time at it and 
what I thought-at that time as ingenious but 
now I do not. think it is so-was that possibly a 
charge could be· framed againlt him that ill 
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committing contempt of the House, he had 
committed misconduct as a Government servant. 
And, in view of the complications of the matter, we 
referred it to the Attorney- General. And, on 
referring it to the Attorney- General for his advice, 
he advised us and he said that the view taken by the 
hon. Speaker about the position relating to the 
records of the House is of course perfectly correct, he 
was in entire agreement with that position legaUy, but 
that so far as the position regarding Shri Mukherjee 
being proceeded against in relation to what he had 
done, namely, contempt of the House, is concerned, 
it would not be possible to proceed on the basis of 
the disciplinary enquiry, and, therefore, he suggested 
that the matter may be taken .back to the House for 
the advice of the House in the matter .... Thereupon I 
requested the leaders of· the different opposition 
parties to meet me on 20 December, 1972. A number 
of hon. members were present. It was a 
representative meeting. In the course of that meeting. 
I put my dilemma quite plainly before the hon. 
members and they showed a spirit of understanding, 
and it was then decided that Shri Era Sezhiyan, the 
Chairman of the Public Accounts Committee, should 
go into the matter and make his recommendation to 
the meeting and the meeting will decide what should 
be done. Shri Sezhiyan thereupon had written a letter 
to my colleague Shri Raghuramaiah indicating that it 
would not be proper or possible for him to make a 
recommendation as Chairman of the Public Accounts 
Committee, because the matter was dealt with by this 
House itself. Therefore, we have once again 
convened a meeting of the leaders of the opposition 
parties which is to take place, if I am not wrong, on 
10 May, 1973, where we hope to come to a final 
decision in the matter. Hon. members would, I am 
sure, appreciate that we have been quite assiduous in 
trying to find a solution to the problem. There are 
certain obvious difficulties about which the hon. 
members of the opposition are conscious. We do not 
want to take decision which would lead, as it were, to 
a self-defeating decision. That is, Government takes a 
decision and it so happens that the matter goes to a 
court and the court sets it aside, and this is what the 
learned Attorney-General warned us in relation to 
this matter. Therefore, what the Government has 
done is perfectly correct and proper and there has 
been no confusion at all." 

6. On the 1Uh May, 1973, the Minister of 
Parliamentary Affairs (Shri K. 'Raghuramaiah) 

moved l the following motion which was adopted ,by 
the House:-

"That this House, having considered the statement 
made by the Minister of Steel and Mines in the 
House on the 25th April, 1973, points raised by 
members thereon, and other relevant facts 
relating to the implementation of the latter part 
of the resolution adopted by Lot Sabha on the 
2nd December, 1970, namely, 'tbat the 
Government in the light of gravity of the 
offence administer to Shri S.C. Mukherjee 
maximum punishment under the law and report 
the same to this House,' do resolve tbat the 
matter be referred to the Committee of 
Privileges ... 

"The House to furtber direct that the Committee 
report to the House by the 16th August, 1973." 

Findinp and recommendations of the Committee 

7. The Committee of Privileges, in their Sixth 
Report presented to the House on the 15th 
November, 1973, reported inter-illiG as follows:-

0) "The Committee at their sitting held on the 
18th June, 1973, considered the scope of their 
terms of reference and decided that the only 
question· before the Committee was 
consideration of the constitutional difficulties 
in implementing the second part of the 
resolution adopted by Lot Sabha on the 2nd 
December, 1970, regarding punishment to be 
given by Government to Sbri S.C. 
Mukherjee. The Committee were of the view 
that it was not necessary to examine Shri 
S.C. Mukherjee in person at this stage as that 
would amount to reopening the whole case 
which was neither necessary nor called for in 
view of the resolution adopted by Lot Sabha 
on the 2nd December, 1970, adjudging Shri 
S.C. Mukherjee having committed a breach 
of privilege and contempt of the House by 
misleading the Committee on Public 
Accounts." 

(ii) "The Committee noted that Sbri S.C. 

lThe time for presentation of Report of the Committee was extended by the H_ up to the lut clay of fint week of the DUt Maio. 011 • 
motion moved on 10 AuJUll, 1973. . 
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Mukherjee had already been given a full 
~ ~  to explain his case, both orally 

and lD wnbng, before the Sub-Committee of 
the Committee on Public Accounts which had 
investigated this matter on a reference from 
the Committee of Privileges. The Committee 
of Privileges of Fourth Lok Sabha had made 
the following observations in their Twelfth 
Report on this case:-

'While arriving at their conclusions, the 
Committee observed that full and adequate 
opportunity had already been given to 
Sarvashri N.N. Wanchoo and S.C. Mukherjee 
to explain their position in the matter both 
orally and in writing, before the Sub-Committee 
of the Public Accounts Committee which had 
investigated the matter in detail. The 
Committee did not, therefore, consider it 
necessary to ask them to appear before the 
Committee for further oral examination or to 
submit any further written statement to the 
Committee": 

The Committee endorse the above observations." 

(iii) "The Committee therefore, decided to call for 
a detailed. factual note from the Ministry of 
Steel and Mines stating the steps taken by that 
Ministry to implement the second part of the 
resolution adopted by Lok Sabha on the 
2nd December, 1970, the difficulties which had 
arisen in implementing that resolution, 
reference made by that Ministry to the 
Attorney-General and the Opinion given by 
the Attorney-General on the matter." 

(iv) "The Ministry of Steel and Mines in their 
factual note submitted to the Committee, 
stated inler-alia as follows:-

(a) The matter was discussed at a meeting of 
the Secretaries held on 25 January, 
1971.. . .It was decided that it was necessary 
to observe the prescribed procedure for 
issue of chargesheet and for giving a 
reasonable opportunity to Shri Mukherjee 
through an inquiry before taking a final 
decision in the matter. 

(b) Accordingly Shri Mukherjee was served 
with a chargesheet on 21st May, 
1971.. ... Simultaneously the Hon'ble 
Speaker, Lot Sabha, was informed on the 
22nd May, 1971 that it would be 
necessary, during the proceedings to be 
initiated against Shri Mukherjee to tell him 
as to how and in what manner he was 
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responsible for false evidence being 
tendered before the Committee on Public 
Accounts. A request wu made to Hon'ble 
Speaker that relevant proceediap of the 
Committee and the verbatim evidence 
tendered by Shri N.N. Wanchoo and Shri 
S.C. Mukherjee before the Committee in 
March, 1966, might be made available to 
the Department of Steel. This request of 
the Department of Steel was howcycr, not 
acceded to by the Hon'ble Speaker for the 
reason that the relevant verbatim record of 
evidence given before the Sub-Committee 
of the Public Accounts Committee 'had 
not been laid on the Table of the House 
by the Committee and as such, it was 
confidential' and not open to inspection by 
anyone. However, the Lok Sabha 
Secretariat supplied this Department with 
a copy of the minutes of the sitting of the 
Sub-Committee of the PAC held from 9th 
to 12th March, 1966 during which amongst 
others. Shri N.N. Wanchoo and Shri S.C. 
Mukherjee had tendered evidence. 

(c) In the meantime, Shri Mukherjee, in his 
reply to the chargesheet served on him in 
May, 1971, requested in his letter date 
26th May, 1971 that the following files! 
documents inter-alia might be made 
vailable to him:-

'(i) Verbatim transcript of the PAC proceedings 
on 9th and 10th March, 1966 containing the 
evidence tendered by Shri Wanchoo and 
myself on the question of Bank Guarantee. 

(ii) Verbatim transcript of oral evidence on the 
subject of Bank Guarantee tendered before 
the Sarkar Committee by (i) Shri A.S. Bam, 
(ii) Shri N.N. Wanchoo, 
(iii) Shri S. Bhoothalingam, (iv) Shri G.N. 
Sen, and 
(v) myself. 

In reply, Shri Mukherjee was informed on 
. 13th July, 1971 on this Wint, as 
follows:-

'In the CCS(CCA) Rules, 1965 there is no provision 
for inspection of documents for the purposes of 
submission of written statement of defence, 
Rule 14(4) of the said Rules is not intended for 
submission of any elaborate statement but only 
to give an opportunity to the person concerned 
to admit or deny his guilt. For this purpose, 
inspection of documents/files is not necessary. 
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Shri Mukherjee may, if he considers necessuy, 
make a request for inspection of documents! 
files and also for copicslextracts of documents 
to the Inquiry Officer at the time of oral 
enquiry, when his request will be considered by 
that authority on merits and with reference to 
the rules on the subject. 

(d) The oral Inquiry of the case was entrusted to 
the Commissioner for Departmental Enquiries 
nominated by the Central Vigilance 
Commission for the purpsoe. The preliminuy 
hearing of the inquiry took place on 1st 
Januuy, 1972. At the very outset, Shri 
Mukherjee submitted an applicaiton asking 
inter-alia for the following documents:-
'(i) Verbatim report of the evidence 

(Questions and answers) tendered by 
Shri Mukherjee before PAC which are 
considered to be false or misleading. 

(ii) Verbatim report of the evidence 
(Questions and answers) tendered by 
Shri Wanchoo before PAC which he 
claims to have given on Shri Mukherjee's 
verbal advice.' 

The Commissioner for Departmental Enquiries 
directed that the above cioc;uments should be 
made available to Shri Mukherjee for 
inspection. 

(e) In view of the directions of the Commissioner 
for Departmental Enquiries, tbe Hon'ble 
Speaker, Lok Sabha, was again approached on 
January 14, 1972 with tbe request that he might 
reconsider the question of making available the 
documents required for inspection by 
Shri Mukherjee. On being approached, the 
Lok Sabha Secretariat again declined to furnish 
this verbatim record. Further, tbe Speaker had 
in his reply dated March I, 1972 observed as 
follows:-

'The quesiton wbetber any false evidence was given 
before the Public Accounts Committee or that 
Committee was misled by Sbri S.C. Mukherjee 
and thereby a contempt of the House was 
committed by him is within the exclusive 
jurisdicton of the House and tbe decision of tbe 
House on the matter is not subject to question 
or review by any outside authority. 

(f) It may also be stated that on July 28, 1971, 
Shri Mukherjee bad submitted a petition 
addressed to the Speaker wherein he had 
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requested for review of the reprimand 
administered to him by Parliament. On 
December I, 1971, the Lok Sabha Secretariat 
had called for certain factual comments from 
the Department of Steel. However, before 
these could be furnished, a communication was 
received from the Lok Sabha Secretariat on 
January 3, 1972, rejecting the Petition 
submitted by Shri Mukherjee. 

This matter was discussed by the late Steel Minister 
with the Hon'ble Speaker on 30th January, 
1972. It was felt, as a result of the discussions, 
that the advice of the Attorney General should 
be sought through the Ministry of Law, on the 
two major points:-

(i) The proper procedure for dealing with 
petitions to Parliament of tbe type 
submitted by Shri S.C. Mukherjee and the 
legality appropriateness or otherwise of 
Parliament reopening a matter on which it 
had already arrived at a finding; and 

(ii) the most appropriate manner of imple-
menting the second part of Parliament's 
Resolution without in-advertently or 
consciously offending the Constitution or 
committing contempt of Parliament.' • 

Accordingly a brief was prepared and the matter was 
referred to the Ministry of Law. A copy of tbe 
reply dated 1-3-1972, referred to in para (V) 
above received from the Speaker was also made 
available to the Minsitry of Law. It may be 
added that from the reply dated 1-3-1972 
received from the Speaker it had become clear 
that not only would it not be possible to pursue 
the disciplinary inquiry against Shri S.C. 
Mukherjee on the charge framed against him 
any further, but that an inquiry into tbe 
substance of the offence on which the Lok • 
Sabha had already come to a finding might 
infringe the privileges of Parliament. On the 
other hand, if Government did not institute any 
proceeding and award any punishment. It would 
be running counter to the express direction 
given in the second part of the Lok Sabba 
Resolution but if any major punishment was 
awarded without giving Shri Mukberjee a full 
opportunity to defend himself, it was possible 
tbat the provisions of Article 311 of tbe 
Constitution would be attracted. 

(g) In brief, the opinion of the learned Attorney 
General was tbat if Government proceeded 
with a disciplinuy inquiry without affording 
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the fullest opportunity to the officer charged to 
defend himself and take action under the 
'directive' of the Lok Sabha Resolption to 
award the 'maximum punishment' there was no 
doubt that the courts would strike down such a 
punishment. On the other hand, it would not 
be advisable to ignore the Lok Sabha 
Resolution. In the circumstances the attorney 
Genral opined that the best course would be to 
request the Lok Sabha to review its Resolution 
of December 2, 1970 and, if possible delete the 
second part of the Resolution.' 

(h) In view of the clear legal opinion, it was felt 
that the best course would be to report the 

.Qlatter back to the Lok Sabha, pointing out the 
constitutional difficulties in the way of 
Government implementing the seocnd part of 
tXe Resolution. 

(v) "The Plmmittee observe that in pursuance of 
the first part of the Resolution adopted by 
Lok· Sabha on the 2nd December, 1970. Shri 
S.C. Mukherjee was summoned at the Bar of 
the Lok Sabha on the 9th December, 1970 and 
reprimanded by the Speaker for having commi-
tted contempt of the House by deliberately 
misrepresenting facts and giving false evidence 
before the Committee on Public Accounts." 

(vi) "In the second part of the aforesaid 
Resolution, the Lok Sabha recommended 
that the Government in the light of gravity of 
the offence administer to Shri S.c. 
Mukherjee maximum punishment under the 
law and report the same to this House." 

(vii) "The Ministry of Law, in their statement of 
case have pointed out that in the aforesaid 
Resolution, Lok Sabha had not specified the 
'maximum punishment'. According to the 
Ministry of Law, if the 'maximum 
punishment' referred to in the aforesaid 
Resolution of Lok Sabha is a major 
punishment like dismissal, removal or 
reduciton in rank then, before inflicting such 
punishment it is necesary under this sub-
article (Sub-article (2) of Article 311 of the 
c;onsti.ution of' InCHa) as well as under Rules 
14 and 15 of the Central Civil Service 
(Classification, Control and Appeal) Rules 
1965, to hold a regular inquiry and impose 
the punishment in accordance with the gravity 
of the offence by the disciplinary authority". 
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(viii) "Article 311(2) of the Constitution 
provides:-

'No such person as aforesaid shan be dismissed or 
removed or reduced in rank eKcept after an 
inquiry in which he has been informed of the 
charges against bim and given a reuDnable 
opportunity of being heard in respect of those 
charges and where it is proposed after such 
inquiry to impose on him any such penalty until 
he has been given a reasonable opportunity of 
making representation on the penalty proposed 
but only on the basis of the evidence adduced 
during such inquiry: 

Provided that this clause shall not apply:-
(a) where a person is dismissed or removed or 

reduced in rank on the ground of conduct 
which has ied to his conviction on a criminal 
charge; or 

(b) where the authority empowered to dismiss or 
remove a person or to reduce him in rank is 
satisfied that for some reason to be recorded 
by that authority, in writing it is not reasonably 
practicable to hold such inquiry; or 

(c) whether the President or the Governor, as the 
case may be, is satisfied that in the interest of 
the security of the State it is not expedient to 
hold such inquiry." 

(a) "Rule 14 of the Central Civil Service 
(Qassification, Control and Appeal) Rules, 
1965 inter-alia provides that no order imposing 
any of the penalities specified in c1ausca (v) .0 
(a) of rule 11 (major penalities, namely, 
reduction to a lower stage in the timo-scale 
of pay; reduction to a lower time-scale of pay, 
grade, post or service; compulsory retirement; 
removal from 
service and dismissal from service) shall be 
made eKcept after an enquiry held .... ' 

Rule 15 of the Central Civil Service (Qassification, 
Control and Appeal) Rules 1965, lays down the 
procedure for taking action on the inquiry 
report against a Government servant and for 
imposing penalties on him. This rule inter-alia 
provides that if any major penalty is to be 
imposed on a Government servant, he shall be 
given a copy of the report of the inquiry 
conducted against him and a notice stating the 
penalty proposed to be imposed on him and 
calling upon him to submit such reprcscntation 
as he may wish to make on the proposed 
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penalty within a specified time. After 
considering the representation, if any, made by 
the Government servant disciplinary authority 
can determine what penalty, if any, should be 
imposed on the Government Servant and make 
such order as it may deem fit." 

(x) "The Committee note that part (b) of the 
proviso to article 311(2) of the Constitution 
provides for an exception to the obligation to 
hold an inquiry against a Government servant 
before he is dismissed or removed or reduced 
in rank, 'where the authority empowered to 
dismiss or remove a person or to reduce him in 
rank is satisfied that for some reason, to be 
recorded by that authority in writing, it is not 
reasonably practicable to hold such inquiry'. 

The Committee are, however, of the opinion that this 
provision will not cover the case of a 
Government servant against whom a 
departmental inquiry is to be conducted and 
who is available to take part in the proceedings 
of that inquiry. The Committee agree with the 
views of the Minister of Law, Justice and 
Company Affairs on this matter, contained in 
his note, dated the 29th August, 1973." 

(xi) "After careful consideration of the implications 
of the provisions of article 311(2) of the 
Constitution and Rules 14 and 15 of Central 
Civil Service (Classification, Control and 
Appeal) Rules 1965, the Committee are of the 
opinion that in order to impose on Shri S.C. 
Mukherjee 'maximum punishment under the 
law' (namely, a major punishment like 
dismissal, removal from service or reduction in 
rank), as recommended by Lok Sabha in their 
Resolution of 2nd December, 1970, it would 
be necessary to fulfil the constitutional 
~  of article 311(2) and the 
procedural requirements of Rules 14 and 15 of 
the Central Civil Service (Qassification, 
Control and Appeal) Rules, 1965." 

(xii) 'However, the constitutional and legal 
implications of fulfilling the requirements of 
Article 311(2) and Rules 14 and 15 of the 
Central Civil Service (Classification, Control 
and Appeal) Rules 1965, will be as 
foDows:-

(i) An inquiry is required to· be held by the 
disciplinary authority (Government) against 
Shri S.C. Mukherjee, as to whether Shri S.C. 
Mukherjee was . responsible for the 
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misrepresentation of certain facts and the 
tendering of false evidence before the 
Committee on Public Accounts in 1966; 

(il) In ·accordance with the laws of natural justice, 
Shri S.C. Mukherjee will have to be provided 
access, during the course of the aforesaid 
inquiry, to the documents on which the charge 
against him is based which will include the 
verbatim record of evidence given before the 
Committee on Public Accounts by Sarvashri 
S.C. Mukherjee and N.N. Wanchoo in 1966, 
when Shri S.C. Mukherjee gave false evidence 
before the Committee on Public Accounts; 

(iii) The penalty to be imposed on Shri S.C. 
Mukherjee will be only on the basis of the 
evidence adduced during the inquiry." 

(xiii) "According to the opinion of the Attorney-
General of India, 'Shri Mukherjee is entitled 
to be heard in the pending disciplinary 
proceedings against him and thus is. 
entitled to the materials he has asked 
for ..... and if such information be not given 
the inquiry will, in my view, be vitiated'. The 
Attorney-General is also of the opinion that 
if maximum punishment is inflicted on 
Shri Mukherjee by Government in pursuance 
of the Resolution adopted by Lok Sabha on 
the 2nd December, 1970, it wiD be 'at the 
risk of such punishment, if challenged, being 
struck down by a court of law' . The 
Attorney-General has 'no doubt that such 
challenge will succeed'." 

(xiv) "The Committee thus observe that in order to 
implement the second part of the Resolution 
adopted by Lok Sabha on the 2nd December, 
1970 recommending that Gvoernment should 
administer to Shri S.C. Mukherjee 'maximum 
punishment under the law', the rmding and 
decision of the House, arrived at after detailed 
and thorough investigations by the Committtee 
on Public Accounts and the Report of the 
Committee of privileges, namely, that Shri S.C. 
Mukherjee had 'deliberately misrepresented facts 
and given false evidence before the Committee 
on Public Accounts' will have to be made the 
subject matter of an inquiry by a subordinate 
outside authority and also subject to a possible 
judicial scrutiny if the punishment awarded to 
Shri S.C. Mukherjee by Gvoernment is 
subsequently challenged in a court of law." 

(xiv) "The Committee are of the view that such 
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course of action will be highly derogatory to the 
dignity and authority-of the House as the House 
is the master of its own priviJeges and no outside 
authority can question, inquire into, scrutinise, 
review or sit in judgement on the decisions of 
the House in matten of its breaches of privileges 
and contempt. It is also well-established that the 
House has exclusive jurisdiction over its internal 
proceedings. The question whether false 
evidence has been tendered befere a 
Parliamentary Committee is an internal matter 
of the House and is thus within the exclusive 
jurisdiction of the House. This position was well 
stated by the Speaker, Lot Sabha (Dr. G.S. 
Dhillon) in his letter dated the 1st March, 1972 
in reply to the request from the Minister of Steel 
and Mines (late Shri Mohan Kumaramangalam) 
for making available to Shri S.C. Mukherjee the 
verbatim record of evidence given by him before 
the Committee on Public Accounts in 1966:-

'The Question whether any false evidence was 
given before the Public Accounts 
Committee or that Committee was misled 
by Shri S.C. Mukherjee and there by a 
contempt of the House was committed by 
him is within the exclusive jurisdiction of 
the House and the decision of the House 
on the matter is not subject to question or 
review by an outside authority: Any 
departmental proceedings against 
Shri S.C. Mukherjee have accordingly to 
proceed on the basis of the findings and 
decision of the House in the matter'." 

(xvi) "The Committee after considerina all aspects of 
the matter are of the opinion that the second 
part of the Resolution adopted by Lok Sabha on 
the 2nd December, 1970, recommending that 
'the Government in the light of gravity of the 
offence administer to Shri S.C. Mukherjee 
maximum punishment under the law' may be 
rescinded by the House." 

(xvii) "The Committee recommend that the following 
part of the Resolution adopted by Lot Sabha on 
the 2nd December, 1970 may be rescinded:-

'and the House do further recommend that the 
Government in the light of gravity of the 
offence administer to Shri S.C. Mukherjee 
maximum punishment under the law and 
report the same to the House". 
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ActlOD taken by the House 

8. On the 29th November, 1973, the Chairman, 
Committee of Privileges (Dr. Henry Austin) moved 
the following motion which was adopted by the 
House:-

"That this House do consider the Sixth Report of 
the Committee of Privileges presented to the House 
on tbe 15th November, 1973." 

9. Thereafter. the Cbairman Committee of 
Privileges also moved tbe followinl motion:-

"That this House do agree with the Sixth Report 
of the Committee of Privileges presented to the 
House on the 15th November. 1973 and do resolve 
that the following ·part of the Resolution adopted by 
Lok Sabba on the 2nd December. 1970 be 
rescinded:-

'and the House do further recommend that the 
Government in the light of gravity of the 
offence administer to Shri S.C. Mukherjee 
maximum punishment under tbe law and 
report the lame to this House." 

10. Shri Madhu Limaye. a member. then moved 
tbe following amendment to the above morion:-

"That in the motion, add tbe following at tbe 
end:-

'and the House do furtber resolve that tbe said 
Sbri S.C. Mukherjee be arrested and kept in the 
custody of the Lok Sabha's Security Guard from 
11.00 A.M. till therisillg to the House on the 
3rd December, 1973 for bis deliberate 
misrepresentation of facts and for his havinl 
given false evidence before the Public Accounts· 
Committee· ... 

11. After a brief discussion, Shri Limaye's 
amendment was put to vote and negatived by the 
House. 

12. Thereafter the House adopted the original 
motion ~~ para 9 above) moved by the Chairman. 
Committee of Privileges. 
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LOK SABHA 
(1981) 

Point of prlvlleae 

~  0/ a Resolution ~  by ~ previous 
Lok Sablul ~  with ~ /indings and 
~ ~  0/ Committee 0/ Privileges and 
awarding ~~  to ~ ~  ~  lor 
committing a breach. 0/ privilege and contempt o/the 
House 
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Facts of the case and action taken by the House 

On 7th May, 1981 Shri B.R. Bhagat, a member, 
BOUght to ,move the following motion for rescinding 
the resolution adopted by the Sixth Lok Sabha on 
19th December, 1978:-

"Whereas the Committee of Privileges of the 
Sixth Lok Sabha in its Third Report has, 
expressed the view that:-

(a) any person if engaged in collecting 
information asked for by Parliament should be 
deemed to be in the service of Parliament and' 
entrusted with the execution of the' orders or the' 
performance of tbe functions of the House even 
though he is technically not an employee or 
officer of Parliament; 

(b) a person cbarged witb breach of privilege 
is bound if so required by tbe Committee to take 
oathlaffirmation and to depose before the 
Committee and answer any questions regarding the 
facts of, the case; 

(c) a person cbarged with breacb of privilege is 
bound to answer questions even withQut taking 
an oatMlffirmation, even though, that person 
would not' be required to answer any self 
incriminatory questions; 

(d) an averment in a written . statement 
submitted to the Committee by person charged 
with breach of privilege; expressing reasonable 
apprebension of the influem:e on the members of 
the Committee belonging to the ruling party of 
its openly declared antagonism towards the 
person involved would constitute a ~  of 
privilege and contempt' of the Committee; 

Whereas the Sixth Lok, Sabha by a Resolution 
adopted on 19th December 1978 agreed witb the 
above recommendations and findings of the 
Committee and on the basis thereof held 
Sbrimati Indira Gandhi, Sbri R.K. Dhawan and 
Shri D. Sen gUilty of breacb of privilege of the 
House and inflicted on them the maximum 
penalty possible in violation of tbe Principle of 
Natural Justice; 

CONSIDERING tbat 

(a) the ~ findings are in total contravention of 
Parliamentary rules, precedeJits and. conventions; 

(b) they unduly extended the-immunity enjoyed 
only by the officers of Parliament in tbe discharge of 
their duties to an, indeterminate number of persons 
totally unconnected with Parliament and constrict and 
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deny to persons charged witb breach of privilege and 
contempt of the House inalienable rights. and 
safeguards guaranteed by the Constitution; 

( c) if the above findings are allowed to remain on 
record tbey would serve as standing instruments in 
the bands of any party in power of narrow, partisan 
political ends of calumny, barassment and public 
denigration by persecuting its opponents as actually 
bappened in the case of Smt. Indira Gandhi. 

(i) a pre-determined desilll to vilifY Smt. Indira 
Gandhi, deprive the electorate of Chikmagalur 
Qf its due representation in Parliament stifle the 
authentic voice of national dissent from the 
floor of the House, thus the democratic process; 

(ii) to denigrate and to ~  Smt. Indira 
Gandhi; 

(iii) to hand out in the guise of privilege 
proceedings, a finding form the Parliament 
against Smt. Indira Gandhi so that the same 
may bang as a compulsive pall over the criminal 
courts in the then impending trial against Smt. 
Indira Gandhi and others on cbarges based on 
the same allegations; and 

(d) the said proceedings of tbe Committee and the 
decision of the House were wrong and erroneous and 
with a view to correct this distortion and establish 
correct conventions and precedents for future 
parliamentary procedures. 

NOW THEREFORE tbis House resolves and 
declares tbat:-

(a) the said proceedings of the Committee and the 
House sball not constitute a precedent in the law of 
parliamentary privileges; 

(b) the findings of the Committee and the decision 
of tbe House are inconsistent with and violative of 
the well accepted principles of the law of 
parliamentary privilege and the basic safeguards 
assured to all and enshrined in the Constitution; and 

(c) Smt. Indira Gandhi, Shri R.K. Dhawan and 
Shri D. Sen were innocent of the cbarges levelled 
against them. 

AND ACCORDINGLY this House: 

rescinds the resolution adopted by the Sixth Lot 
Sabha on the 19th December, 1978." 
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2. Sarvashri Jyotirmoy Bosu, Indrajit Gupta 
Chitta Basu, Subramaniam Swamy and Prof. ~ 
Dandavate, Members thereupon raised a point of 
order that in admitting the motion the Speaker had 
bypassed the Business Advisory Committee. 

Sarvashri Ram Vilas Paswan, Jyotirmoy Bosu, 
Ram Jethmalani, Indrajit Gupta and K.P. 
Unnikrishnan, members raised points of order that 
the motion offended sub-rules (ii), (iv) and (v) of 
Rule 186 which provide that it shall not contain 
arguments, inferences, ironical expressions 
imputations or defamatory statements and it shall 
be restricted to a matter of recent occurrence and 
that it shall not raise a question of privilege. 

Another point of order raised by Shri Somnath 
Chatterjee a member was that the resolution 
(of Sixth Lok Sabha) which was passed under Rule 
315 was sought to be rescinded by a motion under 
rule 184 which was without a precedent. 

3. Disposing of the points of order the Speaker 
(Dr. Bal Ram Jakhar) gave the following ruhng:-

....... a question was raised as to whether it was 
the invariable rule to  consult the Business 
Advisory Committee before allotting ~ and 
date for discussion on a motion that has been 
admitted by the Speaker in terms of the Rules. 

I would like to invite attention of Members to 
Rule 190 which reads as follows:-

'The Speaker may, after considering the state 
of business in the House and in consultation with 
the Leader of the House, allot a day or days or 
part of a day for the di$cussion of any such motion'. 

The wording of the Rule is quite clear and 
gives discretion to the Speaker to allot a day and 
time for discussion of any such motion in 
consultation with the Leader of the House as 
time for it has essentially to be found from the 
time available for transaction of Government 
business. 

This in on way impinges on the powers of the 
Business Advisory Committee as the item so 
included is supplemental to and not in 
supersession of the recommendations of the 
Business Advisory Committee. 

Further, Mr. Patnaik asked me yesterday if I 
could cite a precedent. Yes, I can I understand 
that in 1968, when a motion under Ruie 184 ~  

Shri Madhu Limaye was admitted against the 
conduct of the then Deputy Prime Minister, the 
Speaker fixed the date fol'" _ discyssion in 
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consultation. with the Leader of the House and 
this was notified without the matter beinl placed 
before the Business Advisory Committee. 

Now, if Mr. Patnaik wanf\ to ask any 
questions on this, he can come to me on any 
day. 

I would now request the Hon'ble Members to 
kindly extend the courtesy of listening to the 
observation that I have to make in respect of the 
. points raised by them. When the notice of this 
motion was received, it was examined most 
carefully with reference to the provisions in the 
Rules relevant precedents and only thereafter it 
was admitted ..... A number of members have 
drawn attention to the provisions of Rule 186 
and sought t;:> make out that these are infringed 
by the admissiOn of the motion. 

As far as Rule 186(ii) is concerned, there are 
hardly any inferences or defamatory statements or 
imputations as such in the motion. It is a well 
drafted presentation of facts which are necessary 
for purpose of the motion .... A5 regards the 
reference of Rule 186(iv) that it should be 
restricted to matter of recent occurrence, this has 
to be interpreted with reference to the nature 
and substance of the motion. The House is 
supreme and if it chooses as did the House of 
Commons in U.K. in Wilkes case to revise its 
own decision, it has full right to do so and it 
would not be appropriate to take such a rigid stand. 

As regards the. objection that it raise a 
question of privilege I have already explained in 
this context that Rules 222-228, as contained in 
Chapter XX of the Rules of Procedures are not 
attracted in the present case, as no fresh question 
of privilege as such is being raised but what is 
sought to be done is to rescind a motion which 
has been earlier adopted by the House and as 
such Rule 186(v) is not contravened. 

The point has been raised that the earlier 
Motion had been brought before the House in 
pursuance of Rule 315 whereas the new Motion 
has been entertained under Rule 184. As, I 
mentioned a little while ago the present Motion 
that we are discussing does Dot as such deal with 
the question of privilege and therefore the Rules 
pertaining to privilege' as enumerated in Rules 
222 to 228, 313 to 316 are not attracted. 

I hold the Motion to be in order and I would 
now call upon Shri B.R. Bhagat to initiate the 
debate." 
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4. Shri B.R. Bhagat thereupon moved the motion. 

S. After some discussion, Shri B.R. Bhagat moved 
the following amendment to his motion:-

"I beg to move: 
'That in the motion-
in para 3-
(i) alter-

"(c) if the above findings are allowed to remain on 
record they would serve as. standing instruments in 
the hands of any party in power for narrow, partisan 
political ends of calumny, harassment and public 
denigration persecuting its opponents as ~  

happened in the case of Smt. Indira Gandhi." 

insert-

"(d) the above gross distortions were engineered in 
the unconscionable misuse of the majority in 
Parliament in the pursuit of;" 

(ii) for '(d)' substitute (e)" 

6. After further discussion, the following amended 
motion was adopted by the House:-

"WHEREAS The Committee of Privileges of the 
Sixth Lok Sabha in its Third Report has expressed 
the view that:-

(a) any person, if engaged in collection information 
asked for by Parliament, should be deemed to be in 
the service of Parliament and entrusted with the 
execution of the orders or the performance of the 
functions of the House even though he is technically 
not an employee or officer of Parliament; 

(b) a person charged with breach of privilege is 
bound if so required by the Committee to take oathl 
affirmation and to depose before the Committee and 
answer any questions regarding the facts of the case; 

(c) a person charged with breach of privilege is 
bound to answer questions even without taking an 
oathlaffirmation even though that person would not 
be required to answer any self-incriminatory 
questions; 

(d) an averment in a written statement submitted 
. to the Committee by a person charged with breach of 
privilege, expressing reasonable apprehension of the 
influence on the members of the Committee 
belonging to the ruling party of its openly declared 
antagonism towards the person involved would 
constitute a breach of privilege and contempt of the 
Committee:-

WHEREAS the Sixth Lok Sabha by a resolution 
adopted on 19th December, 1978 agreed with the 
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above recommendations and findings of the 
Committee and on the basis thereof held Shrimati 
Indira Gandhi, Shri R.K. Dhawan and Shri D. Sen 
guilty of breach of privilege of the House and 
inflicted on them the maximum penalty possible in 
violation of the Principle of Natural Justice. 

CONSIDERING that 

(a) the above findings are in total contravention of 
Parliamentary rules, precedents and conventions; 

(b) they unduly extended the immunity enjoyed 
only by the officers of Parliament in the discharge of 
their duties to an indeterminate number of persons 
totally unconnected with Parliament and constrict and 
deny to persons charged with breach of privilege and 
contempt of the House inalienable rights and 
safeguards guaranteed by the Constitution; 

(c) if the above findings· are allowed to remain on 
record they would serve as standing instruments in 
the hands of any party in power for narrow, partisan 
political ends of calumny, harassment and public 
denigration by persecuting its opponents as actually 
happened in the case of Smt. Indira Gandhi; 

(d) the above gross distortions were engineered in 
the unconscionable misuse of the majority in 
Parliament in the pursuit of; 

(i) a pre-detennined design to vilify Smt. 
Indira Gandhi, deprive the electorate of 
Chikmagalur I of its due representation in 
Parliament stifle the authentic voice of national 
dissent from the floor of the House, thus the 
democratic process; 

(ii) to denigrate and to imprison Smt. Indira 
Gandhi; 

(iii) to hand out in the guise of privilege 
proceedings, a fmding from the Parliament 
against Smt. Indira Gandhi so that the same 
may hang as a compUlsive pall over the criminal 
courts in the then impending trial against Smt. 
Gandhi and others ·on charges based on the 
same allegations; AND 

(e) the said proceedings of the Committee and the 
decision of the House were wrong and erroneous and 
with a view to correct this distortion and establish 
correct conventions and precedents for future 
Parliamentary procedures. 
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. NOW THEREFORE this House resolves and 
declares that:-

(a) the said proceedings of the Committee and the 
House shan not constitute a precedent in the law of 
parliamentary privileges; 

(b) the findings of the Committee and the decision 
of the House are inconsistent with and violative of 
the wen-accepted principles of the law of 
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parliamentary privilege and the basic safeguards 
assured to aD and enshrined in the Constitution; and 

(c) Smt. Indira Gandhi, Shri R.K. Dbawan and 
Shri D. Sen were innocent of the charges levelled 
against them. 
AND ACCORDINGLY this House:-

rescinds the resolution adopted by tbe Sixth 
Lok Sabha on tbe 19th December, 1978." 
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LOK SABHA 
(1977) 

wrong statement about detention of 
icaJ leaders by [MUm Ambtwador in 
A. 
:be case and ruUnc by the Speaker 

1st April, 1m, Shri Jyotirmoy Bosu, 
er, sought to raise a question of 

against Shri T. N. Kaul, former 
Ir of India in U.S.A. for certain 
nade by him on a television network in 
I July 1975, about detention of political 
While raising the matter, Shri Bosu 
follows:-
11-7-75, after the Proclamation of 
rgency, Shri T. N. Kaual, the then 
In Ambassador in U.S.A ...... .in an 
view telecast by the N.B.C., one of the 
,nal television networks of the USA 

leaders had not been jailed b\lt 
ned in houses.' 

a gross distortion of truth and it 
Iy contradicts publications already made 
'art II Bulletins of Lak Sabha under 

orders and authority notifying arrests 
detentions of a number of political 

irs in the Opposition. By this action, 
has committed a serious breach of 
ege of the House as well as of the 
bers detained in jails. 
:cfore, request that the matter be 
red to the Privileges Committee for 
:eding further into it." 
Minister of External Affairs (Shri Atal 
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Bibari Vajpayee) made inter aiUJ the following 
statement:-

"Clarification was called for from Shri T. N. 
Kaul. According to Shri Kaul, he had no 
intention of distorting the facts and his 
remarks in the tekvision interview were 
based on the information then available with 
him. Shri Kaul has also submitted that he 
had not seen the Parliamentary Bulletins 
referred to by Shri Jyotirmoy Bosu .... 

He has also stated that if his remarks based 
on incompicte information have hurt anyone 
it is unfortunate but he had no intention of 
making a wrong statement. 

may add that whatever he said was not 
based on facts .... " 

3. The Speaker (Shri N. Sanjiva Reddy) 
reserved his ruling. 

4. On the 7th April, 1977, the Speaker 
disallowed the question of privilege and ruled 
inter alUJ as foUows:-

"I have carefully considered the matter. In 
order to constitute a breach of privilege, 
the impugned statement should relate to the 
proceedings of the House or to membel'l in 
the discharge of their duties as membel'l of 
Parliament. It may be seeD that the 
impugned statement of Shri Kaul related to 
political leaders and not to members of 
Parliament as such, although members of 
Parliament are also political leaders. 

Secondly, Shri Kaul's remarks were made in 
July, 1975, when the Fifth Lak Sabha Was 
in existence. The matter cannot be raised as 
a privilege issue in the Sixth Lak Sabha. 

In the circumstances, no question of privilege 
is involved in the matter." 



STATEMENT(S) OUTSIDE HOUSE WIlEN IN SESSION 
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Point of privDege 

578 
LOK SABHA 

(1955) 

Alleged expression of views by FinlInce Minister 
regarding taxation proposals for second five Year 
pilln outside the House 

Facts of the case aDd rub. by the Speaker 
For details of the case please see summary ·No. 391 

at p. 545 ante. 

Point of prIvUege 
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,",OK SABHA 

(1959) 

Making of an important statement by Prime Minister 
outside the House when the House was in Session 
Facts of the case and ruliDI by the speaker 

On the 4th December, 1959, Shri Hem Barua, a 
member, complained in the House that the Prime 
Minister had on the previous day stated at a Press 
Conference that, he had received a reply from the 
Prime Minister of China to India's protest against the 
ill-treatment of Indian prisoners, although he had 
ample opportunity to make a statement in the House. 
He added that when the House was in session, an 
important statement ,should be made on the floor of 
the House before it was made anywhere outside the 
House. 

2. The Prime Minister (Shri Jawahar Lal Nehru) 
stated inter alia as follows:-

..... .In fact, I do no: see any question of policy 
involved or any question in which the House 
or the country is agitated. Here is a 
correspondence going on. I wrote a letter 
and I received a letter in reply to which I am 
going no doubt, to reply in time, but just to 
inform the House that I received a letter, 
rather a formal letter from there, seems to 
me no specific or great importance. I would 
certainly have informed it always if a proper 
request or a suggestion for that was 
made ... .I did not make any statement there. 
A question was, asked and I gave an answer 
that I have received a letter." 

831 

3. The Speaker (Shri M. A. Ayyan,ar) observed 
inter aliII as follows:-

..... .I have said that whenever aay statement of 
policy has to be made or is made by a Minister 
when the House is in session he must take the 
House into confidence first. If a letter hIS been 
received and no specific question hIS been put 
here to the hon. Prime Minister, you cannot 
take it as a breach of privilege of this House if 
he does not state it here. No doubt, the hon. 
member tabled yesterday an adjournment 
motion. I did not allow it .. Jt is not as if I 
called upon the Prime Minister, he refused to 
disclose that information here and then went to 
the Press Conference and disclosed it here. In 
that case it would have been a different 
matter ... Every matter which is not placed 
before the House is not a matter of such great 
importance. It is not a breach of privilege." 

Point of prlvlleae 

580 
LOK SABHA 

(1959) 

Making of an important statement by a Minister 
outside the House when the House was in seulon 

Faets of tbe cue aad ........ by the Speak_ 

On the 17th December, 1959, the Speaker (Shri M. 
A. Ayyangar) informed the House that he had 
received notice of a question of privilege statin,· that 
the Minister of Defence had made an important 
policy statement re,ardill8 the expansion of NCC 
outside the House while the HoUSCi was in session. 

2. After hearin, the Minister of Defence, the 
Speaker observed as follows: 

'I am clear in my mind that there is no breach 
of privilege in this matter' 

Even if a matter of policy were to be announced 
outside the House while the House is in 
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session, it was ruled1 in the House of 
Commons that there was no breach of 
privilege; it way be a breach of courtesy. 
When the House is in session all matters of 
policy ought to be announced first to the 
House. That is the rule that has been 
adopted for several· years in this House also. 

So far as this matter is concerned the hon. 
Minister has explained that it is only an 
expansion of the NCC for which he need not 
come before the House for an particular 
sanction from time to time. So far as the 
announcement of the new policy is 
concerned, the hon. Minister says that there 
will be Resolution and he will discuss it 
there. Even if he had made a statement, that 
is not a breach of privilege and no consent 
should be given to raise it as a matter of 
privilege. But aU the same, I am sure the 
hon. Ministers will observe this decorum and 
courtesy to this House. So far as this matter 
is concerned. I am satisfied that the hon .. 
Minister has not said anything outside the 
House which, even as a mater of courtesy, 
he ought to have placed before the House 
before saying it outside." 

PolDt of privUep 

581 

LOK SABHA 
(1963) 

Announcement regarding resignation of certain 
Ministf!J'S by the Primt! Minister outside the Howe 
when the Howe was in session 

For details of the c.-se please see summary No. 20 
at p. 346 ante. 

rolDt of privUep 

582 

LOK SABHA 
(1963) 

Statement by a Minister outside the Howe on a subject 
IIlready faed to be taken up on a future date. 

lin the HoUle of ~ U.K., the SPeaker had ruled: 

Facts of the cue anll runnc by the Speaker 
On the 18th December, 1963, Shri Homi F. Daji, a 
member, aUeged that the Prime Minister had made a 
statement to the press reporters and also in the other 
House on a subject (reported deployment of U.S. 
Seventh Fleet in Indian Ocean) on which he knew a 
calling attention notice had been scheduled to be 
taken up in the House on the 19th December, 1963. 
Shri Daji  contended that the Prime Minister, in 
making the statement outside the House, had 
committed a breach of privilege of the House. 

2. The speaker observed as follows:-

"I shall postpone that, because the Prime 
Minister is not here just now. When the 
Prime Minister is here. I shall take it up. 
But at this moment. I could just make this 
much clear that there is no breach of 
privilege involved ... 

I have held so many times that the making of • 
statement elsewhere by a Minister is no 
breach of privilege, though it is desirable that 
when such a statement has to be made, it 
might be made inside the House. 

I shall keep that pending .... and take it up, 
when the Prime Minister is also here." 

3. On the 19th December, 1963, Shri Daji again 
sought to raise it as a question of privilege. The 
Prime Minister (Shri lawaharlal Nehru) said that on 
the 17th December, 1963, after General Taylor had 
met him and he was on his way to the House just 
before 11 A.M. some newspaper men surrounded 
him and he had to say one or two phrases in answer 
to their questions. He added that at that time he did 
not know that the Speaker had fixed 19th December 
for the calling attention notice and further, it was 
only afterwards that the Speaker had informed the 
House about fixing the 19th December for taking up 
the calling attention notice. 

4. The Speaker observed as foUows:-

"The position is very clear, and in fact, I had 
given my decision on that very day that there 
might be a question of courtesy, propriety 
and desirability but there was no question of 
breach of privilege at all. I had said that. But 

MI am clear that there is no question of privileae about it. The custom of the HoUle whereby Ministers judae it courteous to the HoUle 
to make important 1lllll000cemenll here before they make them outside, is matter of courtesy which has pown into • custom, • aood 
custom, of the HoUle. III breach does not raise • question of privileae". 

(H.C. Deb. dt. 7·S-52, Vol. SOO CC. 390-91] 
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then Shri Daji had raised the point that there 
was one distinction namely that it had been 
on the agenda of this House. Though strictly 
it was not put down as one of the items, yet 
I had announced it in the House that it 
would be taken up on the 19th. 

I have studied aU rulings upto this time not only 
in India but also in the United Kingdom. 
They are all uniform in this respect that 
statement by Ministers outside the House in 
regard to their policy matters or some such 
things do not constitute a breach of privilege 
of the House, though it is a matter of 
propriety, and courtesy also demands that 
they should be made in the House when the 
House is in session. 

I had the benefit of looking into decisions where 
really the matter has on the agenda itself. 
There too .it has been held that it does not 
constitute in any case a breach of privilege at 
all. But courtesy demands that when there is 
such a Jhing then the statement should be 
made before the House. But there might be 
circumstances otherwise. 

As the hon. Prime Minister has said more than 
once ~  it is desirable that when the 
House is in session, any statement on matters 
of broad policy might be made here. I am 
not taking notice of anything that might have 
happened ·in the other place. As regards the 
objection that it had been given to the press 
as the Prime Minister has just now explained 
the pressmen had met him before he entered 
this House. Therefore, there is no question 
of any breach of privilege in this respect so 
far as this matter is concerned. 

As regards the other thing, I have already 
stated .... that we have decided many times 
before, and the other day also I gave my 
decision on it. So, there is nothing more 
that I can do." 

Point of pmuep 

583 
LOK SABHA 
(1966) 

Allllouncemeni of II Minister's ruigntltioll tI1Ul 
stlltement by the ruigning Minister outside the 
Howe 

For details of the case please see summary No. 211 
at p. 347 illite. 
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PoIot of prlYIIep 

S84 
LOK SABHA 
(1973) 

Milking of till tIllegetl policy sltllemellt by the Prime 
Minister outside the Howe 011 II mtIlter pending 
discw.sioll in the Howe. 

Facts of the case IIDd I'IIlIq by the Spaker 

On the 2nd May, 1973, Shri Madhu DlIDdavate, I 
member, sought to raise a question or prMleae 
against the Prime Minister for making an alleaed 
policy statement regarding the supersession of three 
Judges of the Supreme Court, outside the HoUle 
when that matter was also to come up for discuaion 
before the House. 

2. The Speaker (Dr. G. S. Dhillon) disallowed the 
question of privilege IIDd observed as foIlows:-

"This is not a question of policy. She has lOt 
every right to speak outside." 

3. When Shri Dandavate added that it miJht be a 
case of breach of convention and propriety, the 
Speaker observed that 'there is no question of 
propriety about it'. 

Point 01 prlYiIep 

585 
LOK SABHA 
(1977) 

Milking of 1111 llUeged policy stlltemenl by II MinVter 
outside the Howe while it WIU in ,essioll 

Facts 01 tbe cue aad. ruUaa by the Speak_ 
On the 6th April, 1977, Shri K. S. Dhondp, a 
member, sought to raise a question of privilep 
against the Minister of Health and Family PIannina 
(Shri Raj Narain) for allegedly making a policy 
statement regarding payment of compensation to 
victims of forcible sterilisation, outside the HoUle on 
the 3rd April, 1977 when the HoUle was in seuion. 
While raising the matter, Shri Dhondp ltated inter 
alia as foIlows:-

".:. When the HoUle is in ICIIion, all 
Government policies, economic 01 relatina to 
family plaaning, should be tint broUJht 
before the HoUle. Mr. Speaker, it is a matter 
of regret that the hon. Minister of Health and 
Family Planning in a ltatement in KlDpur on 
the 3rd April, said that he had directed the 
State Government to pay RI. SOOO to the 
victims of forcible lterilisation. He made 
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several such announcements. Therefore, I 
feel that it is a gross contempt of this House 
not to make such statement here when the 
House is in session .... This attitude is 
improper. He should have first made the 
statement here ... .I would request him to 
inform the House in the matter." 

2. The Minister of Health and Family Planning 
(Shri Raj Narain) thereupon, made inter alill the 
following statement:-

"Sir, I shall read out the policy which was 
being followed up to now for the 
information of the hon. Members.... This 
circular existed at the time of the Cabinet 
in which Babuji was a Minister. It is stated 
therein that if a person dies within ten days 
of sterilisation or loop insertion, Rs. 5()()(v-
shall be paid from this fund to his spouse or 
in case the spouse is not alive, to his 
relatives, whatever may be the cause of his 
death. Even in cases where some 
complication arises within four weeks of 
sterilisation or loop insertion and the 
person concerned dies thereafter Rs. 500()/.. 
shall be given as grant if it is established 
that the death occurred as a result of 
sterilisation or loop insertion. What I stated 
was the earlier policy and not a new 
policy." 

3. The Speaker (Shri N. Sanjiva Reddy), 
thereafter, disallowed the question of privilege and 
ruled that there was no question of privilege 
involved. 

Point or prlvU.e 

586 
LOK SABHA 

(1977) 

Making of a stlltt!ment by a Ministe, on A.l.R. and 
T. V. while the Howe Will in session instead of 
making it in the House. 

Facts of the case and ruIIDa by the Speaker 
On the 29th November, 1977, Shri Vayalar Ravi, a 

member, gave notice of a question of privilege 
against the Minister of Home Affairs (Shri Charan 
Singb) for making a statement on A.I.R. and T.V. 
regarding the alarming increase of sabotage cases in 
vital sectors in which he disclosed not only the 
various steps taken by the Government but also 
definite information a!:;out the sabotage. He 
contended that the Minister had not cared to make 
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any statement on this matter on the floor of the 
House which was in session. 

2. On the 30th November, 1977, Shri Vayalar Ravi 
sought to raised the matter in the House and 
enquired whether it was proper on the part of the 
Minister of Home Affairs to go outside the House 
and make a statement while the matter was still 
before the House. 

3. On the 7th December, 1977, while with-
holding his consent, the Speaker (Shri K. S. Hegde) 
ruled as follows:-

"I do not think that any question of privilege 
arises in the present case. I also do itot 
think that the broadcast made by the Home 
Minister was in-appropriate. Evidently, the 
Home Minister made a broadcast to the 
nation with a view to warn the public about 
the existence of a certain state of affairs. He 
also wanted to inform the public of the 
various steps taken by the Government. Early 
information to the public in respect of the 
matters . mentioned in the broadcast was 
necessary and the same was in public interest. 

Under these circumstances, the consent 
asked for under rule 223 is refused." 

587 
LOK SABHA 

(1974) 
PolDt of privUep 
Making of an important announcement by 
Government outside the Howe when it Will in 
Susion 
Facti or the case and I1IliD& by the Speaker 

On the 4th March, 1974, Shri S. M. 
Banerjee, a member, complained that 
Government had . made an important 
announcement regarding increase in the 
prices of petroleum products outside the 
House while the House was in Session. 
Shri S.M. Banerjee contended that when the 
House was in Session, making of au 
important announcement by Government 
outside the House constituted a contempt of 
the House. 

2. After some discussion, the Speaker 
(Dr. G. S. Dhillon) observed inltr alia, as 
follows:-

"This was levied on the 1st midniJht. I got 
. a letter from the Minister dated March the 
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1st in which he says: 'As you are aware, steep 
increase in crude oil etc. has taken place.' 
But this letter reached my office on the 
2nd ... At the end, the letter says: 'I would 
like to make a statement in the Lok Sabha in 
this regard tomorrow itself. However as 
Saturday and Sunday are holidays 1 would be 
grateful if 1 am provided with an opportunity 
of making a statement in this regard on the 
morning of Monday, the 4th, 1974, so that 
the hon. Members may have a full 
appreciation of the reasons which have 
impelled the Government to take this 
decision.' So far as this matter is 
concerned ... the Government did not act just 
on the spur of the moment at midnight. They 
must already have decided about it much 
earlier and that had to take effect from the 
midnight of 1st March. The House was sitting 
on the 1st and the hon. Minister was here 
throughout the day. My ruling was already 
there on the records. Further, if it was not 
possible to make statement in the morning, 
there was ample opportunity to make it at 
6 P.M. in the evening. Every official action 
including the drafting etc. must have been 
completed before 6 P.M. in his offices als?, 
at least by 4 0' clock. Why should he act 10 
such a way that he ignores the previous 
observations of the Speaker or the Chair and 
the sentiments of the House? 

When Parliament is sitting and important 
decisions are taken ... one thing which I cannot 
ignore is that to take such decisions without 
informing the House is improper. The ~  

was sitting on that very day, on the evenmg 
of that day when this levy was to be imposed, 
so. I would reiterate that it was not proper, 
and it should not be repeated in the 
future ... It has already been held in such cases 
that it is at the most improper, not a privilege 
question, I reiterate that it was an 
impropriety ... 

3. The Minister of Petroleum and 
Chemicals (Shri D.K. Barooah) stated inter 
alia, as follows:-

"The Cabinet decision was finalised at 7 0' 
clock on lst March, that was Friday. 
Immediately, I wrote a leter to you, Sir, that 
I would like to make a Statement as soon as 
the House met ... But there was one problem; 
if we did not implement the Cabinet decision 
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immediately, there would have been a run on 
the stocks .. .lt was not done with a view to 
showing, not to speak of contempt even 
disrespect to this House .... It goes against my 
grain, and certainly against the grain of the 
members of the Government to show even 
the least disrespect to the House. As I said, 
this was done under a constraint." 

The matter was, thereafter closed. 

588 

LOK SABHA 
(1980) 

Point of privUeae 

Making of important announcements by 
Ministers in the Howe first when the Howe is 
in session. 

Facts of the case and ruUnI by the ~  

On 26th March, 1980, Shri Atal Bihari 
Vajpayee a member, sought to raise a 
question of propriety ~  the Minister of 
Home Affairs (Giani Zail Singh) for not 
informing the House first about the 
dissolution of the Delhi Metropolitan Council 
on Friday, 21 March, 1980, when Lok Sabha 
was in session. While raising the matter, 
Shri Vajpayee stated, inter alia, as foUowl:-

..... .It is a convention of democracy and of 
this House also that when the House is in 
session. Government should make important 
announcements in the House and not outside. 
On Friday, 21 March, the President decided 
to dissolve the Delhi Metropolitan Council. 
According to my imformation, he .. igned the 
notification at 3 O'clock and the Delhi 
Administration was informed about it at 4 
O'clock. The House sat up to 6 O'clock on 
that day. The Home Minister could have 
come and made this announcement in the 
House. But, he did not do so. I have given a 
notice of question of privilege in tbis 
regard .... Everybody should show respect to 
this House, which has not been done in this 
case. The Home Minister is guilty of 
impropriety and' I would like you to teU the 
Ministers that they should take the House 
seriously and protect its dignity. In this 
connection it is very important to warn the 
Minister of Home Affairs". 
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2. The Deputy Speaker (Shri G. 
Lakshmanan) then Observed inter alia, as 
follows:-

.. According to past preCedents and rulings 
from the Chair such a matter does 
not involve a question of privilege .. .1 
am allowing it to be raised as a 
matter of propriety ... " 

3. The Minister 
Home Affairs and 
Affairs (Shri P. 
stated as ~ 

of State in the Ministry of 
Department of Parliamentary 
Venkatasubbaiah) thereupon, 

"We do not show any disrespect to the House. 
We hold this House in high esteem. I would 
like to explain the matter to you. He has 
raised the question of propriety. I will say 
that the Government has not committed any 
breach of propriety also. The proclamation 
has been signed by the President in the 
afternoon of Firday.· The process has to be 
carried on before the matter is placed before 
the Lok Sabha. We have taken the earliest 
opportunity of placing the proclamation on 
the Table of the House. So, we have given 
the greatest respect. I once again reiterate 
that there is no disrespect meant to this 
House." 

4. The matter was, thereafter, closed. 

589 

LOK SABHA 
(1980) 

Point of privilege 

Announcement of constitution of Press Commission 
outside. the House while the House was in 
Session. 

Facts of the case and ruUnI by the S.,e.ker 

On 19th June, 1980, Dr. Subramaniam Swamy, 
a member on a point of order drew attention 
of the House to the fact that an 
announcement about the constitution of the 
Press Commission had already appeared in 
papers before it had been made in the 
House. The member contended that the 
Parliament was being devalued and wanted to 
know whether it was fair to the' House that 
when the House was in Session such an 
important announcement was' made outside 
the House. 

2. The Minister of Parliamentary Affairs (Shri 
Bhishma Narain Singh) then stated that he 
had noted the point and would communicate 
it to the Minister concerned . 

3. On 20th June, 1980 Shri V.P. Sathe, Minister 
of Information and Broadcasting, while 
making a statement in the House, stated, 
inter alia as follows:-

"Yesterday some Hon. members had 
montioned in the House that the names 
of the new members of the Press 
Commission should have been conveyed 
to the Sabha first. 

As the Hon. members are aware, Government had 
accepted the resignations submitted in January, 
1980, by the former Chairman and the members of 
the Press Commission and had also announced that 
the Commission would be re-constituted with 
revised and more comprehensive terms of 
reference.  Subsequently, Government extended the 
tenure of the Press' Commission till the 31st 
December, 1980 and had also appointed Justice 
Shri K.K. Mathew as the Chairman on April, 21, 
1980. 

836 

For some time some names have been appearing 
in the press. Under the rules, as far as the names 
of the members of the Press Commission are 
concerned they have to be duly notified so that 
they could be validly published. However, as to 
the revised terms of reference, they have to be 
approved by the Cabinet. Hence the Notification 
of the names of the new members was made on 
the 18th June, 1980. As to the terms of reference, 
I wanted to place it before the House after they 
had been approved by the Cabinet. 

There was absolutely no desire on my part to 
bypass this Hon'ble House and the Parliament as I 
value both the conventions as well as the dignity 
of this House." 

4. After some discussion the Speaker observed 
that the matter had been amply cleared by 
Shri Vasant Sathe. 

The matter was, thereafter closed. 

590 

Point of privUege 

LOK SABHA 
(1984) 

Making of an important announcement by a 
Minister outsi" the House while tM House WClS in 
session. 



Privileges ~  

Facts or tbe case and ruling by the Speaker 

On 2nd April, 1984 the Deputy Speaker (Shri G. 
Lakshmanan) observed as follows:-

"Shri Mani Ram Bagri has given notice of a 
question of privilege regarding announcement made 
by the Home Minister outside the House about 
'Government's approval' of Akalis' demand to amend 
Article 25 of the Constitution. 

It is well established that no question of privilege is 
involved if statements on matters of public interest 
are not first made in the House and are made 
outside. However, such actions are against 
conventions and propriety. Therefore it would have 
been more appropriate to announce this in the House 
first. 

The Home Minister is ma Icing a statement today in 
the House on this matter. May I request the Home 
Minister to explain whether this matter was so urgent 
that he could not wait till the House met ~  

2. Later in the day, when the Minister of Home 
Affairs (Shri P.C. Sethi) made a statement in the 
House regarding "Akalis' Demands concerning 
Article 25 of the Constitution and incidental matters" 
Shri Ram Vilas Paswan a member, again sought to 
raise the matter. The Minister of Home Affairs then 
state as follows:-

"It was because the agitation there was to start on 
the 2nd of April. Parliament was closed on Satul.!ay 
and Sunqay. Therefore, I had to issue this statement 
so that they had an opportunity to withdraw the 
agitation" . 

The malter was, thereafter, treated as closed. 

Point of privilege 

591 

LOK SABHA 
(1985) 

Making of an important announcement by the Pri"'.e 
Minister outside the House while the House was In 
session. 

Facts of the case and ruling by the Speaker 

On 16th August, 1985, Prof. Madhu ~  a 
member gave notice of a question of privilege agamst 
the Prime Minister (Shri Rajiv Gandhi) for allegedly 
making an announcement regarding ~ ~  
outside the House when the House was In session 
while addressing the nation on 15th August, 1985. 
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2. On the same day Prof. Dandavate sought to 
raise the matter in the House and stated on a point 
of order as follows:-

"I rise on a point of order. Before the hon. Home 
Minister makes a statement regarding Assam fmt let 
me make it clear that I am not going into the merits 
of the case. I welcome the steps that they have taken 
and the statement that is likely to be made. 

I only wish to bring to your notice, Sir, that the 
entire text of this Memorandum of Settlement 
has appeared in the Press-apart from the 
announcement that was made in the Red Fort, 
because there he only made the statement that 
an accord had been arrived at. But pursuant to 
that, the full text has appeared. And I do not 
think that this House can be taken so 
Iightly .... On 1st of May, 1959. Mr. Feroze 
Gandhi had got the issue settled on the floor of 
the House by the Speaker that whatever be the 
situation, it is always better that when the 
Houl;e is in session important policy 
pronouncement must come before the House. 
And therefore I only request the Home 
Minister that in future this should be avoided 
and I request you to see that the dignity of the 
House is maintained. This is not a ritual. This is 
the right of the House, and the dignity of the 
House." 

3. The Speaker (Dr. Bal Ram Jakhar) then 
observed as follows;-

"I only have to add this-because he has not raised 
as a matter of privilege-he has just pointed out 
certain things. But this was a very special case. 
I was there at the Red Fort function yesterday. 
At 2.45 A.M. the agreement was reached. And 
it was a very good sort of news for ·the whole 
nation. And I think the Prime Minister would 
have failed in his duty to report to the supreme 
body that is the whole nation .... I have also 
gathered that this was not released by the 
Government. I have ascertained from the Home 
Minister that it was not released. The full text 
was not released by the Government. And if it 
had been done then I would have taken notice 
of that." 
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Point of privUege 

592 

LOK SABHA 
(1985) 

Making of policy announcements by a Minister outside 
the House while the House was in session. 

Facts of the case and ruling by the Speaker 

On 16th August 1985, the Speaker (Dr. Bal Ram 
Jakbu) observed, as follows:-

"On 13 August 1985 Prof. Madhu Dandavate gave 
notice of a question of privilege against the 
Minister of Finance and Commerce, 
Shri Vishwanath Pratap Singh for allegedly 
making policy announcements outside the 
House on 10th August, 1985 regarding steps to 
boost exports in response to demands by 
representatives of trade and industry at an open 
House discussion. 

The Minister of Finance in his comments has inter 
alia stated that, 'Open House discussions have 
no fixed agenda and representatives of industry 
and trade are free to raise any point that they 
deem appropriate. Commerce Minister 
thereafter responds to some of the points raised 
during the discussion. This is not a forum for 
making policy announcements. This is a forum 
primarily for taking administrative decisions 
which can be taken on" the spot'. He has also" 
stated that the announcements made by him 
were either with in the framework of existing 
policies or dealt with ongoing schemes or 
related to 'purely administrative and procedural 
matters within the competence of various 
authorities.' " 

It is well established that no privilege of the House is 
involved if statements on matters of public 
interest are not first made in the House. It is 
however, a matter of propriety that when the 
House is"in session, so far as possible:, important 
decisions should first be announced in the House. 
If for some reason, like the House not being 
sitting on that date and important development 
taking place between the sittings of the House 
and necessitating a public announcement, euliest 
opportunity should be taken to bring the whole 
matter to the notice of the Ho'lse. . 

I feel that in the present case (1) No breach of 
privilege of the House ~ involved. (2) It would 
have however, been more appropriate if the 
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relevant announcements were first made in the 
House. This was particularly important because 
these involved fmancial implications. (3) In any 
case earliest opportunity should have been taken 
to inform the House fully in regard to these 
matters. 

I would urge the Hon. Ministers to take care that 
these aspects are kept in view in future." 

593 
LOK SABHA 
(1988) 

Point of privUep 

Making of policy announcement by a Minister outside 
the House while the House was in session 

Facts of the case and ruling by the Speaker 

On 7th March, 1988, Prof. Madhu Dandavate and 
Sarvashri S. Jaipal Reddy and Basudeb Achuia, 
MPs, gave separate notices of question of privilege 
against the Minister of Home Affairs (Shri Buta 
Singh). for making a policy announcement regarding 
the dissolution of the Punjab Legislative Assembly 
outside the House when the House was in session. 
When the members sought to raise the matter in the 
Hosue on the same day, the Speaker (Dr. B.R. 
Jakhar) observed as follows:-

"I have received three notices of privilege on the 
... issue from Professor Madhu Dandavate, 
Shri S. Jaipal Reddy and Shri Basudeb 
Acharia. Proclamations under article 356 and 
omers thereunder can be issued even while 
Puliament is in session. The only 
requirement is that the proclamaion has to be 
laid on the Table of the House at the earliest 
opportunity. There is nothing in article 356 
or elsewhere in the Constitution which 
enjoins upon the President to consult 
Puliament when it is in session before issuing 
the proclamation. No breach of privilege is, 
therefore, involved and the notices of breach 
of privilege are disallowed. However, it is 
well established that when Parliament is in 
session, policy decisions must first be 
announced on the floor of the House. It is a 
matter of judgement whether the present 
decision amounts to a policy decision. I do 
feel that when Puliament is in session, it 
would have been more desirable to take the 
House into confidence and inform it of the 
proposed action, instead of -the .members 
knowing of the important ~  only 
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through the newspapers. I mention it as a 
matter of propriety and hope that in future 
such deeisions would be first announced on 
the floor of the House." 

Pomt of PrivDep 

, 594 
U)K SABHA 
. (1990) 

Making of an important announcement by the Prime 
Minister outside the House while the House was in 
session. 

Facts of the case and ruUnl by the Speaker 

On 2nd May, 1990, tbe Speaker (Shri Rabi Ray) 
observed follows:-

"Shri P. Chidambaram has given notice of a 
question of privilege regarding an 
announcement made by the Prime Minister 
(Shri Visbwanath Pratap Singh) outside the 
House when the House 'is in session. 

The Prime Minister is reported to have made 
an announcement regarding the proposed 
setting up of a new Para-Military Organisation 
known ilS 'National Rifles', 

It is well established tbat no privilige of 
Parliament is involved if statements on matters 
of public interest, are not first made in the 
House and are made outside. Sucb actions may 
go against conventions and propriety but do not 
constitute any basis on whicb breaches of 
privilege can be founded. 

There have been several instances in the past 
wben such matters were sought to be raised in 
the House as questions of privilege. It was beld 
by successive Speakers that no question of 
privilege was involved in such matters. 

In 1959, wben a question of privilege was 
sougbt to be raised against the Minister of 
Defence for making an important policy 
statement regarding tbe expansion of NCC, 
Speaker Ayyangar observed as follows:-

"I am clear in my mind that there is no breach 
of privilege in this matter. 

Even if a matter of policy were to be 
announced outside the House wbile tbe House 
is in session, it was ruled in, the House of 
commons that there was no breach of privilege; 
it may be a breach of courtesy. When the 
House is in session all matters of policy ought 
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to be announced first to tbe House. That is tbe 
rule that bas been adopted for several years in 
this House also'. 

Similarly in 1985, my predecessor, Dr. Bal Ram 
Jakbar, bad beld that:-

'It is well established that no privilege of the House 
is involved if statements on matters of public 
interest are not first made in the House. It is, 
bowever, a matter of propriety tbat when the 
House is in session, so far as possible, 
important decisions should first be announced 
in the House. If for some reason, like the 
House not being sitting on that date and 
important development taking place between 
the sittings of the House and necessitatin, a 
public announcement, earliest opportunity 
should be taken to bring the wbole matter to 
the notice of the House.' 

I, therefore, withhold my consent to the raising of 
the matter on the floor of the House as a ~  of 
privilege. 

I would, however, like to reiterate that it is a 
matter of propriety that wben the House is in seuion, 
so far as possible, important decisions should fint be 
announced in the House." 

Point of Prtvl" 

595 
LOK SABHA 
(1990) 

Making of an alleged policy stlllement by I'ri1M 
Minister outside the House while the House was in 
session. 

Facts of the case and ruB.. by the Speaker 
On 27th August, 1990, Prof. K.V. Thomas, a 
member, in bis notice of question of privilege ~  

the Prime Minister (Shri Vishwanath Pratap Singh) 
alleged that the statement made by the Prime 
Minister after the Question Hour on 27th August, 
1990' regarding 'decision' of tbe Government to 
JaCrve 5-10% of jobs in Governmenl services for 
people belonging to economically weaker sections 
and for providing more job opportunities for the 
youth, wu made public throop the ~  TV ~ 
newspapers by the Government pnor to Its 
announcement in the House. 

Prof. Thomas contended that this was a contempt 
of the House, as any policy statement; or policy 
proposal has to be first made in the House before 
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announcing to the public. when the House is in 
Session. 

On the same day. when Shri Vuant Sathe. another 
member sought to raise the matter in the House. the 
Prime Minister clarified that the said announcement 
was merely a proposal and not a policy decision. 

2. On 28th August. 1990. Sarvashri Vasant Sathe. 
P.C. Thomas and Era Anbaruu. members. also gave 
notices of question of privilege against the Prime 
Minister (Shri Vishwanath Pratap Singh) on the same 
subject. 

On the same day. Shri Vasant Sathe sought to raise 
the matter in the House with the permission of the 
Speaker and stated inter alia as follows:-

"Sir. there is a healthy convention and a 
tradition in this House started right from the 
beginning and I would like to quote the rulings 
of your learned predecessors when the matter 
was brought to their notice by senior members 
of the House like Shri Indrajit Guptaji. 
Shri Dandavateji and others.... I have raised it 
bccaUIC as a convention-tbis House also goes 
by healthy conventions-it has been held 
repeatedly. right from the beginning of our 
Parliament. that any such statement made 
outside is an act of impropriety and 
Government or Ministers should not do it .... Sir. 
my submission is this. Yesterday. the Prime 
Minister gave a statement. Sir. that 
statement-nearly verbatim-has appeared in 
the newspapcn earlier. Sir. the decision was 
taken by the Political Affairs Committee. 
presided over by the Prime Minister and. Sir it 
was announced on the Television which is the 
medium under the Government in those very 
terms that were later on quoted. Sir. what is the 
sanctity? When the .news came the next day. 
that was absolutely quoted. Sir. I would beg of 
you that just to play with a word here and say 
that it is not our policy but a proposal has no 
meaning. It ~ a proposal as also a policy. 
Therefore. I would like you. Sir. kindly to give 
a ruling that this is a breach of healthy 
precedent. well-cstablisbed conventions and 
kindly ask the Government not to do this. In 
fact. I would have requested the Prime Minister 
to express regret to this House'. That being so. 
if the Government tries to justify this. I feel 
that the House is reduced to a rubber stamp 
and a mockery." 
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3. The Speaker (Shri Rabi Ray) then observed as 
follows:-

"It is well-cstablished that no privilege of the 
House is involved if statements on matters of 
public interest are not first made in the House 
and arc made outside. In the instant case. I find 
that the Prime Minister has taken the first 
opportunity to inform the House about 
Government's proposal to reserve 5-10% of jobs 
in Government services for people belonging to 
economically weaker sections and for providing 
more job opportunities for the youth. 

Hence. no question of privilege is involved. 
The notices given under Rule 222 by Sarvashri 
K.V. Thomas. Vasant Sathe. P.C. Thomas and 
Era Anbaruu are out of order." 

Point of privilege 

596 
RAJYA SABHA 

(1970) 

Alleged making of policy statement outside the House 
while the House was in session. 
Facts of the case and ruUng by the Speaker 

On the 10th August. 1970. when the Deputy 
Minister in the Ministry of Industrial Development 
and Internal Trade (Shri M. R. Krishna) rose to 
make a statement regarding the manufacture of cars 
in the public sector. Shri Raj Narain a member. 
interrupted him saying that the statement had already 
appcarc;d in the newspapers and thus a breach of 
privilege of the House had been committed. He 
requested the Deputy Chairman. (Shri B. D. 
Khobragade). who was in the Chair. to refer the 
matter to the Committee of Privileges. 

2. The Deputy Chairman asked the Deputy 
Minister as to how his statement had been published 
in the press. before it was made in the House. The 
Leader of the House (Shri K. K. Shah) stated that it 
was only an intelligent guess work by the press and 
was not due to any fault on the part of Government. 

3. After some discussion. the Deputy Chairman. 
disallowing the question of privilege observed inter 
alia as follows:-

"Now the question has been raised in this House 
that whatever statement that the hon. 
Minister bas made and is malipg today in 
this House has already appeared in the press. 

Normally it is the practice that when the Houses 
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are in session, the hon. Ministers or the 
Government should make all policy 
statement in the House. 

It is highly improper that such statements should 
be made outside the House. But the main 
question is whether, the hon. Minister has 
really made such an official statement outside 
the House ... There is nothing to show that 
the statement was officially issued to the 
Press by the Minister or the Ministry. 

H it can be shown that it was deliberately and 
officially published by the Minister or by the 
officials of the Ministry then it is really a 
serious question. Of course when the press 
people give such information it is really a 
compliment to their intelligence and 
ingenuity that they are in a position to get 
such information. But howsoever ingenious 
and intelligent the press people might be, it is 
the responsibility of the Government also to 
nfaintain Secrecy of such important decisions. 
The Government cannot be absolved of its 
responsibility to maintain secrecy in all such 
important matters. This is not the first time 
that the question has been raised in this 
House. I do not want to cast any aspersion or 
I do not want to suggest that some 
responsible persons might have leaked out 
the infotmation but I can only say this mucb 
that it is really the responsibility of the 
Government to see that sucb important 
decisions do not appear in the press and I 
hope the Government would take every 
precaution to maintain the secrecy of such 
important documents and decisions. 

So far as parliamentary practice is concerned if 
any information regarding important policy 
matters or policy decisions appears in the 
press, it is decided that this does not amount 
to any breach of privilege of the House. I 
mean, there are a number of authorities 
mentioned in the book. It has been 
mentioned that it is a sort of highly improper 
thing tbat such a thing the press should issue 
or such information should be leaked out in 
the press before it is given to the House. If it 
is published in the press before giving it to 
the House, it may amount to a highly 
improper thing .... 

Therefore, if any information has leaked out to 
the press before coming to the House, 
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according to the procedure, of course, it can 
~  be a ~  of privilege but it is hiahly 
tmproper thing. It may amount to breach of 
courtesy but not breach of privilege. 
~  no question of breach of privilege 

IS mvolved." 

Point of prlvilep 

597 
RAJYA SABHA 

(1970) 

Alleged rrurlcing 0/ a policy statement outside tM 
House when the House is in session. 

Facts or the case and ruUaa by the CbalrmaD 

On the 18th August, 1970 when the Minister of 
Industrial Development and Internal Trade 
(Shri Dinesh Singh) was to make a statement 
regarding manufacture of scooters in the country, 
Shri Loknath Misra, a member sought to raise a 
question of privilege alleging that the statement bad 
already appeared in the press before it bad been 
made in the House. He contended that in view of the 
fact that Government had been admonished four or 
five times by the Chair during that session in such 
cases, it was a case of contempt of tbe House. 

2. Replying to the allegation, the Minister of 
Industrial Development and Internal Trade stated 
inter ali. as under:-

"The hOD.. members bave raised this question and 
said tbat there was some policy decision wbich 
bas been leaked out to the press. May I say that 
this decision was taken last October and it was 
known to the press, to everybody in tbe country 
.. .. What I am trying to say is tbat this decision 
was taken last October and as I read tbe 
statement, you will see that there is no question 
of any policy decision baving been leaked out. I 
took the earliest opportunity of informing tbe 
House because it is a matter in whicb tbe House 
will be very greatly ~ What we have 
done is really implementation of tbe 
recommendations of the Committee. The policy 
decision was really taken last October and 
tberefore, tbere is no lcalcage of any policy as 
sucb." 

3. The Vice Chairman (Shri Akbar Ali Khan), who 
was then in the Chair, reserved his ruling tin the next 
day. 
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4. On tbe 19th August, 1970, ~  tbe 
question of privilege, tbe Vice-Cbairman ruled inter 
alia as under:-

"Some honourable members raised a q\lestion about 
tbe publication of news item in yesterdays 
Statesman and Times of India regarding the 
scooter project. The objection was that it was 
an important matter of policy and tbat it sbould 
bave been placed in Parliament before it was 
released to the press. They further contended 
that it was a breach of privilege and contempt 
of tbe House. I bave looked into the facts of 
the case. The contention of tbe bonourable 
Minister for Industrial Development is that the 
policy matter had already been decided in 
October, 1969 and that this is, however, an 
amplification of certain details. He further 
stated that the news was not released from his 
Ministry. I have gone through the cases 
regarding breacb of privilege and contempt of 
tbe House. It is true tbat the policy declaration 
was made in October, 1969, and the statement 
given yesterday is an explanation of further 
details regarding tbe same matter. I think this 
publication is more due to tbe intelligent 
guesses tbat appear in newspapers whicb are 
always alert and imaginative. Tbough it does 
not constitute a breach of privilege or contempt 
of tbe House, yet, I tbink it would be proper if 
further vigilance is kept so that such things do 
not recure and tbe Government is more careful 
in sucb matters." 

Point of privUege 

598 
RAJYA SABHA 

(1974) 

Making of an important announcement by 
Government outside the House when it was in Session. 

Facts of the case and rullnl by the Chairman 

On the 4th March, 1974, Shri Lal K. Advani, a 
member raised the point that the Government has 
made an· important announcement regarding increase 
in the prices of petroleum products out side tbe 
House wbile tbe House was in session. Sbri Advani 
contended that it was an establisbed practice that 
whetber tbe House was in session, all important 
decision taken· by Government should be announced 
first in the House. He furtber stated tbat by making 
the said announcement, tbe Government bad acted in 
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mala fide manner and bad tried to by-pass the House 
and bad shown discourtesy to tbe House. 

2. The Cbairman (Sbri G.S. Pathak) informed tbe 
House inter alia as follows:-

.......... First I received a letter from Sbri Borooab 
informing me tbat the Governmept bas arrived 
at a decision· regarding tbe raising of the price 
of petrol. In that letter be said that be wanted 
to make a statement in the House but 2nd and 
3rd were bolidays and tberefore be could not 
make tbe statement and be migbt be permitted 
to make statement on Monday. That permission 
I gave bim. He is making a statement in the 
House in accordance witb the permission. 

Now, so far as any alleged default on bis part is 
concerned, I may inform the House tbat I am 
taking the view that be is not at default because 
as soon as tbe Government arrived at a 
decision, be informed me the Chairman of this 
House. The House was not sitting at tbat time 
and there were two holidays, and today be is 
making tbe statement." 

3. After some discussion on the matter tbe Minister 
of Petroleum and Chemicals (Shri O.K. Borooab) 
stated inter alia as follows:-

"In tbis case, the question is bow was this 
announced? It was not really. anouncement. It 
was implemented. With your permission, I may 
read out from a note wbicb I bad prepared in 
answer to what Mr. Advani bas raised, that 
tbere was if not a legal contempt but certainly a 
constructive contempt of the House. I may tell 
you tbat sucb a thing was farthest from my 
mind. I have bad long innings in Parliamentary 
procedure including for a period as a Speaker. 
Therefore, I would have been the last person to 
do such a tbing. The point which bas been 
raised is something different. It is an 
administrative point of view. It is an 
administrative matter wbicb bas to be looked 
from that point of view. 

It is likely that the bon. Members will raise tbe 
question of revision of prices and try to 
establish that a contempt of Parliament has 
been committed. Notices to tbis effect have 
already been received. There is indeed a well-
established and a very appropriate convention 
that decisions on major Government matters of 
policy should be announced in Parliament wben 
it is in session rather tban in the ordinary 
course. However, for compelling reasons of 
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raising the price of petroleum the decisions had 
to be taken after fullest deliberation and in 
utmost secrecy. Past experience has shown that 
any leakage of the revisions would result in a 
massive run on stocks leading even to law and 
order problems at the retail outlets. As it has 
been the expectation that the oil prices would 
be revised with the Budget, there have been 
persistent reports of wide-spread stOCking or 
hoarding of petroleum products. If the matter 
were to be handled by making an 
announcement in Parliament, even a few 
minutes before normal closing time, namely 
6 P.M., the prices would have to be enforced 
from midnight and in a relatively short periQd 
of five hours." 

4. The matter was thereafter closed. 

Point of privilege 

(599) 
RAJYA SABHA 

(1979) 

Reported sliltement by Prime Minister about abolition 
of the Howe 

For details of the case please see summary No. 176 
at p. 317 ante. 

Point of privileae 

(600) 
RAJYA S.ABHA 

(1980) 

Announcement outside the Howe about the 
constitution of Press Commission while the 
Howe was in Session 

Facts of the case and ruUng by the Chairman 

On 19th June, 1980 the Chairman (Shri M. 
Hidayatullah) informed the House as follows:-

......... Mr.(L.K.) Advani has raised the question that 
there is an announcement about the Press 
Commission outside while Parliament is 
in session and that the House should have been 
taken into confidence over this matter. I have 
on a previous occasion said that if there is any 
important announcement to be made by ~ 

Government, they should make it in the House 
when the House is in session, as early as 
possible. I hope this will be followed in 
future ..... If there is a policy statement, the 
Minister should not make it outside the Honse." 

The matter was, thereafter, closed. 
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Point or privilep 

601 

RAJYA SABHA 
(1985) 

Alkged making of certain poUcy tIIUIouncemenlS by a 
Minister outside the Howe whik the Howe was in 
session 

Facts of the case and ruODl by the Chairman 

On 19th August, 1985, the Chairman (Shri R. 
Venkataraman) observed as follows:-

"On August 12, 1985, Shri Lal K. Advani raised with 
my permission, a question of breach of 
propriety allegedly committed by the Minister 
of Finance and Commerce, Shri Vishwanath 
Pratap Singh, by making certain policy 
announcements outside the House on Saturday, 
the 10th August, 1985, when the House was in 
session. Shri Advani referred to the various 
rulings from the Chair and the established 
convention and practice in this behalf. 
Shri M.S. Gurupadaswamy also lent support to 
the contention of Shri Advani saying that the 
partkular announcements of the Minister 
outside the House were important policy 
statements. 

Shri Vishwanath Pratap Singh, thereafter, clarified, 
the position. He stated that the two important 
announcements-one regarding abolition of 
minimum export price (MEP) on tea and the 
other regarding the extension of the 
International Prices Reimbursement Scheme 
(IPRS) to certain other alloys did not amount to 
Policy Statements. He, contended that these 
were administrative decisions. Insofar as 
abolition of MEP on tea was concerned, he 
stated that it was an administrative decision 
taken to respond to the international market 
situation. So far as the IPRS was concerned, it 
had earlier been adopted as a matter of policy, 
and its extension to other alloy steels was an 
administrative decision, and not a policy 
decision. The Minister stated that there .was no 
impropriety in making those announcements 
outside the House. 

Subsequently I rece.ived a detailed note from the 
Minister giving the background as well as the 
gist of announcements made. It appears that the 
Commerce Minister held open House 
discussions with the representatives of trade and 
industry on the 10th August, 1985, in New 
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Delhi. There was no fIXed agenda and the 
representatives of trade and industry were free 
to raise' any points that they deemed 
appropriate. As per the practice, the Commerce 
Minister was to respond to some of the points 
raised during the discussions on the spot. I am 
given to understand that open House discussion 
is not a forum for making major policy 
announcements. It is a forum' primarily for 
taking administrative action on the spot. ~ 
Minister announced his decisions on several 
points such as abelition of MEP on. tea, 
extension of IPRS to aUoys steel, etc., creation 
of separate Export Promotion Council for 
electronic goods and computer software, 
creation of a separate division in the Ministry of 
Commerce to take care of services sector, 
constit!ltion of a task force to review the duty 
drawback, reduction of bonding charges of 
export oriented units, etc. These are in the 
nature of removing procedural irritants and 
bottlenecks in the export endeavour. 

It is now well established that no privilege of the 
House is involved if statements on matters of 
public interest are not made first in the House. 
However, it is a breach of propriety for a 
Minister to make a policy statement outside the 
House of Parliament while it is in session. Kaul 
and Shakdher in the volume 'Practice and 
Procedure in Parliament' have correctly 
summarised the rulings in both Houses of 
Parliament'in the follGwing words: 

'It has also been held that policy statements should 
first be made on the floor of the House, when 
the House is in session, before releasing them 
to the Press or the Public. But Ministers cannot 
be prohibited from making statements outside 
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the House if such statements are not contrary to 
the declared policy of the Government.' 

The question at issue is whether the announcements 
made by the Minister for Finance and 
Commerce either amount to an announcement 
of a new policy, change in policy or are 
contrary to declared policy. Taking the 
announcement of abolition of MEP on tea, it 
may be noted there was a change in the 
effective rate of duties to cope with the trends 
in external markets and no question of policy is 
involved in it. Similarly the extension of IPRS 
to a few more commodities, does not involve 
any question of policy. I, therefore, rule that 
there has been no breach of accepted 
proprieties involved in the announcements made 
by the Minister for Finance and Commerce in 
the open House discussion. 

The Minister further contended that these were 
administrative decisions and that, therefoie DO 
breach of propriety was involved in the case. 
Such a broad proposition is not warranted by 
the earlier rulings of Parliament. 

It is conceivable that some administrative decWons 
may involve either a change or infringement of 
an existing policy and may have to be made first 
in the House. It is not necessary to rule on this 
point as I have already held that the impugned 
announcements by the Minister of Finance and 
Commerce are not statements of policy. 

For the foregoing reasons I hold no breach of 
propriety is involved in the announcements 
made by the Minister for Finance and 
Commerce outside the House on 10 August, 
1985." 
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602 

LOK SABRA 

(1960) 

Point of prfYilep 

Alleged tIlpping 0/ telephone o/a Member. 
Facts of the cue and ruIia& by the Speaker 

On the 29th April 1960, the Speaker (Shri M.A. 
Ayyangar) informed the House that he had received 
notice of a question of privilege from Shri Braj Raj 
Singh, a member, stating that his telephone was 
being tapped for the last two days and the members 
suspected that that was being done to prevent the 
satyagraha which the ~  Party was about to 
start. 

The Speaker then observed as follows:-

"Hon. members are aware that it has been said 
repeatedly,bothinEnglandandhere,thatexceptin 
the discharge of their duties, for which they 
have "some privileges here, members .)ught 
not to claim any special privileges outside 
which an ordinary citizen does not have. If 
the same thing had happened with respect to 
any ordinary citizen, it could not be brought 
up here as a breach of privilege; those things 
may be taken up with the Government in 
other ways. Therefore, I refuse to give my 
consent." 

Point of prfl'lleae 

603 

LOK SABRA 

(1981) 

Alleged censoring 0/1fUlil tmd tapping 0/ telephones 0/ 
members 

For details of the case please see summary No. 93 at 
pp. 166 1J1Ile. 

Point of prfvOege 

604 

RAJYA SABRA 

(1957) 

Alleged tIlpping 0/ telephone o/a Member. 
FItds of the cue and naIlq by the Chairman 

On the 16th December, 1957, Sbri Bhupesh Gupta. 
a member, raised a question of privilege stating ~  

his telephone conversations were being tapped and It 
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had become impossible for him to function as a 
member of Parliament. He requested that the matter 
might be referred to the Committee of Privileaes. 

2. Sbri B.K.P. Sinha, another member, said that 
the point that the telephone was beina tapped bad 
first of all to be satisfactorily established and 
thereafter only the question of privileae could arise. 

3. The Chairman ruled that there was no motion of 
breach of privilege at the stage and acIiIed that he 
would send the matter to the Minister-in-cbuJC first. 

4. On the 20th December, 1957, the Minister of 
Home Affairs (pandit Govind Ballabh Pant), made a 
statement in the House that he had had enquiries 
made from every quarter that could, possibly have 
any knowledge of any tappina and be was usured 
that there was no warrant or basis for the allegation. 
The only provision of law under which such tappin, 
could be done was Section 5 read with Section 3(1) of 
the Indian Telegraph Act. Under it, the authority to 
give any direction for interception of any meaage 
was the Central Government or a State Government 
or an officer specially authorised by them in that 
behalf. His enquiries showed that nODe of those 
authorities had given any luch instructions to any 
person to intercept any message on Sbri Bhupesh 
Gupta's telephone. 

5. Shri Bhupesh Gupta, however continued to ur,e 
that the matter should be referred to the Committee 
of Privileges and a proper enquiry held into the 
allegations made. 

6. The Minister of Home Affairs replied that he 
could not see any occasion for an enquiry. If any 
such tapping had been done, he would have readily 
accepted it and put a stop to that practice. 

7. The Chairman observed as folloWl:-

"He (The Minister of Home Aftain) says tbat no 
telephone can be tapped without the authority 
of either the Central Governmenf or the State 
Government or the authorities authorised for 
the purpose. He bas made enquiries of the 
Central Government, the State Governments 
and the authorities who were empowered to do 
that and all the three have dUclaimed that they 
issued any such order to tap your telephone." 

8. The Matter was, thereafter, closed. 



VJSITORS-CAlUlYING OF EXPLOSIVES, ARMS OR FIREARMS BY 
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Point or prlYlleae 

60S 
LOIC SABHA 
(1974) 

Shouting of slogtulS from the Visitors' Gallery and 
carrying pistols lind explosives on his poson 

Facts of the case and action taken by the House 

On the 11th April, 1974 at about 14.20 bours, a 
person calling himself Ratan Cbandra Gupta sbouted 
slogans from the Visitors' Gallery. He was 
immediately overpowered by the Watch and Ward 
Staff and removed from the Visitors' Gallery. 

2. Later in the day the Minister of Parliamentary 
Affairs (Shri IC. Raghu Ramaiab) informed the 
House, inter alia, as follows:-

"Today at about 2.20 P.M., a visitor, who was issued 
a pass in the name of Sbri Ratan Chandra 
Gupta, came up to the gate of the Public 
Gallery after getting bis pass checked at the 
checking post. When Shri Ratan Chandra 
Gupta, who was last in the queue, saw that 
the passes were being checked be broke the 
queue and made a dash inside the Public 
Gallery.... and started shouting slogans. He 
was immediately overpowered by the Watch 
and Ward and Security Staff and brought 
outside the Gallery. 

When Shri Ratan Chandra Gupta was brought into 
the room of the Assistant Watch and Ward 
Officer, he immediately took out a pistol and 
fired in his chest. As a result of this, he 
sustained a superficial  wound on the chest. 

On clOIC search, two pistols and one round object, 
pl'Csumably some explosive, some  currency 
notes and pampblets were recovered from 
him. 

The doctor on duty in tbe First Aid Post was called 
and he rendered him first aid. He said that 
he has not received any serious injury." 

3. The Minister of Parliamentary Affairs then 
moved the foUowing motion:-

"This House resolves that the person calling bimself 
Ratan Chandra Gupta who sbouted slogans 
from the Visitors' Gallery of tbe House at 
14.24 bours today and whom tbe Watcb and 
Ward Officer took into .custody immediately 
and on search of ~  person two pistols, 
one object which looks like a bomb and some 
pampblets were found, bas committed a 
grave offence and is guilty of the contempt of 
this House: 

This House further resolves that without prejudice to 
any other actiont to wbich he may be liable 
under the law, Ratan Chandra Gupta be 
sentenced to rigorous imprisonment till 
6 P.M. on the 10th May, 1974, for the 
aforesaid contempt of the House and sent to 
Central Jail, Tibar, New Delhi." 

4. Shri Madhu Limaye, a member moved an 
amendment that tbe second paragrapb of tbe above 
motion might be substituted by the foUowing:-

"This House, while reserving its rights to punish the 
said person for contempt, resolves to remand 
him to Tihar Central Jail till 17th April, 
1974, to enable the Speaker or persons 
nominated by him to make a fuller enquiry 
into tbe incident." 

Shri Samar Guha another member, moved the 
following amendment:-

"In tbe first paragrapb delete the words 'resolve. ... 
this House' and substitute 'is informed of the 
fact that a person calling himlClf Ratan 
Chandra Gupta wbo shouted slogans from 
the Visitors' GaUery of the House at 
14.24 bours today and whom tbe Watcb and 
Ward Officer took into custody immediately 
and on searcb of wbose person two pistols, 
one object which looks like a bomb and some 
pamphlets were found'. 

lShri Ratan CbaDcIra Gupta wu c:ooYicled and lenteaced to furniIh surety bonds of RI. SCJ(l.ISOO' for one year uI. 309 I.P.C. sec. 5 Indiu 
&pIoIM Subltucea Act and ~  Arms Act uDder the Probation Offeaden Act by the Court Of Sbri M.K. a..w.Ja Adell. 
Seaioa Judp, DeIbi on 21.3-1975 (vide F.I.R. No. 813174 III. 2Ql'26.'271S4'59 ArIIII Act in Police Station, p..u-na Street) 

SSl 
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In . the second paragraph delete the words further 
resolves ... New Delhi and read as below:-

'resolves that the said young man be sent to police 
custody till 16 April for further investigation 
about his conduct and thereafter he be 
brought before the House for lakin, decision 
about the alleged contempt of the House 
committed by him.' 

5. After some discussion, the amendments moved 
by Sarvashri Madhu Umaye and Samar Guba were 
negatived and the original motion moved by the 
Minister of Parliamentary Affairs (See para 3 above) 
was adopted by the House. 

6. In pursuance of the above decision of the House 
the Speaker (Dr. G.S. Dhillon) issued a Warrant of 
Commitment addressed to the Superintendent, 
Central Jail, Tihar, New Delhi requiring him to take 
into custody the said Ratan Chandra Gupta and to 
keep him safely in the Central Jail, Tihar, 
New Delhi, till 6 p.m. on Friday, the 10th May, 1974. 

PolDt of pri ..... 

606 
LOK SABHA 

(1974) 

Carrying 0/ a dagger by a visitor on' his penon tmd 
tlSSlJuU by hUn on an 01f1Citll 0/ 1M Horue wltik 
attemptin, to ·enfier tIN Vi.riton' GIIllery 

For details of the case please 6ft summary No. 372 
at pp. 531 ante. 

PolDt of pri .. ", 

BJ7 
LOK SABHA 

(1974) 

Carryin, 0/ uplo8lvu tuad dagger by • vullor tuad 
tlSsault by hUn on an 01f1Citll 0/ tIN Horue wltik 
attemptin, to enter the Visiton' GIIllery 

For details of the case please 6ft summary No. 373 
at pp. 532 .nte. 
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LOK SABRA 
(1967) 

Throwing of pamphlets by a person from Visitor's 
Galltry on tM Floor of the House 

Facts of the case and _lion taken by the House 

On the 15th December, 1967, at 5.5 P.M. when the 
House was discussing an adjournment motion, a 
person in the Visitors' Gallery shouted some slogans 
and threw some pamphlets on the floor of the House. 
He was removed from the Visitors' Gallery by the 
Watch and Ward Staff and shortly thereafter, the 
Minister of Paliamentary Affairs (Dr. Ram Subhag 
Singh) moved the following motion which was 
unanimoUsly adopted by the House:-

"This House resolves that the person calling 
~  Shri Inder Dev Singh who threw 
pamphlets from the Visitor's Gallery on the 
floor of the House at 5.5 P.M. today and whom 
the Watch and Ward Officer took into custody 
immediately, has committed a grave offence and 
is guilty of the contempt of the House. 

This House further resolves that he be sentenced to 
simple imprisonment till 6 P.M. on the 16th 
December, 1967 and sent to Tihar Jail, Delhi." 

2. In pursuance of the above resolution, the 
following warrant of commitment, addressed to the 
Superintendent, Central Jail, Tihar, Delhi, was issued 
by the Speaker. 

"WARRANT OF COMMITMENT 

WHEREAS THE Lok Sabha has adopted the 
following motion today the 15th December, 1967:-

"This House resolves that the person calling 
himself Shri Inder Dev Singh who threw 
pamphlets from the Visitors' Gallery on the 
Floor of the House at 5.5 P.M. today and 
whom the Watch and Ward Officer took into 
custoday immediately has committed a grave 
offence and is guilty of the contempt of this 
House. 

This House further resolves that he be sentenced to 
simple imprsonment till 6 P.M. on the 16th 
December, 1967, and sent to Tihar Jail, Delhi." 

NOW, therefore, I, N. Sanjiva Reddy Speaker, 
Lolt Sabha in pursuance of the above decision of the 
Lok Sabha by this Warnnt of Commitment require 
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the Superintendent, Central Jail, Tiber to take into 
custody the said Shri Inder Dev Sinab and to keep 
him safely in the Central Jail. Tabar, till 6 P.M. on 
the 16th December, 1967. 

Herein fail not. 

Given under my hand at New Delhi, this 15th day 
of December, 1967. 

SEAL 

To 

N. SANJIV A REDDY 
SpeGlcer, Lok StlbhG 

The Superintendent, 
Central Jail, Tihar, 
Delhi., 

3. Shri Inder Dev Singh, was, accordinaIy, taken 
by the Watch and Ward Staff to, and lodaed in the 
Central Jail, Tihar, Delhi, where he served his 
sentence of imprisonment. 

Point of prlYiJeae 
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LOK SABHA 

(1968) 

Shouting of slogans in tM Visitors GaUer, 

Facts of tbe case and action takea by the HoUle 

On the 29th August 1968, at about 12.35 houn., 
when a member was making a statement about his 
motion regarding Kutch Award, two girls, in the 
Visitors' Gallery shouted some slogans. They were 
immediately removed from the Visitors' Gallery by 
the Watch and Ward Staff. 

2. After the lunch recess, Shri Nath Pai, a member 
drew the attention of the Chair to the incident and 
complained that one of the two girls was manhandled 
and dragged by the Security staff when she was beinl 
removed from the Visitors' Gallery. He requested 
that a statement might be made as to what transpired 
and why that girl received such a treatment. 

3. At 19.20 hours the Chairman (Shri M. 
Thirumala Rao) informed the House: 

"Today at about 12.35 hours, two visitors, namely, 
Kumari Praveena Dave and Kumari Veena 
Vora who had been issued Public Gallery cards 
on the recommendation of Shri T. M. Sheth 
M.P. disturbed the proceedings of the House by 
ralSmg slogans. They were immediately 
prevented from doing so by two members of the 



Watch aad Ward staff on duty nearby, but they 
refused to listen and continued Ihoutiq 
slopDI. In the meantime two lady memben of 
Watch and Ward staff intervened, but instead of 
Iistenin8 to their requests, Kumari Veena VOla 
became violent and bit the wrist of one of lady 
members of Watch and Ward staff. Sbe also bit 
the hand of one of the Watch and Ward 
Assistants. She lay herself on the ground and 
continued moutin8 s108US. As a last resort she 
wu bodily lifted and broupt out of the pUery. 
Kumari Praveena Dave, walked out of the 
p11ery voluntarily without resistance. In their 
statements which were recordecI in the pI'CICnce 
of Sbri T. M. Sheth, M.P., neither Kumari 
Praveena Dave nor Kumari Veena VOla made 
any alIe8ation re8arding maDbandling on the 
part of Watch and Ward staff. 

Kumari Praveena and Kumari VOla were let off at 
about 4 P.M." 

Polat 01 prlYilep 
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LOK SABHA 
(1968) 

Tlarowing fH'PD'I from Vl6l1o,s' GGlkry 011 the fIoo, 'of 
the Howe 

Facts 01 the cue and action taken by the HOWIe 

On the 15th November, 1968, at 3 P.M., when the 
House was about to divide on a motion reprdin8 the 
Central  Industrial Security Force Bill 1968 and the 
Division Bell was rinain8, a person from the Visitors 
Gallery threw some papers on the Floor of the 
House. He wu immediately removed from the 
Visitors' Gallery by the Watch and Ward Staff. Some 
time thereafter, the Minister of Parliamentary Affairs 
(Dr. Ram ~  Sinp) moved the foUowin8 motion 
which wu UIWlimously adopted by the House:-

"This House resolve that the person calling himself 
Shri Gopal Tripathi who threw some papers 
from the Visitors Gallery on the Floor of the 
House at 3 P.M. today and whom the Watch 
and Wud Officer took into custody 
immediately hu committed a grave offence and 
is suilty of the contempt of this House. 

This House further resolves that he be sentenced to 
simple imprisonment tiD 6 P.M. on the 18th 
November, 1968 and sent to Tabar Jail Delhi." 

2. In pursuance of the above resolution, the 
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foUowinl warrant of commitment addressed to the 
Superintendeat, Central Jail, Tibar, Delhi was issued 
by the Speaker: 

'"WARRANT OF COMMITMENT 

WHEREAS the Lot Sabba bas adopted the 
foUowin8 motion today, the 15th November, 1968:-

"This House resolves that the person calling 
himself Sbri Gopal Tripatbi who threw some 
papers from the Visitors' Gallery on the Floor 
of the House at 3 P.M. today and whom the 
Watch and Ward Officer took into custody 
immediately bas committed a grave offence and 
is guilty of the contempt of this House. 

'lbe House further resolves tbat he be sentenced to 
simple imprisonment till 6 P.M. on the 18th 
November, 1968 and sent to Tihar Jail, Delhi." 

NOW, therefore, I, N. Sanjiva Reddy, Speaker, 
Lok Sabba, in pursuance of the above decision of the 
Lok Sabha, by this Warrant of Commitment require 
the Superintendent, Central Jail, Tihar to take into 
custody the said Sbri Gopal Tripatbi and to keep him 
safely in the Central Jail, Tihar, tiD 6 P.M. on the 
18th November, 1968. 

Herein fail not. 

Given under my hand and seal at New Delhi this 
15th day of November, 1968. 

SEAL SdI-

To 

(N. Sanjiva Reddy), 
Speaker, Lok Sabha. 

The Superintendent, 

Central Jail, TIhar, 

Delhi. 

3. Shri Gopal Tripathi was, accordingly, taken by 
the Watch and Ward staff to, and lodged in the 
Central Jail, TIhar, Delhi where he served out his 
sentence of imprisonment. 

Polat 01 prlYllqe 
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LOK SABHA 
(1969) 

TIa,owing of ptllllphlet8 from the VisitOlS' Gallery 
011 the Roo, of the Howe 

Facts 01 the cue and actloa taken by the Boase 

On the 9th April, 1969 at 2.23 P.M., when the 
House was discussing the Demands for Grants 



relating to the Ministry of Food, Agriculture, 
Community Development and Cooperation, two 
persons threw some pamphlets from the 
Visitors' Gallery on the Floor of the House. 
They were immediately removed from the 
Visitors' Gallery by the Watch &: Ward staff. 
Some time thereafter, the Minister of 
Parliamentary Affairs (Shri K. Raghuramaiah) 
moved the following motion: 

"This House resolves that the two persons calling 
themselves (1) Shri Rambir Singh and (2) Shri 
Dhirendra Kumar Sharma, who threw 
pamphlets from the Visitors' GaDery on the 
Floor of the House at 2.23 P.M. today and 
whom the Watch and Ward Officer took into 
custody immediately  have committed a grave 
offence and are guilty of the contempt of this 
House. 

This House fiuther resolves that they be sentenced 
to simple imprisonment tiD 7 P.M. on Friday, 
the 11th April, 1969, and sent to Tihar Jail, 
Delhi." 

2. Some members pleaded for leniency in sentence 
even though they added that the reduced sentence 
might not be treated as a precedent. The Minister of 
Parliamentary Affairs ~  K. Raghuramaiah) a&reed 
to reduce the sentence to one day and moved the 
motion, as amended, in the following form, which 
was adopted by the House: 

"This House resolves that the two persons calling 
themselves (1) Sbri Rambir Singh and (2) Shri 
Dhirendra Kumar Sharma, who threw 
pamphlets from the Visitors' Gallery on the 
Floor of the House at 2.23 P.M. today and 
whom the Watch and Ward Officer took into 
custody immediately, have committed a grave 
offence and are guilty of the contempt of this 
House. 

This House further resolves that they be sentenced 
to simple imprisonment till 7 P.M. on Thursday, 
the 10th April, 1969 and sent to Tihar Jail, 
Delhi." 

3. In pursuance of the above motion adopted b, 
the House the following Warrant of Commitment, 
addressed to the Superintendent, Central Jail Tihar, 
Delhi was issued by the Speater:-
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"WARRANT OF COMMITMENT 

~  the Lot Sabha adopted the followiq 
motion today the 9th April, 1969:-

"This House resolved that the two persons caUillJ 
themselves (1) Shri Rambir Sinah and (2) 
Shri Dhirendra Kumar Sharma, ~  threw 
pamphlets from the Visitors' Gallery on the 
Floor of the House at 2.23 P.M. today and 
whom the Watch anri Ward Officer took into 
custody immediately, have committed a 
grave offence and are guilty of the contempt 
of this House. 

This House further resolves that they be sentenced 
, to simple imprisonment till 7 P.M. on Thursday, 
the 10th April, 1969 and sent to Tihar Jail, 
Delhi." 

Now therefore, I, N. Sanjiva Reddy, Speaker, 
Lot Sabha in pursuance of the above decision of the 
Lok Sabha by this Warrant of Commitment require 
the Superintendent, Central Jail, Tihar to take into 
custody the said (1) Shri Rambir Singh and (2) 
Shri Dhirendra Kumar Sharma and to keep them 
safely in the 'Central Jail, Tahar till 7 P.M., on 
Thursday, the 10th April, 1969. 

Herein fail not. 

Given under my hand and seal at New Delhi tIUa 
9th day of April, 1969. 

SEAL 

To 

The Superintendent, 
Central Jail, Tihar, 
Delhi. 

Sd/. 

(N. Sanjiva Reddy), 
Speaker, Lok Sabba. 

4. Shri Rambir Singh and Sbri Dhirendra Kumar 
Sharma were, accordingly, taken by the Watch &: 
Ward staff to and lodged in the Central Jail, Tibar, 
Delhi, where they served their sentence of 
imprisonment. 
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LOK SABHA 

(1969) 

Throwing o/leaflets from tM Visitors' Gallery 011 
the floor 0/ the House 

FIIdS or the cue aad action taken by the HOllIe 

On the 13th December, 1969, at 12.25 hours when 
the House was discussing the Bihar Land Reforms 
Laws (Regulating Mines and Minerals) Validation 
BiD, 1969, three persons from the Visitors' Gallery 
threw some leaflets on the floor of the House. They 
were immediately taken into custody and removed 
from the Visitors' Gallery by the Watch " Ward 
Staff. After sometime on the same day, the Minister 
of Parliamentary Affairs (Shri K. Raghuramaiah) 
moved the following motion which was adopted by 
the House:-

"This House resolves that the persons calling 
themselves (1) Shri Tarachand C. Shah (2) 
Shri Krishna P. Patil and (3) Shri Gulabrao R. 
Deshmukh, who threw some leaflets from the 
Visit0t:S Gallery on the floor of the House at 
12.25 p.m. today and wh9m the Watch and 
Ward Officer took into custody immediately, 
have committed a grave offence and &reguilty 
of the contempt of this House. 

This House further resolves that they be sentenced 
to simple imprisonment till 6 p.m. on Saturday, 
the 20th December, 1969 and sent to Tihar Jail, 
Delhi." 

2. In pursuance of the above motion adopted by 
the House, the following Warrant of Commitment, 
addressed to the Superintendent, Central Jail, Tihar, 
Delhi was issued by' the Deputy Speaker:-

WHEREAS the Lok Sabha adopted the following 
motion today, the 13th December, 1969:-

"This House resolves that the persons calling 
themselves (1) Shri Tarachand C. Shah (2) 
Shri Krishna P. Patil and (3) Shri Gulabrao R. 
Deshmukh, who threw some leaflets from the 
Visitors' Gallery on the floor of the House at 
12.25 p.m. today and whom· the Watch and 
Ward Officer took into custody immediately, 
have committed a grave offence and are gUilty 
of the contempt of this House. 

This House further resolves that they be sentenced 
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to simple imprisonment till 6 p.m. on Saturday, 
the 20th December, 1969, and sent to Tihar 
Jail, Delhi: 

NOW, therefore, I, G. G. Swell, Deputy Speaker, 
Lok Sabha, iJi" pursuance of the above decision of the 
Lok Sabha by this Warraat of Commitment require 
the Superintendent, Central Jail, Tihar, to take into 
custody the said (1) Shri Tarachand C. Shah, (2) Shri 
Krishna P. Patil and (3) Shri Gulabrao R. 
Deshmukh, and to keep them safely in the Central 
Jail, Tihar, till 6 p.m. on Saturday, the 20th 
December, 1969. 

Herein fail Dot. 

Given UDder my hand at New Delhi, this 13th day 
of December, 1969. 

To 

The Superintendent, 

Central Jail, Tihar, Delhi. 

SdI· G. G. SWELL, 

Deputy Speaker. 

3. Sarvashri Tarachand C. Shah, Krishna P. Patil 
and Gulabrao R. Desbmukh, were accordingly, taken 
by the Watch and Ward Staff to and lodged in, the 
Central Jail, Tihar, Delhi to serve their sentence of 
imprisonment. 

4. On the 18th December, 1969, Shri Nath Pai. 
M.P., raised question of granting remission in tbe 
sentence of imprisonment awarded to the three 
persons who had thrown leaflets on the floor of the 
House from the Visitors' Gallery on the 
13th December, 1969. The Minister of Parliamentary 
Affairs (Shri K. Raghuramaiah) thereupon moved the 
following motion which was adopted by the House:-

"This House resolves that the sentence of 
imprisonment awarded by this House on the 
13th December, 1969, to the persons calling 
themselves (1) Shri Tarachand C. Shah, (2) 
Shri Krishna P. Patil and (3) Shri Gulabrao R. 
Dcsbmukh for having tboWD leaflets in the 
House from the Visitors' Gallery and thereby 
having committed contempt of the House, be 
reduced to the imprisonment already undergone 
and they be released at 4 p.m. today." 

5. In pursuance of the above motion adopted by 
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the House the following Order of Release, addressed 
to the Superintendent, Central Jail, Tihar, Delhi, was 
issued by the Speaker:-

WHEREAS the Lok Sabha adopted the following 
motion today, the 18th December, 1969:-

'This House resolves that the sentence of 
imprisonment awarded by this House on the 13th 
December, 1969 to the persons calling 
themselves (1) Shri Tarachand C. Shah, (2) Shri 
Krishna P. Patil and (3) Shri Gulabrao R. 
Desmukh for having thrown leaflets in the 
House from the Visitors' Gallery and thereby 
having committed contempt of the House, be 
reduced to the imprisonment already undergone 
and they be released at 4.p.m. today.' 

NOW, therefore, I,G.S. Dhillon, Speaker, 
Lok Sabha, in pursuance of the above decision of the 
Lok Sabha, by this Order of Release require the 
Superintendent, Central Jail, Tihar, New Delhi to 
release the said (1) Shri Tarachand C. Sftah, (2) Shri 
Krishna P. Patil and (3) Shri Gulabrao R. Deshmukh 
at 4 p.m. today, the 18th December, 1969. 

Given under my hand and seal at New Delhi, this 
18th day of December, 1969. 

To 

The Superintendent, 

SdI-G.S. DHILLON, 

Speaker. 

Central Jail, Tihar, Delhi." 

6. Sarvashri Tarachand C. Shah, Krishna P. Patil 
and Gulabrao R. Deshmukh were, accordingly, 
released from .the Central Jail, Tihar, Delhi at 4 
p.m., on the 18th December, 1969. 

613 

LOK SABHA 

(1970) 

Point of privilege 

Shouting slogans from the Visitors' Gallery. 

Facts of the case and acdoD taken by the House 

On the 31st August, 1970, at 12.45 hours, two 
persons namely Swami Yogeshwara Nand Giri and 
Shri Raj Kumar Jain raised sOme slogans from the 
Visitors' Gallery of the House. They were 
immediately taken into custoday and removed from 
the Visitors' Gallery by the Watch and Ward Staff. 
After some time, on the same day, the Minister of 
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Parliamentary Affairs (Shri K. Raghuramaiah) moved 
the following motion which was adopted by the 
House:-

"This House resolves that the persons calling 
themselves (1) Swami Yoge:;hwara Nand Giri and 
(2) Shri Raj Kumar Jain, who raised slogans 
from the Visitors' Gallery at 12.45 p.m. today 
and whom the Watch and Ward Officer took 
into custody immediately, have committed a 
grave offence and ~ guilty of the contempt of 
this House. 

This House further resloves that they be sentenced 
to simple imprisonment till 6 p.m. on Tuesday, the 
1st September, 1970 and sent to Tibar Jail, Delht" 

2. In pursuance of the above motion adopted by 
the House, the following Warrant of Commitment, 
addressed to the Superintendent, Central Jail, Tihar, 
Delhi, was issued by the Speaker:-

"WARRANT OF COMMITMENT 

Whereas the Lot Sabha adopted the following 
motion today, the 31st August. 1970:-

"This House resolves that the persons calling 
themselves (1) Swami Yogelhwara Nand Giri and 
(2) Shri Raj Kumar Jain, who raised slogans 
from the Visitors' Gallery at 12.45 p.m. today 
and whom the Watch and Ward Officer took 
into custody immediately, have committed a 
grave offence and are guilty of the contempt of 
this House. 

This House further resolves that they be sentenced 
to simple imprisonment till 6 P .M. on Tuesday, the 
1st September, 1973 and sent to Tihar Jail, 
Delhi." 

Now, therefore, I,G.S. Dhillon, Speaker, 
Lok Sabha, in pursuance of the above decision of the 
Lok Sabha, by this Warrant of Commitment, 
require the Superintendent, Central Jail, Tibar, 
to take into custody the laid (1) Swami 
Yogeshwara Nand Giri and (2) Shri Raj Kumar 
Jain .. and to keep them safely in the Central 
Jail, Tihar, till 6 p.m. on Tuesday, the lit 
September, 1970. 

Herein fail not. 

Given under my hand and seal at New Delhi, thiI 
31st day of August, 1970. 

SdI-

O.S. Dhillon, 

Speillcer. 
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To, 

The Superintendent,. 

Central Jail, Tihar, 

New Delhi." 

3. Swami Yogeshwara Nand Giri and Shri Raj 
Kumar Jain were, accordingly taken by the Watch 
and Ward Staff to and lodged in, the Central Jail, 
Tihar, Delhi, where they served out their sentence of 
imprisonment. 

614 

LOK SABHA 

(1972) 

Point of prlvDece 

Shouting ,'ogans and throwing leaflet' from the 
Visitor,' GaUery on the floor of the HOUle. 

Facts or tbe case and action taken by the House 

On the 9th August, 1972, at 15.05 hours when the 
House was discussing the Disturbed Areas (Special 
Courts) Bill, 1972 two persons from the Visitors' 
Gallery shouted slogans and threw some leaflets on 
the floor of the House. They were immediately taken 
into custody and removed from the Visitors' Gallery 
by the Watch and Ward staff. After some time on the 
same day, the Minister of Parliamentary Affairs 
(Shri Raj Bahadur) moved the following motion 
which was adopted by the House:-

"This House resolves that the persons calling 
themselves (1) Siphai Rai and (2) Ram Janam 
Singh who shouted and threw some leaflets 
from the Visitors' Gallery on the floor of the 
House at 15.05 hours today and whom the 
Watch and Ward Officer took into custody 
immediately, have committed a grave offence 
and are gUilty of the contempt of this 
House." 

This House further resolves that they be 
sentenced to simple imprisonment till 5 P.M. on 
Tuesday, the 10th August, 1972 and sent to 
Tihar Jail. Delhi. 

2. In pursuance of the above motion, the fonowing 
Warrant of Commitment, addressed to the 
Superintendent, Central Jail, Tihar, Delhi was issued 
by the Speaker:-

"Whereas the Lok Sabha adopted the following 
motion today, the 9th August, 1972:-

'This House resolves that the persons calling 
themselves (1) Siphai Rai and (2) Ram Janam 

Singh who shouted and threw some leaflets 
from the Visitors' Gallery on the floor of the: 
House at 15.05 hours today and whom the 
Watch and Ward Officer took into custody 
immediately have committed a grave offence 
and are SUilty of the contempt of this House. 

This House further resolve. that they be sentenced 
to simple imprisonment tinS p.m. on Thursday, the 
10th August, 1972, and sent to Tihar Jail, 
Delhi.' 

Now, therefore, I,G.S. DhiOon, Speaker. 
Lok Sabha, in pursuance of the above decision of 
the Lok Sabha, by this Warrant of Commit-
ment, require, the Superintendent, Central Jail, 
Tihar, to take into custody the said (1) Siphai 
Rai and (2) Ram Janam Singh and to keep 
them safely in the Central Jail, Tihar, tiD 5 
P.M. on Thursday, the 10th August, 1972. 

Herein fail not. 

Given under my hand and seal at New Delhi this 
9th day of August, 1972. 

To 
The Superintendent, 
Central Jail, Tihar, 
New Delhi." 

SdI. G .S. Dhillon, 
Speaker. 
(SEAL) 

3. Sarvashri Siphai Rai and Ram Janam Sinah were 
accordingly, taken by the Watch and Ward Staff to, 
and lodged in the Central Jail, ribar, Delhi, where 
they served out their sentence of imprisonment. 

Point of privUep 

615 
LOK SABHA 
(1973) 

Throwing of leaflets from ~ VLriton Galkry on tIN 
floor of the HOUle. 

Facts of the case and action taken by the House 

On the 23rd July, 1973 at 12.35 hours a person 
threw some leaflets from the Visitors Gallery on the 
Floor of the House. He was immediately taken into 
custody by the Watch and Ward Officer and remoVed 
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from the Visitors' Gallery. After some time, on the 
same day, the Minister of Parliamentary Affairs 
(SJu:i K. Raghuramaiah) moved the following 
mobon:-

"This House resolves that the person calling 
himself Tanaji Kamble who threw some leaflets 
from the Visitors' Gallery on the floor of the 
House at 12.35 hours today and whom the 
Watch and Ward Officer took into custody 
immediately, has committed a grave offence 
and is guilty of the contempt of this House. 

This House further resolves that he be sentenced 
tosimpleimprisonmenttiU5p. m.onThursday ,the 
26th July, 1973 and sent to the Central Jail 
Tihar, New Delhi." ' 

2. When some members wanted to know about the 
contents of the leaflets the Speaker (Dr. G. S. 
Dhillon) observed:-

"Whatever may be written in them, good or 
bad. This is not the question. But throwing of 
leaflets like this is against the dignity of the 
House. It is a bad thing, this should not be 
thrown like this. The very fact that it was 
thrown into the House is contempt of the 
House. 

However, pleasant or unpleasant the contents 
may be the act of throwing it into the House is 
contempt of the House." . 

3. Shri Madhu Limaye, a member, sugested thet 
the person concerned be heard before taking any 
decision in the matter. Some other members opposed 
this suggestion as they felt that if a precedent of 
hearing such a person, who had committed the 
offence in the very presence of the House, was set 
up, many people wiU resort to this kind of offence, 
actuated by a desire to speak before the House. 

The HoUIIC divided and the motion (See para I 
above) was adopted by 74 votes to 11. 

4. In pursuance of the above decision of the·House 
the Speaker issued the foUowing warrant of 
commitment addressed to the Superintendent, 
Central Jail, Tlhar, New Delbi:-

"When:. the Lok Sabha adopted the following 
motion today, 23rd July, 1973:-

'This House resolves that the person calling 
himaelf Tanaji Kamble who threw.ame leaflets 
from the Visitors' Gallery on the floor of 
the House at 12.35 hours today and whom 
the Watch and Ward Officer took into 
custody immediately, has committed a grave 
offence and is guilty of the contempt of this 
Houe.' 
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This House further resolves that he be sentenced 
tosimpieimprisonmenttiU5P .M. on Thursday26 
July, 1973 and sent to the Central Jail, Tihar, 
New Delhi.' 

Now, ,herefore, I, G. S. Dhillon, Speaker, 
Lok Sabha, in pursuance of the above decision 
of the Lok Sabha, by this Warrant of 
Commitment, require the Superintendent, 
Central Jail, Tihar, New Delhi, to take into 
custody the said Tanaji Kamble and to keep 
him safely in the Central Jail, Tihar, New 
Delhi, till 5 p.m. on Thursday, the 26th July, 
1973. 

Herein ·fail not. 

Given under my hand and seal at New Delhi This 
23rd July, 1973. 

~ 

(G.S. DhiOon) 
Speake, ... 

S. Shri Tanaji Kamble was, accordingly, taken by 
the Watch and Ward Staff to and lodged in the 
Central Jail, Tihar, Delhi. 

6. On the 24th July, 1973, Shri Jyotirmoy Bosu, a 
member moved the following motion:-

"That Rule 338 of the Rules of Procedure and 
Conduct of Business in Lok Sabha in its 
application to the motion regarding reduction 
of the sentence of imprisonment awarded to 
Tanaji Kamble, by the House on the 23rd 
July, 1973, be suspended." 

"This House resolves that the sentence of 
imprisonment awarded by this House on the 
23rd July, 1973 to the person caUing himself 
Tanaji  Kamble for having thrown leaflets in 
the House from the Visitors' Gallery and 
thereby having committed contempt of the 
House, be reduced to simple imprisonme.-t 
tiD 10 a.m. on Wednesday, the 25th July, 
1973." 

7. The Speaker thereupon, observed as follows:-

"Before this matter was brought to the House he 
(accused)wasapprOached,butherefusedtogive 
auy statement. He would not talk to 
anybody. Then he was examined by a doctor 
and every limb was found to be normal his 
brain was normal his heart was normal but in 
spite of that he refused to give any 
_cement. What to talk of expreumg regrets, 
he ~ even to talk to our staff." 
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8. The Minister of Parliamentary Affairs (Shri K. 
Ragburamaiah) stated inter alill as follows:-

"It is the duty of every citizen of this country 
and every member of this hon. House to main-
tain dignity and decorum of the House. I had 
a talk with the other Leaders of the 
opposition this morning. Shri Vajpayee for 
instance. agrees with me thit in a matter like 
this where not even an apology has been 
tendered where no new situation has arisen, 
it would be most improper to reduce it ..... 

9. Shri Atal Bihari Vajpayee then said that the 
accused tendered an apology, the imprisonment 
which he had already undergone might be treated as 
enough but when he has not offered any apology, the 
question of reducing the sentence did not arise. 

10. Shri Jyotirmoy Bosu then withdrew his motion 
by leave of the House. 

Point of prlvilep 

616. 

LOK SABHA 
(1973) 

Shouting of slogans and attempt to throw leaflets from 
the Visitors' Gallery on the floor of the Howe 

Facts of the case and action taken by tbe House 

On the 21st December,1973, at 12.02 hours, two 
persons shouted slogans and attempted to throw 
some leaflets from the Visitors' Gallery on the Floor 
of the House. They  were immediately taken into 
custody by the Watch and Ward Officer and removed 
from the Visitors' Gallery. Later in tbe day, the 
Minister of Parliamentary Affairs (Shri K. Raghu 
Ramaiah) moved the following motion:-

"This House resolves that the persons calling 
tbemselves Shyam Charan and Ram Murti 
Pandey who shouted from the Visitors' 
Gallery and attempted to throw some leaflets 
from there on the Floor of the House at 
12.02 hours today and whom the Watch and 
Ward Officer took into custody immediately 
have committed a grave offence and are 
guilty of the contempt of this House. 

This House further resolves that they be 
sentenced to simple imprisonment till 6 P .M. on 
the 22nd December, 1973 and sent to Central 
Jail, Tihar, New Delhi." 
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2. Shri Jyotirmoy Bosu, a member moved the 
following amendment to the above motion:-

"That the persons involved be set free at once." 

After some discussion the amendment was put to 
vote and negatived. 

3. The motion moved b)' the Minister of 
Parliamentary Affairs ~  para 1 above) was then 
put to vote and adopted. 

4. In pursuance of tbe above decision of the 
House, the Speaker issued the following warrant of 
commitment addressed to the Superintendent, 
Central Jail, Tibar, New Delbi:-

'Whereas the Lok Sabha adopted the following 
motion today, the 21st December, 1973:-

'This House resolves that the persons calling 
themselves Shyam Charan and Ram Murti 
Pandey' who shouted from the Visitors' 
Gallery and attempted to throw some leaflets 
from there on the Floor of the House at 
12.02 hours toda)' and whom the Watch and 
Ward Officer took into custody immediately 
have committed a grave offence and are 
guilty of the contempt of this House. 

This House further resolves that they be sentenced 
to simple imprisonment till 6 P.M. on the 
22nd December, 1973 and sent to Central 
Jail, Tihar, New Delhi.' 

Now, therefore, I, G. S. Dhillon, Speaker, 
Lok Sabha, in pursuance of the above 
decision of Lok Sabha, by this Warrant of 
Commitment require the Superintendent, 
Central Jail, Tihar, New Delhi to take into 
custody the said Sbyam Charan and Ram 
Murti Pandey and to keep them safely in the 
Central Jail, Tihar, New Delhi, tiD 6 P .M: on 
Saturday, the 22nd December, 1973. 

Herein fail not. 

Given under my hand seal at New Delhi, this 21st 
December, 1973. 

SdI-
(G.S. DHILLON) 

Speaker. 

S. Shri Shyam Charan and Ram Murti Panday were 
accordingly taken by the Watch and Ward Staff to, 
and lodged in tbe Central Jail, Tabar, Delhi where 
they served out their sentence of imprisonment. 
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Point of privUeae 

617 
LOK SABHA 

(1974) 

ShoWing of slOgtlllS from tM Visitor's GGlJery and 
CQ"ying pistols and explosives on his person 

For details of the case pl. see. summary No 605 at 
pp. 757-58 illite. 

Point of privUep 

618 
LOK SABHA 

(1974) 

Showing of slogans and throwing of leaflets from tM 
Visitors' GaUery. 

Facts of the ease and action lakeo by the House 
On the 6th September, 1974, at about 13.52 hours 

a person calling himself Amrit LaI Sharma shouted 
slogans and threw leaflets from the Visitors' Gallery. 
He was immediately taken into custody by the Watch 
and Ward Officer. 

2. Later in the day, the Speaker (Dr. G. S. 
Dhillon) informed the House inter alia as follows:-

"Today at about 1.52 p.m. a visitor by the name 
of Amrit Lal Sharma who came to the Public 
Gallery ..... threw pamphlets in the House and 
shouted slogan InquiIab Zindabad. 

He was immediately apprehended and brought 
out of the Gallery. On interogation, he said 
that his name is Amrit LaI Sharma, 510 Shri 
Harbaos Lal Sharma and resident of F-38 , 
Vishnu Garden, near TUak Nagar, New 
Delhi. At present he is working as a 
conductor in Delhi Tourist Transport 
Cooperative Society. His grievance is that he 
had applied for admission in FUm and 
Television Institute, Poona for acting course 
but he did not get admission. He therefore, 
demonstrated against the policy of the 
Ministry of Information and Broadcasting for 
not admitting eligible candidates in the Poona 
Institute. 

The said visitor calling himself Amrit Lal Sharma 
has committed a grave offence and is guilty 
of the contempt of this House. I bring it te 
the Dotice of the House for such action as the 
House may deem fit." 

3. Thereupon, the Minister of .Parliamentary 
Affairs (Shri K. Raghu Ramaiah) moved the 
foDowing motion which was adopted by the House:-
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'''Ibis House resolves that the person calling 
himself Amrit LaI Sharma, who threw some 
leaflets from the Visitors' GaDery on the 
floor of the House and shouted slogans at 
13.52 hours today and whom the Watch and 
Ward Officer took into custody immediately, 
has committed a grave offence and is guilty 
of the contempt of this House. 

'Ibis House further resolves that he be sentenced 
to rigorous imprisonment till 6 P.M. on 
Monday, 9 September, 1974, and sent to the 
Central Jail, Tihar, Ne'Y Delhi." 

4. In pursuance of the above decision of the 
House, the Speaker issued a Warrant of Commitment 
addressed to the Superintendent, Central Jail, Tihar, 
New Delhi, requiring him to take ioto custody the 
said Amrit LaI Sharma and to keep him safely in the 
Central Jail, Tahar, New Delhi, till 6 P.M. on 
Mooday, the 9th September, 1974. 

PolDt 01 prJvIIep 

619 

LOK SABRA 

(1975) 

Shouting of slogans and anempt to throw kaflets, 
from the Visitors' Gallery on tM Floor of the 
House 

FadS or the case and action laken by the HOUle 

On the 6th March, 1975, at 12.02 hours, three 
persons shouted slogans and attempted to throw 
some leaflets from the Visitors' Gallery on the floor 
of the House and assaulted the Watch and Ward staff 
on duty in the Visitors' GaDery. They were 
immediately taken into custody by the Watch and 
Ward Officer and removed from the Visitors' 
Gallery. Later in the day, the Chairman (Shri Vasant 
Sathe) informed in the House:-

"I have to inform the House that today, at about 
12.02 p.m., three visitors calling themselves 
Pema Wangyal, son of Shri Karma, Tsering 
Chophel, son of Shri Chokbondup and Ven 
N.C. Gyatso, soo of the late Shri Wangyal, 
shouted slogans from the Visitors' Gallery, 
threw some cyclostyled copies of pamphlets 
which fell in the Gallery and when 
intercepted by Watch and Ward staff on 
duty, they gave some kic:b and blow. to the 



Privileges Digest 

Watch and Ward staff on duty. They were 
immediately removed from the Gallery and 
taken into custody by the Watch and Ward 
Officer. This is a serious matter. I bring it to 
the notice of the House for such action as the 
House may deem fit." 

2. Thereupon, the Minister of Parliamentary affairs 
(Shri K. Raghu Ramaiah) moved the following 
motion in the House:-

"This House resolves that the persons calling 
themselves Pema Wangyal son of Shri Karma, 
Tsering Chophel son of Shri Chokdhondup 
and Ven N. C. Gyatso son of Late Shri 
Wangyal who shouted from the Visitors' 
Gallery, attempted to throw some leaflets 
from there on the floor of the House and 
assualted the Watch and Ward staff on duty 
in the Visitors' Gallery at 12.02 hours today 
and whom the Watch and Ward Officer took 
into custody immediately, have committed a 
grave offence and are guilty of the contempt 
of this House. 

This House further resolves that without 
prejudice to any other action to which they 
may be liable under the law. The said Pema 
Wangyal, Tsering Chophel and Ven N. C. 
Gyatso be sentenced to rigorous 
imprisonment till 6 P.M. on Wednesday, the 
19th March, 1975, for the aforesaid contempt 
of ,the House and sent to Central Jail, New 
Delbi." 

3. Shri S.M. Banerjee, a member moved the 
following amendment to the above motion:-

"That instead of the punishment suggested by 
the Minister of Parliamentary Affairs to these 
three young boys, they should be given a 
chance to improve themselves, to believe in 
parli&mentary democracy and they should be 
warned not to do it in future." 

4. The amendment moved by Shri Banerjee was 
negatived by the House and the motion (See para 2 
above) moved by the Minister of Parliamentary 
Affairs was adopted by the House. 

5. In pursuance of the above decision of the 
House, the Speaker issued a Warrant of Commitment 
addressed to the Superintendent, Central Jail, Tihar, 
New Delhi, requiring him to take into custody the 
said Pema Wangyal son of Shri Karma, TIering 
Chophel son of Shri Chokdhondup and Vcn N. C. 
Gyatso son of Late Shri Wangyal, and to keep them 

safcly in the Central Jail, Tihar, New Delhi, till 
6 P.M. on Wednesday, the 19th March, 1975. 

6. Sarvuhri Pema Wangyal, Tsering Chophel and 
Ven N. C. Gyatso were accordingly, taken by the 
Watch and Ward Staff to, and lodged in, the Central 
Jail, Tihar, New Delhi, where they served out their 
sentence of imprisonment. 

Point of PrlYilege 

620 
L<'K SABHA 

(1977) 

Shouting of slogans and throwing of leaflets from the 
Visitors' GaUery on the floor of the House 

Facts of the case and action taken by the House 
On the 14th November, 1977, at about 12.35 

hours, two persons calling themselves Suresh Maluji 
Sawant and Kanchan Ubale shouted slogans and 
threw some leaflets from the Visitors' Gallery on the 
floor of the House. They were immediately taken 
into custody by the Watch and Ward staff and 
removed from the Visitors' Gallery. Later in the day, 
the Deputy Speaker (Shri Godey Murahari) informed 
the House as under:-

"As the House is aware, at about 12.35 p.m. 
today, two visitors threw some leaflets from the 
Visitors' Gallery on the floor of the House 
and disturbed the proceedings of the House 
by shouting from the Visitors' Gallery. The 
Watch and Ward Officer took them into 
custody immediately and interrogated them. 
The report of the Watch and Ward Officer is 
as follows:-

'Today, at about 12.35 P.M., two visitors holding 
Visitors' Gallery Passes Nos. 33034 and 33035 
issued on the same day in the names of 
Shri S. N. Singh and Shri V.G. Gaikwad 
through Shri Bapu Kaldate and Shrimati A. 
Rangnekar, Members of Parliament shouted 
slogans from the Public Gallery. 
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The visitors were immediately apprehended by 
the Watch and Ward staff and brought out of 
the Gallery. 

On interrogation it was revealed that'the visitors 
had misused the Visitors' Gallery passes. One 
of the visitors, namely, Shri Surcsh Maluji 
Sawant misused the pass issued in the name 
of Shri S. N. Singh. The other visitor, Shri 
Kanchan Ubale, misused the ~ issued in 
favour of Shri V. G. Gaikwad. 
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Shri Suresh Maluji Sawant in his statement has 
~  that he alongwith his friend 

Shn Kanchan Ubale arrived in Delhi from 
Bombay on the night of 12th November 
1977. On the 13th November, 1977' 
Shri Suresh Maluji Sawant met Shrimati A: 
Rangnekar, M.P., at her residence and 
requested her for two passes to see Lok 
Sabha Session. Shrimati A. Rangnekar, M.P. 
told him to come to the Reception Office of 
Parliament on the morning of the 14th 
November, 1971. AcCordingly, Shri Suresh 
Maluji Sawant alongwith Shri Kanchan Ubale 
reached the Reception Office at about 11 
A.M. After sometime, Shrimati A. 
Rangnekar, M.P. personally came there and 
handed over two passes to Shri Suresh Maluji 
Sawant. ·The passes were in the names of 
Shri S.N. Singh and V.G. Gaikwad. 

Shri Sawant kept the card issued in the name of 
Shri ~ N. Singh with him and gave tke other 
card issued in the name of Shri V. G. 
Gaikwad to Shri Kanchan Ubale. Since the 
passes were valid from 12 Noon, they entered 
the Parliament House at 12 Noon and after 
sometime, got into the Gallery. They 
watched the proceedings of the House for 
about half an hour and at about 12.35 P.M., 
they got up and shouted slogans and tried to 
throw some pamphlets concealed on their 
person. They were intercepted by Watch and 
Ward staff and brought out of the Gallery. 

Shri Kanchan Ubale has also given a similar 
statement, but has denied having met 
Shrimati A. Rangnekar, M.P. on the 13th or 
on the 14th November, 1977. The pass was 
handed over to him by Shri Sawant. 

The demands of these two youths belonging to 
Yuvak Republican are contained in the 
pamphlets which they wanted to throw on the 
floor of the House and also distribute it to 
Members of Parliament. 

The visitors have committed a serious offence by 
impersonation and also by shouting slogans 
from the Gallery. 

The said visitors calling themselves Suresh Maluji 
Sawant and Kanchan Ubale have committed 
grave offences and are guilty of the contempt 
of this House. I bring it to the notice of the 
House for such action as the House may 
deem fit.' 
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2. The. Minister of State in the Ministry of Labour 
and Parliamentary Affairs (Shri Larana Sai) then 
moved the following motion, which was adopted by 
the House:-

"This House resolves that the persons calling 
themselves Suresh Maluji Sawant 810 Shri 
Maluji Bandu Sawant and Shri Kanchan 
Ubale 810 Shri Ihipa who shouted from the 
Visitors' Gallery and threw some leaflets 
from there on the Floor of the House at 
12.35 hrs. today and whom the Watch and 
Ward Officer took into custody immediately 
have committed a grave offence and are 
guilty of the contempt of this House. 

This House further resolves that without 
prejudice to any other action to which they 
may be liable under the law, the said 
Shri Suresh Maluji Sawant and Shri Kanchan 
Ubale be sentenced to imprisonment till 6 
P.M. on Tuesday, the 15th November, 1977 
for the aforesaid contempt of the House, and 
sent to Central Jail, Tihar, New Delhi." 

3. In pursuance of the above decision of the 
House, ~ Speaker (Shri K. S. Hedge) issued a 
Warrant of Commitment in respect of both the 
persons concerned, addressed to the Superintendent, 
Centrallail, Tihar, New Delhi, requiring him to take 
them into custody and to keep them safely in the 
Central Jail, Tihar, New Delhi, till 6 P.M. on 
Tuesday, the 15th November, 1977. 

Point or prlvlIeae 
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LOK SABHA 

(1977) 

Shouting of slogans from the Visitors' Gallery 

Facti or the cue and action taken by the· HoUle 

On the 20th December, 1977, at about 12.40 hours, 
a person calling himself Bhagwan Bux Singh shouted 
slogans from the Visitors' Gallery. He was 
immediately removed from the Visitors' Gallery by 
the Watch and Ward staff. Later in the day, the 
Speaker informed the House as folloWl:-

"As the House is aware, one person, who has 
given his name as Shri Bhagwan Bux Singh, who is a 
Lecturer in Modero Vocational Inter College,. 
Lucknow, shouted some slogans from the 
Visitors' Gallery at about 12.40 P.M. today. He 
was immediately removed from the Gallery by 
the Watch and Ward staff and interrogated. 
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In a written statement, he has expressed his regret 
for his behaviour and for shouting slogans from 
the Visitors' Gallery and requested that he 
might be excused for his action. 

If the House agrees, his regret may be accepted 
and he may be let off with a warning." 

2. The House agreed and he was later let off with a 
warning. 

Point or privilege 

622 
LOK SABHA 

(1977) 

Shouting of slogans and throwing of leaflets from the 
Visitors' Gallery on the floor of the Howe 

Facti or the case and action tIIken by the House 
On the 23rd December, 1977, at about 12.40 

hours, a person calling himself Suresh Singh shouted 
slogans and threw leaflets from the Visitors' Gallery 
on the floor of the House. He was immediately 
removed from the Visitor's Gallery by the Watch and 
Ward staff. Later in the day, the Speaker (Shri K.S. 
Hegde) informed the House as follows:-

"As the House is aware, one person, who has 
given his name as Suresh Singh, who is a 
student of B.A. Final of Gorakhpur University 
shouted some slogans and threw leaflets from 
the Visitors' Gallery at about 12.40 p.m. today. 
He was immediately removed from the Gallery 
by the Watch and Ward staff and interrogated. 
He has made a written statement but not 
expressed regret for his action. 

As today is the last day of the session, if the House 
agrees, he may be kept in the custody of the 
Watch and Ward Officer till the rising of the 
House today and thereafter released with a 
warning." 

2. Shri Jyotirmoy Bosu, a member, moved that the 
person concerned be released forthwith. 

3. After a brief discussion, the House decided that 
he be let off with a warning. 

Point or privilege 
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LOK SABHA 

(1978) 

Shouting of slogans and throwing of leaflets from 
the Visitors' Gallery on the floor of the Howe 
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Facts or the case and action taken by the House 

On the 15th May, 1978, at about 16.30 hours, a 
person calling himself Sailendra Kumar Mishra alills 
Suresh Kumar shouted slogans and threw leaOets 
from the Visitors' Gallery on the floor of the House. 
He was immediately removed from the Visitors' 
Gallery by the Watch and Ward staff. Before the 
adjournment of the House on that day, the Speaker 
(Shri K.S. Hedge) informed the House as follows:-

"There was some disturbance caused by somebody on 
some local grievance I am told. We have let him off 
with some warning." 

Point of priYilege 
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LOK SABHA 
(1978) 

Shouting of slogans from the Visitors' Gallery 

Facts of the case and action taken by the House 

On the 16th August, 1978, at about 15.55 hours, 
two persons calling themselves Shri Radhe Shyam 
Verma and Shri Ram Kumar Sharma, shouted 
slogans from the Visitors' Gallery. They were 
immediately removed from the Visitors' Gallery by 
the Watch and Ward staff. Later in the day, the 
Speaker informed the House as follows:-

" .... today at about 3.55 p.m. two visitors calling 
themselves Shri Radhe Shyam Verma and 
Shri Ram Kumar Sharma, shouted from the 
Visitors' Gallery. The Watch and Ward Officer 
took them into custody immediately and 
interrogated them. Both of them have stated that 
they are students and they have expressed their 
regret for their action. They are being let off" 

2. The House agreed and both of them were later 
let off. 

Point or priYilege 
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LOK SABHA 
(1978) 

Shouting of slogans and cawing obstruction within 
the precincts of the Howe 

For details of the case please see summary No. 366 
at pp. 526 ante. 
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LOK SABHA 
(1979) 

Throwing of papers from the Visitors' Gallery on floor 
of the House. 

Fads or the cae and action taken by the Bouse 

On the 6th March, 1979, at about 12.25 hours two 
persons calling themselves Swami Ananda Bharati 
and Gururaj threw some papers from tbe Visitors' 
Gallery on the floor of the House. They were 
immediately taken into custody and removed from 
Visitors' Gallery by tbe Watch and Ward staff. 
Before the adjournment of tbe House on that day, 
tbe Chairman (Sbri N.K. Sbejwalwar) informed the 
House as follows:-

"As the House is aware, at about 12.25 P.M. 
today, two visitors wbo have disclosed their 
names as Swami Ananda Bbarati and Sbri 
Gururaj threw some papers from Visitors' 
Gallery on the Door of the House. The Watcb 
and Ward Officer took them into custody 
immediately and interrogated tbem. The visitors 
bave made written statements but not expressed 
regret for their action. 

I bring it to the notice of tbe House for sucb action 
as the House may deem fit." 

2. The Minister of Parliamentary Affairs and 
Labour (Sbri Ravindra Varma), tben moved tbe 
following motion, which was adopted by tbe 
House:-

"This House resolves that the persons calling 
themselves Swami· Ananda Bharati Slo Shri 
Venkannacbarya and Gururaj Slo Sbri Advi 
Rao, wbo threw some papers from tbe Visitors' 
Gallery on tbe Door of the House at about 
12.25 hours today and whom the Watch and 
Ward Officer took into custody immediately 
have committed a grave offence and are guilty 
of the contempt of this HouSe. 

This House further resolves that they be kept in 
the custody of the Watch and Ward Officer till the 
rising of the House today and thereafter 
released with a warning." 

3. Swami Ananda Bharati and Gururaj were let off 
with a warning after tbe rising of tbe House. 
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LOK SABHA 
(1980) 

Shouting of slogans QIId throwing of lafkts from the 
Visitors' Gallery on the floor of the House 

Facts or the cue and action taken by the House 

On 11th March, 1980, at 14.45 hours, three persons 
calling themselves Harbans Singh, Kailash Cbander 
Bharti and Nand Ram shouted slogans and threw 
some IcaOets from tbe Visitors'· Gallery on the floor 
of the House. They were immediately taken into 
custody by the Watcb and Ward staff and removed 
from the Visitors' Gallery. 

2. Later in tbe day, the Speaker (Sbri Bal Ram 
Jakhar) informed tbe House as follows:-

"As the House is aware, at 14.45 hours today, 3 
visitors calling tbemselves Harbans Singh, 
Kailasb Chander Bharti and Nand Ram threw 
some papers from the Visitors' Gallery on the 
floor of the House and shouted slogans. The 
Watch· and Ward Officer took them into 
custody and immediately and interrogated them. 
The visitors bave made statements, but bave not 
expressed any regret for their action. 

I bring tbis to the notice of the House of such 
action as it may deem fit." 

3. Immediately thereafter, the Minister of State for 
Parliamentary Affairs (Shri P. Venkatuubbaiah) 
moved tbe following motion:-

"This House resolves tbat the persons calling 
themselves Harbans Singb, Kailllh Cbander 
Bbarti and Nand Ram who threw lOme leaflets 
from the Visitors' Gallery and shouted slogans 
at 2.45 p.m. today and wbom the Watch and 

. Ward Officer took into custody immediately 
have committed a grave offence and are JUilty 
of tbe contempt of this House. 

This House further resolves that they be kept in 
the custody of the Watcb and Ward Officer ti11 the 
rising of tbe House today, and thereafter, 
released with a stem warning." 

4. After some discussion, tbe Minister of State for 
Parli8JVentary Affairs moved an amended motion II 
follows which WII adopted by the House:-

"This House resolves that the persons calling them-
selves Harbans Singh, Kailuh Cbander Bharti 
and Nand Ram wlio tbrew some leaflets from 
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the Visitors' Gallery and shouted slogans at 2.45 p.m. 
today and whom the Watch and Ward Officer took 
into custody immediately, have committed a grave 
offence and are guilty of the contempt of this House. 

This House further resolves that they be let off 
with a stem warning." 

5. The contemnors were accordingly let off with a 
stem warning. 

Point of Privlleae 

628 

LOKSABHA 

(1981) 

Shouting of slogans from the Visitors' Gallery 

Facts of the case and action taken by the House 

On 28th August, 1981, the Chairman (Shri 
Chintamani Panigrahi) informed the House as 
follows:-

"As the House is aware, at about 15.50 hours 
today, six visitors calling themselves Vijay 
Pal Singh Ram Mehar, Bhim Singh, Kurdiya, 
Rishan Singh and J ai Kawar shouted slogans 
from the Visitors' Gallery. The Watch and 
Ward Officer took them into custody 
immediately and interrogated them. The visitors 
have made statements, but have not expressed 
any regret for their action. 

I bring this to the notice of the House for such 
action as it may deem fit." 

2. The Minister of State in the Department of 
Parliamentary Affairs (Shri P. Venkatasubbaiah) 
moved the following motion which was adopted by 
the House:-

"This House resolves that the persons calling 
themselves Vijay Pal Singh, Ram Mehar, Bhim 
Singh, Kurdiya, Rishan Singh and Jai Kawar 
who shouted slogans at about 3.50 P.M. today' 
from the Visitors' Gallery and whom the Watch 
and Ward Officer took into custody 
immediately, have committed a grave offence 
and are guilty of the contempt of this House. 

This House further resolves that they be let off 
with a stem warning on the rising of the House 
today." 

The matter was, thereafter, closed. 
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Point of Privilege 

629 

LOK SABHA 

(1981) 

Shouting of slogans and throwing of leaflets from the 
Visitors' Gallery on the Door of the House. 

Facts of the case and act10a taken by the BOUIe 

On 15th September, 1981. the Deputy Speaker 
(Shri G. Lakshmanan) informed the House as 
foUows:-

"As the House is aware, at about 11.40 hours 
today, a visitor calling himself Dudbeshwar 
Roy, son of Shri Brahm Dev, threw some 
papers from the Visitors' Gallery on the flOQr of 
the House and shouted slogans. The Watch and 
Ward Officer took him into custody 
immediately and interrogated him. The visitor 
has made a statement and has expressed regret 
for his conduct. 

I bring this to· the notice of the House for such 
action as it may deem fit." 

2. The Minister of State in the Department of 
Parliamentary Affairs (Shri P. Venkatasubbaiah) 
moved the follOwing motion which was adopted by 
the House:-

~  House resolves that the person calling 
himself Dudbeshwar Roy, son of Shri 
Brahm Dev, who threw some papers from the 
Visitors' Gallery and shouted slogans at about 
11.40 hours today and whom the Watch and 
Ward Officer took into custody immediately has 
committed a grave. offence and is guilty of the 
contempt of this House. 

This House further resolves that he be let off with 
a stem warning." 

The matter was, thereafter, closed. 

Point of Privilege 

630 

LOK SABHA 

(1981) 

Shouting of slogans from the Visitors' Gallery 
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, Facts or the case and actIoa takea by the Bouse 
On 17th September, 1981, the Deputy Speaker 

(Sbri G. Lakshmanan) informed the House as 
foUows:-

"As the House is aware, at about 16.15 hours 
today, two visitors calling themselves Partap Singh 
Chaudhary, son of Sbri Ram Singh, Sorain and 
Nafe Singh, son of Shri Prithvi Singh shouted 
slogans from the Visitors' Gallery. The Watch 
and Ward Officer took them into custody 
immediately and interrogated them. The visitors 
have made statements but have not expressed 
any regret for their action. 

I bring this to the notice of the House for such 
action as it may deem fit." 

2. The Minister of State in the Department of 
Parliamentary Affairs (Shri P. Venkatasubbaiah) 
moved the following motion which was adopted by 
the House:-

"This House resolves that the persons calling 
themselves Partap Singh Chaudhary, son of 
Shri Ram Singh Sorain and Nafe Singh son of 
Shri Prithvi Singh who shouted slogans at about 
16.15 hours today from the Visitors' Gallery 
and whom the Watch and Ward Officer took 
into custody immediately, have committed a 
grave offence and are guilty of the contempt of 
this House. 

This House further resolves that they be let off 
with a stem warning on the rising of the House 
today." 

The matter was thereafter, closed. 

Point or Pril'llep 

631 

LOK SABHA 
(1982) 

Shouting of slogans and attempting to throw leaflets 
from the Visitors' Gallery on the floor of the 
House 

Facts of the case and action taken by the Bouse 
On 18th March, 1982, the Deputy Speaker (Shri G. 

Lakshmanan) informed the House as follows:-
"As the House is aware, at about 12.35 hoors 

today, Six visitors calling themselves Kesbar 
Sharma, Bhagat Ram Gupta, Anil, Shyam Lal 
Garg, Mahabir Singh and Ravinder Pal Singh 
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shouted slogans from the Visitors' Gallery and 
tried to throw some leaflets on the floor of the 
House. The Watch &: Ward Officer took them 
into custody immediately and interrogated 
them. The visitors have made statements but 
have not expressed any regret for their action. 

I bring this to the notice of the House for such 
action as it may deem fit." 

2. The Minister of State in the Department of 
Parliamentary Affairs (Shri P. Venkatasubbaiah) 
moved which following motion:-

"This House resolves that the persons calling 
themselves Keshar Sharma son of Shri Tej Ram 
Sharma, Bhagat Ram Gupta son of Shri Ram 
Kumar Gupta, Anil son of Shri P.C. Mittal, 
Shyam Lal Garg son of Shri Hazari Lal, 
Mahabir Singh son of Shri Chandagi Ram and 
Ravinder Pal Singh son of Shri P.P. Singh, who 
shouted slogans at about 12.35 hours today 
from the Visitors' Gallery and attempted to 
throw some leaflets from there on the floor of 
the House and whom the Watch and Ward 
Officer took into custody immediately, have 
committed a grave offence and are guilty of the 
contempt of this House. 

This House further resolves that the said Keshar 
Sharma, Bhagat Ram Gupta, Anil, Shyam 
Lal Garg, Mahabir Singh and Ravinder Pal 
Singh be sentenced to simple imprisonment till 
6 P.M. on Wednesday, the 24th Marcb, 1982, 
for the 
aforesaid contempt of the House and sent to 
Central Jail, Tihar, New Delhi." 

3. Sbri Suraj Bhan, a member, tben moved the 
following substitute motion which was negatived 
by the House:-
"Thii House does not approve the slogan 

sbouting and tbrowing of leaflets in the 
House today by tbe outsiders from tbe 
visitors gallery and lets them off with 
warning." 

4. The motion moved by Sbri P. Venkatasubbaiah 
was then put to vote by the Deputy Speaker and 
adopted by the House. 

S. In pursuance of the above motion, the following 
Warrant Clf Commitment, addressed to the. 
Superintendent, Central Jail, Tihar, New Delhi was 
issued by the Speaker and the offenders were sent to 
the jail:-
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"WARRANT OF COMMITMENT 

Whereas the Lok Sabha adopted the following 
motion today, the 18th Much, 1982:-

"This House resolves that the persons" calling 
themselves Keshar Sharma son of Shri Tej Ram 
Sharma, Bhagat Ram Gupta son of Shri Ram 
Kumar Gupta. Anil son of Shri P.C. Mittal, 
Shyam Lal Garg son of Shri Haziui Lal, 
Mahabir Singh son of Shri Chandagi Ram and 
Ravinder Pal Singh son of Shri P.P. Singh, who 
shouted slogans at about 12.25 hours today 
from the Visitors' Gallery and attempted to 
throw some leaflets from there on the Ooor of 
the House and whom the Watch and Ward 
Officer took into custody immediately have 
committed a grave offence and are gUilty of the 
contempt of this House. 

This House further resolves that the said Keshar 
Sharma, Bhagat Ram Gupta, Anil, Shyam Lal 
"Garg, Mahabir Singh and Ravinder Pal Singh 
be sentenced to simple imprisonment till 6 ~  

on Wednesday, the 24th March, 1982, for the 
"aforesaid contempt of the House and sent to 
Central Jail, Tihar, New Delhi." 

Now, therefore, I, Bal Ram Jakhar, Speaker, 
Lok Sabha, in pursuance of the above decision 
of the Lok Sabha, by this Warrant of 
Commitment require the Superintendent, 
Central Jail, Tihar, New Delhi, to take into 
custody the said (1) Keshar Sharma, (2) Bhagat 
Ram Gupta, (3) Anil, (4) Shyam Lal Garg, 
(5) Mahabir Singh and (6) Ravinder Pal Singh, 
and to keep them safely in the Central Jail, 
Tihar, New Delhi, till 6 P.M. on Wednesday, 
the 24th March, 1982. 

Herein fail not. 

Given under my hand and seal at New Delhi, this 
18th March, 1982. 

Point of Privilege 

ScY-
(BAL RAM JAKHAR), 

SPEAKER." 

632 
LOK SABHA 
(1982) 

ShoUling of slogans and throwing of kaflets from the 
Visitors' Gallery on the floor of the HOWIe 

Facts of the case and action taken by the House 
On 5th April, 1982, the Deputy Speaker (Shri G. 
Lakshmanan) informed the House as follows:-

"As the House is aware, at about 12.25 hours 
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today a visitor calling himself Dev Dutt Sharma 
threw some leaOets from the Visitors Gallery on 
the floor of the House and shouted slogans. The 
Watch and Ward Officer took him into custody 
immediately and interrogated him. The visitor 
has made a statement and has expressed regret 
for his action. 

I bring this to the notice of the House for such action 
as it may deem fit." 

2. The Minister of State in the Department of 
Parliamentary Affairs (Shri P. Venkatasubbaiah) 
moved the following motion which was adopted by 
the House:-

"This House resolves that the person ca1ling 
himself Dev Dutt Sharma, son of Shri Bishamber 
Dayal Sharma, who threw some leaflets from 
the Visitors' Gallery on the Ooor of the House 
and shouted slogalll at about 12.25 hours today 
and whom the Watch and Ward Officer took 
into custody immediately, has committed a 
grave offence and is guilty of the contempt of 
this House. 

This House further resolves that he be kept in the 
custody of the Watch and Ward Officer till the 
rising of the House today, and thereafter, 
released with a stem warning." 

Point of PrivUeae 

633 
LOK SABHA 
(l982) 

Throwing of some papers from the Speaker's Gallery 
on lhe floor of the House 

Facts of the case and action taken by the House 

On 28th July, 1982, the Speaker (Dr. Bal Ram 
Jakhar) observed in the House as follows:-

"As the House is aware, at about 18.20 hours 
today, a visitor calling himself, Gurdayal Singh 
son of Shri Madhan Singh threw some papers 
from the Speaker's Gallery on the floor of the 
House. The Watch and Ward Officer took him 
into custody immediately and interrogated him. 
The visitor has made a statement and has 
expressed regret for his action. 

I bring to the notice of the House for such action. as 
it may deem fit." 
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2. The Minister of State in the Department of 
'Parliamentary Affairs (Shri P. Venkatasubbaiah) then 
moved the following motion which was adopted by 
the House:-

~ House ~ that the person calling 
hunself Gurdayal Smgb son of Shri Madhan Singh 
who therew some papers at about 18.20 hours 
today from the Speaker's Gallery and whom the 
Watch and Ward Officer took into custody 
immediately, has committee as grave offence 
and is guilty of the contempt of this House. 

Tbis House further resolves that he be let off with 
a stem warning on the rising of the House today." 
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LOK SABRA 
(198.3) 

Point of PriYileae 

Shouting of slogtlllS and throwing of a piece of cloth 
containing some p,;"te4 matter thereon from the 
Visitors' Gallery on the floor of the Howe 

Facts of the case and action taken by the Rouse 

On 5th April, 1983, the Deputy Speaker (hri G. 
Lakshmanan) informed "the House as foUows:-

"As the House is aware, at about 14.50 hours 
today a visitoor calling himself Ram Sarupson 
of Shri Gainda Lal shouted slogans and threw 
piece of cloth coritaining some printed matter 
thereon from the Visitors' GaUery on the floor 
of the House. The Watch and Ward Officer 
took him into custody immediately and 
interrogated him. The visitor has made a 
statement and has expressed regret for his 
action. 

I bring this to the notice of the House for such 
action as it may deem fit." 

2. The Deputy Minister in the Department of 
Parliamentary Affairs (Shri Mallikarjun) then moved 
the following motion which was adopted by the 
House:-

"This House resolves that the person calling 
himself Ram Sarup son of Shri Gainda LaI, who 
shouted slogans at about 14.50 hours today and 
threw a piece of cloth containing some printed 
matter thereon from !.!ie Visitors' Gallery on the 
floor of the House and whom the Watch and 
Ward Officer took into custody immediately, 
has committed a grave offence and is guilty of 
the centempt of this House. 
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"This House further resolves that be be lewt off 
with stem warning on the Mill of the House 
today." 

635 

LOK SABBA 
(1984) 

Point of PrlYiIeae 

Trying to shout some slogan from the Visuors' 
Gallery. 

Facts of the case and actioD taken by the Rouse 

On 2nd March, 1982, the Cbairman (Dr. Rajendra 
Kumari Bajpai) observed as foUows:-

"As the House is aware, at about 12.13 hours 
today, a visitor calling bimself Ram Saran 
Dassson of Lala Bbagat Ram tried to shout 
some slogan from the Visitors' Gallery. The 
Watch and Ward Officer took him into custody 
immediately and interrogated bim. The visitor 
has made a statement. But has not expressed 
any regret for his action. 

I bring this to the notice of the House for such 
action as it may deem fit." 

2. The Deputy Minister in the Department of 
Parliamentary Affairs (Shri Mallikarjun) then 
moved the following motion ''ibich was adopted 
by the House after some discussion:-

"This House resolves d.at the person callin, 
himself Ram Saran Dass son of LaIa Bhagat 
Ram who tried to shout some s10lan at about 
12.13 hours today from the Visitoll, Gallery 
and wbom the Watcb and Ward Officer took 
into custody immediately, has committed a 
grave offence and is guilty of the contempt of 
this House. 

"This House further resolves that the said Ram 
Saran Dass son of Lala Bhapt Ram be 
sentence to simple imprisonment till 6 P.M. on 
Thursday, the 8th March, 1984, for lite 
aforesaid contempt of the House and sent to 
Central Jail, Tihar, New Delhi." 

3. In pursuance of the above decision of the 
House, the Spealter (Dr. Bal Ram Jakhar) 
issued the foUowing Warrant of Copmmitment 
a,ainst the offender, addressed to the 
Superintendent, Tihar. Jail, New Delhi, and the 
offender was sent to jail:-
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WARRANT OF COMMITMENT 
Where as the Lok Sabha adopted the following 

motion today, the 2nd March, 1984:-
"This HoUle resolves that the person calling himself 

Ram Saran Dass son of Lala Bhagat Ram who 
tried to shout some slogan at about 12.13 hours 
today from the Visitors Gallery and whom the 
Watch and Ward Officer took into custody 
immediately, has committed a grave offence and 
is guilty of the contempt of this House. 

This House further resolves that the said Ram Saran 
Dass son of Lala Bhagat Ram be sentenced to 
simple imprisonment till 6 P.M. on Thursday, 
the 8th March, 1984 for the aforesaid contempt 
of the House and sent to Central Jail, Tihar, 
New Delhi.' 

Now, therefore, I, Bal Ram Jakhar, Speaker 
Lok Sabha, in pursuance of the above decision 
of the Lok Sabha by the Warrant of 
Commitment require the Superintendent, 
Central Jail, Tihar, New Delhi, to take into 
custody the said Ram Saran Dass and to keep 
him safely in the Central Jail, Tihar New Delhi, 
till 6 P.M. on Thursday, the 8th March, 1984. 

Herein fail not. 
Given under my hand and seal at New Delhi, this 

2nd day of March, 1984. 

To 

SdI-
(BAL RAM JAKHAR), 

Speaker. 

The Superintendent, 
Central Jail, Tihar, 
New Delhi." 

Point of Privlleae 

636 
LOK SABHA 

(1984) 

Shouting of slogans from the Visitors' Gallery 
Facts of the case and action taken· by the House 

On 7th May, 1984, the Chairman (Shri Chintamani 
Panigrahi) informed the House as follows:-

"As the House is aware at about 14.53 hours 
today, a visitor calling himself Usman Gani, son 
of Shri Hafiz Mohammed Akbar, shouted some 
slogans from the Visitors' Gallery. The Watch 
and Ward Officer took him into custody 

iminediately and interropted him. The visitor 
has made a statement, but has not expressed 
any regret for his action. 
I briog this to the notice of the House for such 
action as it may deem fit". 

2. The Deputy Minister in the Department of 
Parliamentary Affairs (Shri Mallikarjun) then moved 
the following motion which was adopted by the 
House:-

"This House resolves that the person calling 
himself Usman Gani, son of Shri Hafiz 
Mohammed Akbar, who shouted some slogans 
at about 14.53 hours today from the Visitors' 
Gallery and whom the Watch and Ward Officer 
took into custody immediately has committed a 
grave offence and is guilty of the contempt of 
this House. 

This House further resolves that the said Usman 
Gani son of Shri Hafiz Mohammed Akbar, be 
sentenced to simple imprisonment till 6.30 P.M. 
on Wednesday, the 9th May, 1984, for the 
aforesaid contempt of the House and sent to 
Central Jail, Tihar, New Delhi." 

3. In pursuance of the above decillion of the 
House, the Speaker (Dr. Bal Ram Jakbar) issued the 
following Warant of Commitment against the 
offender, addressed to the Superintendent, Tihar Jail, 
New Delhi, and the offender was sent to jail:-

"WARRANT OF COMMITMENT 
WHEREAS the Lok Sabha adopted the following 

motion today, the 7th May, 1984: 
'This House resolves that the person calling himself 

Usman Gani, son of Shri Hafiz Mohammed 
Akbar, who shouted some slogans at about 
14.53 hours today from the Visitors' Gallery 
and whom the Watch and Ward Officer took 
into custody immediately, has committed a 
grave offence and is guilty of the contempt of 
this House. 

This House further resolves that the said Usman 
Gani, son of Shri Hafiz Mohammed Akbar, be 
sentenced to simple imprisonment till 6.30 P.M. 
on Wednesday, the 9th May, 1984 for the 
aforesaid contempt of the House and sent to 
Central Jail, Tihar, New Delhi. 

Now, therefore, I, Bal Ram Jakbar, Speaker, 
Lok Sabha, in pursuance of the above decision of the 
Lok Sabha by this Warrant of Commitment, require 
the Superintendent Central Jail, Tihar, New Delhi to 
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. ~  into ~  the said l!sman Gani and to keep 
him safely m the Central Jail, Tihar, New Delhi, till 
6.30 P.M. on Wednesday, the 9th May, 1984. 

Herein fail not. 

Given under my hand and seal at New Delhi, this 
7th day of May, 1984. 

To 

Sci' 
(DAL RAM JAKHAR) , 

Speaker. 

The Superintendent 
Central Jail, Tihar, 
New Delhi". 

Point or privUeae 

637 
LOK SABHA 
(1975) 

Throwing of S011l¢ papers on the floor of the Howe 
and shouting from the Visitors' Gallery 

Facts or the case and action taken by the HOUle 

On 30th July, 1985, the Deputy Speaker (Shri M. 
Thambi Durai) observed as follows:-

.. As the House is aware, at about 12.00 noon 
today. a visitor calling himself N. Devasahayam, 
son of Shri Solomon, threw some papers on the 
floor of the House and shouted from the 
Visitors' Gallery. The Watch and Ward Officer 
took him into custody immediately and 
interrogated him: The visitor has made a 
statement and has expressed regret for his 
action. He has also begged pardon for the 
same. 

I bring this to the notice of the House for such action 
as it may deem fit." 

2. The Minister of Parliamentary Affairs 
(Shri H.K.L. Dhagat) moved the following motion 
which was adopted by the House:-

"This House resolves that the person calling 
himselfN. Devashayam, sonofShri Solomon, who 
threw some papers at about 12.00 noon today 
on the floor of the House and shouted from the 
Visitors' Gallery and whom the Watch and 
Ward Officer took into custody immediately, 
has committed a grave offence and is guilty of 
the contempt of this House. 

This House further resolves that in view of the 
unqualified regret expressed by him, he be let 
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off with a stem warning on the rising of the 
House today." 

Point of PrlYilep 

638 

LOK SABHA 

(1987) 

Throwing .of some papers on the floor of 1M. Hmue 
and shouttng from the Visitors' Gallery by II visitor 

Facti of the case and action taken by the HOllie 

On 23rd April, 1987. the Deputy Speaker 
(Shri Thambi Durai) observed as fonowa:-

"As the House is aware at about 11.30 hours 
today, a visitor calling himself Trivcnder 
Singh Panwar son of Shri Chandan Singh 
Panwar threw some papers on the floor of the 
House and shouted from the Visitors' Gallery. 
The Watch and  Ward Officer took him into 
custody immediately and interroaated him. The 
visitor has made a statement and bu cxprcued 
regret for his action. He hu also begcd pardon 
for the same. 

I bring this to the notice of the House for 
such action as it may deem fit." 

2. The Minister of State in the Miniatry of 
Parliamentary Affairs (Shrimati Sheila Dikabit) 
thereupon moved the fonowing motion which wu 
adopted by the House: . 

"This House resolves that the person calling 
himself Trivender Singh Panwar son of 
Shri Chandan Singh Panwar who threw some 
papers on the floor of the House and shouted 
from the Visitors' Gallery at about 11.30 hours 
today and whom the Watch and Ward Officer 
took into custody immediately, hu committed a 
grave offence and is guilty of the contempt of 
the House. 

This House further resolves that in vicw of 
theregrct expreued by him, he be let qJf with a 
stem warning on the riling of the House 
today." 

Point of prlYilep 

639 
LOK SABHA 
(1987) 

Shouting from the Visitors' Gallery by II vi:itor 
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Facts of the case and action taken by the House 

On 23rd November. 1987. the Deputy Speaker 
(Shri Thambi Durai)' observed as follows:-

"As the House is aware at about 11.30 
hours today, a visitor calling himself 
Dhirender Pratap Sharma, son of 
Shri Suresh Chand Sharma, shouted slogan 
from the Visitors' Gallery. The Director, 
Security. took him into custody immediately 
and interrogated him. The visitor has made 
a statement and has expressed regret for 
his action. He has also begged pardon for 
the same. 

I bring this to the notice of the House 
for such action as it may deem fit." 

2. The Minister of State in the Ministry of 
Parliamentary Affairs (Shrimati Sheila Dikshit) 
thereupon moved the following motion whiCh 
was adopted by the House:-

"This House resolves that the person 
calling himself Dhirender Pratap Sharma, 
son of Shri Suresh Chand Sharma, who 
shouted slogan from the Visitor's Gallery at 
about 11.30 hours today and when the 
Director. Security, took into custody 
immediately, has committed a grave offence 
and is guilty of the contempt of, the' 
House. 

This House further resolves that in view 
of the regret expressed by him. he is let 
off with a stem warning on the rising of 
the House today." 

Point of privilege 

640 
LOK SABHA 

(1989) 

Shouting of Slogans from the Visitors' Gallery 
Facts or the case and action taken by the House 

On 21st April, 1989, the Deputy Speaker 
(Shri Thambi Durai) informed the House as 
follows:-

"As the House is aware, at about 14.40 
hours today, a visitor calli.lg himself Dev 
Singh Rawat, son of Shri Vijay Singh 
Rawat, shouted slogan from the Visitors' 
Gallery. The Director, Security, took him 
into custody immediately and interrogated 

him. The visitor has made a statement but 
has not expressed regret for his action. 

I bring it to the notice of the House 
for such action as the House may deem 
fit. " 

2. The Deputy Minister in the Ministry of 
Surface Transport and Deputy Minister in the 
Ministry of Parliamentary Affairs (Shri P. 
Namgyal) moved the following motion which was 
adopted by the House:-

"This House resolves that the person calling 
himself Dev Singh Rawat, son of 
Shri Vijay Singh Rawat, who shouted 
slogan from the Visitors' GaUery at about 
14.40 hours today and whom the Director, 
Security, took into custody immediately has 
committed a grave offence and is guilty of 
the contempt of this House. 

This House further resolves that he be kept 
in the custody of the Director, Security, till the 

rising of the House today and thereafter 
released with a stem warning." 

The matter was, thereafter, closed. 
641 

Point of privUep 

LOK SABHA 
(1989) 

Shouting of Slogans from the Visitors' Gallery 
Facts of the case and action taken by the 

House 

874 

On 18th 
(Shri B.R. 
follows:-

August, 1989, 
Jakhar) informed 

the 
the 

Speaker 
House as 

"Hon. members, as the House is aware at 
about 12.55 hours today, two visitors 
calling themselves Raj Kumar Vashishth 
son of Shri Tola Ram Vasbishtb and 
Javed Ali Khan son of Shri Nasir Ali 
Khan shouted slogans from the Visitors' 
Gallery. The Director, Security, took 
them into custody immediately and 
interrogated them. The visitors have 
made statements and have expressed 
regret for their action. They have also 
begged . pardon for the same, 

. I bring this to the notice of the House for 
such action as it may deem fit. " 

2. The Minister of State in the Ministry of 
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Parliamentary Affairs and Ministers of State in the 
Prime Minister's Office (Shrimati Sheila Dikshit) 
moved the "following motion which was adopted by 
the House:-

"This House resolves that the persons calling 
themselves Raj Kumar Vashishth son of Shri 
Tola Ram Vashishth and Javed Ali Khan son 
of Shri Nasir Ali Khan, who shouted slogans 
from the Visitors' Gallery at about 12.55 
hours today and whom the Director, 
Security, took into custody immediately, have 
committed a grave offence, and are guilty of 
the "COntempt of the House. 

This House further resolves that in view of the 
regret expressed by them, they be let off with 
a stern warning on the rising of the House 
today." 

The matter was, thereafter, closed. 
642 

LOK SABHA 
(1990) 

Point of PrivUege 

Shouting of Slogans from the Visitors' Gallery 

Facts of the case and action taken by the House 

On 10th April, 1990, the Deputy Speaker 
(Shri Shivraj V. Patil) informed the House as 
follows:-

"As the House is aware at about 12.35 hours 
today, three visitors calling themselves 
Ram Kishore Yadav son of Shri Jageshwar 
Prasad Yadav, Munish Kumar Darbari son 
of Shri Raghuraj Prakash Darbari and 
Uday Bhan Srivastava son of 
Shri Harswaroop Srivastava attempted to 
shout slogans from the Visitors' Gallery. 
The Director, Security took them into 
custody immediately and interrograted 
them. The visitors have made statements. 
Munish Kumar Darbari has expressed 
regret for his action and has also begged 
pardon for the same. Ram Kishore Yadav 
and Uday Bhan Srivastava have not 
expressed any regret for their action. 

I bring this to the notice of the House for such 
action as it may deem fit." 

2. The Minister of Information and Broadcasting 
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and  Minister of Parliamentary Affairs (Shri P. 
Upendra) moved the following motion which was 
adopted by the House:-

"This House resolves that the persons calling 
themselves Ram Kishore Yadav son of 
Shri Jageshwar Prasad Yadav, Munish 
Kumar Darbari son of Shri Raghuraj 
Prakash Darbari and Uday Bhan 
Srivastava son of Shri Harswaroop 
Srivastava, who Ilttempted to shout slogans 
from the Visitors' Gallery at about 12.35 
hours tod.ay and whom the Director, 
Security, took into custody immediately, 
have committed a grave offence, and are 
guilty of the contempt of the House. 

This House further resolves that they be let off 
with a stem warning on the rising of the 
House today." . 

The matter was, thereafter closed. 
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Point of PrivUeae 

LOK SABHA 
(1991) 

Shouting of slogans from the Visitors' Gallery 

Facts of the case and action taken by the House 

On the 10th January, 1991, the Deputy Speaker 
(Shri Shivraj V. PatiJ) informed the· House as 
folows:-

"As the House is aware, at about 11.45 
hours today, a visitor calling himself 
Umesh Choudhary scm of Shri Daya Ram 
Choudhary , ~  slogan irom the 
Visitors'  Gallery. The Director, Security, 
took him into custody immediately and 
interrogated him. The visitor has made a 
statement add has apologised for his 
action. 

I bring it to the notice of the House for such action 
as the House may deem fit." 

2. The Minister of Petroleum and Chemicals and 
Minister of Parliamentary Affairs (Shri Satya Prakash 
Malaviya) moved the following motion which was 
adopted by the House:-

"That this House resolves that the person calling 
. himself Umesh Choudhary son of 
Shri Daya Ram Choudhary, who shouted 
slogan from the Visitors' Gallery at about 
11.45 hours today and whom the Director, 
Security, took into custody immediately, 
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has committed a grave offence and is 
gUilty of the contempt of the House. 

This House further resolves that he be let off with a 
stem warning on the rising of the House 
today." 

The matter was, thereafter, closed. 

Point or privUege 

644 

LOK SABHA 
(1994) 

Jumping from the VisitC'TI' Gallery and attempting 
10 shout slogans 

Facts of the case and action taken by the House 

On 5 May, 1994 the Deputy Speaker (Shri S. 
Mallikarjunaiah) informed the House as follows:-

"As the House is aware, at about 11.20 hours 
today, a visitor calling himself Prem Pal 
Singh Samrat, son of Shri Bajaji Lal, 
jumped from the Visitors' Gallery and 
attempted to shout slogans. The Security 
Officers took him into custody 
immediately and interrogated him. The 
visitor has made a statement and 
expressed regrets for his action. 

I bring it to the notice of the House for 
such action as the House may deem fit." 

2. The "Minister of State in the Ministry of Human 
Resource Development (Department of Youth 
Affairs and Sports) and Minister of State in the 
Ministery of Parliamentary Affairs (Shri Mukul 
Wasnik) moved the following motion which. was 
adopted by the House:-

"This House resolves that the person calling 
himself Prem Pal Singh Samrat, son of Shri Bajaji 
Lal, who jumped from the Visitors' Gallery and 
attempted to shout slogans at about 11.20 hours 
today and whom the Security Officers took into 
custody immediately, has committed a grave offence 
and is guilty of the contempt of the House. 

This House further resolves that he be let off with" 
a stren warning on the rising of the House today." 

The matter was thereafter closed. 
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Point or privilege 

645 
LOK SABHA 

(1994) 

Shouting of slogtmS ad jumping down from the 
Visitors' GaUery 

Facts of the case and action lakeD by the House 
On 24 August, 1994, the Deputy Speaker (Shri S. 

Mallikarjunaiah) ;llformed the House as foUows:-
"As the House is aware, at about 11.06 hours 

today, a visitor calling himself Manmohan 
Singh Tiwari, son of Shri Prag Dutt, 
shouted slogans from the Visitors' Gallery. 
Another visitor calling himself Mohan 
Pathak, son of Shri Hargobind Pathak, 
jumped down from the Visitors' Gallery 
and also shouted slogans. The Security 
Officers took them into custody 
immediately and interrogated them. The 
visitors have made statements but have not 
expressed regrets for their action. 

I bring it to the notice of the House for such 
action as the House may deem fit." 

2. The Minister of State in the Ministry of Human 
Resource Development (Department of Youth 
Affairs and Sports) and Minister of State in the 
Ministry of Parliamentary Affairs (Sbri Mukul 
Wasnik) moved the following motion which was 
adopted by the House:-

"This House resolves that the person 
calling himself Manmohan Singh Tiwari, 
son of Shri Prag Dutt, who shouted 
slogans from the Visitors' Gallery and 
Mohan Pathak, son of Shri Hargobind 
Pathak, who jumped down from the 
Visitors' Gallery and also shouted slogans 
at about 11.06 hours today, and whom the 
Security Officers took into custody 
immediately, have committed a grave 
offence and are guilty of the contempt of 
the House. 

This House further resolves that they be 
sentenced to rigorous imprisonment till 
6.00 P.M. on 26 August, 1994, and sent to 
Tihar Jail, Delhi." 

3. In pursuance of the above motion, the following 
Warrant of commitment, addressed to tbe 
Superintendent, Central Jail, Tibar, New Delhi, was 
issued by the Speaker:-
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WARRANT OF COMMITMENT 

"WHEREAS the Lok Sabha adopted the following 
motion today, the 24th August, 1994:-

"!his House resolves that the person calling 
himself Manmohan Singh Tiwari, son of 
Shri Prag Dull, who shouted slogans from the 
Visitors' Gallery and Mohan Pathak, son of 
Shri Hargobind Pathak, who jumped down from 
the Visitors' Gallery and also shouted slogans at 
about 11.06 hours. today, and whom the 
Security Officers took into custody immediately, 
have committed a grave offence and are guilty 
of the contempt of the House. 

This House further resolves that they be 
sentenced to rigorous imprisonment till 6 P.M. 
on 26 August, 1994 and sent to Tihar Jail, 
Delhi. " 

NOW, therefore, I, Shivraj V. Patil, Speaker, Lok 
Sabha, in pursuance of the above decision of the Lok 
Sabha, by this Warrant of Commitment require the 
Superintendent, Central Jail, Tihar New Delhi, to 
take into custody the said (1) Manmohan Singh 
Tiwari and (2) Mohan Pathak, and to keep them 
sefely in the Central Jail, Tihar, till 6 P.M. on 
Friday, the 26th August, 1994. 

Herein fail not. 

Given under my hand and seal at New Delhi, this 
24th day of August, 1994. 

SdI-
SHIVRAJ V. PA TIL 

Speaker 

4. The contemnors were accordingly taken to 
Central Jail, Tihar, New Delhi, by the Security 
Officers and handed Qver to the jail authorities. 

Point of privilege 

646 

LOK SABHA 

(1995) 

Shouting of slogans from the Visitors' Gallery 

Facts of the case and action taken by the House 

On 20 March, 1995, at about 15.45 hours, nrne 
persons shouted slogans from the visitors' Gallery. 
They were immediately taken into custody and 
removed from the Visitors' Gallery by the Security 
Officers. 

As the House was adjourned for the day before the 

877 

~  could be brought before it by the Chair, the 
DIne persons who shouted slogans from the Visitors' 
Gallery were kept in the Parliament House under the 
custody of Watch & Ward. 

2. On 21 March, 1995, the Speaker (Shri Shivraj V. 
Patil) informed the House as follows:-

"As the House is aware, at about 15.45 hours 
on 20 March, 1995, the visitors calling 
themselves Rajendra Sharma, son of Shri Moti 
Lal Sharma, Afzal Ahmed, son of Shri Ishtiyak 
Ahmed, Shankar Lal Mehrotra, son of Late 
Shri Sunder Lal Mehrotra, Mahender Mahuria, 
son of Shri Ram Sevam Mahuria, Anwar 
Hussain, son of Late Shri Mohd. l1yas, Nirmal 
Misra, son of Shri Ishwar Chand Misra, 
Pramendra Kumar Dixit, son of Shri Raj 
Narayan Dixit, Hari Mohan, son of Shri L.C. 
Vishwakarma and Rajesh Shukla, son of 
Shri Madhu Sudan Srivastva, attempted to 
shout slogans from the Visitors' Gallery. The 
Security Officers took them into custody 
immediately and interrogated them. The visitors 
had made statements but had not expressed 
regrets for their action. 

I bring it to the notice of the House for such 
action as the House may deem fit." 

Thereafter, the Minister of Water Resources and 
Minister of Parliamentary Affairs (Shri Vidyacharan 
Shukla) moved the following Resolution:-

"This House resolves that the persons calling 
themselves Rajendra Sharma, son of Shri Moti 
Lal Sharma, Afzal Ahmed, son of Shri Ishtiyak 
Ahmed, Shankar Lal Mehrotra, son of Late 
Shri Sunder Lal Mehrotra, Mahender Mahuria, 
son of Shri Ram Sevam. Mahuria, Anwar 
Hussain, son of Late Shri Mohd. l1yas, Nirmal 
Misra, son of Shri Ishwar Chand Misra, 
Pramendra Kumar Dixit, son of Shri Raj 
Narayan Dixit, Hari Mohan, son of Shri L.C. 
Vishwakarma and Rajesh Shukla, son of Shri 
Madhu Sudan Srivastva, who attempted to 
shout slogans from the Visitors' Gallery at 
about 15.45 hours on 
20 March, 1995 and whom the Security Officers 
took into custody immediately, had committed a 
grave offence and are gUilty of the contempt of 
the House. 

This House further resolves that they be 
sentenced to simple imprisonment till 6.00 P.M. 
on 22 March, 1995 and sent to Tihar Jail, New 
Delhi." 
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After some discussion, the above Resolution was 
adopted as amended, which reads as follows:-

"This House resolves that the persons calling 
themselves Rajendra Sharma, son of Shri Moti 
Lal Sharma, Afzal Ahmed, son of Shri Ishtiyak 
Ahmed, Shankar Lal Mehrotra, son of. Late 
Shri Sunder Lal Mehrotra, Mahender Mahuria, 
son of Shri Sevem Mahuria, Anwar Hussain, 
son of Late Shri Mohd. Ilyas, Nirmal Misra, son 
of Shri Ishwar Chand Misra, Pramendra Kumar 
Dixit, son of Shri Raj Narayan Dixit, Hari 
Mohan, son of Shri L.c. Vishwakarma and 
Rajesh Shukla, son of Shri Madhu Sudan 
Srivastva, who attempted to shout slogans from 
the Visitors' Gallery at about 15.45 hours on 
20 March, 1995 and whom the Security Officers 
took into custody immediately, had committed a 
grave offence and are guilty of the contempt of 
the House. 

This House further resolves that they be 
sentenced to simple imprisonment till 1.30 P.M. 
on 21 March, 1995." 

In Pursuance of the above decision of the House, 
contemnors who were under the custody of Watch & 
Ward, Parliament House were let off at 1.30 P.M. on 
21 March, 1995. 

Point of privilege 

647 
LOK SABHA 

(1996) 

Attempt 10 shout slogans from the Visitors' Gallery 

Facts of the case and action taken by the House 

On 31 July, 1996, the Deputy Speaker (Shri Suraj 
Bhan) informed the House as follows:-

"As the House is aware, at about 11.35 hours 
today, a visitor calling himself Hansa Dutt 
Joshi, son of Shri Purnanand Joshi Attempted 
to shout slogans from the Visitors' Gallery. The 
Security Officers took him into custody 
immediately and interrogated him. The visitor 
has made a statement and expressed regrets for 
his action. . 

I bring it to the notice of the House fO! such 
action as the House may deem fit." 

2. Therefore, the Minister of Parliamentary Affairs 
(Shri Srikanta Kumar Jena) moved the following 
resolution which was adopted by the House:-

"That this House resolves that the person 
calling himself Hansa Dutt Joshi, son of 
Shri Purnanand Joshi who attempted to shout 
slogans at about 11.55 hours today and whom 
the Security Officers took into custody 
immediately, has committed a grave offence and 
is guilty of the contempt of the House. 

This House further resolves that he be let off 
with a stern warning on the rising of the House 
today." . 

The matter was, thereafter, closed. 

Point of Privileae 

648 
LOK SABHA 

(1998) 

Shouting of slogans and throwing of pamphlets 
from the D. V. Gallery. 
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Facts of the case and action taken by the House 
On 15 July, 1998, the Chair (Shri V. 

Sathiamoorthy) informed the House as follows:-
"As the House is aware, at about 14.45 hours 

today, a visitor calling herself Lovely Anand, 
wife of Shri Anand Mohan, shouted slogans and 
threw some pamphlets from the Distinguished 
Visitors' Gallery. The Security Officers took her 
into custody immediately and interrogated her. 
The visitor has made a statement but has not 
expressed regrets for her action. 

I bring it to the notice of the House for such 
action as the House may deem fit." 

2. The Minister of Parliamentary Affairs (Shri 
Madan Lal Khurana) moved the following motion 
which was adopted by the House:-

"This House resolves that the person calling 
herself Lovely Anand, wife of Shri Anand 
Mohan who shouted slogans and also threw 
some pamphlets from the Distinguished 
Visitors' Gallery, at about 14.45 hours today, 
and whom the Security Officers took into 
custody immediately, has committed a grave 
offence and is guilty of the contempt of the 
House. 

This House further resolves that considering 
the fact that she is a former member of 
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Parliament she be let off on the rising of the House 
'today." 

Point of Privilep 

649 

LOK SABHA 

(1998) 

Shouting 0/ slogans and thrOWing 0/ leaflets from 
the Visitors' Gallery 

Facti 01 the c:ase and action taken by the HoUle 

On 17 July, 1998, the Chair (Shri P.M. Sayecd) 
informed the House as follows:-

"As the House is aware, at about 12.55 hours 
today, two visitors calling themselves Devender 
Negi, son of Shri Sher Singh Negi and Brij 
Mohan Upreti, son of Shri Bal Kishan Upreti 
attempted to shout slogans and threw some 
leaflets from the Visitors' Gallery. The Security 
Officers took them into custody immediate:,. 
and interrogated them. The visitors have not 
expresred regrets for their action. 

I bring it to the notice of the House for such 
action as the House may deem fit." 

2. The Minister of Parliamentary Affairs 
(Shri Madan Lal Khurana) moved the following 
motion which was adopted by the House:-

"This House resolves that the persons calling 
themselves Devender Negi aged 33 years, son of 
Shri Sher Singh Negi and Brij Mohan Upreti 
aged 34 years, son of Shri Bal Kishan Upreti 
who attempted to shout slogans and also threw 
some leaflets from the Visitors' Gallery, at 
about 12.55 hours today, and whom the 
Security Officers took into custody immediately, 
have committed a grave offence and arc guilty 
of the contempt of the House. 

This House further resolves that they be let 
off with a stem warning on the rising of the 
House today." 

Point of PrIvilege 

Attempt to ShOUl slogans and throwing 0/ ptlpers 
from tM Visitors' Gallery. 

Fads of the c:ase and action taken by the HoUle 

On 9 August, 2000, the Deputy Speaker (Shri P.M. 
Sayeed), who was in the Chair, informed the House 
as follows:-

"As the House is aware, at about 11.25 bours 
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today, a VIsitor calling himself Velu Chandra 
aged 74 years, son of Late Shri Chinnanan, 
attempted to shout slogan and threw papers 
from the Visitors'Gallery. The Security Officers 
~  him into custody immediately and 
mterrogated him. The visitor has made 

~  but has not expressed regrets for his 
action. 

I bring it to the notice of the House for such 
action as the House may deem fit." 

2 .. The ~ of State in the Ministry of 
Parliamentary Affairs (Shri Santosb Kumar Gangwar) 
moved the following motion which was adopted by 
the House:-

"This House resolves that a person calling 
himself Velu Chandra, aged 74 years, son of 
Late Shri Chinnanan, who attempted to shout 
slogan and threw papers from the Visitors' 
Gallery, at about 11.25 hours today, and whom 
the Security Officers took into custody 
immediately, has committed a grave offence and 
is gUilty of the contempt of the House. 

This House further resolves that he be let off 
with stem warning on the rising of the House 
today." 

Point of prlvllep 

651 

RAJYA SABHA 

(1967) 

Throwing 0/ leaflets by two persons from Visitors' 
Gallery on the Floor 0/ the House 

Facts of the case and action taken by the House 

011 the 21st December, 1967, at about 6.15 P.M., 
when the House was discussing the Official 
Languages (Amendment) Bill, 1967, a person in the 
Visitors' Gallery shouted slogans and threw some 
leaflets on the floor of the House. He was 
immediately removed from the Visitors' Gallery by 
the Watch and Ward Staff and shortly thereafter, the 
Leader of the House (Shri Jaisukhlal Halhi) moved 
the following motion:-

"That this House resolves that the person who bas 
disclosed his name to be Sardar Baint Singh 
and who threw leaflets from the VisitOR' 
Gallery on the floor of the House at about 
6.15 P.M. today and whom the Watch and 
Ward Officer took into custody immediately 
has committed a grave offence and is guilty 
of grou contempt of this House. 



This House further resolves that he be ICIlteaced to 
simple imprisonment till the CODdUlioa of the 
current session of the R.jya Sabba ad 
detained in the Tihar Jail, Delhi." 

2. While moving the motion, Shri leW' .... I.1 Hathi 
said that the House should take a .... aodcc of 
such cases of misconduct on the part of the viliton 
who were allowed to enter the prec:iDc:ta of 
Parliament on the recommendatioas of the members 
of Rajya Sabha, otherwise the dipity of tile House 
would suffer and the members would DOt be able to 
express their opinions in the House freely and 
fearlessly. He also urged that the members should be 
very careful in recommending visitors' cards and 
should ensure that the people for whom they 
recommend the cards would behave in a manner 
which befits the dignity of the House. 

3. Shri Bhupesh Gupta, a member, said that the 
offender should not be convicted by the House 
without having been heard. He suuested dlat the 
matter might be referred to the Committee of 
Privileges for proper investigation. 

4. Shri Jaisukhlal Hathi replied that in the House 
of Commons, U.K., in cases where contempt W8I 
committed in the actual view of the House, the 
House proceeded at once, without bearina the 
offender, to punish him for his contempt. 

5. He also pointed out that while the discuuionon 
his motion was going on another similar iDcident had 
occurred. He accordingly, moved the following 
motion in respect of the second incident:-

"That this House resolves that the person who hu 
disclosed his name to be Mahendra Pratap 
Singh and who threw leaflets from the 
Visitors' Gallery on the floor of the House at 
about 6.55 P.M. today and whom the Watch 
and Ward Officer took into custody 
immediately, hu committed a grave offcace 
and is gUilty of gross contempt of this Hou.e. 

This House further resolves that he be sentenc:ed to 
simple imprisonment till the conclusion of the 
current session of the Rajya Sabba and 
detained in the Tihar Jail, Delhi." 

6. Both the motions were then put to the vote of 
the House and adopted on a division by 48 votes to 4 
and 49 votes to 5 respectively. 

7. In pursuance of the above resolutions, the 
Chairman, Rajya Sabha, issued warrants of 
commitment, addressed to the Superintendcat 
Central Jail, Tihar, Delhi, in the followiD, form:-
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"WARRANT OF COMMITMENT 

WHEREAS the Rajya Sabha has adopted the 
following motion today the 21 December, 1967:-

"This House resolves that the person who has 
diIcloscd his name to be ••• end who threw 
leaflets from the Visiton' Gallery on the 
floor of the House at about ••• today and 
wbom the Watch and Ward Officer took into 
custody immediately has committed a grave 
offence and is guilty of gross cootempt of this 
HoUle .. 

This House further resolves that he be sentenced to 
simple imprisonment till the conclusion of the 
current session of the Rajya Sabba and 
detained in the Tihar Jail, Delhi." 

NOW, therefore, I .... Chairman. Rajya Sabha, 
in pursuance of the above decision of the Rajya 
Sabha, by this Warrant of Commitment require the 
Superintendent, Central Jail, Tihar to take into 
custody the said ••• and to keep him safely in the 
Central Jail, Tihar, till the conclusion of the current 
session of the Rajya Sabha. 

Herein fail not. 

Given under my hand at New Delhi, the 21st day 
of December, 1967. 

To 
The Superintendent, 
Central Jail, TIbar, 
Delhi. 

~ 

~  Rajya Sabha. 

S. The offenders were, accrodingly, taken by the 
Watch and Ward Staff to, and lodged in the Central 
Jail, Tihar, Delhi. 

9. On the 27th December, 1967, Shri Jaisukhlal 
Hathi informed the House that the Superintendent of 
the Central Jail. Tihar. Delhi had asked the Secre-
tary, Rajya Sabba, as to the date and time wben the 
two persons, namely, Sardar Baint Sinp and 
Mahendra Pratap Singh, who had been committed to 
prison till the conclusion of that session of the Rajya 
Sabba, might be released from jail. Slui Hatbi 
proposed that since the session of the ~  Sabba 
was concludina that day, the Secretary might be 
directod to instruct the Superintendent of Jail to 
release the two persoas concerned at S P.M. that 
day. 

10. Shri B.K.P. Sinha railed the point dlat the 
session of the House ·would technicaDy eOll with its 
proroption by the President. Since the two pcnons 
c:oncerned had been committed to prisoa9 by the 
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. House tiD the conclusion of the session, they could be 
, released only after either the House was proroped 
or a resolution was adoptod amendinl tile earlier 
resolutions committing them to prison. 

11. Shri Jaisukhlal Hathi, thereupon, moved the 
following motion which was adopted by the House:-

"That Sardar Baint Singh and Sbri MaheBdra 
Pratap Singh be released at 5.00 P.M. 
today." 

12. The Superintendent, Central Jail, Delhi WIS 
instructed accordin&ly throu,h a letter by the Secre. 
tary, Rajya Sabha aad the two perlOns concerned 
were released from jail. 

Point of privilege 

652 

RAJYA SABHA 

(1967) 

Alleged fNlnhandling of a studenl who threw INl/lels 
inlO the Ho/U! from the Visilo",' GlIllery by the 
Security Officers 

Facts or tile cue and Kulla, by tbe CbalrmaD 

On the 22nd December, 1967, the Chairman 
(Shri V.V. Girl) informed the House as follows:-

"Shri Rajnarain has sought to raise a question of 
privilege relating to the incidents in the 
House yesterda.y involving a student of the 
Banaras Hindu University, Sbri Mahendra 
Pratap Sin,h, who threw leaDets into the 
Chamber and who was punished by this 
House for ,ross contempt of the House. 

Sbri Rajnuain's notice is bued on a reportl 
appearin, in the HindllSlaIJ of the 
22Dd December, 1967. 

I have personally enquired into the whole matter and 
I am satisfied that the allegations contained in 
the report ue false. I have also seen the 
statement voluntarily liven by Sbri Mahendra 
Pratap Singh to the Watch and Ward Officer. 
He hIS not mentioned of any ~  by 
the officers, IS aIIe,cd in the report. 

I refuse CODICDt to Shri Rajaarain to raiIe this 
matter. 

Pomt or PrlvDep 
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RAJYA SABHA 

(1973) 

SIaOllling of slogans and ihrowing of ptunplakts from 
tlte Visitors' GaUery on the floor of the House 

FIIdI or t1ae eue ud actioD takea by die HOUle 

. .,g. the 30th Much, 1973 'at about 4.10 P.M., 
durin, the discussion in the House reprdiDJ action 
taken by Government on the Memorandum 
submitted to tbe President .. aim the Clief MiDister 
of Haryana, lOme visitors from the Visiton' Gallery, 
shouted "opal aad tJuew pampblots on the floor of 
the House. They were immediately takeD into 
custody by the Watch and Ward Staff. After lOme 

IThe EnaJish translation of the news report in the HinduItan, I Hiacli M" cit. 12-12·1967 wu iII_ an. • foIIowI: 
"Maheaclra Pntap Singh, I student of BaDInI Hindu UaiYenity who threw pro-Hindi leillea from the ViIiton· GIl., ia die RljYI 
Slbhl-Upper HOllie of Partilment_ uacolllCiou, It die time the pu __ t wu beiq ~ in the Ha.e ~  • nponed 
by him he had been belten. 

Soon Ifter the leaflets were thrown the Security Officm MI'OUDded SIui Maheadra ....... Si .... UcJ drqpd .... GIlt of Viliton' 
GIIIery. When I relChecI the spot from the Prea GIBery, whida illt I Iitde diItuI:e r.-the VIIiIon' Gallery. Maheadra"1JiDI GIl the 
floor ud the Security Officer Ind IOIIle other penou had IIUTOUnded lIim. 11Ie IhIdeat - lyiDa lDOCioaial IIId the aGicen Ud been 
IrJiD& to &nd out the pus &om hiI poc:kea. 'I1Iey lOOk out I bundle but it _ DOC I ... IIICI 10 they IWted MIIdIiq Ialm .,.us. 
Meuwbile the lIudent repined COIIICiouID_ IllClIIlard IIiIII .. ,m, 'water water.' All« _ da. Wlter _ ~  .... he _libel 10 

pt up IJId proceed down,lain. After he bid walked GIlly two ltepl be ipin feU doWII but lifer repiDInJ ClCIIIIdo._ lie Ibouted. 'It II 
your hullJlJlity.· lbe Security Officer replied ',our hUIIIIIIitJ iI to throw InfIetI?' But lDOtber .. nior otricer cbeekcd him: 

The Secuiny officen. esconin, Mlhendrl towudl the I0OIII of tbe Chief Security OtIicer, were enquiriaa hiI _. IIddna etc., IIId ia 
the melD time In offic:ill told him tIIIt they were ..-repnllmatWel ud they _Id publ_ hiI detIiIed MlIIOUIIt IIId ..... him die 
detaiII. 'I1IiI offiaaIlIid 'I_ the Editor of Navblwat n-IncI JCIIII" pIIoto would..., be publillaed'. At the - am. I pIaatapapIIa 
hid Il1o beeII called there. On repiains full COIIICioIa_, Mahendrl compIliDed dill he had been kicked with booca It hiI pm. put .. d 
knea. 

• 
~ the beItiIw incident one llllior officer aid thlt while he wu beiDa taken out of VIIiton· Gallery he IlliPt hlft Itarted tiptiDJ. 
Aaocher a8ici811111n1iD1 .... illc:ideat, aid 'SMib. we lift penCIIII had at GIl him but he .. prepIred to throw I moe ia die Houle by 
...... u.Jf .• 
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time, the Minister of State in the Ministry of 
Parliamentary Affairs (Shri Om Mehta) moved the 
following Motion which was adopted by the House:-
"This House resolves that the persons calling 

themselves (1) Sheobaksha Jhagru and 
(2) Baldeo Singh, who raised slogans and threw 
some leaflets from the Visitors' Gallery on the 
floor of the House at about 4.10 P.M. today 
and whom the Watch and Ward Officers took 
into custody, have committed a grave offence 
and are gUilty of the contempt of this House. 

This House resolves further that they be detained in 
custody of the Watch and Ward Officer till the 
rising of the House today." 

654 
RAJYA SABHA 

(1982) 
Point or Privilege 
Shouting of slogans from the Visitors' Gallery 
Facts or the case and action taken by tile House 

On 18th March, 1982, at 12.20 P.M., fourteen 
persons shouted slogans from the Visitors' Gallery. 
They were immediately taken into custody by the 
Watch and Ward staff. 

2. Immediately after the incident occurred, several 
members expressed their concern over the incident. 
The Leader of the House (Shri Pranab Kumar 
Mukherjee) stated inter alia as follows:-
"Sir, the incident is really unfortunate and 

disturbing ... I think during the lunch break, let 
the leaders of various groups kindly come to my 
room and we can discuss and then decide what 
course of action we should take. I agree ... that 
there should be no debate on this issue. Let the 
House rise to the occasion and speak in one 
voice only. It is my appeal and suggestion to the 
members and I join the hon. Members who 
have expressed their views and concern on it." 

3. The Deputy Chairman (Shri Shyam Lal Yadav) 
then observed as follows:-
"I think the whole House has expressed its concern. 

This incident is the most unfortunate and 
unprecedented, and I hope .the suggestions 
made by the Leader of the House will be 
welcomed and the matter will be taken into 
consideration; leaders of various parties will 
meet him and decide the modalities as to what 
should be done. I think we shall be having a 
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report from the Watch and Ward immediately 
available and then we shall consic1ctr it after 
lunch. 

4. When the House reassembled after the lunch, 
the Leader of the House moved the following 
motion:-
"That this House resolves that the persons calling 

themselves (1) Rabinder, (2) Prem, (3) Rajpal, 
(4) Absar Hussain, (5) Pradeep, (6) Mahinder, 
(7) Anjay, (8) Satish, (9) Sushil, (10) Sudhir 
(11) Swinder, (12) Karan Singh Tanwar, (13) 
Bharat Deep, (14) Harjeet Singh, who raised 
slogans in the Visitors' Gallery of the House at 
about 12.20 P.M. today, the 18th March, 1982, 
and whom the Watch and Ward Officer took 
into custody, have committed a grave offence 
and are guilty of gross contempt of this House. 

That this House further resolves that they be 
sentenced to simple imprisonment till 12 noon 
on the 24th March, 1982 and detained in Tihar 
Jail, Delhi." 

5. During the course of discussion on the motion, 
Dr. Bhai Mahavir, a member stated inter alia as 
follows:-
"I was told by the Secretariat staff that some of the 

young men who had indulged themselves in this 
incident had been issued passes on which my 
signatures were appended. Sir, I regret the 
manner in which the passes were issued, but I 
would like to say that I had no notion at all, 
absolutely, about what their intention was ... Sir, 
when we sign a form like this we are accepting 
the responsibility for their conduct.... I am 
admitting that if there are people who have 
come to the Visitors' Gallery on the basis of 
forms issued under my signature, it was 
inadvertent on my part, but the only 
explanation I can give is that when the people 
come to us, there is no manner of knowiq if 
they had any such thing in mind. If at all I had 
known, obviously I would have been the last 
person to encourage this or to permit them to 
use my signature for this purpose... So, in this 
matter as I said, I do express my regret that my 
signature appeared on that. But I would 
solemnly affrrm that this thing was Dot known 
to me or to my other friend whose ,goature 
appeared on the forms of these people." 

6. Shri Kalraj Mishra, another member also 
informed the House that one of the offenders had 
been issued a pass on the basis of a form siped by 
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. him. He added that generally people came to 
members for passes and he had also signed the form 
in the routine manner but he could not even imagine 
that such an incident would take place. He also 
joined other members in coademning the incident. 

7. After some discussion the motion was adopted 
by the House. 

8. In pursuance of the above decision of the 
House, the Chairman (Sbri M. Hidayatullah) issued 
separate Warrants of Commitment against· all the 
offenders, . addrcued to the Superintendent, Tihar 
Jail, Delhi, and the offenders were sent to jail. 

Point of Prh11eae 

6S5 
RAJYA SABHA 

(1982) 

ShoUling of slogans and throwing of leaflets from the 
Visitors' GaUery on the floor of the House 
Facts of the case aad action taken by the House 

On 23rd March, 1982, the Deputy Minister in the 
Department of Parliamentary Affairs (Shri Kelp Nath 
Rai) informed the House as follows:-
"Sir, as honourable members are aware at about 

4.10 P.M. today, a lady shouted slogans from 
the Visitors' Gallery. The Watch and Ward staff 
of the Rajya Sabha have apprehended her. She 
calls herself as Jasbir Kaur and is a resident of 
Ludbiana. From the report of the Watch and 
Ward Officer it appears that she was in a state 
of mental distress and had some grievance 
against the Punjab Police. She has also 
expressed regrets for her misconduct. I, 
therefore, feel that it would suffice if she is let 
off with a warning." 

2. The Deputy Minister in the Department of 
Parliamentary Affairs then moved the foUawing 
motion which was adopted by the House:-
"That this House resolves that the person calling 

herself Jasbir Kaur who raised slogan in and 
threw some typed matter from the Visitors' 
Gallery on the floor of the House at 4.10 p.m. 
today and whom the Watch and Ward Officer 
took into custody is guilty of commitinl tbe 
contempt of this House. 

This House further resolves that she be let off with 
a warning." 

The matter WU, thereafter, closed. 
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Point of PmDeae 

6S6 
RAJYA SABHA 

(1983) 

Anmaptillg to shout slogtuU from tJae Visitors' Gallery 
Facts of the cue and' actloa tHea by the BOIIIe 

On 26 AUJUIt, 1983, the Deputy Chairman 
(Shri Sbyam LaI Yadav) observed in the House as 
followa:-

"I have to inform members that today at 
6.15 p.m. a youna visitor c:aIIiDJ bimJelf 
Vijay Kumar Kesarwani w Sbri Radbey 
Shyam, resident of '181, Muthi Ganj, 
Allahabad tried to about from the Public 
Gallery. Before, bowever, he could cause any 
disturbance be wu apprehended by our 
Watch and Ward and aec:urity staff, with 
commendable promptitude and exemplary 
presence of mind. From the statement be bu 
furnished it appears that his intention wu to 
draw attention to the aIlepd injustice done 
to him by not aivins bim any award by the 
Government for information about income-
tax evasion passed on by him to the 
authorities concerned. Whatever may be his 
motive, I feel that if the HoUle apeeI, we 
may let him off with a Item W8I'IliDJ by our 
Watch and Ward Officer." 

The House agreed and the matter wu c:Ioaed. 
6S7 

RAJYA SABHA 
(1983) 

Polat of PrIYOeae 
Shouting of slogtuU tmd throwln, of II clulpptll from 
the Visitors' Gallery on the floor of ,.. H".,.. 

Facti of the cue and adIoa ...... b, the .... 
On 211t August, 1983, the Leader of the House 

(Shri Pranab Kumar Mukherjee) informed the House 
as followl:-

'Mr. Dcputy Chairman, Sir, throuJb you I 
have to bring to the notice of the HoUle an 
incident which occurred from the Visitan' 
Gallery today. At 12.35 p.m. a 10II1II visitor, 
Subhuh Qandra, son of Sbri vqm Shankar, 
Village and P.O. Khanwar dJItrk:t BaUIa, 
V.P., abouted aIopna and threw a cb."IMI 
from the Visiton' Gallery. He wu 
apprehcnded, by the Watch and Ward Staff 
posted in the Gallery. 



From the written and oral statement of 
Subhash Chandra, it appeared that be wu 
aggrieved on certain matters pertainiq to the 
Lucknow University. He, therefoR, wanted 
to attract the attention of the HoUle to the 
situation there. Whatever his motive and 
intention might have been: he bu committed 
a gross breach of privUep and serious 
contempt of the House. His action deserves 
condemnation and he requires severe and 
deterrent punishment for this offence be blS 
coftUnittee in this House. 

I consulted the leaders of the various pupa 
in the House and the leaders an unanimous 
that Subhash Chandra be awarded a 

punishment of imprisonment. I, therefore 
move the foUowina motion for adoption in 
the HoUle:-
'This HoUle resolves that the person calling 
himself Subhash Chandn, son of Shri Vijai 
Shankar, of Viii. and Post Office 
Kbanwar, Police Station, Napra, District 
Ballia, U.P. who oised a slosan in and threw 
a clulpptll from the Visitors' OaDery on the 
floor of the House at about 12.35 p.m. today 
and whom the Watch and Ward Officer took 
into custody, bas committed a slave offence 
and is JUilly of the contempt of the House. 

This HoUle further resolves that Subbash Chandra 
be seateoc:cd to simple imprisonment tiD the 
conclusion of tbe carnnt Seuion of the Rajya Sabha 
and detained in the TIllar Jail, New Delhi," 

This House further resolves that Subhubsion. 
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Point of privilege 

658 
LOK SABHA 

(1970) 

Giving false evidence before Public Accounts 
Committee by a Government Officer 

For details of the case please see summary No, 133 
at pp. 258-264 ante. 

Point of privilege 

659 
LOK SABHA 

(1980) 

Suggesting action by certain Government Officers 
against another Officer for giving evidence before a 
Parliamentary Commillee 

Facts of the case and ruling by the Speaker 
On 10th July, 1980, the Speaker (Shri Bal Ram 

Jakhar) infromed the House as follows:-

"Shri Jyotirmoy Bosu had given notice of a 
question of privilege dated 26 March. 1980, 
against two officers of the Ministry of 
Industry who, according to Shri Bosu, wrote 
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to the Ministry of Home Affairs on 
21 September, 1979, to take 'such action as 
the Ministry may like' against another officer 
of the Ministry for giving certain evidence 
before the Sub-Committee of Committee on 
Public Undertakings of the Lok Sabha on 
16 October, 1978. 

I have been informed by the Ministry of 
Home Affairs that no disciplinary action has 
been taken or proposed to be taken against 
the officer concerned for giving evidence 
before the Sub-Committee of the Committee 
on Public Undertakings of Lok Sabha on 
16th October, 1978. 

I do not therefore give my consent under 
Rule 222 to raise the matter in the House as 
a question of privilege. I would. however, 
like to emphasise that all witnesses appearing 
before Parliamentary Committees are 
prote.cted by the privilege of this House in 
respect of any statements made by them 
during their evidence before a Parliamentary 
Committee. I hope that there would be no 
occasion for any such complaints in future. to 

The matter was thereafter closed. 
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Point of privilege 

660 

LOK SABHA 

(1966) 

Taking part in the proceedings of Maha Moorakh 
MandaI by a member 

Facts of the case and ruling by the Speaker 

On the 9th March, 1966, Sardar Kapur Singh, a 
member, sought to raise a question of privilege 
against another member that by taking part in the 
proceedings of the Maha Moorakh Mandai held 
during Holi Festival, that member had, by 
implication, lowered the dignity of other members of 
the House. 

2. Some members observed that during Holi 
Festival, it was customary for people to indulge in 
fun and frolic and that the matter should not have 
been allowed to be brought before the House. 

3. Disallowing the question of privilege, the 

~  
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Speaker (Sardar Hukam Singh) observed inter alia as 
follows:-

"It is very unfortunate that the hon. Member should 
have insisted that he must speak. 

I had disallowed it. Perhaps now the hon. Members 
would appreciate the necessity of my 
exercising discretion in my chamber before 
anything is brought inside the House. I 
allowed it simply to demonstrate what things 
can be brought here and why I should decide 
what should be brought or not. I seek the 
cooperation of the hon. Members that the 
discretion must be exercised by me and if the 
members have any objection to my decision 
they might bring it to my notice so that I 
could explain to them. By this illustration it 
has become clear and I should be more strict 
and should not allow such things to be 
brought before the House." 


	001
	003
	004
	005
	007
	008
	009
	010
	011
	012
	013
	014
	015
	016
	017
	018
	019
	020
	021
	022
	023
	024
	025
	026
	027
	028
	029
	030
	031
	032
	033
	034
	035
	036
	037
	038
	039
	040
	041
	042
	043
	044
	045
	046
	047
	048
	049
	050
	051
	052
	053
	054
	055
	056
	057
	058
	059
	060
	061
	062
	063
	064
	065
	067
	068
	069
	070
	071
	072
	073
	074
	075
	076
	077
	078
	079
	080
	081
	082
	083
	084
	085
	086
	087
	088
	089
	090
	091
	092
	093
	094
	095
	096
	097
	098
	099
	100
	101
	102
	103
	104
	105
	106
	107
	108
	109
	110
	111
	112
	113
	114
	115
	116
	117
	118
	119
	120
	121
	122
	123
	124
	125
	126
	127
	128
	129
	130
	131
	132
	133
	134
	135
	136
	137
	138
	139
	140
	141
	142
	143
	144
	145
	146
	147
	148
	149
	151
	152
	153
	154
	155
	156
	157
	158
	159
	160
	161
	162
	163
	164
	165
	166
	167
	168
	169
	170
	171
	172
	173
	174
	175
	176
	177
	178
	179
	180
	181
	182
	183
	184
	185
	186
	187
	188
	189
	190
	191
	192
	193
	195
	197
	199
	201
	202
	203
	204
	205
	206
	207
	208
	209
	210
	211
	212
	213
	215
	216
	217
	219
	220
	221
	222
	223
	225
	227
	229
	231
	233
	235
	237
	238
	239
	240
	241
	242
	243
	244
	245
	246
	247
	249
	250
	251
	253
	255
	256
	257
	259
	260
	261
	262
	263
	265
	267
	268
	269
	270
	271
	272
	273
	274
	275
	276
	277
	279
	280
	281
	283
	285
	286
	287
	289
	291
	293
	294
	295
	296
	297
	299
	300
	301
	302
	303
	304
	305
	306
	307
	308
	309
	310
	311
	312
	313
	314
	315
	316
	317
	318
	319
	320
	321
	322
	323
	324
	325
	326
	327
	328
	329
	330
	331
	332
	333
	334
	335
	336
	337
	338
	339
	340
	341
	342
	343
	344
	345
	346
	347
	348
	349
	350
	351
	352
	353
	354
	355
	356
	357
	358
	359
	36
	360
	361
	362
	363
	364
	365
	366
	367
	368
	369
	37
	370
	371
	372
	373
	374
	375
	376
	377
	378
	379
	38
	380
	381
	382
	383
	384
	385
	386
	387
	388
	389
	39
	390
	391
	392
	393
	394
	395
	396
	397
	398
	399
	40
	400
	401
	402
	403
	404
	405
	407
	409
	41
	410
	411
	412
	413
	414
	415
	416
	417
	418
	419
	42
	421
	423
	424
	425
	426
	427
	428
	429
	43
	430
	431
	432
	433
	434
	435
	436
	437
	439
	44
	441
	442
	443
	444
	445
	446
	447
	448
	449
	45
	450
	451
	452
	453
	454
	455
	456
	457
	459
	46
	461
	463
	465
	466
	467
	468
	469
	47
	470
	471
	472
	473
	474
	475
	477
	479
	48
	481
	483
	484
	485
	486
	487
	488
	489
	49
	490
	491
	492
	493
	494
	495
	496
	497
	499
	50
	501
	503
	504
	505
	507
	508
	509
	51
	510
	511
	512
	513
	514
	515
	516
	517
	518
	519
	52
	520
	521
	522
	523
	524
	525
	526
	527
	528
	529
	53
	530
	531
	532
	533
	534
	535
	536
	537
	539
	54
	541
	543
	55
	56
	57
	58
	59
	60
	61
	62
	63
	64
	65
	67
	68
	69
	70
	71
	72
	73
	74
	75
	76
	77
	78
	79
	80
	81
	82
	83
	84
	85
	86
	87
	88
	89
	90
	91
	92
	93
	94
	95
	96
	97
	98
	99



