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defied. In this case there is nothing. So, 
I give my consent to this privilege motion 
and, if you like, I can straightway send it 
to the Privileges Committee. We will refer 
the privilege motion, given by the members 
the other day, by Shri Birender Singh Rao 
and Shri Madhu Limaye...

SHRI K. NARAYANA RAO (Bobilli) :
Very vital issues are involved...............
(Interruptions)

MR. SPEAKER ; It is not a question of 
one Party. It is a  question of liberty of a 
Member. Therefore, I am doing it. Do 
not enter into legal controversies.

SHRI K. NARAYANA RAO : Here 
the point that has been raised is whether he 
has been detained in the interest of public 
oiifiv . . .  .(Interruptions) Under the Act, 
the fact of the arrest o f a Member should be 
communicated to the Speaker, and here that 
information has been furnished. Under 
the Act, the reasons for detention need not be 
furnished to the Speaker; they should be 
furnished only to the person who has been 
arrested. The broad reason has been 
communicated to the Speaker, but each and 
every detail need not be given. Secondly, 
Sir, against whom is this Privilege Motion 
moved? It is very vague.

MR. SPEAKER : Kindly sit dow-n. It 
is not a question of one Party or the other.
It is a  question where the privilege of 
a Member is involved. Tomorrow, Mr. 
R ao or myself or yourself may be in a similar
position.......... (Interruptions) We will give
similar consideration even if Mr. Bosu or 
Mr. Indrajit G upta or Mr. Vajpayee is there 
in power. We do not want to set up a bad 
precedent. You kindly examine this—the 
proper time and the information. I think 
w should send all the proceedings to them.

SHRI K. D. MALAVIYA (D om aria- 
ganj) : Obviously, your decision in this 
matter is final for all of us, that this matter 
may be referred to the Privileges Committee.

But it is for your consideration that what is 
being referred to the Privileges Committee is 
specifically laid down.

MR. SPEAKER : I have already stated it 
and, besides that, I am sending for the help 
of the committee all the proceedings.

SHRI PILOO MODY ; If Mr. Malaviya 
wants to help you, let him do so.

MR. SPEAKER : Papers to be laid on the 
Table.

SHRI S. M. BANERJEE (Kanpur) : 
W hat about the statement on the Aligarh 
Muslim University?

SHRI JYOTIRMOY BOSU (Diamond 
Harbour) ; I have written to you...

MR. SPEAKER : I will call all o f you at 
the proper time. . .  .(Interruptions)

SHRI B. N. REDDY (Miryalguda) :
I have given a short notice question and a 
call attention motion on the scarcity o f 
water in Andhra Pradesh as also on star-
vation deaths in Nalgonda District. Sir, 
the water scarcity is so acute where, for 
instance, in Warangal, water is selling at 
Rupee one per pot of water.

MR. SPEAKER : Short Notice Question 
—it is not in my power.

SHRI B. N. REDDY : There is so much 
scarcity of water and it is endangering the 
lives o f the people. N o short notice ques-
tion, no call attention and no response from 
the Government...

MR. SPEAKER : No, please. Kindly 
sit down.

(ii) ARTICLE PUBLISHED IN THE JU G AN TAR
DATED 27th APRIL, 1973 ALLEGEDLY CASTING

REFLECTIONS ON PARLIAMENT.

M r. SPEAKER: There is another point 
raised by Shri Jyotirmoy Bosu. That is the 
question of privilege against the ‘Jugantar’ 
Calcutta, in respect of ̂  article published irt
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its issue, d a ted  th e  27th A pril, 1973. O n 

^ th e  8 th  M ay, 1973, S h ri Jy o tirm o y  B o su  
h a d  so u g h t to  ra ise  a  q u es tio n  o f  priv ilege in 
respec t o f  the  fo llow ing  co m m en ts p u b li-
shed  in an  artic le  ap p earin g  in th e  ^Jugantar’, 
C a lc u tta , da ted  th e  27th  A pril, 1973: —  

“ In  o u r  P arliam en t a t D elh i, R ussian  
in fluence h as decreased  to  a  very little 
e.xtent."

1 h ad  th en  said  th a t b e fo re  g iving m y 
co n sen t, 1 w ou ld  ask  th e  E d ito r  o f  th e  
n e w sp a p e r  to  s ta te  a s  w a s  th e  p ra c tic e  
fo llow ed  in th e  past, w hat he  h ad  to  say  in 
th e  m atte r.

1 have  now  received a  le tte r fro m  the  
E d ito r  o f  th e  "Jugantar’, d a ted  th e  12th M ay, 
1973, w hich  reads inter alia  as fo llo w s;—

“ Since the  receip t o f  y o u r  le tte r I have 
g one th ro u g h  the  sa id  artic le  very closely.
I have  a lso  ta lk ed  to  the  a u th o r  o f  the  
artic le . T h e  sen tence, as q u o te d  by Shri 
B osu, w as w ritten  in co u rse  o f  a  piece on  
th e  re la tio n  betw een th e  C on g ress an d  the  
C P I. It w as w ritten  in a  po litical co n tex t 
a n d  th e  idea  th a t  w as in ten d ed  to  be 
conveyed  th ro u g h  it w as th a t th e  influence 
o f  th o se  m em bers w h o  generally  su p p o rt 
c lo ser ties betw een Soviet R u ss ia  an d  
In d ia  has recen tly  been less felt in P arlia -
m en t th a n  before . But I ag ree  w ith  Shri 
B osu  th a t  th e  lan g u ag e  in w hich  th is  
sen tence  h as been w ritten  is u n fo rtu n a te .
I can  assu re  th a t it has been fa r fro m  the  
w rite r’s an d  o u r  in ten tio n  to  suggest th a t 
th e  h o n o u ra b le  m em bers o f  o u r  P arlia -
m en t have been w o rk in g  u n d e r  fo reign  
influence. W e regre t h av in g  in an y  w ay 
h u r t th e  feeling o f  Shri B osu an d  o th e r  
M .P s. an d  fo r g iv ing  the  im pression  o f  
p u ttin g  th e  H ouse  in to  c o n te m p t.”

In  view o f  th e  ab o v e  ex p lan a tio n  an d  
regre t ofiFered by the  E d ito r  o f  th e  'Juganlar', 
if  th e  H ouse  agrees, th e  m a tte r  m ay  be 
trea ted  as closed.

1 h o p e  the  H ouse  agrees.

H O N . M E M B E R S  : Yes.

M R . S P E A K E R  ; T h e  H ouse  h as agreed. 
T h is  m a tte r  is trea ted  as closed .

(iii) FAILDRE OF GOVERNMENT TO LAY 

ON THE TA BIE OF THE L i K SAUHA REPORTS 

OF MONOPOLIES AND RESlRICTiVE TRADE 

PRACTICES COMMISSION.

P R O F . M A D H U  D A N D A V A T E  (R aja- 
p u r )  ; M r. S p eak er, S ir w ith  y o u r  p rev ious 
p erm ission , 1 ra ise  a  P rivilege Issue against 
Shri H . R . G o k h a le , M in is te r fo r  C om pany  
A ffairs. I w ould  like to  m ak e  a  b rie f  bu t 
p o in ted  su bm ission . I w ro te  to  y o u  on 
M ay 8, 1973 seek ing  y o u r  perm ission  to  raise 
a  Privilege issue u n d e r ru le  222 against Shri 
H . R . G o k h a le , M in is te r fo r  C om p an y  
A ffairs fo r th e  fa ilu re  o f  th e  G o v ern m en t to  
p lace  befo re  P a rlia m e n t all th e  re p o rts  o f  the 
M o n o p o lie s  a n d  R estric tive  T ra d e  Practices 
C o m m issio n  as req u ired  by th e  unam b ig u o u s 
p rov isio n s o f  S ection  62 o f  th e  M onopo lies 
a n d  R estric tive  T ra d e  P ractices A ct, 1969 
w hich says ; (I q u o te )  ;

“ T h e  C e n tra l G o \ t .  shall cau se  to  be 
laid  befo re  b o th  H o u ses o f  P arlia m e n t an  
a n n u a l re p o rt an d  every rep o rt w hich m ay 
be  su b m itted  to  it by th e  C om m issio n  from  
tim e to  tim e, p e rta in in g  to  th e  execu tion  
o f  p rov isio n s o f  th e  A c t.”

I have  received a  co p y  o f  th e  n o te  p u t up 
by th e  D ep tt. o f  C o m p an y  AlTairs o n  the  
issue raised  by m e. In  th is n o te  it h a s  been 
s ta te d  th a t th e  C om m ission  h a d  p laced  be-
fo re  th e  L o k  S ab h a  o n  D ec. 1, 1972, the 
A n n u a l R e p o rt o n  th e  W o rk in g  an d  A d -
m in istra tio n  o f  th e  M R T P  A ct, 1969 for 
the  p eriod  en d in g  th e  31st D ecem b er, 1971 
to g e th e r  w ith  th e  a n n u a l A d m in istra tio n  
R e p o rt on  th e  w o rk in g  an d  ad m in is tra tio n  
o f  th e  M R T P  C om m ission  fo r  th e  p erio d  
e n d in g 3 l D ecem ber, 1971, T h e n o te o f  the  
D e p tt .  o f  C .A . fu rth e r  sta te s ;

“  C op ies o f  th e  R e p o rts  o f  th e  C o m -
m ission  in ind iv idual cases p refe rred  to 
it by th e  G o v t, fo r inqu iry  a n d  rep o rt


